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PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES

JUNE 6, 1973 TO JANUARY 23, 1974

BOOK NO. 134

rd i /
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PLANNING COMMISSION i R
INDEX TO MINUTES

¯g a

BOOK NU. 134

COMPREHENSIVE ZONING CODE, AMENDMENTS PAGE

June 27, 1973 Amendment to Chapter 21, Revised
Ordinances of Honolulu (CZC) Re
Provision for Low and Moderate Income
Housing 89

July 11, 1973 | -do- 119

September 19, 1973 Amendment to the Comprehensive Zoning
Code, Section 21-201 (Lot Width) 195

October 3, 1973 -do- 209

December 19, 1973 Proposed Bill No. 167 (Contract Zoning) 320

December 19, 1973 Amending Section 21 605 (e) relating to
parking requirements in apartment districts 334

January 9, 1974 -do- 351

January 9, 1974 Proposed Bill No. 167 (Contract Zoning) 378

January 23, 1974 Bill No. 75 (1972) Amending Sections
21-613 and 21-624 relating to height
regulations in A-2, A-3, A-4, and A-5
Apartment Districts 401

January 23, 1974 Amending Section 21-110 relating to
definition of Kennel, Residential and
amending Section 21-501(b) relating to
accessory uses and structures in Residential
I)is tricts . 402

January 23, 1974 Amending Section 21-110 relating to defini-
tions of special yard; street setback line;
yard, front, yard, rear; and yard, side;
amending Section 21,202 (a) relatin&'
dimensions of yards; deleting Section
21-202{b) relating to other yards; and
adding a new Section 21 202(b) relating to
use restricted in yards. 40



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT -

I July 25, 1973 ' Hauula - Doctor's Office in Residential
.

-

District. Ing, Schoon G Lebb, Attorneys-
At-Law for Marc Shlacter, M.D. 123 -

I July 25, 1973 Ewa Beach - Gas Storage Facility. Oahu ¯

¯

Gas Service, Inc. 135

I July 25, 1973 Halawa - Off-Street Parking Area in R-6
Residential District. Central Hawaiian. 135 E

August 8, 1973 -Ewa Beach - Gas Storage Facility. Oahu
Gas Service, Inc. 142 ig-

August 8, 1973 Halawa - Off-Street Parking Area in R-6 3AV

I Residential District. Central Hawaiian. 142

September 19, 1973 /Liliha - Off-Street Parking in R-6 § mg
Residential District. St. Francis Hospital. 195 * i SE

October 3, 1973 -do- 203 ¯
¯"¯

October 3, 1973 rMokuleia - Private STP. John Eagle. 234

October 3, 1973 CMokuleia - Private STP. John Eagle. 234

Oct ber 3, 1973 Mokuleia - Private STP. Ted Crane. 234

October 3, 1973 Mokuleia - Private STP. James Ho. 234

October 3, 1973 Mokuleia - Private STP. Jack Dubey. 234

October 3, 1973 Mokuleia Private STP. L. Ajifu 4 E. Nagao. 235

October 3, 1973 Mokuleia - Private STP. L.R. Allen and
G.R. Gunn. 235

December 5, 1973 Mokuleia - Private STP. John Eagle. 271

December 5, 1973 Mokuleia - Private STP. Ted Crane. 271

December 5, 1973 Mokuleia - Private STP. James Ho 271

December 5, 1973 Mokuleia - Private STP. Jack Dubey 272

December 5, 19T3 Mokuleia - Private STP. L.R. Allen and.
G.R. Gunn 272

December 5, 1973 Makaha - Home Care Facility within Residen-
tial District. Child and Family Service 287

December 5, 1973 Punaluu - Private STP. WSC Ltd. 287



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CONT.)

December 5, 1973 Kailua - Additions to°Castle Memorial
llospital. Castle Memorial Hospital 288

December 19, 1973 Kailua - Additions to Castle Memorial
llospital. Castle Memorial Hospital 315

December 19, 1973 -Punaluu - Private STP for proposed hotel.
WQ C, Ltd. 322

January 9, 1974
-do- 365 9--

GENERAL PLAN/DETAILED LAND USE MAP/DEVELOPMENT PLAN (AMENDMENT) UNEI lii- June 6, 1973 Moiliili - University Community Plan DLUM gli
(CSC Dept. of Recreation) School and High-
Density Apartment to Park use. 2

¯ June 6, 1973 Kalihi-Kai GP/DLUM (Herbert Matsuba dba
Dee Lite Bakery) Apartment to Commercial. 5

June 6, 1973 Kapalama GP/DLUM (CSC Dept. of Recreation)
Residential to Park. 22

June 6, 1973 AHALAWA GP/DLUM (Lone Star, Inc.) Various EEE
Uses near Halawa Interchange of H-1 Inter- ËÐÑ
state Highway. 25

¯=-

June 6, 1973 0AHU GP (State of Hawaii, Department of
Transportation) H-1, H-2, and H-3 Defense
Highway Alignments 25 y

June 20, 1973 OAHU GP (State of.Hawaii, Department of
Transportation) H-1, H-2, and H-3 Defense ¯¯¯

Highway Alignments
(See Supplement Minutes for June 20, and
21, 1973, BOOK #133-A) 25

June 20, 19T3 MAKAHA GP/DLUM (CSC Dept. of Recreation)
Commercial and Preservation to Park. 48

June 27, 1973 Moiliili - University Community Plan DLUM
(CQC Dept. of Recreation) School and High- HEDensity Apartment to Park use. 57

June 27, 1973 OAHU GP (State of Hawaii, Department of
Transportation) H-1, H-2 and H-3 Defense
Highway Alignments 68

June 27, 1973 Makiki GP/DLUM (CSC Dept. of Recreation)
Apartment and Residential to Park. 89

July 11, 1973 Halawa GP/DLUM (Lone Star, In ) Various
Uses near Halawa Interchange of H-1 Inter-
state Highway. 95

-iii-



I GENERAL PLAN/DETAILEI) LAND USE MAP/DEVELOPMJiNT PLAN (AMEN1]MENT) (CONT.)

July 11, 1973 Moiliil:t - University Community Plan DLUM . =
(CSC Dept. of Recreation) School and High- F

Density Apartment to Park use. 97

July 11, 1973 OAHU GP (State of Hawaii, Department of

I Transportation) 0-1, H-2, and H-3 Defense ::
Highway Alignments los EEE

July 25, 1973 Kaimuki GP/DLUM (Foo Lin Ching ß Annie L. Egii Ching 6 Ellen Lee Kwai) Residential to NEL
Commercial. 121

I July 25, 1973 Makiki-Kewalo-Ala Moana GP/DLUM. i a-9
Sheridan Tract, Piikoi-Rycroft Mini Park.
(CSC Dept. of Recreation) Apartment to

i Park use. lZ6

July 25, 1973 Halawa GP/DLUM (Lone Star, Inc.) Various i
!!¯

Uses near Halawa Interchange of H-1 Inter- I ÈŒni state Highway. 131 Ë Ë!Ë

July 25, 1973 .OAHU GP (State of Hawaii Department of
Transportation) H-1, H-2', and H-3 Defense
Highway Alignments. 13

August 8, 1973 OAHU GP (State of Hawaii, Department of
Transportation) H-1, H-2, and H-3 Defense
Highway Alignments 147

October 3, 1973 -do- 210
(Note: See attachments) 235 4

236

October 31, 1973 OAHU GP (State of Hawaii Department of
Transportation) Hul, H-2, and H-3 Defense
Highway Alignments. 257

November 14, 1973 OAHU GP (State of Hawaii, Department of
Transportation) H-1, H-2, and H-3 Defense
Highway Alignments. 264

December 5, 1973 CKahaluu GP DLUM (Va ley of the Temples,
Waikiki Development Company, 4 Centex
Development Company) Cemetery to Residential
and Preservation use. 287 '

December 19, 1973 -do- 290

January 9, 1974 -do- 351

January 23, 1974 -do- . 393



I -

GENERAL PLAN/DETAILED LAND USE MAP/DEVELOPMENT PLAN (AMENDMENT) (CONT.)
January 23, 1974 Makiki GP/DLUM (Alfred A. Yee 6 Associates)(1) Deleting proposed extension of Kinau St. =Ebetween Waiau P1. 6 Punahou St.; and(2) Redesignating the right-of-way area to

Hospital 4 High Density Apt. use. 401 > ¯¯¯-

January 23, 1974 Wilhelmina Rise (CSC Dept. of Recreation) yResidential to Park use 401

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT ¯¯¯

June 6, 1973 (Priscilla Lee) Application to replace
a dwelling unit destroyed by fire 1

I June 20, 1973 (Richard Tom) Application for a 20-unit ---Apartment Building 52

June 20, 1973 (Kenji Nagano) Application for a 4-story
A artment Buildin 52

July 11, 1973 ' -(Richard Tom) Application for a 20-unitApartment Building 90
July 11, 1973 -(Kenji Nagano) Application for a 4-storyApartment Building 91
July 25, 1973 (Standard Oil Company) Application to

construct a new sign and to replace the
existing service station 134

July 2.5, 1973 (Robert H. Aoyagi) Application to rebuildthe existing service station. 134
August 8, 1973 (American Brewing Company, Ltd.) Proposalto demolish the Royal Brewery Building. 163 V

August 8, 1973 (Mrs. Katherine Wada 6 Clarence W.B. Cho)Application to construct a 6 unit Apartment
Building on Prospect Street 163 '

September 5, 1973 (Robert H. Aoyagi) Application to rebuildthe existing service station. 166
September 5, 1973 (The Queen's Medical Center) Applicationto construct a 5-story medical school facilityon top of the existing mental health centerbuilding at the Lusitana Street/Lauhala Streetcorner of the Queen's Hospital property 183 V

September 19, 1973 (Richard Kawasaki) Applic.ation to construct
a new 2-story single-family. dwelling. 185



HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT (CONT.)

September 19, 1973 ,(The queen's Medical Center) Application
- for the medical school addition. 186

September 19, 1973 -(Mrs. Katherine Wada 6 Clarence W.B. Cho)
Application to construct a 6-unit Apartment
Building on Prospect Street 186 ¯¯

September 26, 1973 ' (Cades, Schutte, Fleming 6 Wright)
Application for construction of an 80-foot

¯ g high office building with some required
arkin arovided off-site. 202 «

October 31, 1973 (D. H. Graham Co., Ltd.) Application to
construct a 9-story office bldg.) 261 *

I November 14, 1973 -do- 262

December 5, 1973 (CSC Building Dept.) Renovation of Dept.
of Transportation Services Bldg. 287

December 5, 1973 (CSC Board of Water Supply) Exterior
Renovation. 287 v

December 19, 1973 (CaC Building Dept.) Renovation of Dept.
of Transportation Services Bldg. 313

December 19, 1973 (CSC Board of Water Supply) Exterior
Renovation. 313

December 19, 1973 (Cades, Schutte, Fleming and Wright)
Application for construction of an 80-foot
high office building with some required
parking provided offisite 314

December 19, 1973 (Jerry Park) Application for construction
of a 4½-story apartment building 335

January 9, 1974 -do- 350

January 23, 1974 (Easter Seals Society) Application for
an addition to the Easter Seal School. 401 v

MISCELLANEOUS

July 11, 1973 lection of Officers 120

August 8, 1973 Findings of Fact, Conclusions and
Redommendations (New Procedure under
new Charter) 164



PLANNED DEVELUPMENT-HOUSING " ¯

June 6, 1973 Kailua - Ka1wa Ridge, Enchanted LaKes
(Lone Star llawaii, Inc.) 11

I June 6, 1973 Nanakuli. (Shelter Corporation and -
¯-

Pacific Construction Co. , Joint Venture) 22

i June 20, 1973 Kaneohe. (Makani Kai Development
i E Corporation) 72, -- 26

- June 20, 1973 Kaneohe - Mahalani Place. (Capital .
·m-

Investment of Hawaii, Inc.} )
32 -

June 27, 1973 Kalihi Valley (Kuikahi Gardens) .

(Mid-Pac Development , Ltd. , Frank Slavsky
and William H. Dodd. 54

July 11, 1973 Kalihi Valley (Kuikahi Gardens) .

(Mid-Pac Development, Ltd. , Frank Slavsky
and William H. Dodd. 97

July 11, 1973 , Kaneohe. (Makani Kai Development
Corporation) 98

July 11, 1973 o - Kaneone - Mahalani Place. (Capital
Investment of Hawaii, Inc.) 107

August 8, 1973 3 MakaKilo. (Finance Realty Company) 163

September 5, 1973 'Ewa Beach. (Hawaii Laborer's Housing
Corporation) 175

September 26, 1973 MakaRilo. (Finance Realty Company) 196

October 3, 1973 -Makakilo. (Finance Realty Company) 223

October 31, 1973 -Ewa Beach. ¿Hawaii Laborer's Housing
Corporation) 261

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT-SHOPPING CENTER

July 25, 1973 ' Kahuku. (Hawaii Shopping Center Corporation) 134

STATE LAND USE COMMISSION

June 20, 1973 Waipio. (Mililani Town, Inc.) Designating
Residential and Industrial uses. 49

October 31, 19T3 Proposed amendments to Part II of SLUC
Regulations 260

vii-



I STATE LAND USE COMMISSION (CUNT.)

December 19, 1973 Pupukea. (Derik Labenz) Agricultural to
Urban use. 333

RLE ONA

3 Waimalu (Newtown Estates Subdivision, Unit 2) 50

i June 27, 1973 Waiau, Ewa (Waiau Light Industrial Park 89
Subdivision)

June 27, 1973 Kahaluu, Koolaupoko (Egami Subdivision) 89i i Et
June 27, 1973 Waimanalo (Waimanalo Residence Lots, 5th ! ÑÊ

Series, Unit 3) 89 i B-

September 5, 1973 Aiea (Enchanted Hill Manor Subdivision) 182

September 5, 1973 Waianae (Waianae-Kai Subdivision, Unit I) 182

September 5, 1973 Enchanted Hill Estates, Unit I - Deletion 183

October 3, 1973 Pupukea (Pupukea Lowlands) 233

October 3, 1973 Kahaluu (Fukuda Subdivision) 233 i 2-E

October 3, 1973 Waiau (Waiau Gardens) 233

October 3, 1973 Kalihi (Hawaii Housing Authority) 233

October 3, 1973 Aiea (H-1 Freeway). Realignment of streets. 233

November 14, 1973 Makaha (Waianae Model Community) 263

November 14, 1973 Waiawa, Ewa (Servco Waiawa) 263

December 5, 1973 Kailua (Kailua Heights Subdivision Unit 8) 288

December 5, 1973 Kailua (Kailua Heights Subdivision Unit 6B) 289

December 5, 1973 Lualualei (Lot 18-F-2 Subdivision) 289

December 19, 1973 Pacific Palisades (Deletions) 334

December 19, 1973 Kuliouou (Deletions) 334

December 19, 1973 Salt Lake (Deletions) 334

January 9, 1974 Kailua,.Koolaupoko (Maunawili Subdivision) 378

January 9, 1974 Waimalu, Ewa (Chateau Subdivision) 378

January 9, 1974 Waianae (Waianae Gardens Subdivision) 379

January 9, 1974 Kaneohe (Malia Terrace Subdivision) 3/9

-viii-



STREET NAMES (CONT.)

January 9, 1974 Kanoohe (Mahinui View Subdivision) 379 ¯

January 9, 1974 Kaneohe (Kamooalii Subdivision) 379

I January 9, 1974 Waipio, Ewa (Mililani Town Subdivision) 380 =

January 9, 1974 Makaha, Waianae (Kalama Aina Subdivision) 381
E dMll

January 23, 1974 Waikele, Ewa (Waipahu Terrace Subdivision, Ë
Unit 1, Waipio) 400 Ë· ""--

January 23, 1974 Waianae (Lot 106 Subdivision, Lualualei) 401 | È
-:Ilik -

SUBDIVISION RULES AND REGULATIONS, AMENDMENTS .

¯

- June 6, 1973 Proposed Amendments to Subdivision Rules
and Regulations 23

June 6, 1973 Petitions for Amendment to Sections 5 and
6 of Subdivision Rules and Regulations 23

June 20, 1973 Proposed Amendments to Subdivision Rules
and Regulations 49

ZONING -- A-1 APARTMENT DISTRICT

August 8, 1973 / Waiau, Ewa - Lear Siegler 163

ONING -- A-2. APARTMENT DISTRICT

July 25, 1973 Waianae - (a) HRA (b) Francis Wong/HRA 124

July 25, 1973 Pauoa - Gary N. Tanaka 135 -

September 19, 1973 Pearl City - Benjamin C. Lum 187

September 19, 1973 Pauoa - Gary N. Tanaka 189

September 26, 1973 Makiki - Director of Land Utilization 202

ZONIRG -- A-3 APARTMENT DISTRICT

July . 2 5 , 19 7 3 Waíau - Jack Uj imor i 135

August 8, 1973 Kapalama - Eizen Yamaguchi, .et al 163 *
-¾

September 5, 1973 -do- 167 ¯



ZONING -- A-3 APARTMENT DISTRICT CONT.

September 5, 1973 ' Pearl City - Benjamin C.F. Lum 184 v

September 19, 1973 - Waiau - Ujimori, Lear Siegler, Incorporated 188

ZONING -- A-4 APARTMENT DISTRICT

June 20, 1973 Central Business District (733 Kinau St.) -

Robert Pang 52 Y

September 5, 1973 Salt Lake - International Development
Company 184

September 26, 1973 -do-
199

October 3, 1973 -do-
227

ZONING -- B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT

June 20 , 1973 " Waimalu - Oceanview Ventures 52

June _20,
1973 Waianae - Mr. and Mrs. David 0kimoto 52

July 11, 1973 Waimalu - Oceanview Ventures 92

July 25, 1973 Waianae - Mr. and Mrs. David Okimoto 122

July 25, 1973 Waianae - Manoa Investment Company, Inc. 134

August 8, 1973 -do-
136

August 8, 1973 Kaimuki - Director of Land Utilization 163

September 5, 1973 -do-
105

September 5, 1973 Waianae Manoa Investment Company, Inc. 169

September 19, 1973 do- 193

ONING - B-5 RESORT COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

August 8, 1973 Waikiki Hemmeter Investment Company
(File 73/Z-48) 163

September 5, 1973 -do
168

September 5, 1913 Waikiki - Hemmeter Investment Company
(File #73/Z-53) 184

¯ Septembe 19, 1973 Waikik - Duty Free Shoppers, Ltd. 195



i
ZONING -- B-5 RESORT COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (CONT.)i
September 26, 1973 -Waikiki - Hommeter Investment Company

(File #73/Z-53) 201

October 3, 1973 Waikiki - Duty Free Shoppers, Ltd. 205

ZONING -- I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT

July 25, 1973 Kalihi - United Recapping Co. 135 _g.

August 8, 1973 -do- 146 - --

I September 19, 1973 Waiau - Tamotsu Sugiyama, et al 195 g
- mE =m-

October 3, 1973 -do- 204 à a
October 3, 1973 Aiea - California and Hawaiian Sugar Company 235 i &

E MIHk-

ZONING -- I-2 HEAVY INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT I i
September 19, 1973 Honouliuli - James Campbell Estate 195 «

ONING -- R-6 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

June 6, 1973 Nanakuli - Shelter Corporation and Pacific
Construction Co., Joint Venture 22 -
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I . JUN 6 19M3

Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

June 6, 1973

i The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, June 6, 1973 in the ¯=

Conference Room of the City Hall Annex, Honolulu, Hawaii. The Chairman
Eugene B. Connell, called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. 5

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman i _-

Fredda Sullam -

Roy R. Bright
James D. Crane
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Randall Kamiyai Thomas N. Yamabe II (first half of meeting)

ABSENT: Thomas N. Yamabe II (second half of meeting)

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Planning Director
George S. Moriguchi, Deputy Planning Director
L. Chee, Observer, Staff Planner
H. Eng, Staff Planner
G. Henniger, Staff Planner
I. McDougall, Staff Planner
A. Sheybani,·Staff Planner

J. Grant, Deputy Corporation Counsel
James Dwight, Traffic Department
Irwin Lane, Department Parks & Recreation

MINUTES: The Minutes of May 16, 1973 were approved on
motion by Commissioner Crane, seconded by Com-
missioner Bright, and carried.

PUBLIC BEARING A public hearing was he.160to consider an appli-
HAWAII CAPITAL .cation by Mrs. Priscilla Lee to replace a dwel-
DISTRICT ling unit that was recently destroyed by fire
PRISCILLA LßE in the Capital District area, identified as Tax
(FILE #73/HCD-13) Map Key: 2-2-03: 15.

Notice of the public hearing appeared in the .
¯

Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser of May 27, 1973.

No letters of protest had been received.

Planning Director Way stated that . the _ Commissioners had all had an op-
portunity to review the staff report; the proposal s within the 40'
height limit; the 50°/o open-space requirement meets the requirements of
the Comprehensive Zoning Code there were .no other proposals or sugges-
tions and he recommended approval of the application.



I Hi
Questions of the staff by members of the Commission: Eg

None
Testimony AGAINST the application:

None
Testimony FOR the application:

None

iThe public hearing was closed and the matter taken under advisement on
the motion by Commissioner Bright, seconded by Commissioner Crane, and
carried. (No discussion)

ACTION: Commissioner Crane made a motion recommending acceptance of
the Planning Director's recommendation of approval of the
application.

MR
Commissioner Kahawaiolaa seconded the motion. (Carried)

VOTE: In Favor of the motion: Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Bright,
Sullam, Kamiya. (5)

Opposed to the motion: None
Abstained: Connell
Absent: Yamabe

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a request
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT for amendment to the University Community Plan
SCHOOL AND HIGH-DENSITY Detailed Land Use Map by redesignating a 30,000-
APARTMENT TO PARK USE square-foot parcel from School and High-Density
MOILIILI Apartment use to Park use.
C&C DEPT. OF RECREATION
(FILE #136/C2/14) Notice of the public hearing appeared in the Sun-

day Star-Bulletin/Advertiser of May 27, 1973. -

No letters of protest had been received.

IStaff Planner Ian McDougall presented the re ort of the Planning Director.
Reasons for the .request were:

A need for parks in the Moiliili Triangle area.
Site is adjacent to the Kuhio School.
2,853 residents in the area without a park.
Neakest park facilièies are a half-mile from the

proposed park site. Pedestrian access to
these sites is hazardous because of major
thoroughfared--Kapiolani and.:King Streets.

The Department of Rec eation had found no feasible alternative to the site.
The Planning Director recommended approval of the request.
Questions of the staff by members of the Commission:

None
¯¯¯

Testimony AGAINST_the application: -a
(1) Mr Paul Lynch, Attorney at Law -

Case Stack Kay Cronin Clause
First Hawaiian Bank Building Honolulu

The owner of the property is cofrectly listed as ualoa Land



Corporation, a Hawaiian corporation. I am here today representing
Hui House, Inc. which is a Hawaii corporation and is the long-term ¯¯¯

lessee of the two parcels involved in this matter before you this
afternoon.

"The lessee did not receive any direct notice of today's public hear-
ing. He has, however, in the last year spent a great deal of time

B and money in formulating development plans for the utilization of
this property. Obviously, then, what is transpiring today is of Mi
great interest to him.

"They have requested that I represent them before the Planning Com- -=

mission but very frankly I have had inadequate time to be able to .

---

assess the proposal. We have taken a look at the Commission's file ; gg
and I would respectfully request at this time as to whether or not

.
EUi

this matter could not be put over for 30 days in order for me to
prepare a more meaningful presentation on behalf of the long-term
lessee of the property."

When the Planning Director asked Mr. Lynch if he were aware of the require-
ment for notice to lessees in the case of General Plan Amendments such as ei
this, he replied that he was not.

Questions of Attorney Lynch by members of the Commission:

CRANE: When were you first apprised of this hearing?

LYNCH: One week ago by an appointment in my office on Wednesday
afternoon, Ei

BRIGHT: Imat plans do your clients have for this particular piece
of property?

LYNCH: It is presently zoned for high-rise apartment and they plan
a condominium project at the present time. Gentlemen, I
realize that the law provides for 10 days'notice and the
10 days'notice was properly given. This is the 10th day
since.May 27 1973. Nonetheless, I still respectfully
request that I be given an opportunity to examine the bases
for the proposal so that.I mi ht make a meaningful presenta-
tion on behalf of my client.

There were no fukther questions of Mr. Lynch by the Commissioners.

No one else appeared to testify against the application.

Testimony FOR the application:
(.A) Mr.. Warren Young, VISTA Worker

Moiliili Community Center
2535 South King Street, Honolulu

(Mr. Young .read a .letter dated June 6, 1973 and presented a copy to
be placed on file. He spoke as a representative of the Moiliili,
McCully, Lower Manoa Community Council which has long been in favor
of such a park in the community.) Other reasons presented were that
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the area is the most densely populated in the State and projections EEË

indicate an even more dense population in the future; available aan
park land within the community is scarce and expensive; the highest
concern of the community is for more parks and recreation; the
Kubio School PTA, Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee, and the
Moiliili Community Center have been active in suggesting this par-
ticular location next to the schoo,1; and the community will assist --

in maintaining and supervising the park.

There were no questions of Mr. Young by the Commission members.

No one else appeared to testify FOR the application.

Chairman Connell asked the representative from the Department of Parks
and Recreation to come forward. Mr. Irwin Lane appeared.

CHAIRMAN: I note in the alternatives that the Kapiolani Interchange
and certain parcels of land along University Avenue were
looked at. Has the Department given any thought to pos-
sible condemnation of a portion of the Honolulu Stadium?

LANE: This has been in our long-range plan as a desirable loca-
tion for a district park--the development of the major
facilities which would be associated with a major park.
This, I might note, is across University Avenue which is
having an increasing amount of traffic from this particular
area and it is.also approximately a half-mile distance from
the area . It probably would not be providing the services
to the elementary pre-school children and the Senior MI
Citizens that may be required in this particular triangle
because of the difficulty of pedestrian access to the area.
But we have given serious consideration and serious thought
for the development as a district park--the development of
a swimming pool, gymnasium, and that type if these are
considered by the residentä to be of prigiary consideration.

CHAIRMAN: This Commission requested two years ago the study of the
needs of parks in the Moiliili-McCully area. Has that
study been firiished

LANE: I could not say. I do not know.

CHAIRMAN: I _would be very interested in seeing the étudy if it has
been done because I was the one who reques ted it . This
indicates the need for parks in the Moiliili triangle area
but previous reports indicated that parks are needed in
the whole Moiliili-Mccully .area. That was my reason for
the question regarding Honolulu Stadium. It is a fairly
large parcel of property centrally located and the future
seems to be somewhat in doubt. Can we hope to have a
report from the Department of Recreation?

LANE: Certainly.



BRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to direct a question to the Director.
What is the condition of the sewage disposal system in that
area?

WAY: I just had better defer further comment on that until we
verify it.

BRIGHT: We should have some information with respect to that be-
cause it is my understanding that the sewage disposal sys- ; .
tem in that entire area is sub-standard and before any | .

major development in the nature of high-rise could be under-
taken, there would have to be some major improvement. I
may be wrong, but I would certainly like to find that.out

-.

McDOUGALL: The Chief Engineer reported on June 23, 1972 that sewers
are available and adequate for the proposed development--
that was in relation to the park proposal.-- They did not
specify the condition of the sewers for the support.rng
apartment development, however. So, we can only say in
terms of supporting the park, the sewers would be adequate,

There were no further questions of the staff by the Commission.

ACTION: Commissioner Crane made a motion that the public hearing be
kept open for three weeks on request of attorney Paul Lynch,
Commissioner Kahawaiolaa seconded the motion.
(No discussion) (Motion carried)

VOTE: In Favor of the motion: Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam,
Bright, Kamiya, Yamabe (6)

Opposed to the motion: None
Abstained: Connell
Absent: None

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a request
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT to amend the Kalihi-Kai general planned area by
KALIHI-KAI redesignating a parcel of land from Apartment
APARTMENT TO COMMERCIAL to Commercial use. The area of the parcel is -W
HERBERT MATSUBA dba 15,000 sq. ft., present zoning is R-6 and B-2.. 55

DEE LITE BAKERY
(FILE #249/C4/7) Notice of public hearing appeared in the Sunday

Star-Bulletin/Advertiser of May 27, 1973,

No letters of rotest had been received. Li

Staff Planner Ian McDougall presented the Director's report. The exist-
ing bakery operation is located on a 9,300-sq. ft. parcel and expansion
on an adjacent 15,000-sq. ft. parcel would total 24,300 square feet.
There is no adopted Detailed Land Use Map or Development Plan for the
area which is.predominantly in commercial and the balance in residential.
The General Plan indicates that the land use policy for the area would be
for apartment development on the mauka side of Dillingham Boulevard and
for industrial development on the makai side. Present policy calls for
relocation of the bakery rather than expansion in the neighborhood.

5



The report also stated that if a mix of residential and commercial uses
were found to be appropriate within the area, the proper alternative
would be to prepare plans for an appropriate commercial center to serve
the neighborhood provided there is an adequate basis to demonstrate that -

such a center is required.

The Planning Director concluded that there is not sufficient basis for
amending the current policy and, therefore, recommended that the request M i
be denied.

I E
¯

Questions of the staff by the Commissioners:

CHAIRMAN: In the Census Tract areas which are indicated as the ari-
mary market areas known as Tracts 56 through 62, how much
commercial land is there available? E

McDOUGALL: I don't have the quantification to answer that question.

CHAIRMAN: How many applications in this area, received for rezoning,
conform to the General Plan?

McDOUGALL: At the present time, there are no zoning designations in
the area. The bulk of the area designated for apartment
at the present time is zoned R-6. There are some exceptions
notably in the B-2 category which are illustrated better by
lifting up the overlay. Most of them are on the mauka side
of Dillingham Boulevard which is in the apartment designa-
ted area. There are no apartment zonings in the area. This
is the current zoning and to my knowledge there have been no
applications in this general area to rezone to conform to
the General Plan.

SULLAM: Where is the commercial area located to serve this apart-
ment zone?

McDOUGALL: The commercial areas designated on the General Plan would
be along King Street.

- CHAIRMAN: Has that area (which is designated on the GP to serve as
the commercial area for the proposed apartment area) been
zoned for business?

McDOUGALL: I don't know.

CHAIRMAN: Do we have an indication of what that property is presently
being used for?--that which is designated on the General
Plan for commercial.

McDOUGALL: I believe the area is a mixed use. It is not fully devel-
oped for commercial.. For the specific quantities we would
have to research that further.

There were no further questions of the staff by the Commission members.

Testimony AGAINST the application:
None

-6-



Testimony received FOR the application:
(A) Mr. Wendell K. Kimura, Attorney at Law

Suite 232 Alexander Young Building, Honolulu

"Thank you. I represent the owner, Mr. Herbert Matsuba. I also have
with me others who will be testifying in favor of the applicat on. --

. "The area we are talking about is the corner of Dillingham and Mokauea
where the present Dee Lite Bakery is located. In back of the ba-
kery, the adjoining parcel which fronts on Mokauea and Eluwene is
the parcel that is involved in the application. --

"We have spent considerable time trying to come up with what I con-
sider a tremendous improvement for the neighborhood as well as the
area--a beautifully designed architectural expansion of the bakery,
I would like to make a few comments on our proposal which I think
justifies the rezoning of the General Plan, the justification out-
lined by the Dalton versus City & County case with respect to the
principals making changes to your.General Plan and I think, in many
respects, the proposal is a considerable improvement in the economic
social, legal qualifications for amending the General Plan.

"Basically, the need for the expansion of the bakery, as I have out-
lined in the comprehensive report, is that there is a tremendous in-
crease in the sales of the bakery in thelast several years and my
client is willing to take the economic risk involved in the expan-
sion.

"There is evidence of the need by tripling of sales in the past five
years; the site is ideal for an expansion; with respect to reloca-
ting elsewhere, my client.has been faced with several difficulties
in trying to purchase other properties, find people who are willing
to sell, to meet the high prices, etc. To plan on the operation of
a separate location together with his present location creates
many difficulties with respect to his employees, his management,
and his plans.

"Many of his employees live in.the area, have been working at the
bakery for many years, walk to work, and I can't see any justifica-
tion in relocating or abandoning the bakery. Expansion would pro-
duce more mal property tax revenues as well as gross income taxes
for the State and County. The.proposed expansion would generate at
least 25°/o to 30°/o increase in employment.

"From an esthetic standpoint, we are planning a well designed, beauti-
ful structure with full modern facilities, exterior as well as in-
terior.

"We see no difficulty with respect to any traffic congestion on
Dillingham, Mokauea, or Eluwene Street.

The staff has indicated that the General Plan policy is for apart-
ment. However there is also thinking in the planning circles

7-



that areas should contain mixed uses. You will find in your Plan-
ned Unit Developments, in the CZC as well as in the permitted
accessory uses in your zoning code, that mixed uses encourage con-
venience establishments, bakeries, shops, stores,etc. in apartment
areas.

"If Mr. Matsuba were to proceed with the apartment zoning, which
he is legally authorized to do, under the General Plan designation g
as presently exists, then really what you would have is he would be
legally authorized to build a 350' high-rise structure on this par-
cel and put in the building a bakery facility which he doesn't want
to do. He is in the bakery business, he is a baker, and he would
like to just expand his bakery facilities without going through the
trouble of building a high-rise building and putting a bakery inside.

¯E

"The proposal itself does not really violate any significant General ¯±gg

Plan principle at all. In fact, I think it conforms to the General 25"
Plan principles as indicated by the Staff Report. Again, it may be
a matter of interpretation but the way I read the General Plan
principles mentioned in the Staff Report, you will find the six'
principles on page 4 of the report:

1. "Provide clusters of commercial areas in appropriate locations
¯¯

Well, it is a matter of judgment as to whether this lo-
cation is an appropriate location within your proposed
apartment area.

2. "Encourage attractive, harmonious shopping and business struc-
tures with plantings...."

This is also the present situation.

3. "The General Plan principle is to preUent the intrusion of com-
mercial land use into residential areas...."

Well, this is.one of the points I think that is open for
discussion. I am not quite certain that this is applicable
to the present case. If we were requesting strip-commercial
development proposal, I think that the principle would
apply. .We are talking about the expansion of an existing
business that's been in operation for 15 years. I fail to
see any similarity with the concept.of preventing com-
mercial-strip development.

4. "Serve the shopping.needs of the residents in the area....
This, we will do.

5. "Determine the population and purchasing power of the area...."
This, we have done and .there is the need.

6. "To achieve, by site design and buffer zones, a harmonious _re-
lationship between commercial development and sùrrounding
land uses.

This, as you will see, we will accomplîsh. On the one
hand, when you come right down to it, the basic iÑsue
is we have a person that is already in the business



able and willing to risk some capital in making a very a HE
well designed development as opposed to a possibility gy
of some unknown quantity in the future putting up a a-L
high-rise on that same parcel. And my humble suggestion
is that this application should be permit-ted. Thank you
very much." gi

There were no questions of Mr. Kimura by the members of the Commission.

(B) Mr. Robert T. Katsuyoshi, Architect
Market Place Building
Room 201 - 218 N. Nimitz Highway, Honolulu

"The drawing on the left indicates the existing building which is gg
one story, dimensions of 40' x 90' and has parking adjoining Dil-
lingham Boulevard.

"The addition on the mauka side of the existing building is two
stories, 60' x 115' and has parking on the mauka side of the new ML
addition between the building and Eluwene Street. E SEP

- "On the ground floor is the major operation of the bakery. On the
second floor is mainly storage. The general feature of this new
building is to tie in with the residential character of the neigh-
borhood so we've designed a building with rural atmosphere--sloping
roof and colonial-type architecture. The roof area is designed for
recreation area for the employees and for the mechanical and air
conditioning equipment. This equipment will be confined to the en-
closed area to eliminate noise problems. The entire plant will be
air-conditioned."

Questions of Mr. Katsuyoshi by the Commissioners:

SULLAM: What is on the second floor and what purpose will it be put
to?

KATSUYOSHI: It will be devoted entirely to storage because storage is
overflowing right now. We actually wanted to build a
separate building but because of the perking requirement,
area requirement, etc. we are forced to go into this size
so the second floor is entirely devoted to storage.

There were no further questions of Mr. Katsuyoshi.

(C) Mr. Herbert Matsuba, owner of the bakery
Corner of Mokauea Street and Eluwene St. in Kalihi-Kai.

"I am the owner of the Dee Lite Bakery and we are requesting an ex-
tension. My attorney has covered most everything. Model Cities
is agreeable to this extension and the neighbors .are also happy .
about it. I think it is a very good thing."
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Questions of Mr. Matsuba by members of the Commission:

WAY: Have you purchased t·he adjoining parcel7 iMATSUBA: That ' s right .

WAY: And when was this purchased?

MATSUBA: About three years ago.

WAY: Were you aware of the zoning on that parcel when you pur-
chased it for apartment use?

MATSUBA: I knew it was R-6 but I didn't know it was apartment.

WAY: The General Plan designation. And, at the time you pur-
chased it, what were your intentions in terms of acquiring
it.

- MATSUBA: Business expansion.

WAY: Even though you realized it was shown on the General Plan
for apartment purposes?

MATSUBA: Presently it was R-6 Residential so I thought we can rezone
the place and use for business expansion.

WAY: From residential to business use?

There were no further questions of Mr. Matsuba.

(D) Ms . Irene Fu imoto, Executive Director
Kalihi-Palama Model Cities
Also a property owner in Census Tract 60 and immediate past Presi-
dent of the Kaliti-Palama Community Council.

"The residents of Census Tract 60 met several times and we really
scrutinized into this parcel of land. We had the architect and we
also met with the attorney and Mr . Matsuba himself . The residents
of Census Tract 60, including the residents immediately adjoining
this subject parcel of land, decided that they would like to recom-
mend approval for the granting of this amendment . It was taken
to the Environmental Task Force of the Kalihi-Palama Model Cities
Association, looked into, and they also approved. Finally, the
Kalihi-Palama Model Cities Board of Directors, the finäl body, ap- E
proved. We feel it will enhance the environmental appearance of
that area. This business hires approximately 90°/o of our Model
neighborhood area residents and we would urge the Planning Commis-
sion members to consider this very seriously and to grant this .

There were no questions of Ms . Fujimoto by the Commissioners .

(E) Mr. Henry Lee, real estate broker and general insurance agent
Honolulu -

"I have known Mr. Matsuba nearly all my life e are both from auai.
10-
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"What the Planning Commission does not realize is how this man
started from scratch. He was a carpenter for 14 years. We kicked
the question around as to his ability to do carpentry in his old
age. We finally came to a decision that he should go back and
learn the baking trade, which he did, relatively late in life.
His first bakery was located on the parcel he plans to have rezoned
now. It was nonconforming use. He razed the building when he
bought the property. In 1963 he got a long-term lease for 40 years
on the parcel on which he is now located on Dillingham ßoulevard.

"With his new ideas of using local fruit in the bakery products, his
business has grown tremendously and there is a definite need for
expansion. He needs huge walk-in refrigerators and freezers and he
doesn't have the space in the present area.

"Relocation involves trying to find a parcel which is zoned for bus.:.-
ness, the purchase price, the cost of moving the baking ovens and
freezers, and would tax his financial capacity.

"Mr. Matsuba employs 90% of the people in the area; he pays far in
excess of the minimum wage--over $2.25 per hour; he recently ob-
tained a sales outlet in Waipahu and plans on sales outlets in the -

suburbs; he certainly will increase his work force by at least 25%;
whatever he puts up will be better than what is presently there.

"For these reasons, I would like to say that I am in favor of grant-
ing him this zoning."

There were no questions of Mr. Lee by the Commission members.

No one else testified either FOR or AGAINST this application.

The public hearing was closed and the matter taken under advisement on
the motion by Commissioner Bright, seconded by Commissioner Crane, and
carried.

ACTION: Commissioner Crane made a motion recommending approval of
the application (contrary to the Planning Director's recom-
mendation) and Commissioner Brighi seconded the motion.
(No discussion) (Motion carried)

VOTE: In Favor of the motion: Crane, Bright, Kahawaiolaa,
Kamiya, Connell (5)

Opposed to the motion: None
Abstained: Sullam
Absent: Yamabe

UNFINISHED BUSINESS This public hearing was closed on May 23, 1973
- PLANNED DEVELOPMENT- and action deferred for two weeks for further

HOUSING - KAILUA information on vehicular traffic and other de-
KAIWA RIDGE, velopable lands in the area.
ENCHANTED LAKES
LONE S.TAR HAWAII, INC Mr . Moriguchi asked Ali Sheybani to present the
(FILE #73/PDH-2) reports as requested by the Commission.

-11-
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SHEYBANI: At the May 23 Planning Commission meeting, the Planning
Department wets asked to research and prepare answers to
questions in conjunction with Kaiwa Ridge Planned Development

(1) The Department of Transportation Services has completed
a traffic study of the Lanikai portion of the project
and I understand that Mr. James Dwight is here to speak
to that.

(2) We have contacted the Fire Department and they do ap-
prove the cul-de-sac, 22' wide, and the hammerhead
turnaround--the "Y-shaped" turnaround--on the condition
that there is no on-street parking within the 22"

(3) Regarding the density possible under conventional R-6
development, we have found that with massive grading
of the entire site, three times as many units could be
built as proposed under Planned Development--under this
proposed planned development.

The densities that could be achieved under single-
family R-6 and duplex subdivision are 320 units on
this site and 427 under duplex on the same site. The
planned development proposes 136 units.

We also found out, as a background for the study, that
a 142-unit subdivision on 53 acres of the .site was sub-
mitted in September 1972 and subsequently withdrawn in
February 1973. Prior to that, in 1958, a 157-unit sub-
division on 81 acres was.tentatively approved but was
not followed up and the time expired.

(4) In response to the request for a report on the avail-
ability of other lands in the Lanikai area for the
development, we found that approximately 12 acres of
vacant parcels zoned and general planned for residen-
tial use with a potential of 45 units under conventional
subdivision are available. --

An additional 11 acres are general planned for resi-
dentiai use but zoned in Preservation and available
in the area. These lands could yield from 35 to 47
units if rezoned R-3 or R-4 Residential use

The reason we did not consider these remnant parcels
for planned development was because the size of them
would not allow, for the most part, any planned develop-
ment to occur. So, .we have land for 45 units iri
Lanikai yet to be developed if a developer is interested
in deVeloping. There is another 47 units to be rezoned
and that could be developed.

Questions of the staff by the Commission members:

CRANE: Would you explain if that massive grading be within the
confines of the grading ordinance?

-12-



SHEYBANI: It could be within the confines of this development as. I
am sure you are aware of, there has been in the past.

I This has been a burrow site and they have already done a
portion of that. They have crea ted two platforms . I f the
developer--we are not suggesting that he do that, but if
he wants to pursue this kind of grading on this portion of

I the site, it is possible to get those densities under a.
-¯

conventional subdivision.

CRANE: OK. If you just went right now with the regular conven-
tional homes, he could put in 320 single-·family or 427
duplex units, is that right?

SHEYBANI: Either/Or--not both at the same time.

CRANE: Without all that massive radin ?

I g g

SHEYBANI: He cannot without massive grading put all those in.

CRANE: And that massive grading would be legal?

SHEYBANI: He could make that massive grading under the grading ordi-
nance. It would be expensive, but he can do that. gg

DWIGHT: Before we go into the specific questions that the Commission
posed, it would probably be good to do some of our field
observations and reestablish some of the characteristics of
the neighborhood as we saw it, and some of the primary traf-
fic data that we have developed. ¯

As far as the characteristics of Lanikai are concerned, we -

understand that there are 614 dwelling units with a popula-
tion of 1,832 people. There are approximately 640 persons
under 18 years of age or approximately one child per dwel-
ling unit.

This area gets its access via Aala Road which has 20' of
pavement with two ways of traffic. Under some of the pri-
mary traffic data that we developed, we found that there
were 4 home-base auto trips developed by each dwelling unit.
That would be about 2,450 auto trips over a 24-hour period.
However, about half a car per dwelling unit is generated
during the peak-hour traffic. An average of between 6,000
and 6,500 people go by during the course of a 24-hour period

Our field observations were that the traffic operates there .
without interruption or delay during the periods of highest
use--the peak hours--then during the off-hours it is even
better. The traffic flows readily within the speed limit
and there were no backups that we observed on the side
streets and there were many gaps of 30 seconds and 40 sec- Ei
onds between.platoons of cars. Quite a few of the trips $Ë
were internal inasmuch as they were trips of parents taking

åi¯

children back and forth to school. -
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ßRIGHT: Do you feel that the additional increment of housing will
have an adverse effect on the traffic on the present roads?
Will the present roads handle that traffic?

DWIGHT: I should think so. The present roads have unobstructed
travelways because everybody parks off the roads and on
the shoulders which are 10' and 15' along the main drags
I would imagine though that as you got closer to Kailua you
would probably have some problems.

CRANE: May I ask the Director a question. In the report that we -

had two weeks ago on traffic in this area, was that from
the Department of Transportation? Somebody said that the
roads were inadequate. I know that the community thinks so,
But someone in official capacity thought so too. Was this
the Traffic Department?

MORIGUCHI: This was not in the Director's report. The Director's re- gy
port indicated that facilities were adequate. There may Ei
have been reference to that, Commissioner Crane, when it
was reported by members of the community that we had denied
a request for a zoning change on the basis of concern for
traffic capacities as well as other reasons.

CRANE: That's what I'm trying to get squared away. That was some
four or five years ago, right?

MORIGUCHI: Not all that long ago. I'd say two years ago.

CRANE: Could you explain to me how, if we denied developments
"x"-number of years ago because the roadways were not suf-
ficient, and we haven't done anything to the roadways, how
did they get sufficient? ¯ BK

MORIGUCHI: We're actually talking about apples and oranges. The appli-
cations that were denied by the Planning Director a number
of years ago involved a zoning change which would permit
change of a density of that particular residential area
from a residential order of six to seven units per acre to
like 50-or-over units per acre. And that kind of situa-
tion would be intolerable. The situation we have here is
not a situation where densities are being increased to that ¯

extent.

CRANE: One more question. I don't have my.notes with me but there
was an application by an "Olds" family. It was a single-
person development that would have less than 40 people, I
believe, and you denied that on the grounds that the road-
ways are insúfficient to take the excess traffic. Am I
wrong?

MORIGUCHI: That zoning change he was applying for oculd allow him to
go up to densities of over 50. Granting that he would ex-
pand, the small lot would not be that high but the densi-
ties would be that and if you allow that and you allow

-14-
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MORIGUCHI (continued)
everybody else in the area that rezoning, we're talking -

about densities considerably greater than we are talkiny Ë
about bere today. Ë

SULLAM: Mr. Sheybani pointed out lots that were undeveloped, that |I could be developed in the future. Now, if development is

permitted to p oceed on this ridge, will those lots be able E -

a

to be developed and still not impair the traffic flow? Ë
R

I K -

SHEYBANI: Those lots could be developed even with this plan going
through. They are in 12 or 13 scattered parcels so develop-
ment of each of those lots would not be impacting the area.
It's just a house here or two houses there or a few units
scattered throughout the Lanikai area. (pointed out on maps)

i CHAIRMAN: It is conventional residential developments?

SHEYBANI: That's right. : SEL

SULLAM: Are any of them large enough for planned development? |
¯gg

SHEYBANI: None of these probably would be large enough to qualify for
¯

planned development. For that reason we just allocated
conventional density to those scattered lots.

HENNIGER: I think there are 33 lots in the far end of Lanikai--just a
sprinkling of small lots, two areas which are not properly
zoned, so there are no parcels in here which could qualify
for Planned Development.

SULLAM: At one time, Kailua Road was considered as a road that must
be widened. In fact, it was brought before this Commission
some time ago--almost 3½ years ago. Have those plans been
abandoned?

DWIGHT: They have, so far.

SULLAM: When you say, "so far" what do you mean?

DWIGHT: There was enough opposition toward the plan that they
didn't want it improved. So we abandoned it at this time,
except that there is a plan to carry the Kailua Road up to
the junction. I believe that's on the drawing board. But
beyond that, there's nothing at this time.

SULLAM: Somehow, I had the impression that the reason they were
considering widening the road was because the traffic was
a terrible problem.

DWIGHT: No. It wasn't that. We were going tx> implement th.e General
Plan and try to make a decent road out of--to service the
Enchanted Lakes area coming into the town and that portion
all in one package and take it down to the beach was the
main idea.

-15-



CHAIRMAN: Do you have a list of the questions that we requested an-
swers to?

DWIGHT: Yes. You were asking me about roadways and distances
from Kaiwa Ridge to the main arterial. That, I have sup- m
plied.

You asked for the number of vehicle trips per day, the
number of vehicles on the road, the width of the roads--
which we have--and the distances from Kaiwa Ridge to the
nearest main byway. I guess that's about all.

There were no further questions of Mr. Dwight by the Commissioners.

On motion by Commissioner Crane, seconded by Commissioner Sullam, the
public hearing was re-opened in order to receive testimony as requested
by Mr. Ralph L. Kron and Ms. Patricia Auten. (Motion carried)

Testimony received AGAINST the application:

(1) Mr. Ralph L. Kron, resident
866 Aalapapa Drive, Kailua
Lanikai Association, Vice President
Traffic Safety & Security Committee, Chairman

"The one item that I would like to point out, and this is contained
in official correspondence, is credibility of some of these meas-
urements that the Traffic Department has made in the past.

"In their most recent letter to Mr. Way, dated May 16, 1973, it shows
that Kaelepulu Drive varies in width from 18' to a total of 21' and
as of June 4 we went.out there again and we could not find any area
on that road that measured 18' wide or wider. You will notice the
dimensions on the drawing I gave you varies from 16' to 17½' and we
would like those technical errors corrected if they.are going to E
play a part in the overall decision of the Commission in ruling on
this matter.

"Also, I noted that Mr. Dwight, unfortunately, did not lend himself
to commenting on the bikeway which means 1,000 additional vehicles
that the PDH will develop that will cross that bikeway. We feel
very strongly that some safety measures have to be taken on that

"An er testimony I have, Mr . Chairman, would probably be redun- .
dant as of two weeks ago. "

There were no questions of Mr. Kron by members of the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dwight, on Kaelepulu Drive, Mr. Kron has indicated they
can find no part of that street measures 18'.

DWIGET: Well, its down at the throat of Aalapapa Drive. It measures

II
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about 20' wide. It varies. Kaelepulu, from the private
portion down to Aalapapa Drive,measures about 16' to 20' or
21' at the throat.

CRANE: What portion is it? 20' or over 18'? How much of that
road is over 18'?

- DWIGHT: Okay now, we're talking about in portions now. All of it

is over 18' between Aalapapa and Mokulua. OK? And then it
varies. I'd say maybe about 30' into the throat is about

¯ 18' and then after that it ust sort of narrows down into
the entrance of Mid-Pac Golf Course.

-- CRANE: Mr. Chairman, one more question. A chart was given us,
Have you seen this? On the map then, this is in error.

- It says 17½' -- that's in error?

- DWIGHT: I would say so. It depends. You see there are no curb and
- gutters to retain the--all portions of it--so it varies

from one place to another where you measure and it will vary
all over the place.

CRANE: You told me that all of that road between Aalapapa and
Mokulua is 18' or over. I'm not clear.

DWIGHT: I measured it 6 times and it comes out to 20'. At the gut- SE¯

ters it comes out to 22'. At the throats it comes out to
about 24'.

CRANE: Then this map is in error? gg

DWIGHT: I wouldn't say so. It depends on where he measured it.
He might have measured it in a place that might have been
17'

CRANE: Thank you, I guess.

DWIGHT: The roadbed is 18' easily except up on the portion by the
entrance to the golf course.

There were no further questions of Mr. Dwight by the Commission.

(2) Ms. Patricia Auten
1044 Kamahele Street, Kailua b-
(Representing Kamahele Street, Kamahele Place, & Kalawai Place)

"I was told I couldn't speak. This concerned the access--the con-
nection between the two units and the access or outlet down
Kamahele Street which we .did not learn about until last Thursday
and we have gotten a petition out on the street and everyone has
signed it and objected to the connection and, actually, to the use
of Kamahele Street as an outlet.

--
-

-17-



"Now, we just learned about this last Thursday so this is all very
unorganized and I did not even know what I was supposed to do.. I
did not think that I could speak today. The majority of the people -t

I talked to objected to the whole development but felt that it was '

simply already arranged." M

(The Chairman requested the staff point out the areas on the map r

for the Commissioners, especially Kamahele Street)
¯¯

- CHAIRNAN: Ms. Auten, what you are protesting is the connection of
this lower portion of Kaiwa Ridge--the proposed development
there into Enchanted Lakes?

AUTEN: We understood there was nothing we could protest against,
We are protesting it but we understood it was already set-
tled, so I am attending the meeting partly to learn what is
happening. Also, what we heard from the paper was that they
were proposing to connect the two units--the 96 on the one g
and the 40 on our side. That's what we heard in the paper
and that all of it would be routed down our street--and
that is what we are basically objecting to.

CHAIRMAN: Is the group in Enchanted Lakes protesting the connection -L
on the second half--the lower half--through Enchanted Lakes? EL

AUTEN: Unfortunately, Enchanted Lakes does not have a Community
Association. We are just two of us who went up and down g
the streets talking to people and from what I heard, they
are objecting to the whole development because of the traf-
fic problem, primarily.

CHAIRMAN: The people that you talked to, are they now aware of what
can now be done in that area under the present.zoning with -

a conventional subdivision?

AUTEN: No. They are not. In fact, a lot of them were not even
aware that these townhouses were being built and 100°/o--I
had no one who did not sign the petition or who was not
wholeheartedly behind it but as I was talking to them, I d i
understood that the thing was settled and over and that Ë Ë
there was nothing we could do to oppose it--the development
So, I'm just a lesson in confusion.

CHAIRMAN: I can assure you, Ms. Auten, that it hasn't been settled.

AUTEN: May I ask a question? If the Enchanted Lakes people were
to organize somehow and oppose this whole thing, would it
do any good? (Letter and 57 signatures submitted for file)

CHAIRMAN: The Chair defers to Mr. Moriguchi.

MORIGUCHI: hk> re 1 ..py

DWIGHT: I thought I' d clarify something as far as Kaelepulu Road is



concerned. We were talking about safety in our discussion
earlier. There is a right-of-way of 40' through that whole
area. The road could be adjusted as needed.

CRANE: Are you saying, then, that if we approve this, then the
road will be adjusted?

DWIGHT: Could be. Yes, very easily. Because it would be done
within the right-of-way limit and not affecting anybody-s
property. This happens to be the pavement on the right-of-
way at this time.

BRIGHT: Are there any sidewalks in that area in the 40' roadway?

DWIGHT: No. They have the regular grass sidewalks.

BRIGHT: If that road were widened, what would be the maximum width?

DWIGHT: They could go all kinds of ways. What kind of a sidewalk
do you want? We can make it up to 326. We could provide a
4' sidewalk which is common everywhere and 32' of pavement
if you wanted to go that much.

BRIGHT: What about the bikeway? Where does that come in?

DWIGHT: The bikeway happens to be on Aalapapa and Mokulua--not on
Kaelepulu. If you wanted .a bikeway, that could be included
into that particular widening.

BRIGHT: Am I correct in assumin then that if the residents of that
area wanted a widened road it certainly would be an area
for application for an Improvement District?

DWIGHT: I think it would be the develo er.

CHAIRMAN: I understand that's part of the proposal.

DWIGHT: That's right because this is where the two catch basins,
which form a sort of a gutter right now, is 22' and you just
follow that line and straighten out that line until it comes
out to 22', And then it wouldn't be getting into anybody's
property or hurting it at all.

There were no further questions of Mr. Dwight by the Commission members.

On motion by Commissioner Crane, seconded by Commissioner Bright, and
carried, the reopened public hearing was closed and the matter taken un-
der advisement.

MOTIOR: Commissioner Crane made a motion recommending acceptance of
of the Planning Director's recommendation of approval of
the concurrent application for the proposed Planned Develop-
ment-Housing District, subject to conditions outlined in the
Planning Director's report .of May 18, 1973.

Commissioner Bright seconded the motion.
19-



DISCUSSION

SULLAM: More and more, I read in the jurisdictions in the United
States that there have been instances where areas have been -
downzoning, if the zoning has changed from a use that would
render more money to one that renders less money, merely be-
cause they feel it is better for the entire community.

Now, this is a ridge and at one time it was contemplated
that it be put into Conservation. Now we learn that the
only alternative is to have either this or increased develop-
ment.

If it truly should be in Conservation, why is it that we
only have such poor alternatives? Why can it not be put in-
to Conservation? What are the problems? Why can it be done
in other jurisdictions and it cannot be done here?

MORIGUCHI: Commissioner Sullam, as you may recall, the Planning Director
had initiated a proposal to amend the General Plan to include
a major portion of the ridge into Preservation. It was heard
by this Commission and it is now with the City Council. It
is still a valid item that is being considered by the City
Council.

At that time, the Planning Director recommended that the
area outlined by the present development be retained in urban
because it is well below the ridge. On the map, you can see
the top of the ridge. The area we are recommending is indi-
cated by.the red line which is considerably below the ridge.
So, the major portion of the ridge line, if the Planning
Director's recommendation is accepted by the City Council, il
will be placed into the Preservation-area on the County
General Plan.

This area was not included in the recommendation. You may
recall, in the initial proposal for the Planned Development,
the developers had 96 units proposed and that was the section
that was recommended for.approval by the Planning Director:

The Planning Director recommended.denial for that portion
that was just pointed out on the map because it was felt it
was too dense for that section of the slopes.

SULLAM: Yet, this section is quite visible from all areas--from the
highway as well as from the residential areas surrounding it.

MORIGUCHI: If you are speaking of Kaianianaole Highway, it is not .that

prominently visible because it is quite a way toward Olomana.
¯

The 96 units would be visible from certain sections of the -

Pali Highway coming down around the hairpin turn, if you
know where to look. If you went to the Scenic Lookout and
actually looked for it, yon d be .able to find it. But it
wouldn't be such a prominan feature from that highway, if

-20-
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these are the highways you are concerned about.

SULLAM: The photographs that we were shown last week, more or less
pointed out how it would be seen from the points that the
photographs were taken. It appeared to me they were from b

various roads surrounding the area.
I MORIGUCHI: I'm trying to recall where those photographs were taken

I remember those photographs but as I recall they were not i

i taken from Kalanianaole Highway. It was from areas in the Í
more immediate vicinity.

SULLAM: Is it the opinion of the department that this would not im
pair the views? That there will not be a feeling of this
development creeping up the hill when one looks at the ridge?

MORIGUCHI: Not at all, because as I said, the actual location of unitsI comes well below that red line and, as has been indicated,
that area has been graded in the past. All we are using,

I in fact, the Director's recommendation was based on the fact
that portions of it had already been graded and was available
for this type of development if we recommended that that
Preservation line stop at that point. But the major portion
of the ridge is under consideration for change in classifi- ¯ -r
cation to Preservation.

CRANE: We had a hearing two weeks ago on this. I was planning to
vote against this project. Some factors have changed my
mind which prompted me to make this motion today. It is R-6;
you are going to have a choice of 136 units or 320 or 427;
the latest information proposes widening of that particular
street to 22' or more; we don't have that much of a choice;
as Commissioner Sullam says, it would be downzoning to Con- ¯¯

servation; it is indeed before the City Council and they ¯¯

will be considering it when this recommendation comes from
us up to them; they still have the right to do exactly that;
if we don t do this, they can go into conventional homes of

- 320-427. It leaves me no choice but to vote in favor of -

this application, especially in light of the fact that the ¯

street is going to be widened.

There was no further discussion.

QUESTION: All those in favor of the motion to recommend acceptance of
the Planning Director's recommendation of approval with con-
ditions: Bright, Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam, Kamiya. (5)

Opposed: None
Absent: Yamabe
Abstained:Connell

Moti.on carried
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UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing on this application was not | , 1
CENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT elosed on May 30 for lack of quorum. _ IT
NAPALAMA E -

RESIDENTIAL TO PARK USE There was no further testimony presented either
C&C DEPT RECREATION FOR or AGAINST the application.
(FILE #252/C2/8)

On motion by Commissioner Bright, seconded by
Commissioner Kamiya, and carried, the publir
hearing was closed and the matter taken under
advisement.

ACTION: Commissioner Bright made a motion recom- --=

mending approval of the application to -

amend the General Plan of the City and
County of Honolulu by redesignating a E E!i
1.22-acre site from Residential to Park sm-
Use.

Commissioner Kamiya seconded the motion.
(No discussion) (Motion carried) ? =mm

VOTE: In Favor of the motion: ¯ BER
Bright, Kamiya, Crane,

¯

155
Sullam, Kahawaiolaa (5) i

E¯NE

Opposed: None
Absent: Yamabe EE
Abstained: Connell

UNFINISHED BUSINESS In December of 1972 a public hearing was held and
CONCURRENT REZONING closed. Action was deferred for more information.
FROM AG-1 RESTRICTED
AGRICULTURAL TO R-6 On January 10, 1973 -the Planning Commission recom-
RESIDENTIAL and to mended denial, contrary to the Planning Director's
ESTABLISH PLANNED recommendation, and asked City Council to hold
DEVELOPMENT-HOUSING this application in abeyance until additional in-
DISTRICT - NANAKULI formation had been received relative to the con-
SHELTER CORPORATION cerns of the Commission.
& PACIFIC CONSTRUC-
TION CO., JOINT VENTURE On May 30, 1973 City Council referred the matter
(FILE #72/PDH-ll) back to the Planning Commission in light of addi-

tional information that had been received. The
Commission did not take action due to lack of.a UE
quorum.

Today, June 6, 1973, Staff Planner Henry Eng reported that since January
¯

¯

of 1973 the developer has been working with the Department of Education
to resolve the school situation. Copies of all correspondence in this
regard have been submitted to the City Council and have been transmitted
to members of this Commission. The Department of Education had feit that
there was a certain inadequacy in terms of the schools. However; the
Department of Education has accepted the developer's offer to dedicate in
fee simple 6 acres adjoining the planned development, and feel that with
this new school site the school situation can be resolved. The site is
Lualualei, Lualualei Naval Road, and 598 units are proposed on 69 acres.
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On motion by Commissioner Bright, seconded by Commissioner Crane, and
¯

carried, the Commission reconsidered its action of January 10, 1973.

ACTION: Commissioner Bright recommended acceptance of the Planning
Director's recommendation of approval subject to conditions
outlined in the Director's report.

Commissioner Kahawaiolaa seconded the motion.
(No discussion) (Motion carried)
VOTE: In Favor of the motion: Bright, Kahawaiolaa, Grane.

Kamiya, sullam (5)
Opposed: None
Absent: Yamabe
Abstained: Connell

Chairman Connell requested Staff Planner Henry Eng to -

conve the action to Cit Council.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS On May 30, 1973 the public hearing was kept open
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS and action deferred for lack of a quorum.
TO SUBDIVISION RULES
& REGULATIONS Deputy Director M.origuchi reported that at the

time of the public hearing the Commission re-
quested the Director procure certain data for
submittal to the Commission. He now suggested
that this be done at a Workshop after the public
hearing is closed. At that time, the Director
will present the data requested.

ACTION: Commissioner Crane made a motion that
the public hearing be closed and the
matter taken up at a workshop session -

the following week.

Commissioner Sullam seconded the motion,
(No discussion) (Motion carried)

VOTE: In Favor: Crane, Sullam, Bright,
Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya(5)

Opposed: None
Absent: Yamabe
Abstained: Connell

NEW BUSINESS Deputy Planning Director George Moriguchi re-
PETITIONS FOR viewed this matter with the Commission.
AMENDMENT TO
SECTIONS 5 and 6 OF The petition was received and discussed at the
SUBDIVISION RULES last meeting. To amend the Rules and Regulations,
& REGULATIONS a Mr. Kemper, representing certain interests and

parties in the Hawaiigloa Ridge area, proposed
certain amendments. The Commission, according to
procedure, now has two alternatives:
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1. To review the petition and deny it within
30 days. The 30 days would be up on June 17,

2. To initiate proceedings in accordance with
the Administrative Procedures Act.

Mr. Moriguchi reported that the Planning Director -
--

recommends, in light of the nature of st.udy and B " ¯¯

review required, that the Planning Commission at
this time take the first option of denying the
petition and also to indicate that the s+eff (
might, in their future deliberations, review the i --

issue brought up in the petition.

Questions of the staff by members of the Commission: i imF

SULLAM: What was the other alternative besides denial? ' =¯-

MDRIGUCHI: The second alternative, according to your Rules of Procedure,
would be to initiate action to consider the proposal in the
petition. That would mean that you felt that you would want
to pursue the matter further and that you would hold a public
hearing in accordance with the Administrative Procedures Act.
However, this also presents a problem since the Commission,
after June, will not have any jurisdiction over the Rules and
Regulations--as of July 1, 1973. EË

SULLAM: This item brought up in this petition is being considered in --

our new Rules and Regulations, :ús that so? ¯

MORIGUCHI: It is not, but the Director proposes that his staff consider i
the matter further, not lus part of this official proceedings ! ¯

of the Commission, but on his own recognizance. It is not
part of the package presented to you initially by the
Director, however, but it will be added to that at some time B
in the future.

There were no further questions of the staff by the Commission.

ACTION: Commissioner Bfight made a motion to accept the
Planning Director's recommendation of denial and
further study by the Planning Department staff of
the issues brought up in the petition.

Commissioner Kahawaiolaa seconded the motion. E
¯

(No discussion) (Notion carried)

VOTE: In Favor of the motion: Bright, Kahawaiolaa,
Crane, Sullam,
Kamiya (5)

Opposed: None
Absent: Yamabe
Abstained: Connell

I
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'kkk'kk*k'k'kkk•k•kkk-kkkk'kk·kk•k•k-k•k'kkkkkkkkkk

The Commission authorized the Planning Director to schedule the following
two applications for public bearings, on the motion by Commissioner Crane,
seconded by Commissioner Kahawaiolaa, and carried:

I GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT The request is to amend the Waiawa-to- Halawa ---

HALAWA (Waiawa to Halawa) Detailed Land Use Map by changing various
DLUM - VARIOUS USES NEAR land use designations near the Halawa Int.er-
HALAWA INTERCHANGE OF H-1 change of the H-1 Interstate Highway.
INTERSTATE HIGHWAY
BY: LONE STAR, INC. --

(FILE #174/01/32)

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT The request is to amend the General Plan,
OAHU, HAWAII Detailed Land Use Maps, and Development
H-1, H-2, and H-3 DEFENSE Plans of the City and County of Honolulu
HIGHWAY ALIGNMENTS to reflect final highway rights-of-way, and
STATE OF HAWAII, DEPARTMENT to make necessary adjustments in land use
OF TRANSPORTATION designations for lands adjacent to or
(FILE #224/C3/Various affected by the alignments.
and 180/C3/5)

'kkkkkkkkk kkkkkkk**kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

The regularly scheduled meeting of June 13, 1973 has been cancelled.

The next meeting will be held on June 20, 1973 - City Hall Annex
1:30 pm to 6:00 pm

June 20 , 1973 - City Council Chambers
7:30 pm to 10:30 pm

June 21, 197 2 - City Council Chambers
1:30 pm

ADJ'OURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 4:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary C . ing
Hearing Reporter
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Moeting of the Planning Commission -

Minutes
June 20 , 1975

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wodnesday, Jurto 20, 1975
at 1: 50 p.m. , in the Conforence Room of the City Hall Annex. Chaa rman
Eugene B. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugeno ß, Connell, Chairman
Roy R. Bright
James D. Crane
Thomas N. Yamabe II

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Planning Director
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner
Ian McDougall, Staff Planner -

Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner
Bill Enriques, Observer

ABSENT: Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Randall Kamiya
Fredda Sullam

- PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT request for a Planned Development-Housing
HOUSING project of 81 leasehold condominium units
KANEOHE with common recreational facilities including
MAKANI KAI a private marina on 14 acres of land located
DEVELOPMENT in Kaneohe, Tax Map Key: 4-5-02: 1, 7, 11, 14,
CORPORATION 47; 4-5-03: 1, 2, 9; and 4-5-57: 9.
(FILE #72/PDH-17)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of June 10 , 1973. No
letters of protest were received.

Presentation of the Director 's report was made by Staff Planner
Stanley Mofjeld. The Summary of the Director 's Recommendations indi-
cates a recommendation for approval, subject to the following
conditions:

a. The applicant obtain approval of the Department of Public Works,
U. S. Corps of Engineers, Department of Health, the U. S. Soil
Conservation Service and the Planning Director prior to issuance
of the grading permit,

b.. All palm trees along the harbor and other mature trees on site be
retained.

c. Installation of utilities and provision of sewer easement be in -

accordance with the Department of Public Works and Board of Water
Supply requirements .



JUN 20 1973

Quest ioned about the community 's comment that development in the -·

Kanoohe ßay area should be halted until the Mokapu sewer outfall
r- is completed, Mr. Mof jeld stated, '"That is a policy decision which IN -

at this level, I don't think the Planning Department will make."

There were no further questions of the staf E.

Public testimony followed.

Testimon AGAINST--

Dr. Joseph Kau indicated his OPPOSITION to this project but wished
to reserve his comments until the next matter for public hearing ¯

today, the Mahalani PDH proposal.

No other person spoke AGAINST the request.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Lewis Ingleson, Project Architect, oriented the Commission with "¯

the site plan. Regarding the comment by the community about the g gg
¯ outfall system, Mr. Ingleson indicated it as a general comment g BK

directed to all projects in the Kaneohe area, rather than to the
subject request.

Questions were raised by the Commission.

CRANE: On page 7 of the Director's report, the DOE requests
developers to provide a pro rata share of costs incurred to establish
temporary school facilities in areas where enrollment increases will g
exceed the capability to provide matching permanent facilities. g
Could you explain what kind of formula they worked out with you?

INGLESON: There hasn't been a specific formula worked out.
- They're saying if construction in the area accelerates beyond their

projections, that may be a necessary requirement.
YAMABE: I take it that if there s no overtaxing of the school

facility, there would be no roblem. How would ou inter ret the
condition imposed on you by he City?

INGLESON: Its informational.

YAMABE: If its purely informational and nothing concrete, how
do we enforce this type of agreement

WAY: The point is the DOE seems to be moving in this direction.
The question has surfaced on a number of other applications where E
they have actually obtained agreement with the prospective developer
to provide temporary classroom facilities. Most of the agreement



i

seems to be along the line of not necessarily constructing them but
rather of relocating thein, positioning thein on the si.te wherever
DOE feels they're most appropriate. This is usually in the form of
simply an agreement with the applicant-developer and the DDE, They,

I in effect, enter into a contract.

YAMABE: Is it required before the City approves it?

WAY: Not a requirement but it could be. The situation usually
comes about in that the DOE will raise a question that there may be
an overtaxing of school facilities. We will bring this to the
attention of the developer that he talk to DOE about a solution to
it. At that time, they usually go to the DOE. It seems to be their
direction of thinking that they can work out something on a contract
basis to provide temporary facilities.

YAMABE: The concern that I have is the people that purchase
these units might be faced with a position where they have to
negotiate or something.

WAY: I don't foresee that as a problem. There's no contract
with the people or the successors to the developers. I don't think
that's a binding arrangement.

YAMABE: I realize there's no liability imposed on the buyers,
but as far as there being any future inconvenience, there's,nothing -

binding.

CRANE: The reason I ask this question is once before, the DOE
made an agreement with one developer to, on a pro rata basis, provide
temporary school facilities if and when they overtaxed the present

L - facility. In doing so, the ratio was such that it would not have
¯g

¯¯

required building a new classroom until such time as you had 49 kids
to a teacher in a class. Now, that is about twice as many children
there should be in a class. This is the kind of thing I'm concerned
about, If its going to be 49 kids to a class, then I'm not going to
be in favor of it. The only evidence I have before me now is what
they have done before and that is to set up the 49 to l ratio. Now,
if there is an agreement, we don't know what that agreement would be.

YAMABE: There's a two-fold problem here also for the developer.
If its so loose, its questionable. It says pro rata share. Does
that mean first-come-first-serve? If you're the one that created Et
the overtaxing situation then you should be the one, or the one that
preceded you, will he be required to contribute to the pro rata?
I certainly would like to see an equitable formula or it could turn
out that one may be overtaxed more than the other. This is my concern.

WAY: I think those kinds of questions are more appropriately
addressed to the DOE. They've been handling them as a case-by-case
basis If they are not able to program their capital expenditures
to keep pace, then they simply require their developer to provide



for the temporary facility. I might say require is used not in a

stri

M

¿<t1 sei s

suming unde r the PD ordinance , conditions like
- this can be set up.

WAY: Yes, I believe so.

YAMABE: Question of Mr. Ingleson. What would you consider as
- the bare minimum for an area such as this to go into PD as far as

the percentage of increase, the density.

INGLESON: The question of density is really one that concerns
itself more with services to the site, utilities, road systems,
educational facilities and so forth. Any density increase has its
effect on external aspects of the project, these various public
facilities. Density increase on the site, if its--in this case 100%-- Et
depending on the design of the project, could cause crowding. Our
feeling is because of the way its designed particularly the use of
the subterranean parking structures to free-up more of the open space
as usable open space, then an increase of 100% is really not a situa-
tion that's going to cause crowding. We feel the density increase
is a justified situation.

YAMABE: Then would it be possible for us to use the crowding
situation or the open area to use that as one of the primary criteria
to determine the bonus.

INGLESON: Criteria is difficult to apply for all PD projects.
This one is obviously judged on its own merits. If this were a
typical townhouse situation with open parking and so forth, perhaps
an increase of 100% might cause crowding of the site.

CHAIRMAN: All the conditions outlined by the Director in
acceptable?

INGLESON: Yes Sir.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Ingleson.)

The publ.ic hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Yamabe and carried.

MOTION: Mr. Bright moved to accept the Director's recommendation
of approval, seconded by Mr. Crane.

Discussion followed.

YAMABE: I would like to request that the Director
might communicate with the Department of Education to
see whether, if they feel its necessary, they might come



up with a specific recommendation on the joint sharing
of costs for school facilities. If they don't find it

U necessary, fine,

i CilAIRMAN: You might check into it to find out what -

-

the DOE's policy is. . --¯

WAY: Okay.

YAMABE: One more request of the Director. At your
earliest possible date, can you extract information as to -¯¯

the urgency of the polluting situation of Kaneohe Bay. If
its bad, how bad. The witnesses were right. It keeps
coming back--the pollution is not that bad, the pollution
is real bad. I don't know whether we can ever...

WAY: Can you--we're trying to find the best way to get
that kind of information, Ei

YAMABE: I really don't know, I can't help you.

WAY: Would you want to have representatives from the
Hawaiian Environment Simulation out there to provide
some sort of status, state of affairs? They've done quite
a bit of work out there and are developing more and more
information every day. They probably would have quite a

bit of useful data assembled on the subject.

CRANE: As long as I've been on here, I've never seen
any agency or group, government body or anyone else come
up here and say that the situation is bad. The point is,
its bad.

WAY: I might say that the City Council does take
statements when it relates to these kinds of applications.
They have taken the same kind of testimony that we've had
here. They have not chosen, at this point, to take the

!! action suggested here of not continuing with construction.

BRIGHT: I notice that the State hasn't placed a very
high priority on the Kaneohe outfall. This is certainly
one of the areas where these citizen groups should be, if
the project is so important, they should be down there banging
on the doors of the State everyday in the week. I can't
see them giving up by the fact that the priority is way
down the list. I think its still viable to continue to
approve projects in that area.

WAY: If this Commission wishes to pursue some examina-
tion of the Kaneohe Bay question--

YAMABE: Yes



-.. WAY: Ma be somebody from our Public Works Delartment
could come in. -

E: he Departnent of Health is included.

CRANE: One of my concerns too is traffic. Forty
units we say that's not going to completely stop traffic
although everybody sitting here agrees traffic is intoler-
able in certain areas. I think we need to know is what -

form do we as Commissioners have to say stop.

BRIGHT: Well in that connection, Jim, if this 5,000
unit project were to come out on the table, we'd certainly
have some tremendous reservation on that. There you've
got a figure that's extremely significant. ICRANE: Yes, but what we might be doing is if we
continue along this line without really taking a close
study here, we might just get 5,000 here.

BRIGHT: The other aspect of it you've got to consider
the need for housing, and from the standpoint of the -

interest of the developers in placing housing in certain ¯

.- , areas. e em

CRANE: I'm not arguing that point. I'm saying
somewhere along the line we've got to do more than say,
"It's not a big project so therefore its all right."

BRIGHT: I agree with you.

CHAIRMAN: Who's the agency that monitors the pollution
issue.

WAY: Well, the Water Quality Standards is in the
Department of Health.

CHAIRMAN: Let's call them in.

YAMABE: I'd like the benefit of their recommendation
or advice. If they say the water is a health hazard, I i HE
would say let's place a moratorium. ¯ =

WAY: I sort of suspect that nobody has gone into that
point yet, health hazard, but rather its been more of an
environmental effort in regards to the bay--coral, fish-
life. From what we've heard so far has been basically two
issues--effluent disposal, and secondly siltation as a
result of rading of develonment onerations.

YAMABE: What did the Environmental Protection people
have to say?



WAY: They llave not reported unfavorably. That is to
say they haven't said wliore there is sufficient evidence
to cause drastic action or t:heir discussion of anv kind
of development. It might not be a bad idea to call them
in too. They 're the Office of Env i.rorimental Quality .

YAMABE: This is a more academic review.
¯

-

CllAIRMAN: Give us guidelines from the various agencies
related to how much more can Kaneohe Bay take .

CRANE: I don't think we can anticipate the answer to
that in a week.

WAY: Another organization is the Governor 's Task
Force on the effluent and siltation of Kaneohe Bay.

YAMABE: Right.

(There was no further discussion.)

MOTION WITHDRAWN: In view of the points raised in the discussion
Mr. Crane withdrew his motion to accept the Director 's
recommendation of approval, and Mr. Bright his second.

Mr. Crane requested a week's deferral to ponder the matter.

MOTION: The Commission deferred action for one week, on motion by
Mr. Yamabe, seconded by Mr. Bright and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT request a Planned Development-Housing project
HOUSING of 40 fee simple townhouse and apartment
KANEOHE units with common open and recreational space
(MAHALANI PLACE) and facilities on 5.14 acres of land in
CAPITAL. INVESTMENT Kaneohe, Tax Map Key: 4-5-3: 2.
OF HAWAII, INC.
(FILE #73/PDH- 3) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser of June 10 , 1973. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Gerald Henniger presented the Director 's report. A
summary of the Director ' s comments and recommendations follows :

The General Plan Detailed Land Use Map shows widening of
Keaahala Stream to 76 feet for which the Department of
Public Works has no plans.
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The site plan concept and proposed building types are appro-
priate for the site. The recreational amenities would be
improved with the addi.tion of a volleyball court and a

basketball practice area. Minor adjustments in building
floor elevations and the amount of fill along with the
possible deletion of some dwelling units may be required
in the flood-way by the Department of Public Works and the
U. S. Corps of Engineers.

Approval is recommended subject to the following conditions:

1. A Volleyball court and basketball practice area be added.

2. Grading, filling and building placement to be in accordance
with the State Water Quality Standards and to comply with
the recommendations of the U.S. Corps of Engineers and a
soils engineer, and approval by the Department of Public -
Works and the Planning Director.

3. The applicant to take all precautions to save the mature
trees throughout the site.

IQuestions were raised by the Commission.

BRIGHT: With respect to the educational facilities, I notice
in this report that permanent facilities are available, and they
are also planned facilities, whereas the previous hearing we just
had indicates there's going to be a requirement for sharing the gcost on temporary facilities. What's the difference of these two gprojects?

SHEYBANI: On the first one (Makani Kai PDH), the DOE is not
really saying that they are short of facilities. They are saying
as a general statement that with all the developments in the area,
they would like to have a chance to negotiate with _the applicant
or developer, but if necessary, they get into a contract for pro
rata sharing of the cost.

In this one (Mahalani PDH), this project alone because it has only .
40 units- they did not mention this, although the other sentence
in the other report gives a general statement not directed to that
project They say, by the way, we are asking developers of large
developments in the area tx> sign an agreement with DOE, that if
need be, they would share in pro rata cost of the development.

We understand that DOE does not have any obj.ection to fu)th of the
projects; however, in the ordinance, we would have an exhibit,
consisting of an agreement between DOE and the developer, that the
developer agrees tx> satisfy the requirement of DOE without us, the
City agency making the condition, it becomes an agreement between
developer and DOE as part of the exhibit to the ordinance.



YAMABE: I note that this development increases the density by
150%. How have you arrived at the fact that 150% is not congesting
this area?

HENNICER: We're looking at this in terms of the site plan. One
similarity between this pro ject and the other is that there are
parking garages beneath some of the structures which opens up some
of the space. Also in this case, the use of three-story structures
tends to increase the density without crowding the site plan, We

- feel that is ustified based on this 40-foot bluff which is behind
it and the fact that the three-story units then do not obstruct views
from abutting property.

The Commission had no further questions of the staff.

Public testimony followed.
1. Dr. Joseph Kau, Spokesman, Mahalani Neighborhood Association,

¯ R 45-147 Mahalani Place, Kaneohe (Testimony submitted dated June
¯ 30, 1973)

KAU: We, the 397 citizens who have signed the accompanying
petitions, oppose the Planned Development Housings for Mahalani
Place (73/PDH-3) and Makani Kai (72/PDH-5) because they do not
make the best use of the land as a resource for all the people
of Kaneohe, those who presently reside here and those who will
join us in the future, The Planning Director's recommendations
(which became available only at 4:00 p.m. Friday, June 15) make
no comment on "quality of living," yet quality of living,
altered by increased human density, traffic density, and bay
pollution, is as vital a consideration as housing in City
Planning.

I would like to address myself to the following issues: educa-
tion, sewage and bay pollution, flooding, erosion, traffic and
safety, recreation, and housing costs.

Education - On this issue of education, the DOE conceded, and we
will grant this, has always given incremental recommendations,
comments, for each of these projects. But, as a citizen, my -

interest would be to see what .kinds of projections the DOE is
making based upon the 10,700 homes that have been proposed for
this particular area as of February 1973. I understand that
in the interim there are 17 other proposals for subdivision, and
developments within the Kaneohe town area. A point that would
be considered is that the CIP budget has not yet been passed.
We have no revenues to proceed with it.

Sewage and Pollution - Sewage treatment facilities in this area
are inadequate, As the Kaneohe Outdoor Circle position paper
of April 26, 1973 and memo of May 22, 1973 point out, Kaneohe



¯ Bay 's capacity as a cesspool has already been exceeded and a .

¯

increased pollution can only do irremediable damage to marine g i
life and bay waters .

.

Approval of these two proposals at this time, before the comple- --

tion of the Mokapu deep water outfall, constitutes a wilful,
-¯¯

iheremental destruction of the bay.

Flood Hazard - Both projects are in the 100-year flood'plain.

a. The flood study for the Mahalani Place project is not accept-
able to the Department of Public Works. Since the project is
within the 100-year flood plain, this study is critical, yet
the Planning Director recommends approval without the
acceptability of this study by the Department of Public
Works.

The State Land and Natural Resources Map of 1970 indicates
that a portion of the Mahalani site closely adjacent to the
home area will be inundated should a 100-year flood occur.

At high tide, the stream level at the narrowest portion of
the site above the sewage lift is just below ground level.
Most of the retaining walls along the stream have been
eroded and washed away, with a 75-foot portion in the upper
section of the site where 8 units are planned completely
swept away I have written testimony from people who have
visited this portion of the site after a flood; their
comments suggest that this upper area, though not depicted
as inundated by a 100-year flood, may in fact be flooded
after a storm.

b. The Makani Kai project flood study also was not acceptable
to the Department of Public Works.

Moreover, both projects appear to encroach upon the stream
banks Article 11, Section 21-1104 (á) of the Comprehen-
sive Zoning Code states:

Any provision to the contrary notwithstanding, no use
or structure shall be permitted in any floodway, if
such use or structure will adversely affect normal
flood flow, or will increase flooding of lands above
or below the property, or will increase erosion within
or adjoining the floodway,(emphasis added), or will
cause diversion of flood waters in a manner more likely
to create damage than does flow in a normal course, or -

' will increase peak flows or velocities in a manner likely
¯¯¯

to lead to added property damage or hazards to life, or
will increase amounts of damaging matters (including
those likely to be injurious to health) which might be gg
carried downstream in floods -i

-10-

-



Will these apparent encroachments aEfect the floodway
adversely? Noither flood study mentions the effects of
any encroachments.

Furthermore, the Land Use Map indicates that Keaahala
Stream, upon which these apparent encroaclunonts appear , is
scheduled for a widening to 76 feet at some undefined time
in the future, probably for flood control purposes. Should
these apparent encroachments be permitted if this is the
case, despite the fact that the stream widening is not
planned presently by the Department of Publie Works?

Neither project should be approved without acceptable
flood studies; to grant approval contingent upon the future
acceptability of these studies is surely not prudent, and
it may even be reprehensible.

Erosion - There are ma or uestions still unanswered about the ËË
erosion that will be generated by both projectsh The Corps
of Engineers report (Makani Kai project, June 7, 1973) indicates
a concern for erosion due to encroachment upon the stream banks.
What will be the erosion effects of siltation upon that
portion of Keaahala Stream which is within the 100-year flood
plain and upon this section of Kaneohe Bay? What will be the
effects upon flood danger? What will be the effect of further
siltation upon this gathering ground for the nehu, one of the
few areas where this bait for game-fishing is found?

The Mahalani Place developer has not submitted any plan for
erosion control measures, nor has his soil report been accepted
by the Department of Public Works.

Traffic and Safety - While accesses to both projects may be
deemed "adequate," there are no studies submitted by the
developers of either project to determine the added congestion
that will be created at the Waikalua Road and William Henry
Road intersections to Kam Hi hway durin eak hours. How will8 8 P
the added vehicular traffic from the two projects affect traffic
flows and what measures will be taken to alleviate congestion?

a. While the 20-foot roadway for Mahalani Place can accommodate
the 110% increase in traffic generated by the proposed
housing, the road surface itself cannot bear the additional
loads, especially during the heavy construction phase. The
road surface is cracking, and presently it is in very poor
condition as can be seen in the accompanying photos.
(Photos on file)

The road itself is hazardous since there is a 10% drop and
10% rise within approximately 250 feet of road distance.
The steepness of the road at the Paewalani Place junction
is a hazard since cars, usually accelerating downhill, tend
to swoop down upon pedestrians and playing youngsters

11



unawares. (Photos on file) The increased traffic will
multiply this danger.

Recreation · Recreational facilities in both the Mahalani and
Makani Kai neighborhoods are inadequate. The recreational
facilities at the Kaneohe Civic Center park are substandard
and too distant to serve these areas, as the Department of m F
Parks and Recreation admits.

I = IEE
a. In the Mahalani neighborhood, the children play on the i g

streets and in the Green Haven Cemetery because recrea- L N--

tional facilities are distant and inadequate. This is ¯¯

especially true of the Mahalani Place section where
children come from the entire neighborhood to fish and plav
down at Keaahala Stream or the bay. Access to the bay gË
and stream will be denied the entire neighborhood but '¯

reserved for only residents of the development. The city B - --

- will be giving these amenities to the few while denying
them to the many. In addition, the children playing
along Mahalani Lane and Paewalani Place will be subjected
to greater traffic danger.

b. In the Makani Kai area, the boating facilities now avail-
able to the public will be limited to residents.

Cost - Planned development housing are supposed to make housing
more accessible to citizens. The proposed prices of $60,000
for the Mahalani Place development and $74,000 for the Makani
Kai development are beyond the means of the middle-income
families they are supposedly designed to accommodate. They
will instead contribute to the spiralling inflation and
speculation in housing.

In summary, therefore, a deferral is warranted since im ortant
studies are not yet in for both projects. For the Maha ani
Place project, flood and soil studies are unacceptable and
there is no traffic study; in addition, there are no studies
on erosion control, recreational facilities impact upon the
rest of the community in terms of what it is denying, and the
effect of drainage on the bay. For the Makani Kai project,
there are no acceptable flood or traffic studies, and a sewage
permit has not been granted; in addition, there are no studies
on the effects of erosion and drainage upon the bay or stream.
At the very least, a deferral of approval for both projects is
warranted on the basis of unacceptable critical studies.

I would also ask that impact statements be requested from the
Hawaii Environmental Simulation Lab at the University and from .
the Kaneohe Bay Task Force before a decision is made by the
Commission.

Furthermore, on the basis of overall planning for Kaneohe Town,
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ospecially as it affects the bay, it should not be approved
and a moratorium is now in order.

Members of the Planning Commission, this is a question of land
use, but the life of the land is preserved in its people, and
its use should benefit all of us.

Dr. Kau was questioned by the Commission.

YAMABE: It seems to me the presentation you made and the
- presentation made by the staff, if nothing else, you agree to

the problem areas. So, its a question of approach, or if its
that you're questioning the ultimate decision you anticipate
some of these departments may make, in light of the lack of
a completed study satisfactory to the Public Works Department,
do you feel whatever decision made by the Public Works Department
may not be--

KAU: Yes, because the considerations, for example, Mr.
Yamabe, the Public Works may indicate that the roads are adequate
but no requirement for the resulting congestion there or the
effect upon the surrounding neighborhood has been made. The
recreational facilities, the Recreation Department is very high
on being sure that a basketball and volleyball court be adequate
for the project, but by increasing the human density there,
haven't they denied those of us there some of these amenities
because of the increased density and because of the increased
traffic.

As to the point, for example, if grading is a question, the
City only has two grading inspectors, two people that go out to
check grading. Who will enforce these? Now, the City will say
it will enforce it but with two inspectors, and with so many
sites being developed within the City and County of Honolulu,
what is to guarantee that we won't have another Joe Pao cut
somewhere?

YAMABE: Well, assuming the City will enforce and they'll
effectively oversee the development, what you're saying is the
decision that's going to be made by these various departments,
that you disagree to?

KAU: No, I haven't said that. I'm saying that the criteria
for their consideration is incremental. A project for 40 houses
may not affect bay life and marine life in Kaneohe Bay substan-
tially, till project request or changes are submitted incre-
mentally. Forty houses here, 110 houses there, 576 houses behind
Safeway, 500 houses up in Haiku Plantation, but the effect on the
Bay is cumulative. Its still being used as a cesspool. The
studies that are made or .the

studies that should be submitted are
studies of cumulative effect



Just as the Department of Education's projections lutve not --

always been accurate. Mr. Crane mentioned the problem of a
¯¯

teacher's contract. I think the ratio, Mr. Crane, is 1 to 29.
ßut, what is to guarantee the City that all of a sudden we won' t -

have an overload? Why can't we have a projection based upon all E -

of the proposed developments? The various City departments can
say sure, its adequate. I note that the term "adequate" - g lE
frequently appears, I would like to ask them, just as a matter E

of sXmantics, what "adequate" means?

YAMABE: My definition is when nobody's complaining about it.

KAU: This is a fact too. While public notices were posted,
people who's property abuts the land were sent letters. Those
of us who are on the access area were not sent letters. This
matter came to my attention shocking me at one o'clock in the -

morning after teaching a night-school class. The Director's - -- ig=
comments were not completed till Friday afternoon, and as citi- I SEL
zens we would have no recourses but our native wit I sua ose. EL

¯ It doesn't give us much time to offer any kind of cogent argument = 45E
to this particular project or to both projects for that matter. Ë ENE

¯ YAMABE: Where is the difference in opinion that might exist
g¯

¯ at this time from what the City presents the project to be? ¯gg

KAU: We agree on one point, I suppose, If sewer facilities | ¯
-a

are adequate, let's take that one particular point, now, we B
differ obviously on what adequate means. Their understanding
of adequate means merely their pumping potential. They can g -

pump twice the volume into the receptacle. My meaning of ade-
quate is is the receptable able to accept it? Now the testi-
mony Dr.'Banner offered at the community center meeting last
Wednesday evening was that no, the receptacle is in the position
of overtaxed, overburdened, and there :Ls great danger to marine
life.. I guess its a question of definition of terms, and defini-
tion primarily of adjectives.

YAMABE: That's right. In the case of education, what would
you term adequacy to mean?

KAU: Adequacy for the whole community. After all, we're
not talking merely of these two developments. We're-talking
about education for our children What are the standards for
education? What happens if we do increase this to the ratio -
1 to 35, 1 to 50? Is there that potential? Are there going
to be added costs?

CRANE: I take it, aside from your differences in the
interpretation of semantics, do you and your.group really want
to build a moratorium in this particular area?

KAU: We would likely want to build a moratorium in all of . ser

14



Kaneobe ßay, that entire region, until we can solve theso
very basic utility questions.

CRANE: My question is, where would you draw the line? Would
you allow us to build on this side of it?

KAU: Well, I haven't made any detailed study. I would have -

to look at the problem here. I'm not a city planner. I'm an Ë
English teacher.

CRANE: When would you have advocated this moratorium? Not
starting today, would you have gone back in history? How long
has the sewerage facility been inadequate? How long have we
been polluting the Bay?

KAU: I don't have that data but I think Mrs. Humphries who
will follow me, will have more data on that, as to the inade-

quacy of the receptacle in the Bay.

YAMABE: Do you know how soon this study, I don't know who
initiated it, but it was suppose to be submitted to the Public
Works Department, be completed?

KAU: I talked to Mr. Kloos at HESL on Monday night. He
says that they just received this study either Friday evening -

or most likely on Monday during the day sometime. His comments
was that they need to do rather detailed study, a month, six
weeks, maybe more. I think they work with a lot of part-time
student help.

YAMABE: This is at the University?

KAU: Yes I think they are a separate activity under the
direction of Dr. Cox. The particular researcher there is Bill
Kloos. He could give you more accurate information on how long
it takes them to research a project.

There is another body, the.K-Bay Task Force in Mr. Marland's
office that have the manpower and expertise to do this kind of em

study.
YAMABE: We are faced with a problem where developments do em

come in increments. We're not going to find a situation where "E
everything comes at one time, However, the situation being as
it is, would you suggest that without any real serious considera-
tion given to the socio-economic, the complete gamut, say that
let's stop the development? Is this the answer?

KAU: I think its only a temporary answer. The State has
presently been empowered to get into public housing. Mayor
Fasi has done a commendable job with limited funds of providing
housing for needy house holders and families. I don't have
professional answers As I said, I'm an English teacher renais-
sancing literature. I would say that there are critical factors



to consider that we should stop and take a look at what we 're
doing which wouldn't hurt us before we enbark on a task or a

program which will be irreversible . The only analogy I can
think of is getting embroiled in a fight and not being able to
pull out. Once you've committed yourself, you're in there.

WAY: A point of clarification with the so-called HESL
operation and partial response to Mr. Yamabe's question along
this line.

- L

This is a function indirectly at the University. They are
funded primarily by Ford Foundation and other grants for a
particular study involving the Kaneohe Bay region. I happened
to follow it very closely I'm a member of the Council and
earlier, the Board. As far as our view of what they might be 55
able to contribute, its only recently that they have been in a --

position where their background information collection has been ist
- of any particular use to public agencies. As a matter of

general policy, we refer all of our proposals for development in
that Kaneohe district water shed to HESL for comment. But, as
I said, some are, only now is HESL able to respond to some of
these uestions. Therefore we hadn't submitted some of our
earlier projects. Included in the earlier projects are these,
but we submit them anyway.

I might also add that for the most part, their information is
not original, but is rather from other sources. For example,
a number of projects that we've had in that area where detailed
soil surveys with onsite borings were made, these were turned
over to HESL and made a part of their record to supplement the
other generalized information they had. The same is true of
stream studies involving flooding. In other words, what I'm
saying is often times, more often than not, we are able to
obtain through specific requests of developers in the case of
soil studies, flooding information, stream studies and other
data, much more detailed information .than HESL is ever to
generate because they go on a broader view. They have used a
land study bureau information, for example, the U. S. Soils
Conservation Soils Analysis, a rather broader planning type of
data than the very specific kind of information that our Public
Works Agency often requires of applicants.

YAMABE: It was indicated that the study was not acceptable
by the City Public Works Department.

WAY: Yes. The study, I don't think it wasn't acceptable.
Its not yet accepted, I think is the appropriate way of putting
it. For example, as you know, in the case of a number of these
projects, one of the reasons we have conditions the way we do
is simply to make sure that at such time as it is appropriate
to present a detailed soil study, for example, it must meet the
approval of a number of agencies and we. usually enumerate those
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agencies, including our agency, sort of at the end, after all
reports are in from everybody else.

YAMABE: On what basis would the department consider it to
be acceptable? Must it reach a point where much of the ques-
tions in your mind, the accuracy and comprehensiveness of the
report makes it acceptable?

WAY: Yes. Again, we would, depending on the nature of the
study required, Let's take an extreme study. We would rely
heavily upon the Department of Public Works with also input
here as we've already touched on, the Corps of Engineers, and
their recommendations would be the basis for our requirement
on the developer for setbacks from the stream, for channel
im rovements or non-improvements, whatever is felt to be the il
best in the overall public interest. -

YAMABE: I take it, whatever the result may be from the i SEE
study, the basic information there's very little difference, ENE
if any at all, in the basic information extracted by this
department or any other department. You're sharing the same
information.

WAY: Oh yes. We must rely on Public Works engineers to
examine a specific problem such as extreme flooding situations.

YAMABE: So, the only difference may be in the area of
policy decisions as to what your approach might be to the
problem.

WAY: Possibly, but its not too likely. I'm not sure what ggy
you mean policy, ¯g

YAMABE: Whatever the result may be. Maybe the City might HE
be looking at it from the standpoint of not only the health and
welfare but also the economic situation which may also apply to
all other governmental levels where an advocate may feel that

-5

its worth the sacrifice and the City may disagree.

WAY: Well, our interest is paramount in the field of the
total public interest, irrespective of the applicant's particu-
lar concern. If, for example, major improvements are required .
in a stream channel, and the developer says this is impossible
from an economic standpoint, we say that's unfortunate, the
development should not take place. We're able to say that, and
certainly in a case of a planned development or the conditions
become such that by imposition of setbacks, building floor
elevations that in another way are just not practical, these
areas would then simply have to remain undeveloped until satis-
factory technical solutions are found to overcome the problem.

(There were no further questions of Dr. Kau.)
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2. Mrs. Valerie Humphries, President, Windward Action Group
(Submitted testimony dated June 20, 1973)

Kaneohe Bay is a valuable State resource and the property
of all the citizens of Hawaii. The serious conditions of the
ßay is caused primarily by sewage and siltation--the result
of increased urbanization of the land surrounding it. This
crisis condition has been called to the attention of the
citizens of Hawaii by marine scientists, local fishermen's
groups, and water-oriented recreation organizations.

We believe it is the cumulative effect of changes--small
though they may be when considered one development at a time--
that has brought Kaneohe Bay to its present condition of
degradation. The conservation of water quality and associated
environmental resources requires that incremental change not
be permitted to gradually and irreversibly destroy the common
property of the people of Hawaii.

In addition, we have prepared a chart showing 12 development
projects brought to our attention recently. This, however,
is only a sampling, as there are, to our knowledge, some 30
PDH's coming up in the Kaneohe community. These are some of
the 10,700 units proposed in the Kaneohe Bay Watershed Area
for which the City and County Planning Department has received
notice of intent by February 14, 1973.

If all 12 developments listed on the chart are permitted, the
total number of housing units in the proposed projects would
be 7,255 or a population increase of approximately 30,471.
An increased sewage load on Kaneohe Bay of 3,047,100 gallons
per day or double the present load would occur. Many projects
not included in the chart are already under construction, but
have not yet been hooked up to the sewer system discharging
into the south end of the Bay.

What seems small and insignificant on a single project becomes
very large and serious when viewed on a cumulative basis.

It is difficult to review these two projects, which exist side
by side, apart from one another. I would like to take note that
it is the feeling of the community that the-report of traffic
density has not been explored to its fûllest, and to further
state that the Hawaii Kai-type development proposed will change
tle claracter and lead to continued density and a probable
highrise area.

At this time, we reiterate that we would like all development to
stop because of further pollution to the Bay and the Windward
Action Group wants to believe that there are developers and
construction companies in the State who do not look beyond the
desire for immediate profit and because of established reputa-
tions might also support a temporary building moratorium,



until the Mokapu Sewage Outfall is a reality. ..,.

We particularly call your attent ion to the report of the
Planning Director relative to the Makani Kai Marine Planned
Development Housing, where it refers to neighborhood playfields,
golf courses, schools, all within a half mile. This is --

erroneous. The distance is closer to three miles.

At the present time, the youth of the existing communities makai
of Kamehameha Highway play in the cemetery and on the streets. Ei
We request that both these projects be also re-evaluated in
light of a recreational area to serve the broader community and
not just those who will live in high-cost housing.

The existing Marine would do better as a public facility and ur
we would also like to explore this avenue more thoroughly.
This would not then disturb the present problems confronting m:
Kaneohe Bay and would be a much needed recreational area. ÑÊ

There is also no reference made for any portion to be set aside i
by the developer for the common use of the existing community ¯

as has been done in some other areas on the island.

It appears that our attempts will be futile if government offi-
cials, City and County and State, continue to view development
plans week after week and grant to the developers week after
week the go-ahead which we know are going to compound our
existing problems.

Mrs. Humphries was questioned by the Commission.

CRANE: What particular point in time would you or Dr. Kau's
group would have wanted a moratorium on the Kaneohe Bay area, or
to what particular degree would you want to go to establish this ¯

moratorium? The reason I ask is I feel a pretty deep sense of
responsibility to others, That means developers too. All too
often its demanded of us that we listen simply to the community
and not to the developer.

Also when I look at Kaneohe I don't look at it as a separate
entity. I feel its a very interesting part of the island.
However, if you look at the Makiki area, for instance, I think
the density speaks for itself.

The fact of the matter is, is you don't want to change the
nature of the neighborhood. This island simply cannot take the
input of the people coming in and put them in single-family
dwellings on 5,000 or 10,000 square foot lots.

HUMPHRIES: Excuse me, Mr. Crane. I would like to say that
I'm not against planned housing development. I don't want that
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misunderstood, I'm saying its not pertinent at this time that
that development or others on the coastlines and in the ßay until
we resolve some of those other questions. I realize that it does
increase some density, but there are tho utilities that I don't
think have been gono into that thoroughly,

CRANE: I'm just trying to clarify our interpretation of it--

HUMPHRIES: Excuse me, but when we do talk about this one
thing, the people who come in to develop, we also have a land
use which does say whether its developing for speculation.
There's a big difference. This kind of development just increases .

inflationary costs. Not that we're not saying somebody is devel- ¯

oping property but what kind of property and for whom? You keep M ¯

talking about the people coming in. We can't take care of the
people who are here that are in need.

I'm sorry, I know I interrupted you but I apologize. I just
want you to have no misunderstanding that I appreciate all
people have to be served, but there are people who are in for
just speculation. This, I do talk against.

(There were no further questions of Mrs. Humphries.)

Testimony FOR--

1. Mr. G. A. "Red" Morris, Interested citizen (Submitted testimony
dated June 20, 1973)

In his testimony, Mr. Morris indicated that the project will
be a benefit to the residents of the area. "True, the proposed
40 units will in no way solve our housing crises but this
example of 'stop,' building somewhere else is prevalent in
community groups on Oahu and if successful in this case devel-
opers, builders and everyone connected with trying to provide
housing will continue to get the 'black eye.'

Mr. Morris requested the Commission's favorable consideration
of this proposed PUD.

2. Mr. James K. Trask, Jr., Developer, Suite 200 - 681 South King
Street

TRASK: I am the developer of the project. Maybe I can
try to answer some of the questions that were raised today.

First of all, we chose the PUD approach because it is a very
beautiful site, not being utilized to its fullest, because
there is a tremendous need and desire for a lot of our citizens
to live on the water. If we came in with a standard subdivision,
we'd end up with about three or four lots on the water, a few
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along the river so that four or five families would onjoy the & N
total waterfront, As you know, the concept was to construct

IB the homes back away from the water so that everyone within the
community would be able to have full en joyment of all of the
water and its amenities. -

The recreation center is not put up in the back where nobody
can see it, Its right out on the waterfront where everybody
can come down and utilize that facility and partake of all of
the waterfront activities there. Our site will have more
recreational insite amenities than any other neighborhood
within close proximity to this particular development. Ne have
a lot of open space. The front of the units can be used by
the children for playing. Tot lots are planned, volleyball
courts, swimming pool, and so forth.

Relative to the flooding and runoff problem, this was our
major concern. Our engineers, R.M. Towill Corporation whom we
consider to be the best in the State of Hawaii have provided
a rather exhaustive and expensive flood study,'utilizing all
studies that have been available relative to the hundred year
flood plan. We are prepared to fulfill all requirements of
the Department of Public Works relative to the flood problem.
We actually anticipate that when we have finished with construc-
tion of the site, the runoff etc. will be a lot less of a
problem than it is today.

Relative to traffic, R.M. Towill Corporation did make a very
extensive traffic study. That study was just provided to the
Department this week. It was relatively recent so that I can
appreciate the Mahalani people probably didn't have access to
it in time. We did have this study made and it does show that
the amount of inconvenience would be very negligible to the
existing tenants. This study goes out to Waikalua and Kam
Highway which is a critical point there.

Questions were raised by the Commission.

CRANE: On your statement relative to flooding, I appreciate
the fact that you say you're willing to meet all the requirements
and satisfy them.

TRASK: Not flooding but runoff.

CRANE: How would runoff be improved?

TRASK: We would have much better drainage overall because
it would be coming in with certain amounts of fill as required.
Number two, we're going very heavily into landscaping and under
PUD, it gives tremendous control because landscaping is cared
for by a common area maintenance.
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YAMAßE: If you're required to adhere to whatever decision
is going to be made by the various divisions, particularly -

the Public Works Department where they might suggest deletion g
of a unit, would you be changing this plan drastically, or would g
you just continue on with the change with that one deletion?

TRASK: A unit would not affect the overall but if its a

bunch of units, then we would have to take a look at the overall
plan.

YAMABE: Have you made provision for easements to get down -
to the beach?

TRASK: No, we have not. g Mii

YAMABE: Would you entertain such an idea? Bik
IlTRASK: The basic problem there, of course, gets to be one gir

of how involved is this,1ike would we then have to provide ¯|

parking facilities, etc. I think for walking traffic that -

would be very amenable. E R

YAMABE: I wasn't thinkin of other facilities. If eo le ik
wanted to use the beach for fishing or whatever. Mi

TRASK: Beach frontage maybe is not a proper word because
this is not really beach frontage. This is more in the nature
of mud flats Its not something where there's say a high water
mark and then you have all this area where people could come
down and sun themselves, excépt at low tide. It might be some-
thing where they could walk down and get out into the bay for
some reason, crabbing maybe.

There may also.be a question of liability too.

CHAIRMAN: In previous testimony, mention was made regardïng
retaining walls abutting your project site that are in disrepair,
will these be taken cared of?

TUUSK: Allan Young with Towill Corporation can answer that.

ALLAN YOUNG: Absolutely.

(There were no further questions of Mr..Trask.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Yamabe and
carried. mac

MOTION: Mr. Bright moved, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried, that
action be deferred for one week.



AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Yamabe
NAYES - None

i A13SENT - Kahawaiolan, Kamiya, Sullam

i PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT request to amend the Makaha Detailed Land
COMMERCIAL 6 PRESERVA- Use Map by extending an existing beach
TION TO PARK USE park through the redesignation of 13.7
NANAKULI, LUALUALEI, acres from Commercial and Preservation to
MAILI, WAIANAE, NAKAHA Park use, Tax Map Key: 8-4-02: portion
CSC DEPT. OF RECREATION of 47,

I (FILE #30/C2/29)
Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of June 10, 1973. No

i letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ian McDougall presented the
Director's report of the proposal. The

i Department of Recreation has based its
petition for a redesignation of 13.7 acres of land from Commercial
and Preservation to Park use on (1) the need for additional beach
park land on Oahu to accommodate the public and (2) the desirabilityI of this site to meet this need. Based on the evaluation of the
application, it is concluded that the requirements of the Dalton

i Case have been met. There is an unmet need for additional park use
at Makaha Beach Park and that the proposed expansion is consistent
with this need. The site proposed is contiguous with parcels
already existing and General Planned for park use. The redesigna-

I tion of 1.3 acres of Commercial use to Park use will not signifi-
cantly reduce the availability of commercial services since the
primary planned commercial site of 12.67 acres remains unaffected.
The Director recommends that the request to amend the General Plan
be approved.

The Commission questioned the need for additional beach narks in
Waianae recalling public testimony by residents that the e are
more than sufficient park areas in Waianae. The Commis-
sion felt that the total overall park program for Waianae is

i adequate, It questioned the manner in which priorities are
determined by the Department of Recreation, and the criteria used
to determine such need. It also questioned whether funds were being
directed to the proper areas--Beach Parks versus Neighborhood Parks.

Mr. Irwin Lane representing the Parks Department responded to the
Commissions questions,

1. Their long-range park plan which indicates need for Neighbor-
hood Parks as well as for Beach Parks is being updated, and will
take a number of years to complete due to personnel shortage
and program funding.

2. The criteria for determining whether there is adequate park



II b

11
space available in specific areas is set forth by the General
Plan. ßoach Parks in this respect are excluded becauso such
parks servico the total island population rather than just one
specific area alone, The specific type of park (Neighborhood,
District, Regional) and its priority is determined by its use
and demand

3. In Waianae, there is a shortage of ßeach Parks as well as back
up areas for uses such as parking and camping. Because of easy
access to the water, the people in Waianae are water oriented
and demand more aquatic activities resulting in frequent use
of Beach Parks rather than the Neighborhood Park.

There were no further questions fo Mr. Lane. gi

II -

No other person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.
The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Bright and B
carried, -

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation gand recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Bright and carried. IAYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held June 6, 1973 on g
- PROPOSED AMENDMENTS this matter was closed. At the request -

TO SUBDIVISION RULES of the Commission, a workshop session was
AND REGULATIONS held on June 12, 1973 at which time the

proposed amendments and comments from various
city agencies and .community organizations
were reviewed by the Commission.

No discussion followed.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the proposed Subdivision Rules and
Regulations, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Bright
and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam

STATE LAND USE Submitted to the Commission for review
COMMISSION REFERRAL and comment is a petition from the State
WAIPIO Land Use Commission to amend the State
MILILANI TOWN, INC. Land Use District boundaries to change
(FILE #73/LUC-5} the State Land Use District designation



in Mililani, Waipio, totalling 546 acres.

Staff Planner Ian McDougall presented the Director 's report oE the
request, The petitioner states that Area I will be developed with
single and multi-family residential uses and related community
facilities. Approximately 2,250 units are planned for this 506-
acre site. It is anticipated that construction would tako place
at a rate of approximately 700 to 800 units per year. Of the total
2,250 units to be constructed in Area I, 540 units will be priced

- to provide housing for moderate and low income families.

Area II is planned by the petitioner for industrial usage. The
petitioner intends to begin development in 1975. He indicates that
development of this area would proceed incrementally and be a func-
tion of marketing and estimates 3 to 4 years for total development.
However, no marketing data was supplied, Thus, the appropriateness
of urbanizing this area at this time is questionable given the
existing available information.

In general, it can be concluded that Area I of the petition meets
the State Land Use District criteria but that there is insufficient
evidence to support Area II. It can also be concluded that the
petition for Areas I and II is consistent with the county's proposal
for urbanization of the area as depicted on the General Plan.

Based upon the analysis made, it is the Director's recommendation
that Area I of this petition be approved and that Area II be denied.

No discussion followed.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and
¯ recommended that Area I of this petition be approved, and

that Area II be denied.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam

STREET NAMES . The Commission recommended approval of the
following staff recommendation, on motion
by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Yamabe and
carried:

The following street names are recommended for approval within the
Newtown Estates Subdivision, Unit 2, Waimalu, Oahu, Hawaii:

KIAWE STREET Extension of an existing roadway travers-
ing in a northeasterly direction and
terminating at the intersection of Nahele
Street
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NAHELE STREET Extension of an existing roadway traversing e

in a northeasterly direction and terminating g i
temporarily at the mauka limits of Unit 2.

ULU STREET Extension of an existing roadway traversing
in a northeasterly direction to a culdesac.

HALAKEA STREET Roadway off Ulu Street traversing in a
northeasterly direction. E I

Meaning: A variety of pineapple.

KUPUKUPU STREET Extension of an existing street traversing
in a northeasterly direction and terminating
temporarily at the mauka limits of Unit 2.

HAPAKI STREET Extension of an existing street (amended)
traversing in a northeasterly direction and
terminat ing temporarily at the upper limits
of Unit 2. U

Meaning: Hawaiian name for Herbert .

PIKI STREET Extension of an existing street traversing
in a northerly direction and terminating
temporarily at Kupukupu Street.

IPUALA LOOP A loop roadway off Nahele Street .

Meaning: Cantaloupe melon.

IPU PLACE A culdesac off Ipuala Loop.

Meaning: Pumpkin.

IPUALA PLACE A culdesac off Ipuala Street.

KUPUKUPU PLACE A culdesac off Kupukupu Street.

KUPUWAO PLACE A culdesac off Ipuala Street.

Meaning: An endemic genus of small trees
(broussaisia) mountain sprout.

PIKI PLACE A culdesac off Piki Street.

PIKU PLACE A culdesac off Hapahi Street .

Meaning: Fig.
PIKU WAY A culdesac off Piku Place.
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Amand City County Resolution 107, dated May 16, 1972, by
dele ting the street name Nahelo Street for the roadway of f

I Komo Mai Drive, between Apala Loop and Piki Street, and
renaming said roadway to HAPAKI STREET (llawaiian name for
Herbert).

I
The Commission authorized the Planning Director to schedulo public -

hearings for the following matters, on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded
by Mr. Yamabe and carried:

ZONING CHANGE 1. The request is for a change in zoning
B-2 COMMUNITY BUS. from B-2 Community Business to A-4
TO A-4 APT, DIST. Apartment District.
CENTRAL BUSINESS
DISTRICT
(733 KINAU ST.)
ROBERT PANG
(FILE #73/Z-29)

HAWAII CAPITAL 2. The request is for a 20-unit, 4-story
DISTRICT walkup apartment building with 18 two-
(20-UNIT APT.BLDG.) bedroom apartments and 2 one-bedroom
RICHARD TOM apartments.
(FILE #73/HCD-10)

HAWAII CAPITAL 3. The request is for a 4-story, 5-unit
DISTRICT apartment structure.
(4-STORY APT.BLDG.)
KENJI NAGANO

FILE #73/HCD-15)

ZONING CHANGE 4. The request is for a change in zoning
R-6 RESIDENTIAL 6 from R-6 Residential and A-1 Apartment
A-1 APT. TO B-2 Districts to B-2 Community Business,
COMMUNITY BUS. Tax Map Key: 9-8-09: 4, 6, and portions
WAIMALU of 3 and 8. The Planning.Director
OCEANVIEW VENTURES is expanding the request to include
(FILE #T3/Z-15) Tax Map Key: 9-8-08: portion of 2.

ZONING CHANGE 5. The request is for a change in zoning
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO from R-6 Residential to B-2 Community
B-2 COMMUNITY BUS. Business District, Tax Map Key: 8-5-11:
DISTRICT 1, 16, 17 and 18. The Planning Director ¯

WAIANAE . is expanding the request to include ¯

¯

MR. MRS. DAVID Tax Map Key: 8-5-11: portion of 19, and
OKIMOTO Tax Map Key: 8-5-11: 26.
(FILE #73/Z-1)
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- RECESS: The Commission recessed at 5:00 p.m. , and
---

resumed its meeting at 7:30 p.m. in the
City Council Chambers, where the Public floaring E
for the State Department of Transportation' s

request to indicate the final alignment of
the Interstate System (H-1, 11-2 and H-3) on
the General Plan, Detailed Land Use Maps and
Development Plan was held.

Respectfully submitted,

- Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter II
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Meeting of the I'lann.ing Commission
Minutos

June 27, 1973

i The Planning Commission convened on Wodnesday, June 27, 1973 at. 1:55 p.m.
_-

with Acting Chairman Fredda Sullam presiding.

Commissioner Yamabe indicated that he could not reinain for the entire
meeting. For this reason, items on the agenda requiring routine
action--street names, authorization for the Planning Director to
schedule a public hearing, closing of public hearings--were taken
out of sequence and acted upon before Commissioner Yamabe left the
meeting. With the absence of Commissioner Yamabe, the Commission
lost its quorum, and other matters on _the agenda had to be deferred
for a lack of quorum.

PRESENT: Fredda Sullam, Acting Chairman
Roy R. Bright
Randall Kamiya
Thomas N. Yamabe II

ABSENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
James D. Crane
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Planning Director
John Grant, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Ian McDougall, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of May 30, 1973 were approved,
on motion br Mr. Yamabe seconded b -

Mr. Bright and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a IE
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT request for concurrent rezoning from R-4 to
HOUSING R-5 Residential District and Planned Devel-
KALIHI _VALLEY opment-Housing District and development of
(KUIKAHI GARDENS) 40 townhouse units on approximately 4.3
MID-PAC DEVELOPMENT, acres of land located in Kalihi Valley,
LTD., FRANK SLAVSKY Tax Map Key: 1-4-13: 50 and 7. L
4 WILLIAM H. DODD 222
(FILE #72/PDH-16) Publication was made in the Sunday Star- dig

Bulletin/Advertiser of June 17, 1973. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report indicating
a recommendation for approval with the following modifications:

1. All grading proposals to comply with the State Water Quality
Standards, Department of Health, U. S. Soil Conservation Service
and Department of Public Works requirements and be approved by
the Planning Department prior to issuance of grading permit.
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2. Improvement of Kalihi Stroet as coquired by the Department of
Transportation Services.

3. Preservation of all existing mature trees on site.

4. Provision of utilitics in accordance witli the Department of
Public Works and Board of Water Supply requirements .

No questions were raised by the Commission concerning the Director's
reaort.1

Public testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST--

objected to the proposal.
¯T

- OBJECTIONS: I SE

1. Inadequate access and increased traffic generation from
the proposed PDH.

Dr. Vasconcellos stated: "Some years ago, and I don't
know that this has been changed, there was a public hearing
at that time where there was a unanimous decision by all
those present at the.public hearing relative to an access
road. I have a map here showing that access road which
was one of the contingencies on the basis of the Likelike
Highway grant, was that this access road would be part and
parcel of it. I understand now according to these plans
that that access road will be deleted. What has happened
to this access road? There's been no public hearing as
far as I know from tlus last time that we had a public
hearing on it where it has been discussed or anything has
been brought to our attention whereby it has been even
mentioned as to the chance of it being deleted. Tlus last
cor.respondence I had from the Commission was that the
previous owner was going to develop it, despite the fact
that the City and County could not.pay to buy the property."

The Director responded: "This map, I don't believe is an
adopted City Map. I'm not sure exactly what it is. But,
there is no adopted Detailed Land Use Map or Develonment
Plan for the area. So, from the City's standpoint of an
interest in an access-point, there is none. However, there
is, I believe, from the D'epartment of Transportation, an
access point permitted to this parcel. The comments we
got from the Department of Transportation was alone the
line that if this access point is used, it must be used for
ingress purposes only; that is to say that it must be
allowed to come off of the highway to the property with no
exits permitted. In reviewing this with our own Department
of Transportation taking into account the considerations



of site plan development and particularly the fact that
¯¯

there are stee a >.radients on this sito it was found thati l I

to nutke a connection to the highway, there would be very
steep grades, and in fact again, the Departnient of Trans-
portation made the comment to us that the roadway p,rados

I as proposed were not desirable to make that connection.
So, it was found to be somewhat of an unsatisfactory physi-
cal problem of making that connection to the highway,

I coupled with the fact that it really wouldn 't iinnrove the
total circulation situation in Kalihi Valley except to
permit ingress into this property. That's somewhat the ¯

-----

I background of it." i ---

2. Potential traffic hazard due to increased traffic generation
from the proposed PDIl

I 3. Population increase generated by the proposal will cause
a shortage in public facilites--schools, sewers, water.

Testimony FOR--

Mr . Frank S1avsky, Architect , represented the applicant and
agreed to comply with all requirements contained in the
Director' s report.

Relative to the objection of inadequate public facilities ,

Mr. Slavsky referenced the comment contained in the Director 's
report by the Department of Public Works that utilities are
adequate to handle the project, and the Department of Education
indicated no problem on anticipated enrollment increase .

Questioned by the Director regarding the access road, Mr.
Slavsky stated: "The State Department of Transportation
indicated--we did have permitted access--they considered it
not to their liking. The ingress, not egress , became physically
unfeasible to try to shift the driveway in on the slope , this
is a fill slope of the highway. The Department of Transportation
discouraged that."

No other person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the
proposal.
The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Yamabe, seconded by Mr. Bright
and carried.

The matter was deferred to the next meeting as no action could be
taken for a lack of quorum.
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- UNFINISHED ßUSINESS The public hearing on this matter hold
- GP/DLUM AMENDMENT June 6, 1973 was kept open, and action | .--

(SCil00L 6 llIGll DENSITY deferred for three weeks at the request i i

APARTMENT TO PARK USE) oE the attorney Ear the lessee of the i
'

MOILIlLI parcel. I i
CQC OF HONOLULU, DEPT.
OF RECREATION Mr. Ted Claus, Attorney for the Lessee ,

m :

(FILE #136/C2/14) was present and tostified in OPPOSITION
to the pronosal.

CLAUS: I'm here to speak in opposition to the matter.

Because the matter is continued, it might be helpful to go into a
couple of things to refresh your recollection. I intend to do that .

with your permission. I also intend to speak a bit about the Dalton
case and its relevance to the matter and to raise questions with
respect to some of the considerations which the Supreme Court of - .

Hawaii in Dalton expressed. Hil
I would like at the very outset to refresh your recollection of the
Dalton case by quoting somewhat extensively from that opinion.
As you recall, that case involved a request to amend the general

¯ plan and the DLUM involved there from Residential and Agricultural
use to Medium-Density Apartment use. The Supreme Court eventually
held that the ordinance doing that was illegal, and set forth its
reasons in some detail. The Supreme Court stated extensively from
the Charter, the particular section 5-509, "The general plan shall
set forth the Council's policy for long range comprehensive physical
development of the city. The plan shall be based on studies of
physical, social, economic, governmental conditions and trends and
shall be designed to assure the coordinated development of the city
and to promote the general welfare of the prosperity of the people.
The Supreme Court said that to insure the general plan would be
long range and comprehensive, stringent procedural hurdles were
required, be overcome before the general plan could be adopted.
These hurdles are :Da section 5-503, "The Planning Director shall
prepare a general plan and development plan for the improvement and
development of the city.

Section 5-505, the Planning Commission shall review the general
plan and development plan and modifications thereof developed by
the Director. The Commission shall transmit such plans with its
recommendations thereon through the Mayor to the Council.for con-
sideration and action. The Commission shall recommend approval in B
full or in part and with or without modification recommend objections
to the plan.

Section 5-512, the Council shall adopt the general plan or any
development plan by ordinance. Any addition or change in the general
plan proposed by the Council shall be referred by resolution to the
Planning Director and the Planning Commission for their recommenda-
tion prior to final action by the Council. If the Commission dis
approves the proposed change or addition or recommends modifications



g , , N27195 --

thereof, not accepted by the Council, or fails to make its report i
within the period of 30 days, the Counc.il shall nevertholoss adopt
such add:ition or change, but only by the offirmative vote oE at

¯

least two-tliirds oE the entire membership.

The Supreme Court goes on. These stringent requirements for initial -

adoption of the general plan would be pointless lE the Council 's
general power to amend woro held applicable to the general plan.
For example, suppose that af ter the general plan had been prepared
and recommended to the Council, fivo of the nine members proposed to ---

change the plan and so on.

The Supreme Court went on that careful review of legislative history
of Section 5-515 and some other pertinent sections of the Charter
compels this Court to conclude that the amendment process must meet
certain strict procedural hurdles. LookinF at the totality of the
problem before us with the whole of Honolulu as one visible unit,
we conclude that the better and correct interpretation of the Charter,
Section 5-515, requires the process of amending the general plan, not --
only a public hearing is necessary, but the Council, the Planning
Commission, the Planning Director are required to follow a course of
conduct consistent with the safeguards that were required in the
initial adoption of the general plan, This interpretation will not
only meet the spirit of the law, but fulfill the good intent of the
law overnin the eneral nlan.

We conclude that the city's general power to amend ordinances are
not applicable.

The Supreme Court goes on. We hold that the safeguards specified
by the Charter as applicable to the adoption of the general plan 155
must be followed in altering the general plan.

32¯E

The record in this case shows that the County failed to follow the
order of conduct consistent with the safeguards that are required.
These safeguards requ.ire that alterations in the general plan must
be comprehensive and long range. Specifically, that the city
believes that the general plan of 1964 is obsolete, then comprehen-
sive updating of the 1964 plan study of physical, social, economic
and.governmental conditions and trends is in order. If the new
studies reveals, among dther things--

a. The housing shortage was underestimated in the 1964 general HE
plan

b. The most rationale solution to this housing shortage is um
more apartment

c. Some of these new apartments should.most rationally be gg
in Kailua, the area concerned --

d. The land set aside in the 1964 general plan for apartments
in Kailua must be increased to meet this need, and

e The acreage and question in this case is the best site
for additional apartments rather than some other site, or
rather than some other use of this land, that since other
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needs underestimated in the 1961 plan, then the general
plan nury be amended to permit the change in zoning.

The advice of the amendment to the general plan questioned by this
suit is precisely that it did not cons:ider these alternatives, and g i

- - it is that advice which 1 submit is prosent in the proposal submitted | ¯¯

- to the Planning Commission today.

I'd like to review briefly some of the statements made in the
memorandum I have by Mr. Way to the Planning Cpmmission concerning
the proposal. It is a request to amend the Unive'rsity Community
Plan Detailed Land Use Map which as you know is by the terms of
the General Plan made a part of the General Plan by redesignating
a 30,309 foot site from School use and High Density Apartment use
which is set forth in the existing DLUM to Park use.

Mr. Way states that the University Community Plan DLUM, Ordinance
No. 2970 adopted May 4, 1967 designates this area as High Density
Apartment use and School use. The site is presently occupied by
3 wooden single-family units whose structural criteria is classified
as poor.

As I mentioned before, my client intends to improve this property
site by putting a highrise apartment on it.

Mr. Way goes on. The Department of Recreation has petitioned to
redesignate this site from High Density Apartment use and School
use to Park use because (1) there is a need for a park in the
Moiliili apartment area and (2) the site located adjacent to Kuhio
School is the most desirable to meet this need. At the present 8 ¯

time, there are no park facilities servicing the needs of the
2,853 residents within the area bounded by King Street, Kapiolani gBoulevard, Date Street, and University Avenue, and known as the
Moiliili Triangle. This area, with approximately 35,197 persons
per square mile, is one of the most densely populated areas in
Honolulu. Moiliili is one of the most deficient areas in recrea-
tional.parks on Oahu. It has approximately 0,75 acre of park per
1,000 people as compared to the average 1.18 acres per.1,000 popu-
lation for Oahu.

The nearest public park facilities are the 5-acre Crane Playground am
and the 3.5-acre Moîliili Field which are located approximately ¯g¯

1/2 mile away from the proposed park site. Pedestrian access to
¯¯

this park site from Moiliili is quite hazardous because children
must cross major thoroughfares, Kapiolani Boulevard or King Street,
to get to it. The Kuhio Elementary School does provide a basketball
court but this is not an adequate substitute for proper park facili-
ties. Within a radius of one mile of the subject property, .there are
three public park facilities--Kanewai Field, Ala Wai Playground, and
Ala Wai Field. All are active recreational areas totalling 34.93
acres. But these facilities are well outside of the range recommended
in the General Plan in order to give younger children access to
recreational facilities and access to them involves the crossing of
major thoroughfares



The assumptions on which the report is based are two--one, the nood g-
for a mini park on the proposed sito, and two, that the best sito

li is this property. But, there are a number of unstated assumptions
in the report that I think your attention should be en11ed to.

First, there i.s no need for this park. Secondly, the general
pl an and the DLUM provision for lligh Density Apartment and School
is either erroneous or outdated. Three, a mini park rather than a

standard of larger park best serves the purposes of the general
- plan in this particular area. Four, the review of other agencies

which are mentioned in Mr. Way's report are valid, true and current.
Five, the comments of no other agencies are necessary. Six, vacant
space should be the source of park in the area. Seven, the existing na
recreational facilities, including those at Ala Wai, are in fact not B IEE
adequate, notwithstanding the standards set out in the general plan. i IËÎI Finally, there are no other relevant environmental factors which -

should be considered. - ==

I'd like to speak to some of the unstated assumptions that I just
- listed. First, the need for park. There is no indication by the

study that the existing park facilities are inadquate. I understand
that the next meeting date the Chairman did call attention to the
fact that he requested a comprëhensive park study that had not yet
been completed.

Secondly, the general plan standards with respect to Park should be
taken note of, I do call it to your attention that the general plan
as its described does not call for a park in this particular case.
The general plan standards, of course, do mention as Mr. Way indi-
cates that they do, that in certain instances, the mini park or tot
park or something of that kind may be appropriate. I think its
important to note there are a number of standards some of which
would be traded off if the proposal presented to you is adopted for
other standards in the general plan.
Again, let me call your attention to the lack of information at: the
present time on the projected needs for housing in the area, and
for the extension of educational facilities in the area. There is
a statement in Mr. Way's report in connection with some nature of a
projection for educational facilities but there is no documentation
with respect to the notation that he made. It would seem to me that
would be highly regarded as a factual basis on which to draw that
conclusion,
So, the question is are there sufficient facts before you to con-
clude that the general plan and the DLUM is indeed outdated or is
it erroneous. Secondly, what.about this site? What about the
alternatives? Mr. Way concluded in his report that there were no
other alternatives, but there are other facts which you.might
consider. There are, perhaps, vacant lots outside the Moiliili
Triangle which would satisfy the general plan standards . There are
other sites in the triangle which Mr. Way indicated had beeri con-
sidered but. rejected First is the Kapiolani interchange off- amp.
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There 's no indication as far as I know, why this is not adequate
except for its location. Tlio question that lays to support is
location alone are sufficient reasons to reject that particular site
in view of all the other factors taken into consideration.

The other alternat ive Mr . Way montioned in his report is a vacant m

site which is presently being improved by a high rise apartment.
In that connection, it does seem to me somewhat discriminatory that g
such a developer can be al,1owed to continue his development but my g

- clients cannot.

The point is, which standards of the general plan should be com-
promised, those mentioned by Mr. Way or those otherwise set out in
the general plan? For example, which should be compromised, location
or size? What is the appropriate kind of park facility here? One

that meets the standards with respect to size or one that meets the B
standards of location?

Thirdly, I'd like to mention again and emphasize that there are no
facts with respect to what the needs of housing in the area is. I
do call your attention however that the general plan indicated that
this area should be used for High Density Apartment. That's how
the DLUM represents the p.roperty at the present time. But, we have
no facts with respect to trends and no documentation with respect
to inclusions about this set out in the report.

I'd like to talk briefly about a mini park as opposed to a larger
park. What are the costs? What are the benefits involved? We

have no facts with respect to that. What is the relative benefit
of a mini park as opposed to a standard sized park? .What are the
operational expenses if there is a series of mini parks that will
compare to a standard sized park, whether in the Moiliili Triangle
area or some other location? Indeed can there even be a series of
mini parks in the area? The indication in Mr. Way's report is that
within the triangle there is no other vacant land. What about the
assumption that vacant space should be the source of parK in the E
area? What are the relocation expenses? What are the comparative
costs of.acquisition? Are they substantial enough to make a

difference? These are facts which you don't have before you at
the present time.

What about the agency reviews expressed? Are they .current? Are
they valid? When were they prepared? What facts are they based
on? What suppositions are they based on? Are they comprehensive
enough? What about the reviews of other agencies, the Department
of He.alth, the Office of Environmental Quality, the Department..of
Land.and Natural Resources, the Department of Planning and Economic
Development, the Land Use Commission, or organizations in the state
and county governments having to do with the future?

Finally, I call to your attention that the federal agency on HUD
¯¯ apparently part icipating in this project. I also call to your

8
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attention that the National Environmental Policy Act requires that
an 13nvironmental 1mpact Statement he prepared with respect to any
major federal action signi.ficantly affecting the environment. That
statute requires wl.th respect to such actions that there be a

detailed statement by tlle responsible official on the environmental
impact of the proposed acquisit lon, any adverse environmental effects
wh i.ch cannot be avoided for the proposal to be implemented ,

the
alternatives to the proposed actyns, the relationship between the
local short term uses of man's environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long term productivity, and finally any irreversible
commitment of resources which should be involved in the proposed
action should it be implemented.

I think one thin we fail to consider when we take a look at the
environment is that there are several factors limiting or promoting
the growth and comfort of life, The actual physical condition of
the environment is definitely one of them. But, there are a number
of others. One of them is utilization of the space that we have.
Another is providing for the increases in population. There are a
number of others but these kinds of factors as well as the actual
condition of the environment must be taken into account if we're
oin to avoid the kinds of irretrievable kind of tradeoff that

will indeed limit the growth and the comfort and the general welfare
of the people of our community.

In conclusion, the advice of the proposed amendment is that it
- does not consider facts and alternatives which underlie its stated

and unstated assumption. The record here does not show that the
City has followed a course of conduct consistent with the safeguards
specified by the Supreme Court in Dalton.

The safeguards require that alterations in the general plan must
be comprehensive and long range. The city believes the general plan
of 1964 is.obsolete, then comprehensive updating of the 1964 studies
of physical, social, economic and governmental conditions and trends
is in order, that the new study in connection with this case reveal
the need for park in the Moiliili Triangle, that the need is greater
than the need for.housing and expanded educational facilities, that
a mini park rather than a standard park is appropriate, that such is
not inconsistent with other environmental factors and that the
proposed site is the best site, then it would be both appropriat.e
and consistent with the Charter and the Dalton case to amend the
general p.lan.

Again, the.advice of the amendment proposed by the Department of
Parks and Recreation is simply that these alternatives have not
been considered,

Mr. Claus was questioned by the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Way, do you have anything to say about the
material that was collated to support your recommendation?
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WAY: No.

CllAIRMAN: I notice that there are agency recommendations here
in favor of the proposal, the Department of Public Norks, the
Department of Accounting and General Services, the Department of
Education, the Office of Social Resources, the Board of Water B
Supply.

CLAUS: I note that too. I think it'd be ap ropriate for
the record to include an assessment of whether t ey are current,
whether there were any reservations expressed in them, the assump-
tions they were based on, and the fact on which the conclusion is

expressed there. I think these should be before you before you
make a decision with respect to an amendment like this. -

- WAY: Are you suggesting they are not current?
¯ CLAUS: I don't know.

¯ WAY: You think this is vital to know? EE

CLAUS: Any change based on a current recommendation or change
in planning ought to be based on current information.

WAY: What do you think would be considered current? Sometimes
itg takes an application on the part of an agency a while to review.

CLAUS: Yes, My understanding is that most projections particu- i!!F
larly with population and so forth and so on is good for maybe 10
years even though they may project themselves for 50, 60 or 70. I

¯-

suppose that other kinds of considerations which are receptive of
the report relative to planning would vary in their current status
from 10 years to _maybe 1 year, depending on what the.factor is.
The transportation needs and the physical needs change drastically.
The particular kinds of people in need of housing in the Moiliili
area might charge drastically over a short period of time. It seems
to me that these are the kinds of factors that go to conclusion about
how current is current.

WAY:. Do you have any idea of what kind of plan your client has
for the property?

CLAUS: My client can answer that question.

WALLY SANGER: I'm president of the Hui House Inc., who
is the lessee of the property.

WAY: Do you have plans for development of the property?

SANGER: Yes we do.

AY: When did you proceed with the architectural plans?
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SANGliR: Our official contract was started :in February.

WAY: To what stage has it progressed?

SANGliR: Ne have a soils report done. We have our engineering
report done. Right now its just a matter of--the core of the build-
ing is finished.

WAY: Ilow many units are pronosed? i -.mm-

-
-:mr

- ·mm

SANGER: Possibly 136 ono bedrooms is what we're lookine at right ------

now.

WAY: What would be the height of the building?

SANGER: 18 stories.

WAY: When did you obtain the develonment rights?

SANGER: I had an option on the property in April of last year .

We recorded the lease in February of this year .

IIIII-

WAY: Mr. Claus, a question you raised on the impact relative
to housing in the area, .As an implicit assumption as I recall,
have you any idea what the impact of the new wing not permitting
to be constructed, the 50 units would have in this particular area?

CLAUS: No I do not We understand though from a feasibility
study over a year ago that there is presently a need for this kind
of housing.

SANGER: We also had an appraisal done.

WAY: I appreciate that. The point I was trying to get at is
on a relative scale, what is this impact? Is it 1% or 10% , if not
constructed, of the numbers of units that may be permitted under
the general plan in some. reasonable defined area. I think there's
a degree of significance that enters into the discussion here when
you raise the question as to alternative use, the alternative being
that policy that now exists .

CLAUS: The general plan states that existing zoning is contin
uous and the existing zoning pointed out in the report is A-4.

WAY: Maybe I'm not making the point clear. The policy is
something else. In fact., the policy on this particular parcel is
not for 30,000 square feet but something roughly half of that. So
what's the impact then of the loss, if youw'ill, of 60 or 80 units
in that area which is undergoing quite a bit of development which
is general planned for literally thousands of units. I thinR that's
a reasonable statement. But within some reasonable distance is
this significant in a policy way?

11



CLAUS: Obviously, Ï can't answer your question.

WAY: Ï just leave it because you brought it up as an imp]icit.
or explicit kindof assumption.

CLAUS: Yos.

WAY: So, I think we should pursue it .

CLAUS: Actually, that is my very point. What I was suggesting
was that these assumptions should indeed be pursued and that it would gseem to me that your report really doesn't adequately pursue them. gI think its quite so that the question you raised has considerably
to do with the policy involved but there are a number of conflicting
policies set out in the general plan which it seems to me have to
be measured before action is taken.

YAMABE: Question of the Director. I assume the allegation
made by the witness there's insufficient information, that you U
disagree.

WAY: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: If this parcel were developed as A-4, would it meet
the criteria necessary for park? Does the area have the necessary
park facilities to permit A-4 at this time? It appears to me from -

the report that there's a lack of park in that area. One would
think that in itself would be enough of a criteria to make a deci- gsion in view of our present General Plan.

WAY: As to the precise method of how you would evaluate it,
this is up to the individual judgment but based on the evidence
we have provided by Parks and Recreation, :Ut appears there is a
reasonable basis in the general plan. That represents our view.

That much more additional information might be beneficial and to -
what extent seems to be the question that has been raised here today. .
I'm not prepared to answer that except to say I believe that there
is sufficient evidence contained in the report supported by our
files and further backup material that says this is a reasonable
change in the policy of the general plan.

CLAUS: I would like to point out a couple of things in that
respect. One is the position we're taking is this is a substantial
amendment to the general plan because it does change a designation
on.the DLUM according to the Supreme Court in Dalton that any amend- E
ment in the general plan had to be comprehensive, and that if the
general plan is outdated, then it should be comprehensively revised.
In the meantime, it would seem that the policy is that if general
provision as amplified by the DLUM be continued, and one of the
policies set forth in the general plan is that the zoning is to
continue until duly changed. The other fact that. I wanted to point
out is the stadium is going to be converted in park. That 's not
too far away from the site. There are going to be changes in the
availability of park sites in the area. Its going to be a regional

12



ark as Ï underst;nid it

YAMABE: Ï would 1Lko to have substantiation of the statement
just made that the stadium site will be converted int:o park and iE

I so when, how large, so forth. Also I would like to know whether
this parcel would be augmenting any other parcel recognizing its
abutting the school site there . Does it mean the school will be
also adding to this 30,000 square foot lot, some area wilich might
enlarge the actual size of this mini park, or do we havo structures
surrounding the subject property, therefore the actual park would
remain only as a 30,000 square foot mini park. If you have those
answers, I'd like to have them.

WAY: I don't have the answer to the first question. I could
speak to the second question about the relationship to the school =¯

parcel.

MCDOUGALL: The existing ownership pattern, this (pointing to
map) area outlined in blue is owned entirely by the State of Hawaii
for school purposes. The red portion is owned by the City and
County and is currently being used for school purposes. The green
area is the subject site and currently under lease. We have indica-

E tions from the Department of Education that they support this particu-
lar proposal and are not anticipating expansion into approximately
half of the site as indicated on the general plan at this time.

YAMABE: The question was did the Department of Education indi-
cate that by the city acquiring this portion and designating this -

mini park would they also contribute some land area already desig-
nated school site, and possibly the City and County consider giving
a portion of their property which is being used for school purpose,
to enlarge the size of this mini park.

MCDOUGALL: We have no indications that the existing property
owned by the state for school would be converted to parR purposes.
They do have structures on the city-owned land.

WAY: On that point, it should be noted that there are some
mixed ownership patterns on our school sites throughout the city.
How these came about is a matter of history. As you know, origi-
nally the city acquired property. Some of it has been conveyed to
the state, some has not at this point. But, as a matter of prac-
ticality, its simply been assumed for use by the Department of
Education. I suspect this is one of those cases because of the
irregularity of the parcel where some early parcelization acquisi-
tion.situation it came out that way. The boundary lines don't really
mean that much in terms of usage. - -

YAMABE: What I'm trying to get at is I'm for mini parks but
I'm not certain of having mini parks everywhere the Parks Depart-
ment designates it or the Planning Department designates. If we
can get some .utilization where it would be of some benefit, I'm
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for it. However, if there's a possibility that a parcel of this | E
size can be expanded, it might make a bit more sense, regardless M
of the mixed ownership. 13ut, if its go ing to be confined to merely
30,000 square feet, at this moment that type oE mini park would be --

serving the community, whether that would be the greatest need. I
would like to clarify this in my own mind.

CHAIRMAN: Isn't it desirable to place a park adiacent to a --·

school? .=

WAY: Yes.

BRIGHT: What is the status of the sewerage system in there?
Is it adequate for the high density construction or is it adequate
for the recommended uses?

WAY: If we might check the report from the Department of
Public Works. I'm sure it is quite adequate for the recommended
park usage which would have a fairly low, extremely low on a rela- -
tive scale volume compared to the apartment development.

I
--

Yes, our report from the Department of Public Works indicates that i ig[
for the proposed development they're adequate and acceptable. We

don't have a report as to what the situation might be for the
a artment develo ment.p p

BRIGHT: Its my understanding that the sewerage is quite inade-
quate for that entire area,

(There were no further questions of Mr. Claus.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Yamabe, seconded by Mr. Bright and
carried.

ACTION was deferred to the next meeting for a lack of quorum.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held.June 20, 1973
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT- was closed and action deferred for one
HOUSING week.
KANEOHE
MAKANI. KAI DEVELOPMENT The matter was deferred to the next
CORPORATION meeting for a lack of quorum.
(FILE #72/PDH-17)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS. The public hearing held June 20, 1973
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT- was closed and action deferred for one
HOUSING week.
KANEOHE
(MAHALANI PLACE) The matter was deferred to the next
CAPITAL INVESTMENT meeting for a lack of quorum.
OF HAWAII, IN.C.
(FILE #73/PDH-3)



I UNFINISIlED BUSINESS The public hearings held June 20 and 21,
PlJßL1C llEARING 1973 were kept open, and the following
GliNERAL PLAN AMl!NDMliNT Teque,sts were made by the Commission:
OAllU, llAWAll

i TO REFLECT FINAL 1. Inquire of the Corporat.lon Counsel
HIGllWAY RIGilTS-0F-WAY whether the Referendum route is
6 TO MAKE NECESSARY possible,

i ADJUSTMENTS IN LAND
USE DESIGNATIONS FOR 2. Inquire of the State for their opinion
LANDS ADJACENT TO OR f rom the Pede ral Government , what would

i AFFECTED BY TllE happen if development of the H-3 did
ALIGNMENTS not proceed.
STATE OF HAWAII
DEPARTMENT OF 3. Minutes of the meeting.

I TRANSPORTATION
(FILE #224/C3/VARIOUS The Director reported the receipt of a Statement

- 6 180/C3/5) by Richard E. Marland, Interim Director, Office
¯

g or Environmental Quality Control, Relating to
g the Environmental Impact of the H-3 Highway.

Copies of Dr. Marland's statement were circulated
among the Commissioners.

Mr. Herbert Tateishi, Assistant Chief of Engineering, Highways Division,
State Department of Transportation was called upon to respond to the Commis- Ei
sion's inquiry.

TATEISHI: I am here specifically to respond to questions from
the Commission, Also, I do have with me, Mr. Mandel, the Project
Manager for the H-3 project. We wish to also clarify some of the
testimony received at the previous public hearing.

YAMABE: Have you had sufficient time to compile the information,
the question I had asked as to what might happen if H-3 at this time
is abandoned?

TATEISHI: Yes, I have. I've checked with the.Federal Highway --

Administration. For the purpose of clarity, I would like to divide
the H,3 project into two segments. One, that segment that is
presently under construction from the Halekou Interchange through
the Kaneohe Marine .Corps Air Station, and the other segment would
be from the Halekou.Interchange to.Halawa Interchange which is
presently under design. For that segment that is under construction,
we've expended a total of approximately $30,000,000 for rights-of-way,
construction and engineering. On the assumption that H-3 _is not con-
structed, and also with supplementary construction .to provide a
connection to Kam Highway making that segment usable, we could
redesignate that as a primary segment, that is put it on the primary
system, now, the funding will change. Instead ctf it being 90%
Federal funds, it would revert to 50% Federal funding. So, if we ..

say that the total cost of that segment is $30,000,000, taking 90% mm

of that it comes to roughly $27,000,000. If we say it will be desig-
nated on the primary system, we then use a 50% for Federal funding



and we get $15,000,000. Taking the difference of $27,000 ,000 and
$15,000,000, wo have a deficit of $12,000,000 which would have to
be reimbursed to the Federal liighway Administration from State
funds.

However, there is a second alternate in which if this segment is
usable, the Federal liighway Administration, at the time the decision
is made to abandon H-3, would considor all of the factors leading to
that abandonment. If they feel that all parties have acted in good
faith, they may afford special dispensation and retain the 90%
funding.
I cannot give you a direct answer because that decision will have
to come at the time the decision is made.

Now, for that ortion that is aresently under desi n now en oined
by the court, 'd like to give you a brief backgro nd for tlat
section which is leading up to this court picture. In 1965, public ggi
hearings were held to locate the corridor for the H-3. A hearing agi
was held in January of '65. The preference of the Department of 25!
Transportation at that time was going into Kalihi. The Kalihi
corridor was our preference. Testimony was received by the public
and there was considerable opposition to this route because of the
displacement of families and increased traffic through that corridor.

In May of '65, a second public hearing was held. Because of the
.testimony received and reconsideration of the social problems, the
State Department of Transportation did adopt the Moanalua corridor.
We received FHWA, Federal Highway Administration, concurrence on
that corridor.

We then held a second public hearing which was required by the
Rules and Regulations of the FHWA in May of 1970. This was a design
public.hearing held on the Windward side. At that time, we went
into the design details of the project. They were funded to go into
Engineering.

We have spent approximate.ly 4½ million dollars in State and Federal
funds in terms of planning and engineering for that segment which
is between Halawa and Halekou. Taking 90% of 4½ million, it amounts
to approximately 4 million dollars.

Now, since the thrust is really not to construct a highway facility
if this comes to being, then we cannot put it on the primary system.
This would not be possible. So, in this case, since we do not come
with a usable segment, there is a very good chance that we have to
refund the Federal government the 4 million dollars.

I
That 's kind of a long-winded explanation to your question, but I
checked this out with the Federal Highway people.

ACTING CHAIRMAN: You said you would have to refund the Federal people
4 million but you have only spent 4 million tln2s far, that's a combi- E
nation of both.



TATliÏSill: Yos, the 45mil11on is a combi.nation of Stato and
Federal funds, and the Poderal funds amount to90¾ of that 4½million
which would make it Federal funds 2 million dollars .

YAMAßE: If 11-3 is abandoned, it would require the current

I approval of t.he State alul the City, or just the State to make this
decision?

TATEISllI: I would think that the 11-3 project is financed by
funds from the State Legislature, it would be a Stato decision.
However, I am certain that since we have coordinated so closely
with the Department of Transportation Services of the City in terms
of exclusive bus lanes on H-3, it would have an impact on their
program for implementation of their rapid transit system. So, I'm
sure we would have to coordinate with the City.

YAMABE: So the Legislature and the City Council would be the
ultimate bodies to make this decision.

TATEISHI: I would think so. I also would think that the City
Planning staff would have an input because of the fact that H-3
implements the General Plan, particularly on the Windward side.

WAY: Following up that point, I wondered, a general point, if
there has been any evaluation of consequences of not constructing
H-3, in terms of traffic. Maybe the implications would fall most
heavily upon Likelike and the Pali Highway, for example.. Does your
Department have any information along those lines? Mr. Yamabe has
talked about other consequences, dollars for example. Can it be
translated in traffic in some rough fashion?

TATEISHI: As you know, Likelike and the Pali are the only
additional transportation corridors .serving the Windward side from
onolulu. My concern would be that the increased traffic on Likelike

and Pali, of course, would be beyond its capacity. Both Likelike
and Pali are what we call from an Engineering standpoint, partial
control of access, especially in the Pali area where we have numerous
driveways that front on the Pali Highway. Increased traffic we
know from an Engineering standpoint, on facilities such as these,
would increase traffic accidents, possibly fatality. We do feel
that the H-3 being designed as a fully controlled access facility,
would provide a safer route for tlus motorists. Of course, this is
strictly .from an Engineering standpoint that I'm talking about.

WAY:. Another question. The point was, I believe brought out
by testimony that there would be an impact on adjoining lands in
Moanalua, more particularly those that have some benefit as Park
lands for public use and enjoyment. Has your Department coordinated,
taken.into account, or :bi what way, recognized this as a part of the
Highway planning for this corridor through that segment?

TATEISHI: Yes, we have. I have with me, Mr. Mandel, who has
been coordinating our activities with the Damon Estate Trustees.
Ie's much.more .familiar with this aspect than I.
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MANDEL: The answers which I will give are also contained in the
Environmental Impact Statement for Interstat:o Route U-3. Now, as I

understand your question, Mr. Way, about the coordination with the
planned Park in Moanalua Valley. First, the valley is owned by
the Damon Estate which is held in trust and therefore the Trustees |
administer the valley. The Trustees have engaged a planning firm N
to plan the Park in Moanalua Valley. That firm is Belt, Collins
and Associates. Their instructions to Belt, Collins and Associates
were also furnished to the State Department.of Transportation. They
instructed Belt-Collins to cooperate with the State DOT. There will
be coordination of effort to construct both the park and the highway
in the valley. Belt-Collins has worked up a partial plan for the
park. Its not yet complete. They've divided the area into two
segments. They call one the makai park and the other the mauka park.

I -

The makai park, the concept has received the approval of the Damon
Estate Trustees so far.

The mauka park plans were still in development at the time that the
injunction was placed, However, for our part, the development of
the highway plan, we have in prelimînary plan form, completed our
work with respect to access from Route H-3 to both the makai and
mauka park; provision of turnarounds so that traffic headed into -

the park from either direction could go back to its point of origin
instead of having to continue across the mountains and then turn-
around; and for provision of parking areas immediately adjacent to
the highway; and for provision of access to the remainder of the
park on foot or by whatever means the Damon Estate and its planners
should decide to be the best method. Of course, these parks are
set up so that the major factors to be developed within the park
would have proper access from the highway.

WAY: To what extent can you identify the possibly destructive
aspects of the highway as it might relate again to a park without
the highway? What is being precluded from a park concept in that
valley as a result of the highway?

MANDEL: The principal igem precluded is, of course, the land
being taken by the highway proper, Once used for the highway,
obviously it cannot 1>e used for park. Our estimate of the total
amount of land to be utilized by the highway had.been some 54 acres
which we rounded up to 60 acres, and that included the accesses and
the parking areas as well. Now that we have adopted the viaduct
concept, that will be reduced slightly. But, for purposes of dis-
cussion, we can continue to use that figure. The question naturally
arises what will be the effect of the highway upon the historic
site, the botany, the wildlife and so forth.

WAY: Actually, they're somewhat intangible--the park experience.

MANDEL: That's right. Such factors as noise and air pollution
are also required to be evaluated. All o these have been evaluated



in the EIS (Environmental 1mpact Sta tement) . l can only say that -

I some 3,000 acros of park are planned for the two valleys--Kamanonui
Valley which is popular and called Monnalua Valley, and is the
valley in which the highway is planned to be pinced; and Kamann:iki

i Valley which is a parallel valley on the l)inmond llead side of Kainana-
nui Valley. If you like Ï can address each of these areas .

WAY: Yes, in summary fashion . We recognize that much of the

i points are covered in the EIS but I think its well to highlight
and summarize that kind of information.

MANDEL: In a survey of Moanalua Valley in 1970, the Bishopi Museum located some 70 sites.. One of these is very well known and
has been well known for several decades, the famous petroglyph which

I is located along side the stream approximately a mile from the lower
gate of the undeveloped portion of the valley. The other 56 included
a few structures dating from historic times, that is post-Capt. Cook.
Those as far as can be determined are all early 20th century sites,

I about a half-dozen of those. The remainder are prehistoric dating
from approximately 400 years previous. Those have been evaluated
both by the Bishop Museum and by the State Archaeologist, Dr. Stell

i Newman, Among them is an additional petroglyph and Dr. Newman
recommended the preservation of both the petroglyph. He found the
other to be in such poor condition that it was not worth preserving.
Nevertheless, whether it would be worth preserving or not, the
number of sites that lie within the .highway alignment itself is
four. They are in one case an indeterminate mound and in another
case a former house site in þoor condition, and a couple of former
agricultural terraces. These are simply rows of stones at the
present time. Many of them could be relocated if it were desired
to do so but we have not received any suggestion that they be
relocated, if they are valuable enough to be relocated.

ML1 of the other sites lie outside of the highway alignment.

WAY: The point was made earlier that the Trustees have indi-
cated approval for the makai portion of the park plan as it.relates
to the highway.

MANDEL: That's correct

WAY: I presume you have some documentation of this. If that
is so, I wonder if you might make it available to our department.

MANDEL: I have only the statement of Belt-Collins and of the
Executive Director of the Trustees of the Damon Estate. Its indi-
cated that in their meeting they approved this plan -for the makai
park. Nothing was issued because--I don't know why it would be
issued. We were simply informed to plan accordingly. But, we went BER
beyond that because we wanted to give the Trustees something that
they could perhaps instruct Belt-Collins further, and so we did
the mauka park highway planning.

WAY: On the Windward side, we had some considerable testimony
presented that might be summarized -I think the concerns were for
the construct.ion phase in an environmental way , and this might be
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translated into saying more particularly its impact on tito bay. I
think it was being pointed out that you'll lutve major construction
in areas of significant rainfall, for example. Could you summarize
measures of approachos that would be taken with respect to that
problem and issues that's being raised?

MANDEL: Yes. Excuse me, I'd like to point out that this
problem is one which exists not just on the Windward side but both
sides. It was our conclusion in the planning studies that the
greater problem would exist not on the Windward side but on the --

Leeward side. Therefore, it was gone into in some detail. In fact ::
there is a section in the planning studies which study the hydrology NE
and its effect upon Moanalua Stream and the measures to be taken I ËËË
to be certain that we won't have a Keapuka repetition, for example. i ËËm
But, a qualitative appraisal then was made of the Windward side. It ¯ """

was concluded that the problem was less severe over there. But since - ; p-gthe issue of Kaneohe Bay and its siltation was raised, of course, we ¯ ääi
have responded in the EIS to questions raised concerning Kaneohe
Bay. But, beyond that in connection with the current litigation, the ;

g¯|

Attorney General's Office requested an independent study of the silta- Ï ENE
tion effect upon Kaneohe Bay. This is a copy of the report on Ocean - og
Engineering Consultants Incorporated. It is their technical report i il
No. 103 dated January 31, 1973. Its title is 'Effects of Construction il
of H-3 Interstate Highway on Erosion and Sedimentation Yield in
Kaneohe Drainage Basin and in Kaneohe Bay." It is addressed directly mi
to the question you asked. With your permission, I'll read directly
from its conclusion:

"The construction of the Windward section of the H-3 Freeway -..

is likely to cause some increased sedimentation in Kaneohe El
Bay. This is partly due to exposure of bare earth previously
with vegetation during execution of the project, and partly
due to the permanent conversion of 30 to 40 acres of banana
land into highway use. In this report, an attempt is made
to quantitatively analyze the effect of exposure of bare
earth during construction of the freeway on the sedimentation
in the bay. An evaluation of the permanent effect is diffi-
cult to achieve within the scope of the present study but it
felt that these adverse effects may be considered insignificant.
For the evaluation of the temporary effects during construction
it would assume that at no time during the construction phase
the amount of bare area would be over 17 acres such as in agree-
ment with specifications for the proposed construction. Under
the above-mentioned assump.tion and with some additional presump-
tions, the additional sediment discharge into the.bay may be
classified from insignificant to moderately significant."

Of course, there's a report that follows which is presumed to sub- Mi
stantiate this conclusion. gi

WAY: If you might explain, what is significant? What haþpens?
Coral dies? Could you explain, insignificant to moderately
significant?



- MANDEL: Let me read the next two paragraphs:

"The bed - load portion of the sedimont lotui estimated at
5,100 tons will settle at the mouth of Kamoalii Stream.
The suspended load may be easily distributed between the '

-

Kaneohe section and the Kahaluu section of the bay. Each
area may be loaded with less than 4,000 tons of sediment.
la terms of sedimentation, this may be in the order of a

few millimeters or less silt.

You received previous testimony in earlier meetings on this same ----

subject which--

YAMABE: You mean over and above what we have today or a few
millimeters?

MANDEL: It would be additional. You've heard testimony of
inches of sediment. This will give you a range of value .

BRIGHT: Would this be with respect to the entire bottom area
or with millimeters per cubic foot of water? How does that measure?

MANDEL: No, this is thickness and I'm sure it would not be
uniform. I wish you would keep in~ mind, of course , that this is
not my report.

TATEISHI: We can make that report available if you wish.

BRIGHT: Yes .

MANDEL: There are further recommendations made as to what
could be done to minimize this. Its certainly our intention to
adopt each of these suggestions, hopefully to keep this at an
absolute minimum

WAY: Are there other studies ongoing in relation to this
that you might want to advise us on? This one is new to me and I
just wondered if there are.

MANDEL: Well, there is an extensive bibliography in the back of
this which contains some 31 items,

WAY: Has your Department of Transportation authorized other
studies of a similar nature dealing with a particular environmental
problem, that are underway or contemplated for the future?

MANDEL: No. We feel that our EIS study contains all of the
studies essential to an evaluation.

WAY: Was this study as a result of a finding in that environ-
mental study for some further investigation.
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MANDEL: Let me explain why this was undertaken. I'11 use the
words of the report:

"The effects of the construction of the Windward Highway
section of the freeway on sedimentation in Kaneohe Bay had |
previously been examined qualitatively and comparatively. g
This report offers a first estimate of the quantitative
effect of construction."

WAY: Has there been examination of the, I think the most
appropriate way to put it, the visual aspects of the highway, and -

if not, what if any continuing kinds of examinations of this problem | _¯

might there be, and could you describe those for us. -

MANDEL: I was told that your immediate concern was that which g
was expressed in the earlier meeting, and that is the view of the g

li viaduct on the Windward side to residents of that side.
415

WAY: I might also comment on the view from the Pali Lookout
which has been brought to our attention.

MANDEL: Yes. Many people have stated that the view of the | -

Windward Viaduct from the Pali Lookout would be detrimental but E
as a matter of plain fact, the Windward Viaduct will not be visible
from the Pali Lookout. It lies beyond a promontory. So, the view g -

would be from the Windward side specifically. The viaduct has been g
the subject of extensive architectural studies. As a matter of fact,
the Department of Transportation has an entire slide showing of ¯

various studies that were undergone to come up with the present
design of the Windward Viaduct. There is a major Structures Report
which has been published which deals in great part with the archi-
tectural studies of the Windward Viaduct.

We have included in the EIS some graphics in an attempt to show what
the Windward Viaduct would look like, specifically to give its view
in scale relationship to the Pali itself. That picture is in the
EIS. I don't know if the Commission has a copy of the EIS but I
have.one here.

TATEISHI: The State DOT has retained one of the foremost archi-
tects in the State of Hawaii, Pete Wimberly, to advise us in the
architectural features of the H-3 project.

YAMABE: Do you feel there's reasonable validity to this school
of thought that maybe this other course might create a situation
where it might become a solution to some of the problems that we 're
faced with, mainly transportation pollution.

TATEISHI: From.your uestion, you are asking whether if not by
building additional highway facilities duid causing congestion, that
would then force the people to use other modes of transportation.
You can-- Specifically, as a highway engineer, one of my duties is to
respond to citizens when they feel that the Department of Transpor-
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tation, in-Irticularly the Higluvays Division, has not performed its
funct ion . I can only recall wilon prior to opening the 11-1 freeway
from roughly Waiau to the llalawa area where congestion was increasing
to an intolerable amount as far as the people that were calling on
the addition of Kam Highway because tliat was the only facility
available. People call up and swear at mo and say what are you
doing about it and we say we're trying to open this section of Il-1.
From our standpoint, if we are not the recipients of the complaint,
that may be our proposal but you would not want that proposal imple-
mented because of the complaint from the citizenry when congestion
increases to intolerable amounts.

¯¯

$ g YANABE: I'd like to touch upon the core of this question. I
¯ guess this is a philosophical question, is this possible because
i people being what they are, unless they're really in a pinch, we

i tend to react. Basically, I think government is in a position to
react. However, might there be a possibility or is it reasonable
to assume that if this course where we make it so difficult that
in spite of the short period of inconvenience, we may come up with
a better solution, I'd like to have your opinion whether this is
possible.

TATEISHI: Well, the other thought that comes to my mind is the
lack of highway facilities has not deterred people from building or
buying cars. I think the highway facility is a factor but there are
many overriding factors which will determine whether the family gets
a second car, employment, necessity for someone to go to school, to
work, the economics of that family. I think these play a more impor-
tant role. I think the suggested process of congesting the
highway is not the correct solution. I'm hoping there are controls
on the automobiles that will be coming through the efforts of the Inter-
departmental Transportation Control Commission, this sort of thing. -

MANDEL: If lack of transportation were_deterrent to the develop- . di&
ment of an area, there would be no Hawaii Kai today. So, we know here
in Hawaii where housing is so short, and where the denial of housing
would have to be classified immoral to deny people a place to live
here--this is just a personal opinion, of course. People are going
to seek housing whether there's transportation or not. Having done
so, it falls to government to provide the facilities that must accom-
pany the housing. The question has been asked, what's 1153 going t.o
do to land speculation? The obvious response is there's no H-3 and
what's happening in land speculation?

YAMABE: This is the point of my question. Recognizing that
regardless of whether there 's a deterrent factor to transportation
facilities and so forth, people still do seek homes and somehow they
still manage. Therefore, if we didn't have this continuing expansion
of highways, would this eventually forte the people into acceptance
as well as governmental agencies, to seek other modes of transporting
people, not necessarîly on the highway.

MANDEL: We were, of course, required to examine alternatives
to Route H-3 when performing our EIS study . The first thing examined
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was the alternative corridors. More recently, we did examine alter-
native modes, specifically mass transit. There is the alternative of
doing nothing, and what are the consequences of each of these alterna-
tives. They're examined in some detail in that very same EIS

.
statement. If we were just to do nothing, then we 'd find that the
Pali and Likelike Highway being at capacity at the present time can m

= hold no more automobiles within a specific time period than they do.
The more vehicles that try to enter that highway, the only thing that g
can happen is to extend the time period. In other words, the peak |
period gets longer and longer. We have a very interesting set of
diagrams in that Statement which show what will happen to the traffic
on those highways over a period of some 10 or more years, in which
the number of automobiles passing a specific point was counted by
15-minute intervals in the same week, in the same month each year.
This is the type of study the DOT carries on regularly, as a matter |

- of practice. E

YAMABE: Are you saying then that if we're going to provide
service for automobiles, we'll have to keep on building more
highways, more corridors?

MANDEL: No, I'm not saying that. The OTS study said that we
must have a strong mass transit system. The DOT endorses that
concept. But, we don't know, for example, what the mode of living
will be in the year 2000. We don't plan for them. The lifestyle
may be something completely unrecognizable to us.

YAMABE: Is it possible then, once we have this mass transit
incorporated into the entire H-3 system that we might forego any
future or additional corridors?

MANDEL: The possibility is certainly there because the corridor
is being planned s.o that the mass transit itself can be upgraded
as time goes on. By upgrading I mean this, initially when it was
first put into use, it will consist of express buses in an exclusive
lane, But as I mentioned to you earlier, should one day they decide
that this corridor should have the same type of transportation as
the trunkline would have which is a track system, then that lane in
each direction on Route 11-3 will be immediately adaptable to that
system. The road bed and clearances are all there. Its simply a
question of laying the tracks and wiring it properly and using it.

TATEISHI: In terms of alternatives, one should look on viable
alternatives. I think the rapid transit system has the capacity
no doubt to carry people; however, funding.itself will be a problem.
It is not part of the City's transportation planning at t:he present
time.

ACTING CHAIRMAN: You've puzzled me somewhat. When you considered
alternatives, the first major alternatives you said it was doing
nothing. I really don't consider that an alternative. I'm wondering
whether alternatives such as rapid transit on this Route H-3 has been
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thoroughly studied, rapid transit by itself in Moanalua Valley.

MANDEL: I should point out to you that when the Mass Transpor-
tation Planning Branch calculate the diversion to transit , assuming

i ll-3's not built, and there is a transit alternative at the present,
then on specifying the corridor, there will be a Trans-Koolau transit
system. Then, they put characteristics down of that system and it

g could be in Moanalua, Kalihi, or Pali. But, the diversion is calcu-
g lated on the basis of people's travel time, conveniences and so forth

so that the diversion is applicable to any one of those valleys that
would be considered.I It happens that a separate determination was made as the most suit-
able transit corridor from the standpoint of service would be Kalihi,

I if we were to eliminate H-3. Its my own conviction that one day
transit in the Moanalua Valley which terminates at the Halawa
Stadium and transfers to the trunkline will probably be far more
suitable than Kalihi. But, the construction of the transit system
in Moanalua Valley must take lands and must tunnel through the
Koolaus and Red Hill. So if there's objections to Route H-3 because
of its construction, we would have similar objections to transit on
the same basis.

ACTING CHAIRMAN: Well, the problem to consider is that when you
provide a highway, you automatically conclude that the people on the
side are going to have cars The housing that we're providing on
the other side is for people who are of medium and lower income.
If we have the highway, its hardly likely that mass transit is going
to be a viable institution, if the population gets extremely dense
on that s ide .

MANDEL: The calculated diversion to transit with H-3 is 22%
according to the OTS study. Transit is definitely anticipated to
be viable to that extent. What I'm really saying is we must have
both. We cannot get along with just H-3 or just transit.

ACTING CHAIRMAN: I can't help but feel in my mind that Hawaii
is a .little

different than the mainland. We don't have all the land
that they have there. What little land we have, we must use very
judiciously. I'm wondering whether many years from now, we'll
look back and feel sorry for our actions of today describing that
so much land be used for freeways.

MANDEL: The actual number of lands to be used by Route H-3
is.not tremendous compared to what you propose for housing, parks
and any number of facilities. For all of Route H-3, we're talking
about 125 acres or less.

ACTING CHAIRMAN: That's.for the freeway itself, and then the
people who have to provide garages for the cars they buy. We'll
use a tremendous amount of land for automobiles, and I'm wondering
in a place such as Hawaii, perhaps this is not the correct approach.
Have we looked into .all

other approaches? That's what puzzles me.



- MANDEL: Of course, transportation planners luive no choice
but to provide transportation for the existing General Plan . You
tell us with your General Plan that you're going to havo certain
facilities, for example where people are going to live. Transpor-
tation planners have to figure out how they're going to get from
one place to the other.

ACTING CHAIRMAN: It seems you're going full speed with our General ¯

Plan before we decide on where to put our highways or whether to put
highways at all.

MANDEL: Well, what I'm saying is that we've no choice but Lto accept that which you put before us. In this case its the
1964 General Plan as amended.

YAMABE: The witnesses that appeared before us at the last
hearing, there was overwhelming testimony that they don't want this .

highway. A few questions were asked whether they realized the
consequences, because actually, you and I are planning for the me 35E
people out there, and the people we're attempting to serve say they "-| igþ
don't need it. I Sit

MANDEL: I think if you noticed very carefully who it was
represented by the .figures, there were two homeowner groups repre-
sented in your hearing. One was the Haiku Valley Homeowner's Associa-
tion who are immediately adjacent to the highway in Haiku Valley.
They are one of 18 groups in the Kaneohe Community Council. The
other 17 groups of residents have all endorsed the highway.

YAMABE: Oh, did you have endorsements?

WAY: If I might respond to that, we did have one that I don't
think got into the record, the Kailua Community Council, specifically
endorsed it. There have been, perhaps Mr. Mandel is referring to
them, prior endorsements. I don't know that those have come to this
Commission as a result of the calling of these hearings. Is that
not true?

TATEISHI: I do have a communication which is pertinent to
your question, from E. Alvey Wright, Acting Director of the State
Transportation Department. He has asked me to present this letter to
you:

"During the public hearing conducted during the Planning
Commission meeting on June 20 and 21, 1973, a number of
organizations gave testimony in opposition to the proposed
General Plan Amendment which would place Interstate Route
H-3 on the Oahu General Plan and Detailed Land Use Map.
Because the Planning Commission meeting was for the purpose
of defining the exact location of the Interstate and Defense
Highway System Routes H 1, H-2 and.H-3 on the General Plan,
and not the need for the system or any segment thereof, it

¯¯

can be assumed that this was the reason that community groups
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in support of the Amendment d id not testify. Now that the
Cominission has received test.imony by groups opposing
Route 11-3 however, we wish to place i.n the record ,

letters
received from local organizations in support of Route !!-3.
These are attached. We have made no attempts to furnish
the names of individuals who have indicated support nor have
we listed public officials and legislative groups who have
taken official action to further construction of the highway,

E very truly yours, E. Alvey Wright, Acting Director."

YAMABE: You might convey to Mr. Wright that although we do

recognize our responsibility and authority and the limitations imposed
on the Commission, we recognize that we don't establish the policy.
However, it is my understanding that when you place before a public
hearing the subject matter, we should receive everything and all
matters should be considered. We are vested with the responsibility
of making any suggestions or recommendations. We're merely implement-

| ing the policy by establishing the H-3 Route. Any information rela-
E ted to the subject matter is greatly appreciated. It would be wrong

¯

for you to assume that we don't need the information. We know what
we can and can't do. Its a question of what we transmit to the Coun-
cil or to the Mayor as an advice. I think that's our responsibility.
We appreciate the governmental position as well. We understand this
too. I know its not simple,

WAY: A point has been touched upon earlier that the Commission
may want to take into account in deliberations on this matter,and
that is the General Plan. Mr. Mandel has referenced the point I want
to make that the transportation planners are planning for land use
determination, population translated into trips. That's the funda-
mental basis for proceeding with their particular proposal which is
sort of in just a general statement way. But I do think the Commis-
sion may want to consider the implications of'transportation planning,
but it may also want to consider how this could be framed in the form
of a recommendation as it relates to land use. Maybe one of the

- alternatives that this Commission should take into account would be
a recommendation that would change the land use on the Windward side
primarily, because this is where much of the generation of trips comes
from that provides the basis for the need for a corridor to serve that
land use designation. At this point, I can't specifically state what
this would mean but possibly a considerable reduction in the land
areas designated for Urban on the General Plan and presently zoned
for Urban purposes of the various classifications that we have--apart-
ments, single-family, so forth.

In effect, I would say from the testimony that we have, it would
appear that we can establish sort of a status quo, a comfortable
transportation arrangement, that is to say transportation people
tell us that the Pali and Likelike-Highways are.at or near capacity.
If that's the case then the development over there is generating
about the maximum number of trips that we should have, it would
seem to me. Rather serious and significant changes then would have
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to be changed and brought about in our General Plan and Zoning to
hold it at that situati.on.

Now then, the alternative for us to consider and the Council is
what should the use of that land be, if we take it out of an Urban
designation. I did want to try to focus on that point. Just to
make the point as briefly as possible that the land use, it seems to
me, is the principal causative factor that needs to be dealt with if
we're going to materially change transportation requirements.

BRIGHT: Are you suggesting a recommendation to the City
Council of a moratorium? It seems to me that's what you're saying
that there should be a moratorium on all development out there until
the General Plan can be examined and changed if necessary.

WAY: More than that I think if its decided that we don't
want the transportation corridor,'we have to address the problem of
land use. I guess I would say a moratorium is quite insufficient.
That's only a temporary measure. It may be necessary but it would
seem to me to be rather an extensive change in the land use, the
designation of areas for Urban purposes, changing of the Land Use
Boundaries, changing of the General Plan and the Zoning.

BRIGHT: What length of time would you consider adequate to i Eg!
make some studies and to implement that? I lii

WAY: I don't know. Certainly, I'm not saying this is a
proposal. I think though its an alternative that you may want to
take into account because that's where the problem is, fundamentally.
Its in the designation of areas for the use of Urban purposes.

BRÏGHT: There is an injunction on construction of the H-3.
In the event the courts determine to dismiss this injunction, then
the H-3 would become an entity and construction would proceed. Our
decision here hinges around whether we should implement the General
Plan at the present time so that in the event the injunction is dis-
missed, work could proceed without further delay. We have received
an awful lot of testimony but I don't believe its very germane to
the actual issue, and that is implementation of the General Plan, in
the event the injunction is dismissed. Am I correct in this?

WAY: I don't know the status in a legal of what the injunction
would or would not do, whether the State DOT would or could proceed.
There still, it seems to me, the question of an appropriate desig-
nation on all the various General Plan maps, DLUMs and DPs of an
alignment, of a.location. This is what is before this Commission.

- I think that's still an open question.

BRIGHT: The only observation I can make from all of this
testimony and from the actual issue before us is that this is an
alignment of the General Plan which would have to be accomplished -L

n any event.
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WAY: Yes. We propose that they have presented the matter
along the lines that it is a consideration oF alternative locations,
fundamentally.

YAMAl3E: I would like to accept blr. Way's statement, fle's
pointing out to us the many causing effects and so forth, and I ¯-

think this is what we're trying to got at, get down to the core of
it and be sure that we touch all bases. I appreciate this statement.
I don't think it necessarily meant that there should be a moratorium.

E You're not making any suggestions, but these are many areas of con-
sideration. I do appreciate it because I personally feel wherever
possible, we should explore into all areas. None of us should be i dic-
boxed in. We should expand on what can be done. I appreciate that I ËEU-
statement very much. ; sur

I (There were no further questions of Messrs Tateishi and Mandel.)

Questioning of Mr. Shinji Soneda, Chief of Environmental Health Divi-
sion, State Department of Health, followed.

YAMABE: Do you think its reasonable for us to assume that at
this point, there's nothing conclusive where we can say that's what's
happening in that bay or what might happen tomorrow with construction -

of the highway or with the approval of more.subdivisions in that area,
- that it will reach a point where it becomes extremely detrimental to

the community?

SONEDA: We certainly don't have anything independent of the
same information that you have been given, to come to any kind of
conclusion as to the imminence of collapse in Kaneohe Bay. But, the ¯

-

very reputable scientists have become concerned about that situation.
There must be some validity to their position that they seem unanimous
in their feeling that the south end of the bay is in imminence of
collapse or crisis. We don't have anything that would prove or

- disprove that point.

YAMABE: Whom are we talking about, these scientists?

SONEDA: Primarily the Hawaii Institute of Marine Biology
people, Dr. Helfrich, Dr Eanner, Dr. Bardach and others at the

YAMABE: That's a communication that we recieved. I read it
and it didn't seem too conclusive. I realize that extreme concern
was expressed here.

SONEDA: Well, we were at a meeting last Monday in which we
were discussing the ranking of projects .for purposes of dispensing
funds for sewerage facilities. There were a number of testimonies
made in that connection. I took some off the tape and if you'd care,
you could listen to it.



(Following is excerpt from tape submitted by Alr. Soneda.)
Testiinony of Mr. William Matthews, Conserva tion Council of
Ilawa11:

"There has probably been no body of water of comparable size |
¯

that has been more intensively studied than Kaneohe Bay. The
bibliography alone of such bay is over half an inch thick.
The fact is very well documented that the degradation of
Kaneohe Bay has been rapidly increasing since the installation
of the secondary treatment plant discharging into the bay. I
can state from personal experience--in fact I've been sailing
in the bay for the past 20 years. No one snorkels in the

- southern end of the bay anymore because you can't see three
feet in front of you now. The 16 senior investigators of the -E
Hawaii Institute of Marine Biology dramatically summarized the
situation in an open letter of March 8, 1973 saying that the
capacity of Kaneohe Bay to receive sewage effluent has already
been achieved. I see we have both Dr. Caperon and Dr. Helfrich
in the audience this evening. Dr. Helfrich commented last week
that its almost impossible to get 16 biologists in the same
room together and have them agree on anything, and yet these
16 scientists were willing to sign their names to the urgency
of the problem on Kaneohe Bay.

"Studies by Dr. J. Caperon has shown an advantage to the main
input system in Kaneohe Bay is much more than directly pro-
portional to the amount of sewage input than actually a multi-
plier affect takes place. For example, an increase of 10%
of sewage effluent might cause up to 100% damage to that
particular system.

"A study by J. Morather for his Doctoral Thesis in 1972 of the
destruction of coral reef shows an approximately 4th-coral
increase in sewage effluent with an accompanying 11-fold back
increase in phosphate concentration during the last 10-year
period.

"Finally, the very high land projected development of the
Kanehoe Bay Watershed during the next four years compiled
with the almost catastrophic potential of increasing damage,
makes it imperative to consider some local adjustment to the
säheduling of expenditures if we are to obtain a maximum
return statewide environmental protection for the dollar
expended.

Statement by Dr. Helfrich - "The evidence presented by Phil
Matthews contains several documents based on a very thorough
study by James Marigo that was conducted over the past five.
years of the Bay. Several statistics are that 99.9% of the
coral in the south end. of the ba is dead 86.8% in the
central portion of the bay and 26.4% in t11e north end of the
bay; I think we all know the south end area that use to be
called the coral garden...
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YAMAßl::: Mr. Soneda, is it possible for the Department of
11ealth as well as the other agencies connected to this 11-3 develop-
ment to establish a fact that any further development or any develop-
ment at whatever stage will be so detrimental that we should

i seriously consider stopping the development at wluitever given stage? --

REL
SONEDA: I'm not sure whether you're referring to the primary

i development which is the highway in this case, or the development
in general in the Kaneohe ßay ßasin.

YAMABE: Well, development as a general basis because I don't
know how much H-3 would contribute to Kaneohe Bay. I don't know how
much the other developments would contribute to the pollution of
Kaneohe Bay, generally speaking.

SONEDA: If the concerns expressed by the scientists are valid,
and they were addressing their concerns in terms of our ranking our
projects which has building lag factors in them of several yearsI at the minimum maybe six years or longer, some action such as the
one that was indicated by Mr. Way, or a more immediate action possibly
by slowing down development is called for in that basin, in such aI way that the development will proceed--this is now talking purely
from a saving the bay kind of thing--the south end of the bay appears
to be very, very bad and is rapidly approaching an impossible situa-
tion, according to the scientists, and therefore, certainly, we can't
wait for that kind of action that is only now being planned.
Something more dramatic than that represented by something which is
being planned now to be implemented six years from now or rather the
kind of thing that Mr. Bright was talking about of possibly having a
moratorium if that's the right word, until such time until waste
discharges into the south end of the bay particularly, waiting until
such time that we do divert this material out of the bay into the
open ocean, and coordinate the development up the coast towards
Chinaman's Hat in such a fashion that you would allow development
only as the connection to this diversion system is made, strictly
speaking from the sewage end of the thing and not the soil.

YAMABE: You preface your remarks by saying if we can
substantiate these remarks.

SONEDA: Not so much substantiating but in this kind of
matter, its who do you believe to be right. You.either believe
these kind of people who have studied all their lives in this kind
of environment or you refer to your own reaction.

YAMABE: -Do you think we 've reached the point where d.ecision
making bodies will have to maRe a decision based on--I certainly
consider this to be limited, if not confusina information. For
example, we have a statement from Richard Marland, that the social
benefits outweigh the problems doing with H-3. We have professionals
in many areas providing us generously with the.ir opinion.

-31-
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SONEDA: The indication is that the south end of the bay is
where the worse situation is and is contributory to the Kanoohe STP
at the present time, isn't nocessarily applicable up the coast
towards Chinaman's llat because that's getting closer and closer to
the open end of the bay as they call it. | -

U [ Mil
YAMABE: I don't want to be in a position where it seems as ' Mi

though we're passing on the responsibility to somebody else. We're
groping for answers too. We're relying upon the professionals to
provide us with the necessary information.

SONEDA: The surprising part about this situation is that 16
or so scientists at the University have agreed upon a point which gggthey consider to be quite unusual in itself. But, going back to i ggg
H-3 and the environmental impact, I think the administrative mecha- | ¯

---

nism for considering these things have been already mentioned. The E
EIS is one of them and the process of the Environmental Protection
Agency on the visual level reviewing the EIS draft and passing on it g
is one thing. We on our side have been working very closely with the
Highway Department to minimize--certainly, there is going to be a

difference between not constructing this highway and constructing it.
There's going to be some environmental cost involved in constructing
it compared to not constructing it. We have a handle on trying to
minimize the effect.

Another thing mentioned is that the drainage from this area on the
Windward side is going to flow towards Kahaluu which is up the coast
closer to the open end of this situation which is not as bad as this
being deposited or flowing to the Kaneohe Stream kind of situation.

ACTING CHAIRMAN: From what you have said, I come to the conclusion
that we have reached the point in time where professional people
could actually tell us what we should do, what and where we should
develop, and where we shouldn't. They can tell what kind of runoff
there will be, and what kind of damage will be done. Are you fami- a--
liar with any island-wide studies that would recommend that develop-
ment be abated at this particular point, just as you stated here?

SONEDA: No I think the unanimity is confined to the Kaneohe
Bay situation. I know of.no other occasion which talking to various
scientists would come to the same conclusion. But, in the case of
Kaneohe Bay and certainly in the south end of Kaneohe Bay, there
seems to be strong consensus there. ER

ACTING CHAIRMAN: And you feel we should take note of their recom- ¯g

mendation in our land use because that's more or less what you r.e
trying to tell us? I just want to make sure I'm getting your message.

SONEDA: Well, given our system, the difficulty is that the
people with the information, the scientific information, are not a

part of.the administrative mechanism; and the people doing the
administrative decisions such as this body here, most of the time
are lay people. So, its going to come down to whom do you trust?



ACTING CilAIRMAN: Well, one would think that in any civilized
society one looks toward the people who supposedly studied something
and know about it, and uses them to influence the decision and that
is what I want to be sure I understand what you're telling me.

SONEDA: I would suggest that. I wouldn't say it always
works in that fashion, unfortunately.

g WAY: Mr. Soneda, what is the role of your department in the
question of the waters of Kaneohe Bay, more particularly, I guess

¯

g I'm a little concerned that you're making reference to some points
raised by 16 scientists. What is your department's view on the
so-called degradation of the bay? How can you advise this Commission?

SONEDA: Okay, there's two aspects to this problem, the long
i - term aspect, I think we have completely adopted that as our working
-Ë philosophy, and we've consistently acted in that fashion. We've

declared the whole bay double A from what was partially double A and
A, and we've endorsed completely, the City's plan to divert this
particular thing, we have held the meetings required, we have given
the authorizations, we are reviewing the plang etc. All of our
actions are consistent with this particular working philosophy,
policy. When you ask, however, whether the crisis that they're
predicting is going to occur today, tomorrow, the next house, the
next three houses, ten houses, that's pretty much a dismantled thing.
We don't want to impose our judgment on that situation relative to
the kind of decision that you have to make. We can tell you how we
think about it but very often that's not going to be not enough, I'm
afraid.

- WAY: More specifically, if we're looking at the outfall situa-
tion,.we know.that there's certain gallonage of effluent going into
the bay, Is there any way for your agency to tell us that when that
reaches 10% or 50% or 100% more, that the situation will become so
serious that other measures to abate it must be taken?

SONEDA: I'm convinced that that point has been reached and
past. I've tried on several occasions to stop at our level, further
development in this particular thing. We're told that the kind of
handle we have on the problem does not allow us to exercise th.at
kind of action. That's the proper action on your part.

WAY:. Wait a minute, What is this handle that you don't have?
Don't you have authority to stop Building Permits?

SONEDA: No action of that sort because Building Permits need
not come to us. We have to concur on certain developmental ah--

WAY: Okay, subdivisions?

SONEDA: Subdivisions, yes.

AY: Planned Unit Development?
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SONEDA: Right. I
WAY: Zoning changes, General Plan Amendments, your advico is

sought on all of those.

SONEDA: Right. In addition, we can take action approving
some of the components thereof. ßut, whenever we try in this area
or elsewhere to exercise this particular thing, our legal advice has g
been that we have to wait until the events that we're predicting to
occur occurs and then move in, because ours is a reactive kind of
thing.' We have communicated, I think, a number of times relative
to the Planning Department stating that we think it should be stopped
now.

- BRIGHT: I think you should come down to specifics--

SONEDA: Yes.

BRIGHT: And say, look, there should be no more building.

SONEDA: Well, not to the extent of saying do not build any
place at any time, but saying there should not be construction in
this area. We have stated that before. But, that's in an advisory
capacity to the Planning Department.

BRIGHT: Well, this is the kind of advice we need so that we

can make a decision.

SONEDA: Right.

BRIGHT: If you say there shouldn't be any construction, we

would take your advice.
SONEDA: Well, I did state a few minutes ago that the situa-

tion at the south end, all of those developments that are tributary
to the south end should wait until it can be made co-terminal with
the construction of the facility. I, for one, believe what the scien-
tists are saying. It might not happen today or tomorrow but certainly
right around the corner.

WAY: I wonder if you would care to address the subject of what
might be the relative differences, if any, impact on the bay between
the siltation problem and the effluent discharge problem.

SONEDA: Well, Dr. Helfrich on the tape which I will leave
with you, gives his allocation on the south end again of what is
caused by siltation and what is caused by human excreta.

WAY: Do you recall any developments that have been recommended
for approval where your department recommended that they not be
approved?

SONEDA: No. I think we've worked very closely in that regard.



WAY: I think wo've only had a couplo of subdivisions, in fact, EI where the case i.s made for not permitting development. That's my .

recollection. But, we do have and I know you know that we have
planned developments, zone changes, general plan amandments, and

I other issues in the south and of the bay, if my geography is correct
here. It is iny recollection, in fact we have a couple on the Commis-
sion's agenda today. We don't have a report from your agency recom-

I mending denial, and it is proposed that there be developed 150 units
in total, I think, right on the bay, on Keaahala Stream.

SONEDA: You remember, I used the term co-terminal with the |
¯¯

I diversion. The south end which is the first end which is going to ',
be considered to be connected to the system, the plan for that partic- Ë
ular thing is practically finished. That's the first part that

i they're going to resolve. Its further within that system that's
tributary to that south system that's going to be more and more
problems. I think if those came up--there were a number of those
especially in the Kahaluu area that this indicated that do not go.
We're even trying to recommend against indirect discharges, those
going into cesspools and then out into the bay,

I WAY: Well, like I say, those that your department recommends
against, I think we would fully support. I think its pretty clear
that that's what we have done, but I'm not sure I can quite recon-
cile that view with what I think may have been understood to be what
you're saying here in terms of the moratorium aspect. Maybe what
you're talking about is a very selective moratorium or looking at
specific projects as they come up for consideration as to whether
they are approvable or not.

SONEDA: Certainly, this question of a moratorium just ---

came up, as far as I'm concerned, while I was sitting here listening.
I just picked up that point that it seemed that something of that
sort is required if we're really going to address this overall
problem.

WAY: For the entire region.

SONEDA: Yes, especially in the south part of this region.

WAY: Okay.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Soneda.)

The public hearing remained open and action was deferred to the
next meeting for a lack of quorum.

STREET NAMES The Commission recommended adoption of
the following street names, on motion
by Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr. Yamabe
and carried: si



1. Waiau Light Industrial Park Subdivision, Walau, 13wa, Dahu, llawaii:

KUAllAO PLACl:i A culdesac on the Ewa side of Kauhumann
(Road '"l'") Street, between the U-l Freeway and g -

Moanalua Road.

Meaning: Anvil, as used by blacksmiths.

2. Egami Subdivision, Kahaluu, Koolaupoko, Oahu, Hawaii: 49F

LAUMIKI PLACE A culdesac in the upper portion of the
valley, off Ahuimanu Road. =r

SMIMeaning: To flow slowly. --e

3. Waimanalo Residence Lots, 5th Series, Unit 3, Waimanaio, ggyKoolaupoko, Oahu, Hawaii: SEF

Amend Resolution No. 166 adopted on October 10, 1972, by
changing the roadway designation from street to place for
the following dead-end roadways:

a. Kawahina Place
¯ b. Kamauna Place

c. Kekumu Place

AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 21, The public hearing on this matter held
REVISED ORDINANCES OF May 16, 1973 was closed and action
HONOLULU (CZC) RE deferred for clarification of language MF
PROVISION FOR LOW 4 by the staff. BL
MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

This matter had to be deferred to the
next meeting for lack of a quorum.

The Commission authorized the Director to schedule a public hearing
for the following matter, on motion by Mr. Yamabe, seconded by
Mr. Bright and carried:

GENERAL PLAN DLUM 1. The request is an amendment to the
AMENDMENT Oahu General Plan Detailed Land Use
APARTMENT AND Map for Makiki, Ala Moana to designate
RESIDENTIAL TO PARK USE the above listed parcels for.park use.
SHERIDAN TRACT
CSC DEPARTMENT OF
RECREATION

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

ec ys bmitted,

Henrietta B. yman
Secretary-Reporter II
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JUL 11 1973

Meet ing of the Planning: Cominiss:ion
Minutos

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wodnesday , July 11 , 1973
¯_ | at 1:40 p.m., in the Conforence Room of the City llall Annex. Chairman

E Eugene ß. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
Roy R. ßright
James D. Crane
Randall Kamiya

i Fredda Sullam
Thomas N. Yamabe II

STAFF PRESENT: George S. Noriguchi, Director
Department of Land Utilization

Robert Rider, Acting Chief Planning Officer
Department of General Planning

Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Charles Prentiss, Staff Planner
Ian McDougall, Staff Planner

ABSENT: Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

MINUTES: The minutes of May 23, 1973; June 6, 1973;
June ZO, 1973; June ZO-21, 1973 Supplement
(H-1, H-2, H-3 Defense Highway) were approved,
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mrs. Sullam
and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for construction of a 20-unit, 4-

g APPLICATION story walkup apartment building within the
(20-UNIT APT.BLDG.) Hawaii Capital District, Tax Map Key:
RICHARD TOM 2-1-21: 16.
(FILE #73/HCD-10)

Publication.was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of July 1, 1973. No
letters of protest were received.

Mr. 11enry Eng of the staff presented the Director s report of the
request. This application is a resubmission of an earlier request
which was withdrawn. The earlier recommendation was for denial based
on an inappropriate design for the district. The revised submission
is consistent with the intent of the UCD ordinance in bulk height ,

orderly use of materials and colors . The plan needs more emphasis on
landscaping to screen the freeway from the proposed bui.Lding. Approval
is recommended, subject to the following conditions:



1. The building and site plans be revised to moet CZC setback require-
¯¯¯

ments.

2. Detailed landscaping drawing to include screening by mature trees
be submitted for review and approval by the Planning Dopartmont g --

prior to issuance of a building permit.

No discussion followed. INo person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Yamabe and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by ¯

¯¯

Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

I - mm
AYES - Bright, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam, Yamabe ¯ gg¯g

NAYES - None ¯ š!R
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell ¯ ÑÈI SE

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a HE
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for construction of a 4-story,
APPLICATION 5-unit apartment structure within the
(5-UNIT APT.BLDG.) Hawaii Capital District, Tax Map Key:
KENJI NAGANO 2-1-38: 04.

FILE #73/HCD-15)
Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of July 1, 1973. No

Staff Planner Henry Eng pr e

eted

the

rDi ctowererre cer

f the request.
A 4-story, 35'-6" high masonry structure with 4 two-bedroom apartments
and 1 studio apartment is proposed, with ground level parking to
accommodate five cars. The Director's recommendation is for approval,
subject to the following conditions:

1. The roof tops be landscaped or have other treatments such as -
trellis, shingle or crushed cinder to soften their impact.

I. 2. The lanai railing be modified as indicated in the Director's ¯Ei

comments. NË

3. Landscape drawings to include mature trees be submitted for
review and approval by the Planning Director prior to the
issuance of a building permit.

No discussion followed.

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request. - =-

91



The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under inivise- $ g
ment, on motion by Mr. Crano, seconded by Mr. Bright anel carried. * g
ACTION: The Commission concurred with the D:i.rector 's recommonflation -

and rocommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. ¯

Crane, seconded by Mrs . Su llam and carr2 ed . y -

AYES - ßright, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa = -=-

ABSTAINED - Connell y ->

- PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL 6 Residential and A-1 Apartment Districts to
A-1 APT.DISTRICT TO B-2 Community Business District, for
B-2 CUMMUNITY BUS. approximately 13+ acres of land located in
DISTRICT Waimalu--area

bo¯nded
by Moanalua Road,

WAIMALU Punani Channel and Waimalu Stream, Kameha-
OCEANVIEW VENTURES meha Highway and Kaahumanu Street extension,
(FILE #73/Z-15) Tax Map Key: 9-8-08: 4, 6, and portions of

3 and 8.

Publication was made in the Sunday, Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of July 1, 1973. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Loretta Chee presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to develop the site in two increments:

Parcel A: The shopping center will include some of the following
tenants: Safeway Supermarket, Wigwam Department Store,
Shell Oil Service Station, Goodyear Tire, Battery and
Accessories, etc. The grading work will start imme-
diately after zoning is approved and construction of the
buildings could start approximately three to four months
.thereafter. The total completion of the shopping center
is projected to take ten to twelve months.

Parcel B: According to the applicant, this parcel is planned for
a three-story office structure and will start concurrently
with the shopping center and completion will-be approxi- ¯

¯

mately six months thereafter. An extensive program to seek
tenants has not been undertaken yet; however, the list
of interested businesses include a commercial loan company
several doctors and dentists, a veterinarian, and a saving
and loan institution.

Based upon the analysis contained in his report, the Director recom- ÍËË
mends approval of the request, and expands this request to include â¾
the remaining portion of Tax Map Key 9 8-08: portion of 2, containing
.22 acre. . This lot directly adjoins Parcel B of the zoning request.



Commissioner Crane expressed concern over possible dust problems
that might occur at Waimalu Elementary School during construction of
the shopping center. Mr. Moriguchi pointed out that the Department

- of Public Works administers construction inspections of any dust
problems that may occur during construction. Also, tradewinds in the
vicinity are east-northeast, away from Naimalu Elementary School.

There were no further questions of the staff.

Public testimony followed.

5 Testimony AGAINST--

1. Letter dated July 11, 1973 from Mrs . Betty Snowden, Executive
Secretary, The Pearl City Community Association

2. Mr. Dean Taketa, Resident, Waiau District

Objections:

1, Traffic - Upon completion of the Newtown development, an antici-
pated 30,000 population utilizing existing arterials will place
Waiau residents in a difficult and hazardous position during
peak hours . Alternatives should be examined to afford Waiau
residents safe access to arterials .

2. Kaahumanu Street Extension, a 6-1ane highway is narrowed to
4 lanes due to cars parked on both sides of the street.

3. The traffic situation is hazardous to children attending
Waimalu Elementary School who must cross Kaahumanu Street , a
six-lane highway.

4. Dust problems will result from construction of the proposed
shopping center.

Responding to some of. the objections, Mrs. Chee indicated that .
traffic lights will be installed at the intersection of Moanalua
Road and Kaahumanu Street Extension which would alleviate pedestrian
traffic. The applicant is also working with DOE and the Sta te DOT
on a flashing yellow caution light at the driveway near the channel

- adjoining the school

Test imony FOR- -

1. Mrs . Thelma Kihano, Resident of Newtown Estates
2. Mrs. Priscilla Sabala,. Resident, Mayor Wright Housing

Both women empha ized the need for a neighborhood shopping center
in their area. The proposed neighborhoo l shopping center will
service their immediate area, unlike the Pearl Ridge Shopping
Center which services the entire Pearl City region.

4-



3. Mr. George Houghta:iling, Planning Consultant for the app1tcant

Mr. lloughtailing colnmended the staff on a tliorough anti concisc
¯ report. Concerning the traff.ic problem, Mr. Iloughtni.ling indi-

cated that the City Department of Transportat.ion reviewed this
issue, and determined tlie need for traff:ic lights at the Monnalua- .
Kaahumanu intersection, plus installation of a caution light nonr -

Waimalu Elementary School.

Questioned about the possibility of a pedestrian overpass, Mr.
Houghtailing stated that the maximum traffic projection for the -

area plus the installation of sidewalks and traffic lights , as

well as the proposed type of shopping center (service shopping
center) for the immediate area, does not warrant a pedestrian

i overpass at this time.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

AYES - Bright, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from B-2
B-2 COMMUNITY BUS. Community Business District to A-4 Apart-

ä¯¯ë

DISTRICT TO ment District for approximately 7,375 square 255K

A-4 APT.ISTRICT feet of land situated at 773 Kinau Street--
PUNCHBOWL approximately 300 feet Waikiki of Alapai
ROBERT.PANG Street on the makai side of Kinau Street,

-gg

FILE #73/Z-29) Tax Map Key: 2-1-41: 20. am.
Mil

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of July 1, 1973. No
letters of protest were received.

Mr. Jack Gilliam presented the Director's report of the request. The
applicant proposes to consolidate the parcel with an adjoining parcel
on the Waikiki side (Tax Map Key: 2-1-41: 21) which'is presently
zoned A-4 Apartment District, and construct an 8-story, 32-unit
apartment development. Plans for the proposed apartment development

-¯¯

have been submitted and are on file with the Department of Land
Utilization. The Director's recommendation is for approval,

EMI
No discussion followed. EMI

-5-
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III
No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.

The public hoaring was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Yamabe, seconded by Mr. Bright and carriod.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Kamiya anxi carried.

AYES - Bright, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consicter a
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT request to amend the Waiawa to Halawa
HALAWA Detailed Land Use Map by changing various
VARIOUS USES NEAR land use designations near the Malawa Inter-
HALAWA INTERCHANGE change of the H-1 Interstate Highway, Tax
OF H-1 INTERSTATE Map Keys: 9-9-02: 02, 03, 21 and portion
HIGHWAY of 13, 16, and 24; 9-9-10: 03.
LONE STAR, INC., ET AL -

¯

FILE #174/Cl/32) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of July 1, 1973. No
letters of protest were received.
Mr. Charles Prentiss presented the Chief
Planning Officer's report of the request. El
The request is primarily to adjust land use |I
policies for parcels of land affected by the --

deviation of actual highway rights-of-way with planned rights-of-way as
shown on the existing DLUM. The highways are in general conformance
with the DLUM but specific detailed engineering resulted in deviations
from the planned rights-of-way, particularly as a result of the
Halawa Interchange final configuration. The most significant change
on the DLUM is the elimination of approximately 50 acres designated
for low density apartment. This area is now included within the
right-of-way for the Halawa Interchange resulting in a decrease in
planned density in the area. (This is the subject of a separate
amendment request.)
In total, there are 19 parcels affected involving 91 acres of land.
The bulk of the proposed changes represent boundary adjustments in
order to permit the land affected by and surrounding the highway to
be effectively used. Proposed changes which are not strictly boundary
adjustments include a redesignation of 5.2 acres from Military and
Highway uses to Medium Density Apartment use, and 1.5 acres from
Residential to Low Density Apartment use.

Based upon the data and analysis c.ontained in his report, the Chief
Planning Officer recommends that the General Plan Detailed Land Use



-- Map be changed as indicated in Appendix l' of his report. gi:
i

: questions were raised by tlie Comission.

Mrs. Sullam followed up on the comment by the last Foster Villago
Community Association in the Chief Planning Officer's report as to
the ability of schools to absorb the :increase in students recognizing

- | increased Residential densities by this proposal. Mr. Prentiss pointed
- out that Makalapa Elementary School's existing 600-student enrollment p,

-
- will increase to 1,000 in anticipation of a proposal by the U. S. Navy ' ¯

to develop Aliamanu Crater.

uestion was then raised as to the adequacy of Radford Ilich School
to handle the feed-off from Makalapa Elementary School. 'Ìhe staffI will check into this issue.

Public testimony followed.

Test imony AGAINST- - li
-a-

Mr. Russell Blair, Resident, Foster Village y g
Mr. Blair questioned the possibility of Low-Density Apartment
for Parcel 2A and Parcel 2B which he felt more compatible with
the adjoining single-family Residential area. There is no Medium-
Density Apartment surrounding the Residential area.

He also felt that the timetable for completion of the widening
of Salt Lake Boulevard should be considered. Mr . Blair stated,
"The funding program on Salt Lake Boulevard is looking like a

¯¯ 15-year project. With the new stadium opening, and with the
military building 3,000 units in Halawa, there 's a potential for
traffic disaster four afternoons a week.

Testimony FOR--

Mr. George Houghtailing, Planning Consultant for the applicant,
indicated that they have reviewed the Chief Planning Of ficer ' s

report and concur with his recommendation.

Questioned by the Commission as to whether they could still
meet their price objectives under low density rather than
medium density, Mr. Houghtailing stated he believed the reduction
under low density would be minimal; however, the topography and
construction of the H-1 Freeway and Salt Lake Boulevard prompted
medium density more than low density .

No. other person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the
request.
The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion. by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Yamabe and carried.



In the discussion that followed, Commissioner Yamabe questioned the
Commercial use on Parcel 3B, and was told that Dahu Sugar Company
has a lease on this property. Questionocl as to the extent of that
lease, Nr. Prentiss stated that he would check into this mattor.

The Commission deferred action on this matter for two weeks for the
following information:

1. Inquire of the State DOE regarding the impact of the subject
general plan change on enrollment at Radford High School.

2. Inquire of Oahu Sugar Company, Lessee of Parcel B, regarding
the extent of their lease and their business operation .

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing on this matter was I ¯Œ

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT held and closed June 27 , 1973. Action 1.-
HOUSING was deferred due to lack of a quorum. | ¯

KALIHI VALLEY B i
(KUIKAHI GARDENS) The Director had no further report. ¯

MID-PAC DEVELOPMENT g : M
(FILE #72/PDH-16) No discussion followed. | !

¯¯

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director 's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Crane,
seconded by Mr. Bright and carried.

AYES - Bright, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing on t:his matter was
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT held June 6 , 1973, and closed on June
MOILIILI 27, 1973. Action was deferred for a lack
CSC DEPARTMENT OF of quorum.
RE CREAT ION
(FILE #136/C2/14) , There was no further report from the staff.

No discussion followed.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Chief Planning Officer ' s recommen-
dation and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mrs . Sullam, seconded by Mr . Crane and carried.

AYES - Bright, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell
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UNFÏNISillil] ßUSINESS The public hearing was liold June 20 , 1973
PLANNED IJEVELOPMENT and closed. Act.ton was deferred .

HOUSING
KANEOHE CilAIRMAN: Ï tem 8 ,

Makani Kai Develop-
MAKANI KAI DEVELOPMENT ment Corporation. Stan Mofiold?
CORPORATION
(FILE il7Z/PDll-17) MDFJELD: I have nothing further to add . | =

¯

E CRANE: Mr. Chairman, I'm the one that asked that this be deferred.
I wanted one week to think it over. I did, however, ask some questions -

g that I would like to have answers to. The reason that I asked that this ? -
thing be deferred is that we had a series of experts on both sides of the

¯ fence telling us that Kaneohe Bay was being pushed to a point of no
i return, relative to pollution, siltation and sewage problems. I wanted

I to know from whatever experts possible, are we at a point of no return, ¯ ¯¯

-5

and if we are, how close are we, exactly where we are relative to pollu- - som
i tion of Kaneohe Bay? I still would like to know that before voting on i 5-E
i this particular item.

¯¯ ALI SHEYBANI: We have received a letter from the Hawaii Environ-
2 g mental Simulation Laboratory (HESL) on the two projects, Mahalani Place
¯ and Makani Kai. Unfortunately, after reading their way of analysis of

the information for these two projects, we can't draw conclusions as far
as the staff is concerned. They do not draw a conclusion as far as
Kaneohe Bay altogether is concerned, and the effect of these two .projects

on Kaneohe Bay. Their information source is all the agencies that we
have contacted and received information from. This information is put
into a 5-acre arid and is then summarized for each 5-acre area. We have
received this letter as of yesterday. A copy of it is distributed. Other
than HESL, we don't have any other agencies that we have contacted.

CRANE: One question. The only information then available to us is
the compilation of the reactions-of all agencies, and that is in itself
inconclusive. In other words, we don't know any more now than we knew
three weeks ago.

SHEYBANI: That ' s right .

YAMABE: Will the runoffs from these two projects be going into what
portion of Kaneohe Bay? Is it.south, north, east?

SHEYBANI: The runoff will be to the stream.

YAMABE: And to what portion of the bay? I believe the Dept. of
Health indicated the primary problem is in the south end.

SHEYßANI: That's right, where the stream discharges into the bay.

YAMABE: For my information, can someone substantiate the testimony
given by the Dept. of Health, that they did actually indicate with the
support of a number of experts, that the south end of Kaneohe Bay _is
the number one problem area.



SilEYBANI: You inean Eor these two projects? =T

CilAIRMAN: I believe that was tostimony on ll-3, the General Plan
Amendment.

SllEYßANI: The Dept. of licalth 's comment on this proiect is that
any work in the water areas off Kaneohe 13ay must comply with applicable
regulations governing the same, The sensitive nature of Kaneohe ßay's
echo system demands that extra consideration be given to environmentally
compatible design. When we are talking about the effect of development
on the Kaneohe Bay area, we are talking of a way larger area, the whole
Kaneohe Watershed area. Within that area ri ht now we have over 10 000 ami
units to be developed. When we look at the effect of these two projects - ==i

compared with the impact of 10,000, it becomes very insigni.ficant. These
two projects are going to comply with the regulations set by the U.S.
Soil Conservation, Dept. of Public Works, the Dept. of Health, and the
Corps of Engineers.

SULLAM: The last paragraph from HESL sort of makes me feel that one
should be very careful in voting for this. It says, "based on HESL's
inventory of environmental fragility of lands in Kaneohe Bay, some
portions of the parcels in question are among those lands in the region
that are more suited to conservation uses." In other words, if they
1maneds

wh
ursue trhiscóns

der
gl like tobse ce taC

n er t
onof these

SHEYBANI: Right. If I may expand on that, on one of their pages,
they have a grid system, 500 feet by 500 feet put over the two project
areas on a certain angle. Within these grids and depending on where
the lines fall, they have averaged everything and say it would be
more suitable for urban land designation in one grid, and in the other
one, they say it is more suitable for conservation. Within a 500-foot
by 500-foot that they have averaged, each of these developments have a B
major area of open space, major drainage system and plateaus that they
could put houses on. Its only because every information we have on this g
grid system is averaged.that they come up with this -general type of comment
for each 500-foot by 500-foot squares. Within that size of each of these,
although the majority might be suitable for open space--for example, in
one of the grids they say "more suitable for designation as urban" most
of it falls right over the marina. There is a built in mistake there
because the source they used was that that was a private property and it -

was flat. These are, on a general basis in Kaneohe Bay overall, this is -=

very helpful but it does not go to adequate detail to be suitable for our
prolect.

SULLAM: In other words, this report is not particularly valid.
SHEYBANI: Well, the grid they put for this report is only usable

for large area analysis. Within one of those squares, we have a variety
of uses, open space, urban; if the grid was, for example, 50 foot by
50 foot, then it would have been useful to say within what area is suit-
able to build and what area is not suitable. The main impact of HESL

-10-
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input is probably for overall Kaneohe ßay, not for this scale pro iect
it seems. For example, the soil information, they luive receive<l infor-
mation from the Soils Coriservation Service but then they have compiled
this and averaged that information into one of these grid areas. We

have the same letter from Soils Conservation Service as it applies to
the custoin-made details of each project. The applicant is complying
with those.

YAMABE: If we were to change the zoning and if these people were
to conform to the request and meet the demands of the Soils Conservation

g Service and meet all these requirements, is it reasonable to assume that
we'll be getting no more or no less runoff going into the Kaneohe Bay
area if they develop this land under existing zoning which is R-3?

I SHEYBANI: If it is developed under subdivision, definitely there
will be more drainage, more runoff, than under PD, because the area of
roofs have been considerably reduced, the area of grading has been con-

| siderably reduced by planned development, as compared with neighboring
g type of development, single-family one and two story building as compared

with units stacked all under one roof which is smaller. By counting the
number of units here, we have roofs for 16 houses under conventional
system and probably less grading. Under these 16 roofs, we have 40 units
and if it was developed under conventional system, 16 houses would have
the same drainage effect or impact on the site.

SULLAM: We're not assured that there will be further damage to
Kaneohe Bay and yet its not confirmed there will be.

SHEYBANI: That's very true. If they comply with all the requirements
of the ordinance, they will not worsen the situation as it would be
developed under normal subdivision. It is an improvement over normal
development of the area under subdivision. If its not developed, there
is a certain impact on the environment.

CHAIRMAN: In the event that during subdivision review, if it was
indicated that the grading would create added pollution to Kaneohe Bay,
would the subdivision be approved?

SHEYBANI: They have to go through the grading requirements. Those
are not impossibilities of achieving those but the cost of units would 35
be intolerable. Aside.from the economics of the project, that makes
the subdivision probably not .feasible . Assuming from the design point of
view if it is subdivided,.they would do more damage to the environment
than planned development.

CHAIRMAN: So., in reality there are not two alternatives, there are
three alternatives--PD,.conventional subdivision or no development at all.

SHEYBANI: That s right.

CHAIRMAN: And it seems to be contin ent u on what effect siltation
from this. pro ect and other projects in he area may have on Kaneohe
Bay.





CRANE: Isn't there another problem other than the outfall? There's
two problems as I understand, drai.nago and siltation. Tho outfall's
going to take care half of that.

SilEYßAN1: That's riyht.

CRANE: So if you okay 10,000 units out there, I don't care if
you get your sewerage outfall built, it doesn't do anything for the
siltation.

SilEYBANI: Unless there's more stringent laws to further stop
pollution due to drainage,

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, I'm ready to make a motion.

CHARIMAN: Commissioner Crane.

CRANE: I want to make a motion that this Commission go on record
as declaring a moratorium on development of this area until such time
as we can get a definitive answer relative to pollution of Kaneohe Bay
from whatever agencies are responsible to give it to us.

I will speak to this after I get a second.

BRIGHT: I would certainly have reservations of that motion to that
effect because there's no way that you're going to stop conventional ==

development. These properties that we're talking about today can be NE
developed as standard single-family units. If this happens, we only
increase the roblems that we have.

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, if I have a second, I'll be able to respond.

CHAIRMAN: Is there a second?

SULLAM: I'll second that motion.

CRANE: I am in full agreement with the Commissioner. Its probably
true. We're always given these choices, if we don't do this, we're going
to have a conventional development, and while we do this, we go ahead
and okay one project after another with insufficient evidence. We don't
know, I don't know and I haven't been told as to what conglomerate effect
would be continually okaying these projects, is having on Kaneohe Bay. I
feel there's at least a very good suspicion that we're not doing Kaneohe
Bay any good. That's seems very evident. Its just been shown to us that
if we can get it started here, perhaps the agencies responsible for reporting
on what is happening in Kaneohe Bay will at least come up with some stan-

- dards, and then the grading .standards will be such that the convëntional
type housing will not go in over there. We may do something to stop it.
But, I can't, in all good conscience week after week, month after month,
continue to vote for projects which I suspect are going to pollute a bay
beyond repair when the agencies responsible for telling us whether it
is or not, won't tell us. I don't know any other way to go about it. I
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can't continue to shoot in the dark, so maybe this won't hurt too much.
I think if we're responsible, then we should have responsible answers,
and we should act upon that information, and I can't act when I don't
have the information.

ßRIGllT: It seems to me you're talking about a moratorium on any
kind of construction in Kaneohe Bay. Is that correct?

CRANE: That's right, until we have the information that we can act
upon.

SULLAM: I don't know whether this is so. Can they go ahead with
conventional subdivision when there are problems of drainage?

SHEYBANI:e Those PDs and subdivisions, they have to comply with the
drainage ordinance which was amended recently. They have also some
additional requirements for the sedimentation. But, admittedly, that's
not--the water that goes from the development through the sedimentation |basin gets to the bay is not going to be the pure water or better than -
bay water at time of construction. So, although we have stringent laws
for grading at both subdivision and PD levels, it might not be 100% g
effective in keeping the bay waters clear from pollution.

SULLAM: I interpret what you say in a sense that if a developer
should come into the Building Department for a permit to proceed, he
probably would be denied in view of the fact that the bay may be
polluted.

SHEYBANI: Not under present standards. The applicants right
now on the present standards can meet all the requirements of all
agencies. Its the point that we don't know if all the agency
requirements like the capacity for a STP in the area is only 50%
capacity running at this time, but the theory is that the present
STP is not adequately treated or is not discharging the proper way to
keep the water from being polluted. That's the reason that although
the capacity of the STP is adequate, we are considering construction
of the outfall. So, under present conditions and present laws for
agencies, the applicant can meet all the requirements. Whether these
laws are not adequate to keep the Kaneohe Bay waters from pollution is
another question.

SULLAM: In other words, that 's the difference between the testimony
that the gentleman gave us from the Board of Health and between the
actual .granting of approval of this project by the Board of Health.

SHEYBANI: That's right.

SULLAM: In other words, it conforms to the laws but when one looks
into the damage that's being done, actually the law should be changed.

SHEYBANI: That's right. If we are stopping this project because
of the damage to the bay, means that the laws have to be changed because
they meet all the requirements by law of all agencies.



YAMAßE: I a gree with Commissione r Crane 's .in tont in making the
motion because I tliink n subject matter such as this one requires
drastic action. However, what disturbs me is the fact that we don ' t
have all the facts. The action proposed by Mr. Crane is because we
dort't have conclusive information or direction on this particular ¯¯

matter, we ought to stop it. Conversely, if we don 't have this fact,
¯¯

it further disturbs me considering the socio-economic consideration.
We don't have the facts, should we approve it? We don't have the facts,

E should we hold up all developments? Your moratorium is for any construc-
tion from here on, regardless of whether they've been approved.

F g I am not really prepared to vote on that motion. I appreciate the intent
and agree that we must take some drastic action. But I'm afraid I'll not
be able to vote on that motion.

SULLAM: Was the intent of the motion to recommend that all already
approved developments in that area be stopped?

CRANE: No it wasn't. I agree with Commissioner Yamabe. I think ; 2
its fair. I agree we have to have some drastic action obviously. So

¯ 2

therefore, I'm making the motion that we don't approve any more construc-
tion in that area until we have answers.

BRIGHT: I'd like to direct a question to legal counsel on the
legality of the moratorium so proposed when you do have other projects
that may have been approved at the Commission level, may not have been
approved at the Council level. I just wonder how valid the stoppage of
any further construction would be?

JOHN GRANT: Well, in terms of applications which have been approved
- at the Council level, it would be very difficult to stop them. The

Commission's recommendations for approval or denial are not binding on
the Council. They are free to take what independent action on that
application they could. If they acted with the thought in mind that
the Commission had recommended a general moratorium, I don't think that
they could be faulted for that.

YAMABE: Jim, does the moratorium apply to areas such as this where
they do have residential zoning, R-3, they can go ahead and subdivide
right at this moment without requesting any further change in zoning.

CRANE: Obviously, what I'm doing is attempting to take some drastic
action to get some answers.. Obviously, we have to do what is legal to
do it. A.vote for this would mean to use every legal means to stop
building and construction in this area until such time as we have the
answers that we're looking for.

SULLAM: Actually, the Board of Health has told us that any further
development in'the region would destroy the bay. Its just that they say
the laws are such.that there is no way of preventing further development.
I think it might behoove us to recommend to the Council that tlley look

-

_

into the criteria that is used for evaluating a subdivision. Of course,
¯ ¯ then we wouldn't be faced with such a dilemma.



YAMAßE: Who said it would destroy the bay?

SULLAM: Someone that testified from the ßoard of llealth at our last '

hearing that this subdivision would add something like an inch and a

ihalf of additional silt. I believe that was his figure,
lißRIGHT: I believe you got this for the H-3.

SULLAM: No, we talked about the subdivision as well, development MBE!
in that region. ===

SHEYBANI: I have to mention one point. HESL testimony in front of
City Council, they indicated that this study is going to determine the
quality of water in one or two years depending on their budget but they
were non-committal whether the result of the study would be that we have
reached the level of tolerance or not. To the question that should we - -

stop development, it was the Council's decision that if after two years
they found out that the tolerance level has not been reached, you have g
delayed these developments for two years for nothing.

CHAIRMAN: And in the event after two years the Council finds the
tolerance level is more than passed?

SHEYBANI: That's right. There's nothing that can be done.

CRANE: That's why I made my motion, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? Ready for the question?

(The motion carried 4 to 2.)

AYES - Connell, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - Bright, Yamabe. - gg
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa UN

GRANT: Mr. Chairman, cm the action of the Moratorium, I think we
should clarify the moratorium as to both the geographical area which
it includes and to the type of construction which you are discouraging.
With regard to the question of construction generally, I think that there
miglyt he some substantial problems as related to public utilities,
improvements, and I think it should be made a little more specific than
that.

SULLAM:. I think we should just state that we don't want to see
any more damage done to Kaneohe Bay , and to assure that the tragedies .
that have been described to us will not occur . We will not approve any
further development as long as there 's a possibility or a question that
there might be damage.

CHAIRMAN: What you wanted, Jim, is a noratorium on development
that have a direct .effect upon Kaneohe Bay .



CRANE: That's rigtht. I think perliaps tlie area is the Kaneoho
Watershed area.

CllAlRMAN: I think that should answer your concern.

CRANE: Well, if the concern is to turn it back into the denial of
H-3 in any way and not face up to 11-3, then I want to separato the two,
and face H-3 head on.

CHAIRMAN: Essentially, we're talking about new housing construction. y 3b

YAMABE: You're talking about the other two, not H-3.

GRANT: Right. I brought it up at this time because if it is to

I include H-3 it might be determinative of the action taken on that here.
But, I think it should be clarified generally in the two areas as to
what construction is to be included in that and also the more exact
geographical area which Commissioner Crane has just stated should be
the Kaneohe Watershed area. That part is acceptable.

Now, the only thing is to tie it more specifically to whether it refers -

to new housing or any construction whatsoever, and I think you get into
difficulties if you get overly general due to improvements, utilities and
so on.

C]LANE: Fine. Now, just take H-3 out of there. That was not the
intent of my motion. The location is the Kaneohe Watershed area. Now,
the construction, I don't know how to do this without...

CHAIRMAN: Well, the concern is really for subdivisions and PDs,
unless you're including single lots.

CRANE: But that's the same thing though.

CHAIRMAN: The point is being raised of single lots , what about
remodeling, putting up a swimming pool, etc.?

CRANE: I'm talking about development and construction that has
an adverse effect on Kaneohe Bay.

CHAIRMAN: Is that sufficient clarification for Corporation Counsel?

GRANT: I'm a little bit afraid of it because once you say anything
that has an effect, presumably an adverse effect on Kaneohe Bay, you then
get into-a question of who's going to make a determination that a particu-
lar project or piece of construction will have this effect.

CHAIRMAN: John, isn't that-essentially the intent of the motion,
that somebody has to make that kind of determination. We have agencies
within the· State and the City and County who are supposed to be making
those determinations But, what we're getting back is gobbledygook.

1,
106



II
GRANT: I understand that. Maybe I didn't express myself clearly.

If you're going to impose this moratorium on any construction which has
an effect on the bay, then who is going to make the determination as to
whether the moratorium will apply to a specific proposal, not necessarily
one that would come here , but for example, building a new swimming pool
or putting a new room on a house? -

BRIGHT: It seems to me that the proper action that should have been
taken would have been to deny these two projects on the basis of not
having sufficient information. Then, as a further recommendation, the
Commission should have made a recommendation to the City Council to set
a moratorium on construction in the Kaneohe area that might have any
adverse effect on pollution of Kaneohe Bay. I'm sure this was probably ¯

the intent.

I -

CHAIRMAN: It seems we might be getting apples and oranges mixed.
We are making a recommendation to City Council. It has no legal effect.
Its not a policy. Its not an ordinance. We don't have that function. gIn the event a moratorium became a policy of the City, then I think g
some of the questions being raised by Corporation Council certainly
maklind hav ecommeinnda

i
nay of implementing a moratorium ordinance. We're

GRANT: I understand that. Aside from the recommendation to the
Council to impose this moratorium, you're also making a statement of
policy that you will disapprove any application for construction within
the Kaneohe Watershed area on this basis.

CHAIRMAN: That are reviewed by this Commission, that have a rela-
tionship to Kaneohe Bay.

GRANT: That's correct.

CHAIRMAN: And which under the new Charter, the areas that come
under our purview are fairly well identified. Swimming pools aren't,
nor is remodeling, nor are subdivisions except insofar as it may relate -
to General Plan changes.

GRANT: With that explanation, maybe I didn't understand the original
motion, I think its okay.

(There was no further discussion.)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing was held .June 20, 1973
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT and closed. Actior.was deferred.
HOUSING
KANEOHE CHAIRMAN: Item 9, public hearing closed
(MAHALANI PLACE) June 20, 1973, action deferred. What is
CAPITAL INVESTMENT OF your pleasure?
HAWAII, INC.
(FILE #73/PDH-3) CRANE: Mr. Chairman, weren't these

considered at the same time in the same
area?

-18-



CHAIRMAN: Yes.

CRANE: My same motion holds, obviously. I think a motion would be
out of order in light of what we just passed. lhisn't item 9 been taken
cared of because of the vote we took on item 8?

CHAIRMAN: I would assume so and will defer to Counsel.
- JOHN GRANT (Deputy Corporation Counsel) : As I understand the motion

that was made, it covered the entire area. Consequently, the Commission ¯

- would be actin avainst itself to consider this.

CHAIRMAN: The same recommendation on item 9 will be transmitted to
Council. šÑË

(There was no further discussion. The Commission had recommended a mora-
torium on the Kaneohe Bay Watershed area.)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS Public hearings were held June 20, 21, and
PUBLIC HEARING 27, 1973. Action was deferred for a lack
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT of quorum.
OAHU, HAWAII
TO REFLECT FINAL Public testimony was continued.
HIGHWAY RIGHTS-0F-WAY
A TO budG: NECESSARY Testimony AGAINST-
ADJUSTMENTS IN LAND
USE DESIGNATIONS FOR 1. Letter dated July 8, 1973 from Atherton-
LANDS ADJACENT TO OR House YMCA at the University of Hawaii,
AFFECTED BY THE Members of Project Impact (Letter on file) ¯gy

ALIGNMENTS BE

STATE OF HAWAII 1. Letter dated June 27, 1973 from Anna D.
¯¯=

DEPARTMENT OF . Bond, Executive Director, Moanalua
TRANSPORTATIUN Gardens Foundation, Irc., with Noise
[FILE #224/C3/VARIOUS Impact Map of Moanalua Valleÿ, and
F 180/C3/5) Criteria for Registering a Historic

Site in Hawaii issued by the State
Department of Land and Natural Resources
(Copies on file)

3. Letter dated July 9, 1973 from Helen C. Hopkins attaching more
information re Interstate H-3 and EIS CCopy attached)

4. Covering letter dated July 11, 1973 from Anna D. Bond, Executive SEE

Director, Moanalua Gardens Foundation, Inc., with Petitions by $ËË
Moanalua Gardens Foundation and the Stop H-3 Association totalling
approximately 10,000 signatures (Copy of covering letter on file
with petitions)

Testimony FOR-- !¾

1. Mr. Takeshi Uyesugi, President, Kalihi-Palama Community Council
Submitted. letter dated July 11 1973)
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a. 11-3 via Moanalua Valley will not have any dislocati.ons of g
families or businesses due to construction of \\-3. It has
been bitter experiences for people in Kalihi-Palama to be
dislocated from their homes or businesses each time a rond
was built through our area.

b. To meet the needs of increasin traffic to and from Windward
Dahu, one of the alternative corridors being discussed is a
third bore and viaduct thru Kalihi. We view this as another
attempt to stifle the people in Kalihi-Palama with more air
and noise pollution. We want Kalihi-Palama to be a better g si
place to live in--by lessening pollution, not adding to it. ËÑ

Questioned by the Commission, Mr. Uyesugi stated: "We feel that the i ni
people of both valleys, the Nuuanu Valley people and the Kalihi Valley
people, have already shared their valleys to make things much better ; _gg

for people on the Windward area. My feeling is that the Moanalua ¯
¯

Valley people should also share with the people, so people in other | - 9
areas could live a much better life." E - &

2. Mr. Don Bremner, Chairman, Planning Committee, Kallua Community
Council

BREMNER: I'm speaking today as the President of Kailua
. Community Council. This is a conglomerate of the Kailua Commu-

nity, representing what we think is a very good cross-section -
of community interests and points of view. It consists of all
of the neighborhood associations in the area and .other civic
organizations such as the Chamber of Commerce, the Outdoor Circle,
the AAUW, the Council of Churches, Service Clubs, PTGs, Hawaiian
Civic Clubs. The Board.of Directors was made up of representa-
tives of 10 neighborhood associations and 10 other civic groups
and individua'ls. All in all, these groups are comprised of
direct membership amounting to about 7,000 to 10,000 families
in the Kaneohe area.

I would like to stress this point also, we are not represented
by the Windward Regional Council.

The Kailua Community Council's support for H-3 stems from essen-
tially the following planning considerations.
One, the road is absolutely necessary to serve present tiaffic
demands from the standpoint of peak hour traffic. We feel it is
alreacty years late, and a good deal of expeditious administrative
efficiency is required at this time to mãet the good sense of
proper planning and make up for this lost time in providing this
needed facility. Anybody, I think, who questions this just ought
to try it some morning. I believe that they will not like it.

We feel that additional road capacity is definitely required to
serve properly projected demands also. No mattei how hard wë



try to wish these things away--we talk of bicycles, we talk of
mass transit, we talk of additional buses, we talk of properly
controlling development even in contemplating the ef'fects of a

pending onergy crisis --the private passenger vehicle is going to

i be a part of our future. It therefore has to be planned for its

needs in a rationally accurate basis or else the p3anning func-
tion, I fear, will have missed the boat as indicated or seen in
some future time, and therefore will be rendered useless for its
mistakes because there will be no way to make up for it.

We feel too that the needed highway capacity cannot be provided
on the Likelike or Pali corridors. Trying to do this would ¯

-

mainly overload the intake and exit points of these existing
roadways, rendering the full effect of the additional capacity
itself, ineffective. The new capacity should indeed provide an

- alternate route to the present highway corridors. Making up
heavy origin destination areas which need to be more directly
served and which, if that is done, will relieve present highways
by affording a better route to heavy numbers of people wishing
to travel between those two points of origin and destination.

At the same time, if H-3 is built in the proposed corridor,
feeder roads in Kailua and Kaneohe and downtown Honolulu will
also be a relief. We believe, therefore, that H-3 as proposed ¯

EEE
in its present condition does the job best. Attempted use of - ËÑÑ
Likelike or the Pali corridors as they exist today will not do
the job. ME

This is our basic treatment of what we think is the only objec-
tive issue in this question, whether or not the highway is needed
and where its needed. We have, however, some other considerations
that we feel bear on the matter,

One is that from the Kailua area standpoint, H-3.has indeed been
under construction for at least the last year and a half. Not
only have we been summarily deprived of any benefits of efficient
completion of this facility, but we have also suffered a nuisance
in the stage of under construction for a longer than what we feel
is a reasonable period of time. H-3 we feel at this point, is a

public policy commitment based on solid reasonable grounds. We

feel we have a right to expect efficient follow-through on this
commitment and completion, hopefully in. the near future. Further
delay or indeed a reversal would be extremely unjust to those
saddled with the side effects of construction. To this we feel
that you can add the concern about the escalating cost of delay,
and great concern for environmental impact, we feel a forgotten
item--the environmental impact of a half-finished roadway con-
struction job in one area for a prolonged period of time and
the deleterious effects on the ability of Honolulu to function
properly if the road is not built.

To this too, we feel you can add the tremendous public cost of
delay which we think has to be justified somewhere to the public

11



and which we feel has not been justified to date. What indeed is
the justification for those that ask you to delay further by not
taking your act:i.on and placing this 8 -year old higliway on the
plan? Is it that the flora and fauna of Moanalua Valley that
would be so terribly desecrated by the project that hundreds and
thousands of people must su£fer instead? We think not. The
two percent of the valley area that would be affected, and perhaps
that is even less now that the elevation of the highway through
the valley is proposed, we feel is a negligible consideration for
the benefits to be realized, particularly those reached by open-
ing up this beautiful park of the natural area to be en'oyed by
the public instead of just a select few. Objectively speaking,
we feel it cannot be this consideration.

1s it therefore the claim that we will not need the road because
- mass transit will supplant the need for automobiles sometime in E

the future? Again we feel the answer is no. Mass transit to the
¯

- Windward side is at best, more than a decade away. Even after gsuch an expensive installation, we can only realistically look
to around a 20% usage impact factor for mass transit. Our problem
exists now, and relief has to be provided for the time ensuing

- between now and that future time when mass transit may play a role
in transportation on Oahu. We do not wish to suffer for that
prolonged period of time. In fact, it perhaps is the construction
of H-3 that affords the most immediate opportunities for extending
mass transit to the Windward side. We think it would be utterly
ridiculous to look to mass transit for future solutions and not
build H-3 which would aid the prospect of providing mass transit
to that area.

Is it perhaps because of the missplaced logic that H-3 would
open up the Windward side to stifling growth? Again, we don't
think so. Growth is controlled by the planning and zoning
processes, not.the building or withholding of needed public
facilities If we are afraid that the provision of public faci-
lities cause growth, we would not build parks, beaches, schools,
libraries, and the community would be a wasteland with a lot of
people without facilities. Size, extent and pattern of growth
is controlled by zoning. When this exists, any deleterious
future effects of a new highway are eliminated, and the people
can then be comfortable and reach the sole positive benefits of -

such a facility. In any case, the Windward side is growing now,
and we 'd better be prepared for it , and indeed H-3 again is one
of those tangible preparations to meet the requirements of past
growth as well as those coming in the future . Those expressing
this fear perhaps ought to do something positive to guarantee
planned growth for Kailua and the Windward side, instead of trying
to prevent a much needed facility.

Is it that the justificatioir for stopping H-3 that can be found
in the claim that blue-sky planning should be done for the Wind-
ward side first? We think again that the answer is no . This
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For these reasons, the Kailua Community Council urges you to take "I
-

positive action on this matter so at least solutions to one noga- 4

tive problem can get underway giving us all the opportunity to'
get on to the next one. E ,

I Thank you very much .
M

Mr. Bremner was questioned by the Commission.

CRANE: Toward the end of our testimon rou said that we 're
faced, as planners, with two conflicting needs on land use--the
need for a wide open park, and the need for a major traffic
artery. Basically, the main testimony we've had and the ques-
tions asked by this Commission is that we 've considered a third | = 2
situation which maybe hasn't been looked at carefully enough - - =

and that is the studies done on mass transit. Is there a third --i

way? So, I think its a little more than those two needs.

BREMNER: Well, this goes b ack to my concern that at some
point you have to take the alternatives that you have and use
the knowledge that you have and make a decision, because you can
go on ad infinitum and think of other alternatives and possibi-
lities and concerns.

First of all, I' d like to clarify the statement that I made. Ï
said there was a need for the road and what seems to be a desire
for park. I don't recall any determination of need for that
particular park. As I recall, it does not appear on any planned
item in the category.

I also would go back and say that if you are concerned with
bringing mass transit on to bear on the transportation problem,
then you should indeed be in favor of doing whatever you need to
do to push H-3 on its way, because, as far as the Windward side
is concerned, that 's the very first immediate thing that offers
the prospect of providing mass transit to the Windward side.
Everything else is at least 10 years off. From an objective
standpoint, you cannot say because mass transit is in the pic-
ture that we re going to let the traffic demands for highway
capacity suffer for .another 10 years . Even when a foregone
sophisticated mass transit system is operating, no one can say
that it is going to supplant completely the use of the prime
development. I think 20 percent is going to be a good figure
if we realize that.

CRANE: Where did ÿou get the f igure, 20 percent

BREMNER: That 's my own, based on experience and other
areas, Montreal and Philadelphia.

SULLAM: Don 't you think its inevitable that we will fore-
stall mass transit or rapid transit if e continue to build
highways?



I
ßREMNER: No, I don't. I don't at all. Indeed, this gets

back to a philosophical aspect of planning, I think. Planning
is never an either/or game , lt has to deal with a lot of factors

,

in most casos a very balanced approach to a very, very widespread

I problem, those kind of problems not lending themselves to one t ype
of solution. The transportation is exactly the same. It is not
going to be solved or indeed covered by one approach to transpor-

I tation. It is going to have to be approached by a balanced series
of fixed roads, and perhaps vehicles. I am convinced that one OE
those vehicles is going to be the private passenger vehicle.

SULLAM: But, in a sense, aren't we disturbing this balance
by building additional highways? We may encourage people to have

i
cars and to use the highway. See, if we were really truly
interested in a balance, I would think we would start with some
sort of rapid or mass transit first and get that on its feet, and
then think of improving whatever highways existed.

BREMNER: I would still disagree because to a great extent, I
believe that H-3 is sort of playing catchup; that is, its provided
to meet an existing need, not entirely a need that's going toI occur in the future. Now, if we were talking about a need that
were projected 20 years from now, there may be rbom in that period
of time when the planning process is to switch the balance from
the private passenger vehicle to something like mass transit, to
the extent where you wouldn't need necessarily the new highway
capacity. But, you're not talking about that situation. You're
talking about the thing that is needed now, that to a great extent
I think is more an answer to an existing problem and a future one,
and that would be used and would be necessary to meet just the
momentum of the _roads and developments between now and the near
future that perhaps aren't on the ground yet, that will produce
highway capacity demands.

So, I read in your question the c.oncern about the possibility of
discouraging any future or expanded use of private passenger
vehicle. -I say that perhaps philosophically speaking, there
would be. But, I think this is the wrong way to go about it
particularly since you are in the business of providing for a
person's needs, the needs of society. I'm saying that the exist-
ing needs with the momentum that has already been provided in
future growth are going to amount to the demands for which H-3 -

is needed. Not providing it is not going to prevent that from
occurring. Its only going to produce a situation where more
people have mote problems, and I don't think that's planned. In
the future when you have the prospect of providing other needs,
that is the time to talk about methodological highways , but not
until then.

SULLAM: No, I also feel that in a sense when we speak about
building additional highways, we 're neglecting the fact that - -

we 're taking away a possibility of the very lands being used to
fill other needs that highways use up and cars use up with their



gas stations and their garages. We lutvo so little land and we know r- - i
that one of the reasons our housing costs are what they are, is
because of the scarcityof land. If we're going to moet our
other needs we have to start decidin a which is more im aartant.
Are the highways more important than providing cheaper homes?

lii
BREMNER: Well, we can't talk about providing homes without !Ë

support facilities, a big item of which is the roadway system.
You have to balance things off so that you do not allow this
growth to occur in an insufferable situation where the roads
aren't there to accommodate this growth.

One of the other thin s that reall should be the homework of
any planning approach is a good deal of flexibility on whatever
you do because of the long range consequences. If you make a
mistake, you can't really undo it. I see in your concern, a lot -
of flexibility in the highway approach because this is indeed Egg
one use of land which can be converted once the demand for its
use subsides. It gets back to the actual connection in design
of H-3, provisions for mass transit not only on an intial basis
but perhaps on a long range basis. As soon as you talk about
mass transit anywhere, particularly to the Windward side, the
very first thing you're going to be talking about is provision
of the right-of-way. If the right-of-way already exists, you
have some flexibility.

YAMABE: Are you suggesting at the same time while we're
considering this H-3, maybe from the planning standpoint we
might seriously consider planning and zoning out in that area
will be very low density? Because if we don't, we will be faced
with this problem continually. When H-3 is completed, we'll be
needing another highway. So, is it your organization's position
that this H-3 will immediately take care of the immediate and
very near future needs, and the future should be considered on
the basis of lower density?

BREMNER: I think that would be fair to say yes, in that -
general connection We haven't really been able to analyze the
whole Kailua area with 'respect to.whether or not this is planned
appropriately so that the projected facilities will not be over-
come by projected development. I think there's a strong indica,
tion that it better be reevaluated. It has to be reevaluated in
terms of the pace of growth, in teims of some of the changes in
public attitude to find out whether or not what is projected in
the way of density, in the way of numbers of people and their

¯ attendant demands and activities which support, we have planned
public facilities properly. If we have, is the public going to
accept the implementation of those plans? This in a sense is --

what we're getting into here. If H-.3 had proceeded on an effi- lË
cient basis, we wouldn't have had this strong and large gap

.. between the time .of need and the provision of the facility, and
perhaps we wouldn t have had this controversy. Here .we are now
saddled with an extra burden, and that is the time that we 've lost ,
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CRANE: During the las t public licaring, questions were asked
of the proponents of ll-3 wlio lived in the Kailua area, because o
the routing of the proposed higinvoy, whi.ch way would they travel?
Would they go ll-3 over to the llalawa Interchange and then down-
town, or would they take the existirig Likelike or Pall? What do -

you think your people would do?

BREMNER: Depends on where they're going. If they're going to
¯ g Pearl Harbor--

CRANE: Would you say most of the people would go to Pearl
Harbor and then come to Honolulu? ¯mm

BREMNER: No. I think definitely there's a split. I don't ==
know what it is but I do know that there had to be a good deal of

- desires expressed for the origin destinations, in our case the
Mokapu side of Kailua, and the Pearl Harbor side of Honolulu as
a part of the design of this roadway.

CRANE: It would be interesting to have some statistics to
see from the Kailua area, for instance, what portion of the people ---

in your organization would be, in effect, really using H-3. El

BREMNER: I wouldn't rely on that at all. I would rely on
the origin and destination studies done by the Department of
Transportation. That would show you the whole picture--Kaneohe,
Kailua, etc.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Yamabe asked you a question regarding -

density. Do you mean by this a limit on the amount of area to be
used for development, or simply low-density development?

BREMNER: Well, I would say any control of total growth for
a particular area would almost necessarily utilize both
approaches, restriction or confinement of urban areas to those
areas that were suitable and desirable for that kind of develop-
ment under densities being proper, and designed to meet the ulti-
mate designation of size for say Kailua town--the same for
Waikiki. Those to me are the two basic methods of control. I
would assume they'd be a combination of both.

CHAIRMAN: In our resentation to the Commission ou made a
good many references to good planning, a sense of separation of
philosophical and implementation. Do you feel its possible that
policy decisions can be made, and then in light of subsequent
events that the policies can be challenged?

BREMNER: You mean practically speaking?

CHAIRMAN: Yes.

BREMNER: Ábsolutely. I would add to that the theory at
least that planning is a need not static and has to be constantly



reevaluated once a plan is prepared, proposed, and even started
to be implemented. llowever, there are reasonable qualifications
for that, and this is indeed, that you people have to considor,
the kind of thing that anybody in a decision-making capacity has t
to consider. Time to ask for reevaluation of these policies is ¯¯¯¯

not when its half way down the pipe .
us

CHAIRMAN: Don, I recognize that but I also recognize that
nationally and locally this has happened. Airplanes have been
built to the expenditure of millions of dollars and then dis-
covered it was not a practical airplane and so was cancelled.
But, it seems to me that certain assumptions were made in 1964.
I think some of us on the Commission are really raising the
question whether those assumptions that were made in '64 are

. still valid in '73? The use of the private automobile certainly
-a in 1964, people talked about mass transit. Most of the facili- -

ties were owned by private companies not by municipalities. We

have not arrived at an energy crises and environmental impact
statements weren't even thought of. I suppose the question I'm
really raising to you and to the organization you represent and
member organizations is, do you believe that the various issues
that have been raised since 1964 have been answered through a
planning process?

BREMNER: Well, let me state it this way. The City Council SE
believes that the issues raised since 1964 do not warrant even a g =

reconsideration of the proposed H-3. We can go down each one
if you like. Part of that problem also is once a need has been
identified and a solution proposed and gotten underway, you're
never really in a position to properly serve that situation
until you have a positive alternative. That positive alternative
indeed has to not only provide for that need but also to answer
some of these other concerns. We just don't see it in this case.

CHAIRMAN: -Are we tempted to look for planning alternatives
if we feel we already have the answer?

BREMNER: The big question is whether the alternative is
feasible enough to warrant reconsideration, particularly if its
going to delay meeting of that solution that you have identified
or problem that you have identified, the solution to which
hopefully we can get underway in a reasonable period of time.
If H-3 were in existence now, as I have stated in my testimony,
I think that the desire for and the timing needed to get to an
absolute consideration of mass transit would be less . It would
be given that the..planning, design people and theorioticians
is in a concept that mass transit. can utilize as one of theîr
elements. Indeed, you know from a planning standpoint that that
is being considered anyway in the design of H-3 now which adds
this flexibility which I think you would want.

CHAIRMAN: In making t.he presentation to the Kailua Community
Council, this is the position of the Council?



-
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ßREMNER: Yes, it is.

CilAIRMAN: Was this representative of their Eoelings?

I BREMNER: With one exception. I should have said at the
outset that the Lanikai Outdoor Circle had abstained from voting
on this matter b This vote also was taken over a year ago and
has been reaffirmed since.

(There were no further questions of Mr. ßremner.)

3. Mr. Bernie Goldbeck, Kailua Chamber of Commerce --

Mr. Goldbeck concurred with the testimony given by Mr. Bremner.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Yamabe and
CETTleG.

MOTION: Mr. Bright moved to accept the Director's recommendation
for approval of the H-1, H-2, and H-3 Defense Highway
alignments and related road improvements .

The motion failed for lack of a second.
ii ACTION: The Commission made the following recommendation on motion

by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Bright and carried:

1. Recommend approval of the H-1 and H- 2 Defense Highway
alignments and related road improvements;

2. Defer action on the H-3 Defense Highway alignment and
related road improvements .

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

In view of the Commission 's earlier action on two Kaneohe Planned
Development applications recommending a moratorium on development
in the Kaneohe Watershed area, Dr. Rider, Acting Chief Planning
Officer, questioned whether the Commission would see fit to recommend
denial of the H-3 alignment, which he felt would be consistent with
Commission's moratorium action, as opposed to deferring action
indefinitely.

OTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF ACTION: Mr. Bright moved for recon-
sideration of the Commission's action on the H-3 alignment
which was seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

¯¯¯



AYES - ßright, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam, Yamabe
NAYES - None
AßSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

.

MUTION: Mr. ßright moved to accept the Director's recommendation
for approval of the H-1, H-2, and U-3 Defense Highway
alignments and related road improvements.

The motion failed for lack of a second.

MOTION: Mr. Crane moved, seconded by Mrs. Sullam, that the
Commission recommend: EL

1. Approval of the H-1 and H-2 Defense Highway alignments
and related road improvements; g .

=ma¯
=mu

2. Denial of the H-3 Defense Highway alignment and related
road improvements.

The motion failed for lack of a majority vote.

¯ AYES - Crane Sullam
NAYES - Bright, Connell, Kamiya, Yamabe
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

MOTION: The Commission recommended the following, on motion by BM

Mr. Yamabe, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried:

1. Approval of the H-1 and H-2 Defense Highway alignments
and related road improvements;

2. Deferral of action on H-3 to the next meeting.

AYES - Bright, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing on this matter was
AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER held and closed on May 16, 1973. Action
21, REVISED ORDINANCES was deferred for clarification of language
OF HONOLULU (CZC} by the staff.
RELATING TO REQUIRE-
MENT OF PROVIDING Copies of the Director 's supplemental
DWELLINGS FOR LOW AND report clarifying the language of the
MODERATE INCOME proposed amendment had been mailed sur

to the Commissioners.

No discussion followed.

30



I ACTION: The Commission recommended approval of the proposed
amendment, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, secondect by Mr. Crane
and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kamiya, Sullam, Yamnbe
NAYES - None

: ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

i L ¯

ELECTION OF The Commission held an election to select

I OFFICERS its Chairman and Vice -Chairman for the
next ensuing fiscal year.

On motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr . Bright and carried ,i Mr. Connell was re-elected Chairman.

On motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Bright, Mr. Crane was
elected as Vice-Chairman.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m.

Res submitted,

Henrietta B.
' yman

Secretary-Reporter

HHIIL
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I Moeting of the Planning Commission mm
Minutes -

July 25, 1973

i The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, July 25, 1973
at 1: 45 p.m. , in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman

i Eugene ß. Connell presided, gg

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairmani Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Randall Kami a
Fredda Sullam 155

i -.

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
John Grant, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Herbert Mark, Staff Planner
Ian McDougall, Staff Planner
Charles Prentiss, Staff Planner

ABSENT: Roy R. Bright
James D. Crane
Thomas N. Yamabe II

MINUTES: The minutes of June 27, 1973 were approved,
on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by
Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT request to amend the General Plan and
RESIDENTIAL TO Detailed Land Use Map for Kaimuki by
COMMERCIAL USE redesignating a parcel of land from Resi-
KAIMUKI dential to Commercial use, Tax Map Key: -i
FOO LIN CHING 4 3-2-4: 51.
ANNIE L. CHING 4
ELLEN LEE KWAI Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

FILE #204/C4/16) Bulletin/Advertiser of July 15, 1973. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ian McDougall presented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer. The request is based on: (1) the need for addi-
tional commercial lands in Kaimuki; and (2) the appropriateness of
the site to accommodate commercial expansion. The applicant views
the request as permitting development of his property to its best
and highest use.



The applicant implies an intent to develop the subject site in
conjunction with the mauka parcel, but fails to establish or identify
the basis for additional commercial land. The report states that
there exists a need for more commercial land based on a lack of vacant
business units in the area. However, the report fails to substantiate

- this statement or offer basic indicators of the commercial market to
be served. No specific development scheme or proposal is indicated.
There is no identification of a specific market to be served, except ¯

bv oeneral reference to the Kaimuki area.

Based upon the analysis contained in his report , the Chief Planning
Officer concludes that the application is not based on a proposal
to meet a specific need but on the speculation that if a policy

¯

change is granted, the subsequent change in zoning would increase
- the value of the property which may or may not be developed by the

applicant. There is no evidence that commercial services are inade-
¯

.
quate and no basis for amending existing policy as expressed by the
General Plan.

It is recommended that this application to amend the General Plan be
denied.

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the staff
nresentation.

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request .

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Mrs . Sullam
and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the recommendation of the
Chief Planning Officer, and recommended that this request
be DENIED, on motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by
Mrs. Sullam and carried.

AYES - Connell, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Bright , Crane , Yamabe

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to B-2 Community Business
B-2 COMMUNITY BUS. District in Waianae--makai. of Farrington
WAIANAE Highway between Bayview and Guard Streets ,

M/MDAVID OKIMOTO Tax Map Key: 8-5-11: 1, 16, 17 and 18.
(FILE #73/Z-1) The Director is expanding the request to

include Tax MapKey 8-5-11: 26 and portion
of 19 .

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of July 15, 1973. No
letters of protest were received.



I il
Staff Planner Loretta Chee presented the Director 's report of the
request. The applicants intend to redevelop the existing commercialifacilitiesand expand into the adjacent parcels. Preliminary plans
indicate a supermarket containing 19,200 square feet of floor area
and 2 2-story commercial structures containing 19,400 square feet
of floor area and parking facilities for 149 cars.I t 151
Based upon the analysis and conclusion of his report, the Director
recommends approval of the request, and that it be expanded to
include Tax Map Key 8-5-11: 26 and portion of 19.

Questioned by the Commission concerning Parcel 25, site of an

i abandoned sewer pump station under ownership of the City Department
of Recreation, Mrs. Chee indicated proposed plans for a child
development center. The applicant is hopeful of a land exchange
with the City; however, Mrs. Chee pointed out that a zoning change
for Commercial use is unlikely inasmuch as the parcel is designated
Resort on the Detailed Land Use Map.

There were no further questions of the staff.

Public testimony followed.

No one spoke AGAINST the request.
Attorney Mark Lubenstein represented the applicant and wished to
respond to any questions the Commission might have.

The Commission had no questions of Mr. Lubenstein.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation ==

and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

AYES - Connell, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Bright, Crane, Yamabe

¯¯

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit to
(DOCTOR'S OFFICE IN permit the construction and establishment
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT) of a medical doctor's office within a
HAUULA residential district in Hauula, Tax Map
ING, SCHOEN 4 LEBB, Key: 5-3-12: 19.
ATTORNEYS-AT-LAW POR

1ARC SHLACTER, M.D. Publication was made July 15, 1973 in the
FILE 73/CUP-1) Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser. No 25

letters of protest loire received.



Staff Planner Loretta Chee presented the Diroctor 's report of the request.
The applicant proposes to demolish the existing office and construct a

single-family dwelling and an office structure. The dwelling will be
located to the rear of the office structure and will be occupied by a
caretaker. There will be three employees in addition to Dr. Shlactor.

lii
ßased upon the analysis contained in his report, the Director UNE
recommends that the Conditional Use Permit be granted, subject to B
the conditions enumerated in his report. E sul
There were no questions from the Commission relative to the Director's $$i
report. ---

Public testimony followed.

No one spoke AGAINST the request.
Attorney Dennis Ing represented Dr. Shlacter and availed himself
to any questions the Commission might have. g El

The Commission had no questions of Mr. Ing.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise- Ei
ment, on motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and
carried. -=

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended that the Conditional Use Permit be granted, g
subject to the conditions outlined by the Director, on gmotion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and
carried. -

AYES - Connell, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Bright, Crane, Yamabe

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
ZONING CHANGE requests for zoning changes from R-6 Resi-
R-6 RESIDENTIAL 1N3 dential to A-2 Apartment District in
A-2 APARTMENT DISTRICT Waianae, Tax Map Key: 8-5-10: 29 and 30,
WAIANAE and Tax .Map Key: 8-5-10: 63 and 65.
APPLICANTS:

(a) HRA Publication was made July 15, 1973 in the
[b) FRANCIS WONG/NRA Sunday .Star-Bulletin/Advertiser. No

FILE #70/Z-49 AND letters of protest were received.
70/Z-53)

Staff Planner Loretta Chee presented the
Director's report of the requests. There
are two development proposals:

aianae Protestant Church The proposal is to construct 82 rental



units of low- and moderate-income housing under the Federal flousingi Administration 221-D(3) program for unsubsidized co-operativo housing,.
Preliminary plans indicate 20 one-bedroom, 30 two-bedroom, and 32
three-bedroom units in soven structures . Also included are a multi-

I purpose building, which will serve as a community building, a sepa -

rate building for laundry facilities and a "commons aren" which will --

be used for recreational open space.

Francis Wong - Initial plans submitted by Mr. Wong indicate 2 four-
story structures containing a total of 48 one- and two-bedroom apart-
ment units for rental. The proposal also includes a recreational area

i on the roof and laundry facilities on the ground floor. A preliminary
review of the plans indicate a front yard setback infraction of the
CZC. This matter, however, could be resolved at the time of building

i permit application. Although Mr. Wong's proposal will not be under
any FHA program, HRA informs us that they will have formal control of
the rentals. :--

Based upon the analysis and conclusion of his report, the Director
recommends that the request be approved.

The Commission had no questions regarding the Director's report.

Public testimony followed.

No one spoke AGAINST the request.
Mr. Willard Lee of HRA represented the applicant. He was questioned
by the Commission.

SULLAM: Who is going to run this project? How is it going to
be.run? How long does it run? 22

LEE: In the case of Waianae Protestant Church, they will be
leasing the property to the Waimaha Housing Development Corporation
which will be made up of their own church members . They will be -

leasing the property at a very nominal rate to the housing develop-
ment. The housing development is to be developed under FHA .221(d)(3)

program for a non-profit corporation. We will be assisting them in
provision of the off-site improvements, and we will be asking for
controls for a minimum of 20 years, although their mortgage program
will be for a 30 or 40-year period. Under the 221(d)(3) program,
there are income limits for occupants of the project. Ni

CHAIRMAN: The question was raised in terms of what is the break
between the low cost and moderate income housing.

LEE: The idea here under the 221(d)(3) program is that we would
be looking at an income range from one-member household of about
$9,000 maximum income to seven- to ten-member family with a yearly
income limit of $17,000. Additionally, some of these people would 9-E
qualify for additional assistance from say the State in the way of



rent supplement or welfare assistance which would assist them in i i
bringing the rent down further. So, in this way, we would have some
people of lower income being able to live in these units .

SULLAM: So, what would happen after the 20 years? Is there a |
'

=
possibility, if there's a need for low and moderate income housing, g a
that the Redevelopment Agency will--

- LEE: Well, in our assistance to the developers, it was there
-- found very difficult to get anyone to agree to an indefinite period

of control. Under the FHA program, we have a minimum period of 2U -
_g

years also. Ë b -

SULLAM: So in other words, after 20 years they could charge any ¯g

rent they desire, probably.

LEE Well--

(There were no further questions of Mr. Lee.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mrs . Sullam, seconded by Mr . Kahawaiolaa and -
carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director 's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Kamlya,
seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

AYES - Connell, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Bright, Crane, Yamabe

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT amendment to the Makiki-Xewalo -Ala Moana
APARTMENT TO PARK USE Detailed Land Use Map by redes igna ting a
SHERIDAN TRACT portion of a city block from Apartment to
(PIIKOI-RYCROFT Park use, Tax Map Key: 2-3-12: 21, 22, 23,
MINI PARK) 27, 28 and 31
CAC DEPT.0F RECREATION
(FILE #280/C2/13a3 Publication was made July 15, 1973 in the

Sunday Star Bulletin/Advertiser. Letters
received OPPOSING the r.equest are included
in testimony AGAINST the request.

Staff Planner Herbert Mark presented the report of the Chief Planning -

Officer. The policy of the City since 1969, as expressed in the
Detailed Land Use Map, has been mini park use for the Piikoi-fronting
portion of the block, and the City is also in the process of acquiring
the parcels. However, last year the optionee of about 58,000 square
feet of theblock, Oceanside Properties Inc., has requested that.the



Il I ill
i City either (1) condemn and compensate them for the portion of the

property now designated on the Dotailed Land Use Map for park usage,
or (2) permit their application for consolidation of several lots to
be processed and grant them a permit for development of a 30-story,1360unit high-rise apartment building with a nine-level parking -

structure. Oceanside Properties' holdings include the single Lot 24
now designated for park use on the Detailed Land Use Map, and adjacent

i lots, Detailed Land Use Map designated for Apartment use. In response
to the developer's request, the City Council decision was made to
acquire the entire block for park use. This request for additional
park lands is based on (1) the need for recreational facilities in
the Sheridan Tract area since none exist there today, and (2) the
site located adjacent to the Detailed Land Use Map-designated mini
park is the most desirable and appropriate site to meet this need.

I Based upon the analysis of the request contained in his report, it is
the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that the request be
an roved.

The Commission had no questions of the staff.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Letter dated July 18, 1973 from Mrs. Toyo I. Matsuyama, 915 Alder
Street, Honolulu

2. Mr. Joseph Benz representing Oceanside Properties, Inc. (Submitted
letter dated July 25, 1973 from Hal J. Hansen, President, Ocean-
side Properties, Inc.)

3. Mr. Arthur B. Hansen, President, Arthur B. Hansen, Inc.,
Architect/AIA (Submitted letter dated July 25, 1973)

4. Mr. Donald Chung presented Testimony of Mrs. Helen L. T. Chung
dated July 25, 1973

5. Mr. Alexander Kim, Property Owner, Rycroft and Alder Streets

Objections:

1. There are already adequate recreational ,facilities in the area
such as Ala Moana Park, .Thomas Square, Kaahumanu School grounds,
Makiki Park, and McKinley High School grounds.. Maximum use of
these existing facilities should be made before embarking on a
new proposal.

2. A mini park in this area would be dangerous because of heavy
traffic flow in this vicinity. ¯-

3. The proposal is unreasonable. The creation of a small park in
the block that encompasses the properties in question simply
does not meet the test of reasonableness because (a) the
property is too small for a general use park, (b) the increasing
traffic on the Piikoi arterial makes the location unsafe ,

especially for children, and (c) rather than spend the compara-



tively large amount of money that would be required for the t
-gacquisition of this block for park purposes the public interest

and the interest of the residents of the immediate neighborhood gwould be better served by the expenditure of a small portion of E
that money to make some of the McKinley lligh School aron avail-
able for and suitable for multiuse recreational purposes.

4. The contemplated action is grossly inequitable. In June of
1971 we (Oceanside Properties, Inc.) took a portion of the
referenced property under lease, and in January of 1972 we met· with the Planning Director to advise him of our intention to
develop the property. In April of 1972 we took the property
under option, and in May of 1972 we protested the proposed down-

¯ zoning of the property from A-4 to A-3 at a Planning Commission
hearing. We have prepared plans and conditionally arranged | ¯

financing for the project and we are prepared to embark upon it, E -

gg-;
as we have been for some time. Our applications to the Planning i ||E
Department for consolidation of the properties have repeatedly g

¯

TBE
¯ been administratively deferred by the Planning Department because g i 2-Ë

of the pendancy of the park matter. We can see this general plan I SEN
amendment, if in fact it is initiated, as being another step in : gggthe frustrating administrative procedure that denies us our equit-
able position to proceed with the development of apartment zoned
property,

5. From a procedural standpoint, there is question as to the
propriety of this hearing at this time since the recent Circuit
Court ruling by Judge Lanham that the Planning Director "cannot
legally process any further applications for changes to or amend-
ments of the General Plan of the City _until such time as it does
adopt rules pursuant to, and in accordance with the procedures
prescribed by, the various sections of the Administrative Proce-
dures Act." The present hearing on this matter constitutes one .
of the steps in the processing of an application for a change in
the General Plan and accordingly is not in compliance with the
Court Order.

Mr. Arthur Hansen, Architect, was questioned by the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: In the report, it mentioned something to the effect
that Oceanside Properties had indicated to the City Council that you
either wanted to be allowed to go ahead or for the City to pick this
up

HANSEN: Yes . In other words, its unfortunate that there is no
middle ground. You either have to go ahead and get your drawings
done and be ready for permit or there 's no way to put the lever on
action. We had appeared before this Commission quite a while ago
explaining our plans. If you recall, there was a hearing on the zon-
ing in this area. We explained what we were going to do. So, we
presumed that we might as well go ahead and do it. Unfortunately,
we are now to the point where for almost a year we have been request -

ing consolidation of permits, and for almost a year the Planning
Department has been administratively shanghaiing the operation and
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holding us up. So, we 're now asking for relief in one form or the
B other, hopefully to go ahead with the project.

CHAIRMAN: Your application for consolidation preceded the
May 29th action by the City Council.

IIHANSEN: Way long before. In fact, there have boon six applica- I
tions that we've made for consolidation to our surveyor. In each one
of the cases the Planning Department has deferred this application
administratively and then killed it, which I don't know if they have

g the power to do or not do. We've put forth our best efforts. This
g project has been underway for 2½ years.

CHAIRMAN: When did Oceanside Properties indicate to the Council
I that they wanted them to condemn the property?

HANSEN: Well, it was only after we were frustrated in our request
for consolidation and permits which was earlier this year.

CHAIRMAN: This was from the first of the year.

HANSEN: No. The first of the year is when this thing came to
a head that the City would probably buy it from us. We've had com-
plete drawings done for a year. The final drawings are dated Septem-
ber 15th of '72. Prior to that, for about a year, we've had our
preliminaries working.on up to the various stages of planning and
final construction design.

WAY: Mr. Hansen, are you aware that there is a provision that ¯

prohibits the issuance of a permit or consolidation of subdivisions
in the Subdivision Rules and Regulations where its in conflict with
the General Plan?

HANSEN: I question that conclusion because I think that the
underlying zoning on this property is apartment.

WAY: Yes, but there is that provision in the Subdivision Rules
.

and Regs.

HANSEN: I think that's open to court interpretation.

WAY: The provision is there.

HANSEN: Its a bunch of words tluit you fellas have in the works, il
but I think in this particular case,.you cannot deny consolidation. il

100f: Okay, another point. How about the fact that the general
policy of the City is for the use of most of this land for park
purposes? Are you aware tluit our procedures are to bring these
matters before the City Council to see if they are in agreement with --

the policies currently and so forth? We have to do this.

HANSEN: We understand all this . There 's no proble understanding



- the bureaucracy involved. The problem is the hardship.
WAY: ßut, you're placing the hardship on the basis of the

consolidat ion, and its to me, quite moot s ince the large r ques t ion i.s
quite simply, is the City going to acquire or not, and they have
decided that they are . What 's the importance of the consolidation?

HANSEN: The consolidation is to go ahead with the building
permit, because qu.ite frankly, you either have to buy the property | .

or give us the permit. What we 're asking for is that you do one or - --=-

the other. What we're after is action. We've been hanging by our - i
thumbs for an awfully long time.

WAY: Well, I guess I don't see that the action is going to come
about any quicker because the Council has decided that they will
acquire. There 's money available and so forth. There is admittedly
a time constraint, a problem in terms of trying to get things moving.
I don ' t deny that there are procedures that have to be taken into
account.

HANSEN: I'mnot so sure that in the final analysis the City will
- buy the land. I think we have to bring it to that point.

WAY: Well, I guess we're committed as we can with money.

HANSEN: But you probably don't have the funds to buy it and to
pay ,the expenses that have been incurred in this development to date .

This is a budgetary question, but we would like to lease here in 60
days .

WAY: Well, as soon as we get this General Plan changed, then ¯¯¯

you'll get action, I rather expect. .mill-IMI

(There were no further questions of Mr. Hansen.)

Testimony FOR--

1. Mrs. A. Fujîta, Resident, lZ32 Elm Street, Honolulu

Mrs. Fuj ita could not remain for the meeting but wished to
indicate her support for the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motionby Mrs. Sullam, secondedby Mr. Kamiya and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director s recommendation
and recommended approval of the amendment , on motion by



Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried.

AYES - Connell, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - ßright, Crano, Yamabe

- g UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held July 11, 1973 was
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT closed, and action deferred two weeks for
HALAWA the following information:
VARIOUS USES NEAR
HALAWA INTERCHANGE 1. Inquire of the State DOE regarding the

- - OF H-1 INTERSTATE impact of the subject general plan
HIGHWAY change on enrollment at Radford High
LONE STAR, INC., ET AL School.
(FILE #174/01/32)

- 2. Inquire of Oahu Sugar Company, Lessee
of Parcel B, regarding the extent of

- their lease and their business
o eration. - 9==

Mr. Charles Prentiss of the staff reported the receipt of letters
- from the State DOE and from the Oahu Sugar Company, both responding

to the Commission's inquiries.

1. Letter dated July 16, 1973 from Mr. James T. Okamura, Director, ---

Facilities1 Auxiliary Services Branch, State Department of i
Education ¯

-3-5

"Our letter of June 28, 1972 stated that the anticipated
approval of the subject amendment will increase grade 9-12
enrollment art Radford High by approximately 100-120 students.
We understand the amount of land to be placed for apartment
use has been reduced by approximately six acres since our
review. Accordingly, we are reducing our estimate of the
anticipated grade 9-12 enrollment gain to approximately
90-110 students.

"The 1972-73 school enrollment at Radford High was 3054, down
from the peak enrollment of 3145 of the prior school year.
The decline resulted from transfer of students to Moanalua

- High which opened in 1972 with grade 10 . Radford High enroll-
ments are projected to decline further in school years 1973-74
and 1974-75 as Moanalua High is phased in as a grade 9-12 school
Transfers to Moanalua High should leave Radford High with an
enrollment in the 2550-2650 range by school year 1974-75,
including the initial enrollment gains from the subject amend-
ment area.

"Enrollment declines at Radford High after 1974-75 are subject
to additional classroom construction at Moanalua High that -

will further increase capacity and will permit additional trans-
fers from Radford High.



2. Letter dated July 25, 1973 from Mr. Mervin Gilliland, Vice
President, Oahu Sugar Company, Limited

"This letter is written in response to the inquiry raised by
Mr. Charles Prentice of your Department regarding the land
utilization of the lands being zoned under our joint pending
request with queen's Hospital, Lone Star Hawaii, Inc., and
Oahu Sugar Company, Limited.

"With regard to the question raised on the status of the present
Oahu Sugar's lease, please be advised that the lease is still in
effect and is terminable upon the development of these properties
pursuant to a development agreement with Queen's Hospital. These li
properties are being jointly developed by the aforementioned
applicants. ¯ gi
"For your information, our existing tenant on the property,
Mr. Fujimoto, occupies the premises by way of a tenancy agree-
ment terminable on 30 days notice. We have always kept -¯

Mr. Fujimoto aware of our development plans and he has already
been proportionately displaced as a result of the taking of lands
for the Halawa stadium site, Halawa Interchange and portions of
H-1 and H-3. We have a favorable working relationship with
Mr. Fujimoto and in the past have allowed him to bring his crop
to maturity to avoid any loss to him. We anticipate no problem
in terminating his tenancy.
"As a matter of information, Oahu Sugar Company harvested the
last sugar cane crop in the -latter part of 1964 and the entire
area has remained dormant because of the inability of the State
to fix the alignments of H-1, H-3, Halawa Interchange and the
Stadium site...

No discussion followed.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director ' s recommendation and
recommended approval of the amendment, on motion by
Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried.

AYES - Connell, Kahawaio1aa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Bright, Crane, Yamabe

UNFIN1SHED BUSINESS Public hearings were held June 20 , 21,
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 27, 1973 and July 11, 1973. On July
OAHU, HAWAII 11th, the public hearing was closed, and
TO REFLECT FINAL action was deferred to the next meeting.
HIGHWAY RIGHTS-OF-WAY
$ TO MAKE NECESSARY The Director reported the receipt of a

- ADJUSTMENTS IN LAND letter from E. Alvey right , Acting
USE DESIGNATIONS FOR Director, State Department of Transpor-

(CONT.) tation which states

-12-
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(CONT.)
¯ ¯¯

LANDS ADJACENT TO OR "My letter of January 18, 1973, requested
AFFECTED ßY TIIE that the General Plan of the City and

• ALIGNMENTS County of Ilonolulu be updated to show
STATE OF HAWAII design developments in and previous policy

i DEPARTMENT OF decisions on the Interstate System H-1, -

TRANSPORTATION H-2, and ll-3. g gg
(FILE #224/C3/VARIOUS § -

g 6 180/C3/5) "The Interstate System is a system in fact | ¯

as well as name. The joint State-City plan- | gning process has produced a highway system i -

configured to meet the land use expressed in the General Plan and -

-;

amendments thereto. The system is balanced in all of its compo- | li
- U nents H-1, H-2, and H-3, and the network interface geometrics are i di

predicated on a total system.

"In large measure, the same general considerations in regard to
social, environmental, and economic influence apply to H-2 as to
H-3. The system is designed and integrated as a whole, and should
be general planned as a whole.

"It would be appreciated if you would advise the Planning Commission
that piecemeal action is unacceptable to the applicant.

The following discussion transpired:

CHAIRMAN: What is the presånt situation in terms of the H-3
as far as court cases?

WAY: I don't think I can respond to that accurately, Mr.
Chairman. I suggest that possibly a representative from the State
might be in a better position to so respond. Its simply involved
and I don't think I'm

.fully

enough informed to be able to respond.

CHAIRMAN: I think it might be helpful to the Commission
inasmuch as some of the questions which the Commission has raised
that are related to the social and environmental împact of H 3

which Adm. Wright has indicated and fully answered by the State,
some of these are being challenged in court at the present time.
Some of. the questions the Commission has raised, I don't believe
have been answered to our satisfaction. I'm sure the Commission
would agree that we do not like piecemeal planning, but at the
same time, I t·hink the Commission has an obligation not to vote
one way or the other oli the General Plan Amendment on H-3 until
these questions have been answered to our satisfaction. I would
like to have that communicated to Adm. Wright.

There was no further discussion.
MOTION: Mrs Sullam moved to defer action until questions relative

to the social and environmental impact of H-3upon
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Kaneohe Eay have been answered by the applicant. Mr.
Kahawaiolaa seconded the motion.

Mr. Kamiya dissented. He objected to an indefinite
deferral.

AYES - Connell, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam
NAYES - Kamiya
ABSENT - Bright, Crane, Yamabe g i 1

m -

MOTION: The Commission deferred action for 30 days for response g | Ë
from the applicant relative to the social and environ-
mental impact of H-3 on Kaneohe Bay, on motion by Mrs.
Sullam, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

AYES - Connell, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Bright, Crane, Yamabe

* * * * * * * * * * * * *

iThe Commission authorized the Chief Planning Officer to schedule
public hearings for the following matters, on motion by Mr. Kamiya,
seconded by Mrs. Sullam and carried:

iHAWAII CAPITAL 1. The request is to construct a new sign
DISTRICT and to replace the existing service
STANDARD OIL station.
COMPANY
(FILE #73/HCD-2)

HAWÁII CAPITAL 2. The request is to rebuild the existing
DISTRICT service station.
ROBERT H. A0YAGI

FILE #73 HCD-16)

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 3. The request is an applica tion for a
SHOPPING CENTER Planned Development-Shopping Center
KAHUKU the renovation and commercial usage of
HAWAII SHOPPING CENTER the existing Xahuku Sugar Mill. Educa-
CORPORATION tional display of sugar mill operations
(FILE #73/PDSC-6) tourist oriented shops, a fa mer's

market and landscaped parking areas.
ZONING CHANGE 4. The request is a change in zoning from
R 6 RESIDENTIAL AND R-6 Residential and I-1 Light Indus -

I l LIGHT INDUSTRIAL trial to B-2 Community Business District.
TO B-2 COMMUNITY
BUSINESS DISTRICT
WAIANAE
MANOA INVESTMENT
COMPANY, INC.
(FILE #73/Z-41)

-14-
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ZONING CHANGE 5. The request is for a change in zoning "g
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO from R-6 Residential to A-2 Apartment U

- A-2 APARTMENT DISTRICT District.
- PAU0A

GARY N. TANAKA =

(FILE #73/Z-44)

ZONING CHANGE 6. The request is for a change in zonino
- U A-2 APARTMENT TO from A-2 Apartment to A-3 Apartment

'

A-3 APARTMENT District.
-_ g DISTRICT

WAIAU
JACK UJIMORI
(FILE #73/Z-47)

- CONDITIONAL USE 7. The request is for a Conditional Use
: PERMIT Permit for a facility to store and
¯

(GAS STORAGE FACILITY) distribute liquid propane gas .

c EWA BEACH
OAHU GAS SERVICE, INC.
(FILE #73/CUP-4)

CONDITIONAL USE 8 . The request is a Conditional Use Permit
PERMIT to locate an off-street parking area in
(OFF-STREET PARKING an R-6 Residential District to support

- AREA IN R-6 RESIDEN- an apartment development in the adjoin-
TIAL DISTRICT) ing A-3 Apartment District.
HALAWA
CENTRAL HAWAIIAN
(FILE #73/CUP-5)

ZONING CHANGE 9. The request is for a change in zoning
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO from R-6 Residential District to I-1
I 1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL Industrial District.
DISTRICT
KAL IHI
UNITED RE CAPP IN G CO .

(FÏLE #73/Z-30)

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 3:40 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

-15-
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Meeting of the Planning Commission ¯_
¯

Minutes
i August 8, 1973

i The Planning Commission mot on Wednesday, August 8, 1973 at
1:45 p.m., in the Conference Roomof the Cityllall Annex. Chairman
Eugene B. Connell presided.

I ; a
PRESENT: Euírelua B. Connell Chairman u 9

Roy R. Bright
Randall Kamiya

i Thomas N. Yamabe II

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
John Grant, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

ABSENT: James D. Crane
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Fredda Sullam

MINUTES: The minutes of July 11, 1973 were approved,
on motion by Mr. Yamabe, seconded by
Mr. Kamiya and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL 4 Residential and I-1 Light Industrial
I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL District to B-2 Community Business District
TO Bo2 COMMUNITY for land situated in Waianae, Tax Map Key:
BUSINESS DISTRICT 8-6-01: 5, 34 and 35.
WAIANAE
MANOA INVESTMENT Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
COMPANY Bulletin/Advertiser of July 29, 1973. No
(FILE #73/Z-41) letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng made the presentation of the request. The
applicant proposes the construction of a.community shopping center
on the ll-acre site. The center is planned to contain approximately

- 101,000 square feet of floor space for -retail stores and 15,000
square feet for servic.es and entertainment. Surrounding uses in
the area include the Waianae STP, an existing lime quarry owned by
Hawaiian Cement Company, and an existing Residential area. The
Director recommends that the request be approved.

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the Director's
report.

Public testimony followed.



- --

Testimony AGAINST-

Attorney Garry Shigemura representing Caspro, Inc.

SHIGEMURA: I represent Gaspro Inc, with reference to this
petition to rezone the 13 acres presented by Manoa Investment

- Company. In effect, we are not here to oppose the petition so
much as to raise an area of concern with reference to the fac t -

¯¯ that Gaspro Inc. operates a perpetual lease to the property 9:
= which is to the northeast of the proposed zoned area. That

_2

- perpetual lease is in effect a lime quarry which is not an
active operation except for the lime-crushing plant in which g B
there is a day-to-day operation of the production of lime,
both hydrate and quicklime, Gaspro Inc. 's plant produces in
the neighborhood of about 7,000 tons of lime per year . The - =U

lime is principally used in the agricultural and construction
industries. The lime alant is one of two plants in the State ¯ñ

of Hawaii, the other plant being an HCSS plant on Maui. The
fact that there are only two lime -producing plants would indicate
that there 's a necessity of keeping this type of product
available and produced locally in Hawaii.

There 's a problem with reference to the wind conditions which
come from the northeast and crosses the northeast boundary
of the property to be rezoned. Presently, there 's no doubt
that the property is zoned partially R-6 and partially Ill. ¯¯

Preferably, the B 2 would be more in keeping with the type of -

use involved, contemplated by the lime quarry. However, there
may be problems arising in the future which you are not. r .

cognizant of whereby complaints may be made with reference to
dust or noise. In this connection, I'd like to add that the
State Department of Health conducted a study of this. land last
year. The Zern Cogoration pröduced a report stating that the
lime quarry is wit:hin acceptable limits . This report has been
filed withthe State Department of Health, and apþroval iven
to operation of the lime plant

At this t ime, all ne're here to do is t put ourselves on record
that: we feel that thîs may be an area of concern and that the
Plannirig Commission should consider that there i a lim plant
northeast of the proposed zoned area that may create problems
in the future

Thank you.

Mr . Shigemura was questioned by the Commission.

YAMABE: This problem that you discussed, is thi.s a problem
that might be to Gaspro or to tlie developer of the shopping
center?

2-



SllIGEMURA: Maybe both. I'm not really sure in what respect,
but we feel as the area changes, naturally the fact that there is
a lime plant in the area may croate some prob lem in terms of
complaints from dust or whatever. Although there is the State

i Department of Health report stating that we are within acceptable
limits, to this date, naturally the area proposed to be rezoned
is all wooded. Naturally if its cleared, there may be more of
a probability of the type of complaint arising since they are
bordering the property. We feel that in the best interest of
the area in general--as you can see, this an I-1 zone right next
to it also--that perhaps it should be kept in Industrial use.
However, we are not really opposing your petitioner. We're

- E just raising this point and putting ourselves on record with
reference to the fact that we think there is an area of concern
here on your rezoning of that property.

YAMABE: Your opinion that you received from the Department
of Health, was that based on the requested change of zone if it
were to be a shopping center?

SHIGEMURA: No.

YAMABE: Were they specific when they said you might have
problems if it were a shopping center, residence or whatever?

SHIGEMURA: No.

YAMABE: Was that just a broad opinion?

SHIGEMURA: I frankly have not read this in its entirety.
The opinion, I .take it here, arose as a result of the State
Department of Health making an inquiry with reference to whether
the lime plant and the emission from the lime plant were within
acceptable State standards. I understand the report was written
by Zern Corporation, and that the report states that the plant
is presently.emitting in the neighborhood of 4.1 to 4.5 pounds
per hour of emission, and the State standards for this type of
operation is 9 pounds per hour. Now, we're way within the
acceptable limit. So, this is not to say that things may occur
in the future as has happened, for instance, on the Halawa quarry
situation. We feel that there may be something that occurs in
the future that we feel may cause a problem insofar as the
operation of the plant is concerned. With its present zoning,
its able to operate at a marginal profit. Should it occur that
relocation is necessary, for instance, then the plant probably
could not survive, and its one of only two plants in the State
of Hawaii. We feel that its viability depends upon it being
kept in an area where its close to its quarry . The further it
is away from its quarry, the more likely it'll have difficulty
producing a profitable situation for the corporation.

Also, we feel whoever uses that zoned property, we just don't
want to have problems with them in the future, frankly.



YAMABE: Do you foresee any of these problems , other than
the possibility that you discussed if the shopping, conter is | -

constructed in this area? E .

SHIGEMURA: Well, this is the problem. Now a B-2 zone,
they already said its going to be a shopping center. They anti-
cipate food. There's a market on that diagram. There probably - .

are clothing establishments, etc, Now, lime is a toxic material.
When mixed with water, it becomes acid. We don't feel at the
present time, in fact we know for the present time its not
polluting. But again, we don't know what the standards will be
in the future, We're just saying that there may be a problem g i II
in the future and we'd like to raise it. We don't know what i i 65
the problems will be. We can't really look into the future.
We can raise this and bring it to your attention and say look,
something may happen. Maybe you should look at this on a long
term basis.

YAMABE: Do you know whether they have any standards other
than the one they have quoted and discussed with you such as
if you were abutting a food.establishment, the standard changes
and so forth

SHIGEMURA: I see what you're driving at. I really don't
know. It was a study made last year by the Zern Corporation
strictly based upon what the pollutants or what emissions were
coming out of their smokestack, regardless of what the surround-
ing area looked like, I think it was a State standard, regardless
of frankly, the zoning surrounding the particular smokes' .ck. I
presume the State looked at the matter carefully, and the have
given the corporation a clean bill of health. I don t know
whether the results of the study would change, depending upon
what the zoning of the surrounding area would be.

YAMABE: You don't know whether this will take place

SHIGEMURA: That's right.

KAMIYA: Do you have any o those so -called , anticipated
problems with any of the residents that are around the area?

SHIGEMURA: No, we do nt

CHAIRMAN: Have you discussed this with the applicant?

SHIGEMURA: No In fa t it .should be brought up at this
time that the only notice that we have in ur records is the
notice which is postmarked July 30th, 1973. Presumably, it was
sént to us later at Kapiolani Boulevard which is not the address
of Gaspro, In Gáspro is located on Diliingha Boulevard.
So, we did not receive the notice at an earlier time. Had we
known that , we naturally would havë come forward earlier .

139



I CHAIRMAN: The study that you mentioned simply is just
based upon how the land is presently being used in the surround-

I ing area?

SHIGEMURA: No, I believe the way it was stated is tha t it
was based upon the amount of emissions from the smokestack ofI the lime plant. Therefore, I presume it has no significance.
In other words, it has no bearing on what the surrounding area

-1

was like. The State standard is based on all smokostacksi throughout the state, I presume .

CHAIRMAN: So, you don't know whether it would change in the

i event it were to remain R-6, and conventional subdivision went
in there?

I SHIGEMURA: I presume the present zoning was looked at
by the State Department of Health, but I don't know.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Shigemura.)

Testimony FOR--

Mr. Brodie Spencer, Manoa Finance Company, 2733 E. Manoa Rd.,
Honolulu

SPENCER: I appeared before you when we had this application
- for a change in the General Plan. I don't think anything has
¯ changed since that time. I believe that the recommendation from

the Director of Land Utilization covers most of the points.

This item raised by the gentleman who preceded me is new to me.
I don't know what to say about that except that it seems it
would be a toss-up whether it was developed as a shopping
center or as housing. If they deviate from the standard for
Commission control in the future, they'll probably have the
problem no matter who their neighbor is. At any rate I think
this point has been considered by the Planning Department.
They were told about it this morning.

My primary purpose in presenting myself now is if there are
any questions from the members of the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: Questions from members of the Commission?

BRIGHT: In the event there were a change in the emission
standards to a lower figure than presently exists, what position
would your organitation take once you have the shopping center
there?

SPENCER: You mean if the State lowers the standards?
BRIGHT: Yes.
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SPENCER: We'd just accept it, I mean as far as we're
concernod, there .isn' t a problem. Our familiarity with the
area indicates there's no problem at this time I don't think
there would be a problem unless their operation changed and
pollution increased over what it is at the present time,

BRIGllT: What economic pressure would an organization such
as yours bring to lower the standards to remove that particular
facility. -

-a

SPENCER: I know we have no intention of doing anything at .
this time. I can't see what the future would hold, but I think
the standards set by the State, without knowing anything more -
about it than their spokesman as far as it relates to this
particular zoning, I think they are fairly rigid, If they g
meet those requirements and comply right now, I don't see how gthere would be a particular problem.

BRIGHT: Thank you.

YAMABE: Will the structure be completely enclosed?

SPENCER: At this point, the buildings individually will be
enclosed and air-conditioned, but there will be an open mall
between them All of the shops will be air-conditioned through
one central unit

YAMABE: This will be constructed by the developers , Its
not a case where you leave it up to the option of the tes..nt.

SPENCER: That's correct It won't be at the tenant's
option.

YAMABE: Thank you

(There were no further questions of Mr Spencer.)

The public hearing was closed, and the atter was taken under
advisement on mot ion by Mr Yamabe, secónded by Mr. Bright and
carried.

MOTION: The Commission, on. motion by Mr Bfight, seconded by Mr.
Yamabe ana carried, deferred action to the next meeting
for a epresentatiis from the State Department of Ifealth
to provide information regarding the possibility of pöllution
in tdie area from the lime plant, and to comment on pollution
controls as it relates to this project

AYES Briglit, Cönnell, Kamiya, amabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - €rane, Kahawaiolaa , Sullam '



I PUßLIC HEARING A public hearing was hold to consider a g g
- CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit for . g

(FACILITY TO STORE 6 a facility to st.ore and distributo liquid ; g
DISTRIßUTE LIQUID propane gas, on Manua Street adjacent to E R
PROPANE GAS) the Standard Oil Refinery in the Campbell

- EWA ßEACH Industrial Park, Tax Map Key: 7-1-14:
OAHU GAS SERVICE, INC. portion of 10 . ..

(FILE #73/CUP-4)
Pub licat ion was made in the Sunda Star- E W
Bulletin/Advertiser of July 29, 1973. No - ¯¯

letters of protest were received. y
¯¾

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the
¯ request. The applicant proposes to construct a Liquid Propane Gas

I (LPG) facility in Campbell Industrial Park. The 2.273-acre complex
¯ includes two above-ground 30,000 gallon storage tanks, an office
¯ and a repair area. The facility is to have direct pipeline access
-

g to the adjoining Standard Oil Refinery. There is to be no process-
- ing or manufacturing of LPG at this facility, only storage and
¯ distribution.

The Director ' s recommendat.ion is for approval, subj ect to the (
-

conditions contained in his report. - -E

Questioned by the Commission as to whether the applicant agreed ¯

-2

to the conditions outlined in the report, Mr. Eng responded ¯¯

affirmat ively .

No one testified either FOR or AGAINST the request.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Yamabe, seconded by Mr. Bright and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendation
and recommended that the Conditional Use Permit be issued,
subject to .the conditions contained in the Director 's
report, on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Yamabe
and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Kamiya Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit to
(0FF-STREET PARKING locate an off-street parking area in an
AREA IN R-6 RESIDENTIAL R-6 Residential Dis.trict and to support
DISTRICT) an apartment development in the adjoinin
HALAWA A-3 Apartment District, Tax Map Key
CENTRAL HAWAIIAN 9 9-64: 15.
(FILE #73|CUP-5)

Publication was inade July 29, 1973 in the
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Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiset No letters of protest were roceived.

I i

Staff Planner Hen1y Eng presented the D:trector's report of the
request. Central Elawaltan :Is proposing to develop this site as a

multi-family housing project. The lot is split-zoned; the Ewa
portion is an A-3 Apartment zoning district, and the Diamond Head
end is R-6 Residential, The applicant is proposing to locate a

cluster of duplexes on the R-6 zoned portion, and a 9-story apar t- : .g

ment on the A-3 zoned portion. The cluster will contain approxi- | f -T

mately 7 dwelling units and the apartment building will contain B
approximately 63 units. The applicant is requesting a Conditional
Use Permit to allow him to use a portion of the R-6 zoned property
as a parking area to partially support the apartment use on the A-3
zoned area, i a
The Director 's recommendation is for approval, sub3ect to the

" ¯

conditions contained in his report, E e
Questioned by the Commission why application was made for a Conditional

- Use Permit rather than for a zone change, Mr. Eng pointed out that the E
DLUM designation for the area is Public Facility (for the Halawa STP

- which site has been abandoned by the Department of Public Works) . An g -

attempt to rezone the area first requires an amendment to the DLUM.
Mr . Way added: "Its quite appropriate to permit the parking in the
single-family residential district In effect, there really is a

larger degree of control _over the placement and screening of such a

facility by treating it under CUP than there would be under zoning.
In other words , we wouldn ' t even see it , or the City Council , if it
were handled by zone change In this particular instance wh; a it
adjoins a residential area, the public interest is better served by
handling this as a CUP matter, in that we can apply restrictions very
specific to the case at hand.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST

1. Mr Thomas Aritumi, Resîdent, Halawa Valley Estates

ARIZUMI: I am a renident of Halaxia Valley Estates which a

subdivision abutt.ing the proposed development My resid.ence is
on Ohiakea Street which abuts tlie site of the Conditional Use
Permito --

Testimony against the Conditional Use Permit is as Èoilows:
One, .for vehicular traffic increase, and sécondly , for pedes-
trian traffîc increase A parking facility adjacent to Ohiakea
Street would encoufage on street parking on. Ohlakea Street for

esidents who do not have parking stalls for the respective
apartment dwellings As a result of an street parking increase
there would be coltgestion



aTIIII

As you know, the right-of-way of Chiaken Street is now a 44-foot
easement. I think the road width, pacing it off , is about 22 feet .

I I may be corrected on that figure. The residents on Chiakon Street M
in order to get onto the road, we would have to reverse from our
driveway to the road. Reversing on a congested street as you know E g

I will pose a problem.

Secondly, they have a six-foot fence circumventing the parking , i
structure; however, there is no provision made of the south | 2
side of that parking structure with a fence. They talk about i i
landscaping. That could mean Bermuda grass. That could mean that i i
the vehicles could jump the median and come out on Ohiakea Street

i from that adjacent parking area. We would, therefore, recommend
also a six-foot fence along that line, in addition to what has
already been proposed. This is my personal point of view.

Secondly, perhaps a remote idea but perhaps relevant to this
Conditional Use Permit, that when the stadium opens, there will
be further parking problems. As you know, the stadium provides

i only for 7,000 parking stalls for a 60,000-seat capacity is not
adequate, which would mean that the crowds would utilize Ohiakea

i
Street and adjacent roads for parking. This again adds to our
problem.

Of course, everyone knows and this is again my opinion, nobody
likes to be next to a highrise density development where it
increases problems of people, traffic and noise, especially the
idea of having a car start up next to my bedroom window at three
o'clock in the morning. Its not very appealing to the residents
or to myself.

For these reasons,.I am opposed to the Conditional Use Permit as

i it Ls proposed today.

Mr. Arizumi was questioned by the Commission.

YAMABE: I'm sure you're aware of the fact that we're con-
sidering the Conditional Use Permit today. Whatever testimony
is given as far as the apartment s.tructure is concerned, is
not within our jurisdiction to act one way or the other.

ARIZUMI: I am aware of it.

YAMABE: I think you've made an excellent suggestion about
completely enclosing the parking area so that you'd minimize
the problem on Ohiakea Street. If that's done, do you feel this
will satisfy the concern expressed by you and your association?

ARIZUMI: Of course, I cannot speak for my association but
as far as I'm concerned, that would be satisfactory. This
would discourage on-street parking on Ohiakea because of the
inaccessible route to the proposed apartment area.



CllAIRMAN: Your concern is not so much the height, just so

long as there's some type of bufher between the parking at area
and the adjacent. parking lot.

ARIZUMI: I think the maximum height ok a fence is six leet.

- I'd like to go to the maximum deterrent- -if Ï m.ight use that

word--to discour age pedes t11an traf fic through that area ,
aga in

with the assumption in mind that it will discourage on-street

parking on Ohiakea Street Ïí these things can facilttate chose

requirements, I'd be more than satisfied.

CHAIRMAN: So, its bot.h pedestrian traffic and the possibility

of cars coming over the grass area.

ARIZUMI: That is correct. The idea of pedestrian traffic

again is that anyone could easily park on Ohiakea St reet and walk g
to their apartment The number of units and the number of parking g
stalls provided comes out to a ratio of approximately 1,13 parking

stalls per unit In my estimation, that is an insufficient amount

-_

of parking stalls per unit , I think the average homeowner owns --

the last count was 2 03 cars per household, Going on this -

assumption and these figures again, we know that these parking

facilities would be inadequate

(There were no further questions of Mr. Ar izumi )

i
2. Mr. Dennis Hu, Resident, 99-120 Ohiakea Street, Honolulu

Mr. Hu concurred with Mr . Arizumi 's testimony but questi d

two points. Concerning Mr. Arizumi's suggestion for a six-foot

fence, Mr, Hu questioned (1) the possibility of the applicant

removing that fence in the future, and (2) the installation of g
¯

a gate to allow pedestrians to pass through,

The Chairman pointed out that the applicant: would jeopard e this

Condit ional Use Permit if he att'empts to deviate from its conditions .

Testimony FOR

Mr. Norman Lacayo, Pro3ect Architect

Mr.. Lacayo agreed to the conditions contained in the Director's

report Questioned by the Commìssion concerniilg the suggestion

by the two previous speakers against the project for a six-foot

fence to. preclude vehicular access to Ohinkea Street , Mr Lacayo
stated there would be no problem However, he commented that

considering the cost factor, a. 4-foot fence would be more
feasible.

e public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-

ent, on motion by Mr. Yamabe, seconded by Mr Bright and carr ed

-10-
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ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendation
and recommended that the Conditional Use Pormit be issued,
subject to the conditions contained in the Director 's
report, with the following amendment, on motion by Mr.
Yamabe, seconded by Mr. ßright and carried:

Extension of the proposed solid wall to preclude vehicular
access to Ohiakea Street, and to further discourage pedes-

I trian movement to and from Chiakea Street from the proposed -

apartment and parking structure. This may be implemented
by adjustment of the site plan rather than by separate
condition.I AYES - ßright, Connell, Kamiya, Yamabe
NAYES - None

i ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

i PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE FROM request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to I-1 Light Industrial for
I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL land located on the makai side of Dilling-
DISTRICT ham Boulevard approximately 250 feet
KALIHI Waikiki of Mokauea Street, Tax Map Key: i iUNITED RECAPPING CO. 1-2-03: portion of 8. i 3(FILE #73/Z-30)

Publication was made July 29, 1973 in the
Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser. No
letters of protest were received.

Mr. Henry Eng of the staff presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to use the site for the storageof new tires and related materials and equipment to supply his
tire recapping operation located on Kamehameha Highway. His present
proposal involves only storage use. The recapping operation may
be relocated to this site if and when the remaining portion of the ¯

site abutting Colburn Street is also rezoned to I-1 Light Industrial
District. The Director recommends that the request be appToved.

There were no questions of the staff concerning the Director's
report.

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Yamabe and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended that the request for zone change be approved,
on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Yamabe and
carried.

-11



AYliS BI Ight , Connell, Kamtya, Yamabe - _:

NAYES None | L é
A13SENT - CTane, Kahawalalaa, Sul iam N i

UNFINISlll.iD BUSINliSS Pub l ic heat Engs were held June 20 , 21,
¯ ¯

GENLiRAL PLAN AMENDMl!NT 27, 1975 and closed on July Ll, 1975. g y
OAHU, HAWAll At a ts July 25th meeting, the Commisston y al

TO REFLECT FlNAL deferred action for 30 days for resmonse i À
HIGHWAY RIGlfj'S OF-WAY f rom the applicant relative to the social A ¶

TO MAKE NECESSARY and environmental impact of H-5 on Kaneohe Î Z
ADJUSTMENTS IN LAND Bay
USE DESIGNATIONS FOR g i 2
LANDS ADJACENT TO OR The following discussion transpired. E i

¯Ë

AFFECTED BY THE i Ë
ALIGNMENTS g

¯ =
STATE OF HAWAI I WAY: Mr . Chairman, the Commission
DEPARTMENT OF had raised some questions and concerns at i i

TRANSPORTATION the last discussion on this subiect, and i Ö
(FILE #Z24 C3/VARIOUS it was Tequested of the Department of i Ë
S 180/C3/5) Transportation that additional information -

be provided. The DOT is in a position to
Provide such additional information that |

¯ the Commission may wish, and is prepared g
today to come before you to discuss their reactions to the questions
that have been raised, and I'm sure to any other questions that the
Commission might haves Mr Wright, the Director of DOT is here and
is prepared to continue with testimony,.if that be the Commission's
wish. So, it is at your pleasure, Mr. Chairman

CHAIRMAN: I'm sure the Commission is looking forward to nearing
from Mr. Wright

WRIGHT: Thank you, Nh'., Chairman, Members of the Commission,
I wish to express our apologies for apparently not fully answering -

your questions. We are fully at your service, Mr, Chairman I
shall endeavor, however to distinguish between fact and judgmental
aspects which is, of course,..your perogative so that thete can be a

distinction

With your permission, I shall .couch upon first the mass transit
alternative which from reading your record, apparently was a repet
tive question; secondly the nee.d for H,3; thirdly., the Kaneohe
Watershed erosion matter and lastly, t.he Moanalua Valley impact.

Relative-to the first, mass tiansit alternative,.of course, from a

transportation standpoint, we much prefer to utilize fully and more
fully, the transportatìon cor idors that we now have So that if ,

due to evolutionary transit technology they can be made adequate
to serve the versatile mobil ty that is iequired by the City and
County, then this is what we peek Therefore, the first empnasis
has been given to examinïng and analvzing .the availability and
s fficiency of the present transportation corridor .



i The first alternative to give in this regard, of course, is by
manually controlled rubber-tired transit vehicles; in other words,

I a bus. Th:Ls is presently on use on the Pali llighway that servos
mostly Kaneohe and the Kailua areas . It now takes up to about 70
of the total person trips . To put a frame around this picture ,

i Mr. Chairman, in order to accommodate the conservative growth of
Windward Oahu which would be at one-half of the rate during the next
20 years, as it has been during the last 10 years, we will require
a diversion to mass transit of 55%. Over half of the total work

i trips during the peak hour would need to be by mass transit. So
that in this frame, we are now handling about 7%. We anticipate
that with service on Likelike as well as Pali, and perhaps by

I utilizing a non-peak direction lane on Likelike during the morning
hour which we are now working out jointly with the City and County,
that we might be able to get up to 20%. The difficulty, of course,
is that we're still in mixed-traffic that is not a grade separated i a
limited access. You have people leaving their homes in the morning
from Valley View, from Country Club Drive, from Kaiwa, and they're i j
all mixing with existing traffic so that the buses must necessarily ; j
move in this framework. We anticipated that this optimistic figure ¯ l

E of maybe up to 20% diversion out of the needed 55% would, of course,
drop progressively with time. As more vehicles endeavor to use Pali -

g and Likelike, the existing corridors, that then the bus mass transit
would encounter increasing competition, and would therefore be
increasingly less attractive to the rider.

I The next method that we examined, views and existing corridors, is
by having in the same right-of-way essentially, or next to it, a

rapid transit link such as by a fixed guideway that is currently
being planned for the central spine of urban Honolulu, together
with a single lane of roadway that could be available for private
vehicle, and that this would be a reversible project; tinct in the
morning peak hour, obviously its in-bound, and in the afternoon its
out bound, so that that would conserve.in the amount of construction
that would be required.

One transit.and one highway lane, tliis was examined for Pali Highway.
If it overlays Pali Highway, it would necessarily be on viaduct
through all of the residential area because otherwise, the property
taking along the portions would be extreme. There would be no way
for the people to get out of their houses. Once it reaches the
conservation zone, of course, it could possibly go on grade at that
point. It would mean, of course, another bore through the Koolaus
at the Pali. This configuration is estimated to take 30 .4% with a
55% diversion of mass transit. In other words, its still over 24%
short of what we need to divert to that need.

So, we .next turn to the Likelike corridor. This was the same kind
of geometry, with an elevated structure that would have one transit
lane and one auto lane that would be reversible in the peat hours.
We were pleased to see it then moved up to.34% of diversion out of
some 50%. The impact, however of .the Likelike corridor would be a
taking of 51 homes 4 apartmenËs,and 6 commercial establishments,

-13-

148



A UG 8 1975

i - --

in addition to the fact that it would provide only Sil à tverstori out
of a needed 55% divetsion

The next area that we Looked a t was transit a.tone. Transit a one
is, of course, highly at a tivebecause by t,he pun.t.tive restricting, g -

of the channels by which autamobi3es can travel, and parking .,paces |
and everything along w.1th it , there's more interest than in traveling
by transit . If we do this and put a transit link through L11(elike
so there's no second automobile lane, there still must be a third
bore. There's no other way to get through the mountain than to have
a third bore that would take the traffic. If this is done on the i 3
most favorable route which is L.i.kelike, it would at best d.tvert not : à
more than 44% of the home- to work trips during that morning peak.
This would be a very exceptional diversion.

In regard to the 55%, the City and County has commented to us that
it is not achievable, and .tn their words, it would take a benevolent
dictator to accomplish this kind of diveision to transit of 55%.
The Mayor's benevolent but he's not a dictator. So, we agree with
the City that this is not an achievable alternative by tr ansit alone.
It is for this reason, Mr . Chairman, that we have arrived at a
balanced transportat ion proposal in which both transit and highway
lanage are provided t.hrough the Moanalua corridor .

Shall I go ahead with t.he Kaneohe Watershed?

CHAIRMAN: Yes, If you'd go ahead with your whole presentation
then we'll have questions.

WRIGHT: In this regard and on hïs behalf, I'd like to in::roduce
to you and the Commission, a letter from Mr. Soneda, who testified at
an earlier meeting in order to clarify his testimony and position at
that time:

"I appeared before the Planning Commission on June 27 , e ) 3 at
the request of the Commission at which time I had expressed the
deep concern of the Department of Health relative to the degra-
dation of Kaneohe Bay brought about by the continuing large
scale development in the Kaneohe watershed area. The Commission
was considering, at the time, the matter of the 'General Plan
Amendment to Reflect. the Final (H 3) Highway Rights of Way ,

'

To the best of my recollection, I did comment to the ef fect
that the construction activities on the remaining portion o±
the H-3 on the windward side, pe se, would have relatively
minor effects upon the quality of the Bay waters. The minutes
of the meeting of the 27th does not appear to reflect my having
made any such comments, I would like, therefore, to so indicate
at the present time

We have been working very c.Eosely with the State Highways
Divis ion in trying to minimize the effects of soil erosior
generated from highway construction activities The Department
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of llcalth is in the process of cert.Ifv.ino the llielnsav Div:isions' ¯T

CTOSÎOH COntPOl SPOC1.fiCíll lOllS (1110 CFOSI O COlltff l TC.'UlOW --

procedures. Upon such cortification, the Department oE Trans-
port i.on would be deemed to have met s:itisfactorily the following
portion of Section 6-a of Chnyter 37-A, 'Water' Quality Strin-
dards, ' l'ubl ic floalth Regulat Jens of the Department of llen1th:

';\11 waters shall also be free from soll particles
resulting from erosion on land involved :in carthwork,
such as the construction of public works, highway,
subdivisions, recreational, commercial, or industrial
developments, or the cultivation and manngement of
agricultural lands.

'This standard shall be deemed mot if it can be shown
that the land on which the erosion occurred or is
occurring is being managed in accordance with soil
conservation practices acceptable to the Director, and
that the discharge has received the best practicable
treatmont or control. "'

The effect of construction of H-3 upon the Kaneohe Bay Watershed
was examined qualitatively by the State DOT, and then was examined
quantitatively by the State of Hawaii by Ocean Engineering Con-
sultants, Incorporated. That organization 's Report 103 dated
31 January 1973 has been submitted to the Commission, I believe,
previously. In this report, Ocean Engineering predicted a
temporary effect during construction amounting to "a few milli-
meters" of sedimentation or less. Specifically, Ocean Engineering
calculated the averaoe thickness of deposited sediment and found
these to be .08 millÎmeters and .3 millimeters for the Kahaluu
and Kaneohe section of the bay. Ocean Engineering calculated the
local deposition figures could be 2 to 3 times the average value ¯¯

reading from 0, 2 to 0, 8 millimeters in the Kahaluu and Kaneohe section
of the bay, respectively. Ocean Engineering also stated, "in the
unlikely case if a severe storm hit the area during construction,
the figures may double locally in order of magnitude of .4 and 1.6
millimeters. From a sedimentation point of view, deposition rates
as established above may be classified from insignificant to mildly
significant." These figures are from Page 22 of the Ocean Engineer-
ing Report, and they do not include the .effect of the Kanoohe Flood
Control Reservoir in preventing sediment from reaching Kaneohe Bay.
In connectionwith the Flood Control Reservoir, of course, we were
working very closely with the Army Engineers . Ocean Engineering
also calculates that if the proposed reservoir was built prior to
or concurrent with the construction of the 11-5 Freeway, the sediment
figures predicted above would be reduced by 500 . On Page 1 of this
report, Ocean Engineering stated that the permanent effects of the
H-3 construction from Kaneohe Bay should be considered insignificant.

I realize that you have received testimony concerning Kancohe Bay
from many sources. I served personally on the Kancohe Bay Task
Force and have shared the concern of many in regard to the health
of the bay. As far as I know, however, none oF theso ources with



the exception of Ocean Engineering Consultants Incorporated has
performed a quantitative study of the specific effects of 11-3 on
Kaneohe Bay. In fact, according to the record of the public hearings | y
on this matter before your Commission, most, if not all of the quali- E
fied technical testimony prosented to this Commission, dealt with the
sewage effluent. --

In regard to the need for H-3, Mr. Chairman, the need is based upon
forecast of growth predicted by the Dahu Transportation Study which
is in turn based upon the Oahu General Plan which in turn is now the
Oahu Transportation Planning Program in which the Planning Director, M
the Director of Transportation Services, the State Director of Plan-
ning and Economic Development and the Director of Transportation all gsit on the policy committee that directs and coordinates the work of E i 1!!the Oahu Transportation Planning Program. These projections indicate i
the need for three transportation corridors across the Koolaus in i
1990. Two of these transportation corridors would carry mobile ---

manually controlled vehicles--private automobiles, trucks and buses, i dii
buses as a part of transit. A third one would carry this type of i SEÊ
vehicle on two of the lanes in each direction, and upon the third
lane in each direction would carry the type of transit vehicle recom- E gig
mended by the City and County in their development of the rapid """

transit system for our county. Initially, their recommendation has g dig
been the feeder bus system of which some 470 buses supply the 22 mile d!!
fixed guideway. Ultimately, we would expect and hope that the fixed
guideway system, when it can be justified, would be extended to Wind-
ward Oahu. In this connection, I might add that we have had approval
on-this split by the Secretary of Transportation. To my knowledge,
its the first time that any State, if you want to put it this way,
has broken the Highway Trust Fund, because they have permitted us to
build tunnels, viaducts to grade and to prepare the bed, if you will, E
for a rapid transit system of whatever type we recommend and is
approved. So that in effect, the Highway Trust Fund is contributing g =

in the order of 60 million dollars to rapid transit in the City and UK
County of Honolulu by agreeing to and providing the right-of-way on
which all that needs to be done is either to put a fixed guideway EE
which is nothing more than a concrete box which is electrified, or mi
a bed if at that time the feeder bus system is still the preferred -5

This mixed transportation system, balanced, I should say, is the better
word--we contemplate would carry 3,000 home-to-work trips in-bound
from Windward Oahu to urban Honolulu during the peak morning hours.
Now, this is a 22% diversion which is an achievable diversion. We
agree fully with the City and County in this regard and with the
mass transit administrator that this can be done. Its a sizable
amount when you move from 7% at best right.now up to 22%, particu-
larly when meanwhile the work trips have increase to 13,000. At U
that time, there would be 13,000 people from Windward Oahu moving
over to urban Honolulu. The remainder of the laneage, the two on gH-3, two on Likelike and two on Pali would continue to carry mixed
traffic, private automobiles, trucks, and buses.

-16-
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The calculation. of these diversions, I'm sure you know the process,
its a rather sophisticated ono but its one that I'm very proud to -

say that has been checked out by its perforinance. This started
with the Dahu Transportation system planning, and we now have
enough points that we now have confidence in the prediction. This
gives us the split between the various types of vehicles that we

- would expect in that area. I want to emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that
this estimate of the need for E-3 is just as reliable as the need
for a rapid transit system wherever in Ilonolulu. This is all based
on the same facts and the same system. So, what's good for one is
good for the other, and we think they are good for both.

Lastly, the environmental effects upon Moanalua Valley, very quickly IF
to touch upon some of these points and questions that were raised 50
earlier. You've heard testimony on the noise of the traffic, and

g that it may render infeasible, a park in the valley. The spokesman
g for that usually used as a basis for their statement, the studies

conducted for the State by both Beranek and Newman. They, we
think, are the best acoustic consultants in the country, the results -F

of which have been included in the Environmental Impact Statement.
I think you have a copy of that.

It has been pointed out that the noise may interfere with the park
but it is not said that this peak noise is during the peak commute
hour of morning and afternoon. Generally, it is not being used
quite as heavily during that time as it is in others, as far as
the park is concerned.

Also, the question has been raised of echo effects in Moanalua
Valley. Both Beranek and Newman have investigated this area,
Mr. Chairman, and find that there will be no such recognizable
effects of echo. This reverberation matter is one which deserves
to be checked because the same sort of thing has been raised in
Waimanalo as far as reverberation from the Pali is concerned.

In regard to air quality, the air pollution studies have been
directed by Dr. Gerald M. Sturman. He found that at the most
critical sections of the highway, the maximum 1993 predicted levels
of carbon monoxide produced under the most unfavorable meteorological
conditions would be well below the maximum set by the standards of
the State of Hawaii and the Federal Government for air pollution.

Botanical, Dr. Charles H. Lamoureux, Consulting Botanist has found
that the construction of H-3 would not significantly affect native
plant species.

In regard to Wildlife, Dr. Andrew J. Berger, Consulting Zoologist,
has concluded that the construction of H-3 cannot be viewed as a

threat to the continued existence of any of Hawaii's unique birds
of the native forest they've inhabited.

On the archaeological side, a program of exploration in Moanalua
Valley and in Halawa has been conducted by the Bishop Museum. As
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you may recall, this was lunded joint.l.y by the Damon Usi ate Trust.ee =mm

and by the Department of Transpor tat lon, They paid lot i,000 leet g
and we paid Eor the other and i.L want, the whole length t i bc g
labyrinth On this survey, there aie 57 pichi.->toric act tvity sites
Two of these are petroglyphs recommended tot preservat.ion by the

State Archaeologi.st, Dr f. Stell Newman Dr Newman state., that

none of the oth r att.haeological remat.ns in Moana.l.tui is warthy of -

preservation. Nevertheless, only 4 of t.he 67 11e with.i.n the higluvay
right-of·way. These can be inoved for preservation if warranted
and if desired. Ri.ght where we were also checking, two be Laus M -¯¯

have been discovered. Neither is on the highway alienment . Other
potentially valuable sites are outside t.he lignment"and will not
be disturbed. Two sites an the altgnment are, of course, being
salvaged by the Bishop Museum Ïnci.dentally, in spite of the first
report that came out in the medi.a that foui heiaus would be destroyed

- by H-3, we've never found a heiau in that valiey. The ßishop Museum's
1970 report of Moanalua Valley Exploration also contained a historical
survey of the Moanalua ahupuaa This is a very, and understandably
so, confusing situation because an ahupuaa went from the mountain to
the sea, so that there's much history connected with this stretch amm
from the mountain to the sea But, nearly all of ït has been oblit- "Ti
erated by the passage of time The Honolulu International Airport, gig
for example, is built on one of the fishponds referred to. The jill
Moanalua development is built on the site of a beautiful heiau. EEE
There are other areas within the Moanalua ahupuaa that are historical --

that have been moved or covered by the passage of time. We have
found one new one that was brought to our attention by Mrs. Damon,
and we were very thankful for it, and that is the Iemi Springs. This
is on the Moanalua Freeway route This is where the Alii--1 .ause

this was the principal route from the West to the East--woula stop
to refresh themselves when they were in transient, so to speak. This
site is being restored in collaboration with the Damon Estate Trustees =

and financed by the State DOT We do anticipate, and they have indi-
.

cated a readiness to take over the maintenance of this spring site ggg
after we are there But, this is a historical site. MEmmum
Regarding the stream flow in Moanalua Valley, the State's zarest

specifications governing erosion and siltation now being applied at
the Balawa Interchange will apply to all.construction of route H-3.
Erosion and siltation will be the subject of a special prevention
program. Stream flow studies of Moanalua Valley were conducted è

ing the planning phase of the project in 1966 and 1967. The program
was developed wherebv through the use of a .water retention structure
in the right branch 'of Moanalua Valley durin severe storm, no more
water would be delivered at the housing development downstream makai
in the valley after construction of the highway than would have been -
delivered had the highway not been constructed -

Finally, a word about other alternatives in addition to mass transit
per se, We have looked at one way movement on both Pali and Likelike
and yes, it is feasible . Whether it be socially and environmentally
oceptable, we have not had much enthusiasm by the residents of

18-



I
those valleys. We've met with them. It would mean on Pali, consider-

I able construction work in order to grade separate the intersections
there.

Incidentally, as much as we hate to think of it, it is going to be

i necessary to signalize, in any case, the Pali Highway during the
period before H-3 could be constructed. From the highway safety
standpoint, there's simply been too many accidents and fatalities in

i that route. With the amount of traffic that its taking through there
from 3,000 vehicles in the morning peak hour, there simply is no
break in the traffic so that a pedestrian eventually becomes impatient,

I particularly if its raining, and may clear two lanes of traffic but
gets caught on the third that doesn't see him. As much as we hate
to think of it because of the effect on the capacity, this will be
necessary. It will be necessary in any one-way movement to have

i this signalization because we will be changing the direction of
motion at different times of day. It could be quite confusing to a
resident to come out of his house at one time of day and have to go

i right, and the next time he comes out he would have to go left. He
just might forget. So, we will have to be very careful from a safety
standpoint. What we recommend is that there be a physical separation
with a funnage road, in effect, which does require a barrier between
the two, but it would be property taking on both sides of the present
right-of-way in order to achieve this.

CHAIRMAN: That would be on both Likelike and Pali?

WRIGHT: Yes. As you can recognize, there are cases of emergency
vehicles, during that time of hour it would be quite exciting for them
to go upstream on a one-way highway at that time of day. Even though
you wanted to go a few blocks down, you would have to go all the way
around if you wanted to get there at that time of day.

Finally, the real bind is not so much the transient portion but the
merging of that traffic with Lunalilo Freeway, and with Kam Highway
on the Windward side at both Castle Junction and Likelike Junction at
Kaneohe. Its not sufficient to just move the traffic from one end
to the other. You have to melt it with the traffic that is already
there at that point.

Staggering work hours, yes. This will help. We are seeking a
demonstration project within the next few weeks of staggering hours
for government workers. We have the concurrence of the union's
concern and of the administration to do this before school starts
so that we are able to get a more accurate picture of it. Last year
we recommended doing this during school hours but could not get much
enthusiasm from the parents or the.Department of Education. But,
I think their conclusion is that staggering work hours is not inci-
dentally in the .same class with another alignment because it could
never achieve the diversion to that part.

Lastly, the alternative is not to do anything. If this is done,
one consideration of interest to the people in the Moanalua Valley



COllllllUlll..ty 1S tÌln.t lÍ 1101110g 15 00110, ;1110 a pelik is htit.tr tiicle,
8.Tld We h;.tve no pas.\tive insurafice t.llitt a psiik wti1. he iirialleed :tiid

built in that valley, but then, .ill access to the p;irk would net.es-
sarily have to be through the one mdI.0 SLicet 10 this housing o.ieu
of soule 500 or so residences wllich would then llave LO DueCShat L.ly

carry all of the park trat.fre into tliat paiLieulai val.iey, cel
that this would not be pleasant for the people wito live t.here both
because of the 1.evels of air pollution that. would he experienced,
and because they are much sl.oser coupled to the highway frorn a

residential standpoint

In this connection, I didn't mention on the noise that. we have quite
a few of our fellow citi.zens who enjoy parks that aa:e near highways.
Ala Moana Park is near probably one of the busiest thoroughfates is
that we have Foster Gardens is another one Moanalua Gardens
is perfectly beautiful and perhaps could be more serene if the high-

- way were not there, but is still enjoyed by quite a few people.

I hope I have touched upon a few of the questions, 11 1 haven't, I

hope you will let us know and we will do our best.

i -

CHAIRMAN: Questions from members of the Commission?

YAMABE: Adm. Wright, there was some concern expressed that you
may not have considered the various alternatives as some wish you
might have You mentioned that there's a possibility of widening.
You bore through Pali and Likelike, one taking care of 30% diversion,
the other was 34% Just to clear my mind, if you were to co,bine
both of them, are we speaking of your cost doubling because .ma'Te

doing two bores through Pali as well as Likelike, and that cost would
be prohibitive? Is my assumption co11ect?

WRIGHT: It would cost appreciably mote than the contemplated -
$270 million cost of 11 3 to do that, It could be done, of course .
It is an alternative

YAMABE: How much are we talking about or have you examined the
cost?

WRIGHT: Any detailed desìgn, obviously, of putting a viaduct
structure on Pali Highway and a new bore through the Koolaus at u t
point, and doing the same thing on Likelike, we have not examined in

detail. We know the length of the viaduct structure is concerned
and the cost there, so we have an order of magnitude. The order of
magnitude is that one of these kinds of structures would be in the
order of- including the bore and everything that went with it--$300
million to 1350 million dollars, includi.ng the proper ty acquisition,
the relocation of the people that would be involved If it were
simply a fixed guideway as an alternat ive and nothing else right
through the Pali, that would be a minimal bore, the minimuni structure

ud so forth, you could probabLy get it for $400 million, That would
be $400 million on top. of the $700 million because obviously , it



I doesn't do any good unless you've got a system over on this side.
ßut for $1.1 billion, you could probably get a fixed guideway systein

i to serve both the 22 mile urban core, and to connect with the Wind-
ward side. We do not at all know that the Urban Mass Transit Admin-
istration and the Secretary of Transportation would concur in this

I kind of expenditure because of the exceptional cost, nor do we know-- -

and we've had no encouragement from the City--that even so, that
there would be the 553 diversion. Because, every indication is

I regardless of how punitive we may be in the use of a private vehicle,
the people will prefer to sit in traffic, leave earlier in the morn-
ing, to endure those things in order to take his private vehicle.
So, this is an alternative which you mentioned, Mr. Commissioner,
but we don't think it'll work.

YAMABE: If you employed the use of both tunnels, and we're

i talking about just the bore and other related needs, its about
$800 million?

WRIGHT: If you did it on both highways, both Likelike and Pali,I and did essentially the same thing, one transient direction and
one lane, it would be about $300 million to $350 million on each,
or together $600 million or $700 million which is of the same order
as H-3.

YAMABE: And about the same diversion, 50%, 55%?

WRIGHT: Yes Sir, but we'd hear from a lot more people.

YAMABE: This is rather a subjective question, but I have heard
time and time again that the solution to the traffic problem may not
necessarily be in the construction of more highways. You have
touched upon the possibility of the other alternatives that where it
becomes so unbearable, maybe people themselves would change their
pattern. Is there such a possibility, I'm concerned with the future
need. Right now we're talking about present needs. Does that mean
if there's no possibility in this particular area, does that mean
we'll continue to be faced with the same problem of enlarging or
expanding our traffic system?

WRIGHT: I feel very strongly Sir, and it may sound very strange
from a Director of Transportation, that we should take away some of
the highways that we have now and turn it over to mass transit. This
is what I'm urLring be done, that we consider, for example, the trans-
portation corridors that we now have, that are susceptible to rapid
transit. Now, rapid transit means a grade separation. It means a
grade separation where you do not have cross traffic. We have such
transportation corridors as that now under construction in the
Moanalua Freeway, and H 1, and eventually H-2. I feel strongly that
we could make more use of the transportation corridors we have and
in prospect for mass transit, and less for the private automobile.

YAMABE: Do you feel although you're recommending the final
construction of the highways 1, 2, and 3, you are looking into ¯¯
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alternatives where we can prepare ourselves 101 our tuture necas,
and these alterunt ives may come in, recommendatjons itom you people ¯

--

and others where the ex.i.st.Ing higliways may be converted to sone othes -.1-

use?

WRIGlfl': To mass ttansit Wo ato lioping ibere wt1.1 be an
affirmative answer from the City's Mass Transit DivI.siott, and
have so recommended, We just met with them yesterday We work
very closely with them, that they will see fit to uttl..i.ze extsting
corridors for mass transit. We 1ecommend that 2 of the 8 lanes on
H-1, and 2 of the 6 lanes on the Moanalua Freeway be, in er:tect,
taken away from the private auto and dedicated to transit The
reason for this is that one bus can take 30 cars off the highway,
If we take 30 cars off the highway, then we leave that much from
a parking standpoint, downtown the congestion in local streets,
and areas of that kind. But, we've got to make it att.ractive to
the commuter, I feel strongly that diversion to mass transtt comes
from making the alternative more attractive than by punishing the
commuter to take another means. We could make it more attractive
by having alongside of him, a transient system that passes him and
gets to work sooner. This is exactly what has happened in the
Shirley Highway and in the many other communities in the country.
The.Shirley Highway started with a 1900 capacity load and is now as
I recall over 22,000 in the peak hour. This is remarkable and I'm B
convinced we can do the same thing, without taking any more homes
and without displacing any more people, but simply by making better . g
use of what we either presently have or in prospect

YAMABE: Isn't it a Teasonable projection to say that although
we are referring to the.Likelike and Pali Highway as not cal . ing
any form of mass transit, however in the future they may, and
therefore there's a possibility to take care of the needs of this
community without necessarily building another highway

WRIGHT: I haven't said Pali and Likelike They're quite
different from H-3 They are not grade separated They 22 not
limited access e We have no such highway on the Windward sitie.. If
we did, I would certainly recommend that we consider this kind of
change But we simply cannot run a rapid transit system unless
you separate it from the other traffic We simply can't do this on
the Pali and Likelike with those two .little bores We can hardly
get a. bus through there right now, inuch less getting a bus and p

at e cars and everything e lse thfough that one bore through the
Koolau., If we had a Moanalua Freeway such as is now under construc
tion from Halawa to Puuloa; if we had this to the Windward side,
yes, by all means we should use t but we don't

YAMABE: So, it siriply conies out to the cost factor if you have
a corridor .that might allow this ype of use at a minimal cost.

WRIGHT: No, it comes down to design standards if its built
a standard that no home opens on to the highway , if nobody

osses it, if. it has no s.toi lights f its safe The difference



is that a freeway, and this is proved by national statistics ,
is

twice as safe as Pali and Likelike. If we had a freeway to the
Windward side, we would have half of the fatalities that we have now

on Pali and L:1.kelike, according to the national average.

I YAMAßE: So actually the possibility will be with this ll-3
Highway. This is the only highway going over to the Windward side
that you might have.

WRIGHT: Call it whatever you want, H-3, but unless we have a

third transportation corridor to the Windward side, we will never
have a grade separate, limited access, safe transportation corridor
suitable for rapid transit.

KAMIYA: Will there be land available to take care of displaced
farmers?

WRIGHT: The displacement policy that applies to all transpor-
tation displacement of this kind, which unfortunately there are, so dii
that homes, moving expenses, rental, what not, for the farmers in dii
the area this is difficult. There will be 30 acres for the banana Ëi

farmers. The effort will be made to urge the reclassification of
conservation land that would be suitable for this purpose to banana
farming. Secondly, we have talked to the farmers and we will provide
access from one side to the other and for their vehicles and so forth
through it. Thirdly, its just my idea but we haven't had no concur-
rence with it, but we ought to plant these interchanges with banana
plants. I think they'd be beautiful. They would not only beautify
the area but we get the bananas. This may cut down the impact on the
banana farms. El

BRIGHT: Perhaps you could give us some advice on whether there
is a necessity for this particular expansion on the Windward side,
that is.from population growth. Perhaps we're misdirecting all of
our efforts and not considering population growth in the urban
Honolulu area rather than going to the other side, and this in effect --

might nullify some of the arguments for this massive expenditure of ËE
funds for the H-3 development.

WRIGHT: I think its a good point and we certainly hope it will
take place. The growth of Windward Oahu during the decade from 1960
to 1970 was 51%. All of Oahu grew at a rate of 26%. We're banking
on being able to decelerate this growth on the Windward side aux

that it is half of the rate in the next 20 years that it has been
in the past 10 years. Because, we'd like to see more people live in
urban Honolulu and that's not just because I live on the Windward
side, but we want to decelerate because of erosion, because of Kaneohe
Bay, because it is in fact a place to live and we want to keep it that
way, but our difficulty is that of the--Bob can check my figures
better than I can because I think the people here are sharp--presently
some 9,000 developable acres, about 3,000 are in small parcels so
they're not very suitable for the development, and that leaves 6,000.
Of that 6,000, 70% is on the Windward side. In other words, they
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have the grade, the soil condi.tions, and t.he kinds of things wh1ch
make them at tract ive and suitable for devel >pment so that the pressure
from a development standpoint is inevitably going to be ai, iho e lands
that are suitable for their purpose andobviously what you h ve
already general planned .f:or that purpose. So, we're probab.ly opti-
mistic in predicting that there wi11 be halt the iate of growth in
the next 20 years that there were in the past 10 One thing will a

help is to get a rapid transit system going in urban llanolu3u, and
it may be moIe convenient to live in high rise over here chan it is g
to live on the Windward side That may help too. ßut, it should be g
very beneficial, yes Sir. --

BRIGHT: It would seem to me from what you're saying that the i ama
best approach would be to discourage this development in this area il
and to concentrate it in urban Honolulu, is not to build the H 3. El

WRIGHT: No Sir What I'm saying, I think, is that the two B --

transportation corridors presently there,.Pali and Likelike is
already to capacity, You think socially, quite apart fIom econom- ---

ically, it is possible to go from a rate of growth of 50% in 10 years
to 0 population growth, its more optimistic even than we are.

YAMABE: As far as deceleration is concerned, you're making
reference to actual land use, the general plan, the zoning within
the county as well as State land use.

WRIGHT: Yes, to decelerate Windward Oahu of developed areas.
We feel from an erosion standpoint in Kaneohe Bay, whether we
like it or not its still a bedroom community, that putting = ght
industry over there is desirable to be sure , But, when its affi-
cult to even get a shopping center over there, we're not going to
get much light industry, So, from a realistic standpoint, we feel
that the best way to keep down population over there is decelerate
the growth by the planning tools which you have.

YAMABE: I think its an excellent idea but what disture me is
we have been continually disbursing our economic base to rural areas.
Somehow in .this attempt, we find that other accessory needs, homes
and so forth come into the picture. I'm sure none of us really made
an indepth study, the many, many ramifications to this approach.
But, do you feel that it might be possible to centralize all the .
industrial grow th in Honolulu proper, and then keep the rural are
primarily as a bedroom community? Would this be possible?

WRIGHT: We don't like it from a transportation standpoint
because what we seek is to decrease the necessity for personal
mobility, We would rather have transportation vertically than
horizontally. For example, in the areas which still must be developed
in Honolulu, we would like to see people live up above.their work
like they use to _ years ago, rather than to have to travel to go to
work, We do feel very strongly thgt the preservation and continua-

ion of agricultural land, open .space, and areas of that kind is very
mportant This kind of thing can only be done by policy makers -
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such as yourselves who decide on containment and decide on what will --

¯µ be contained in different areas. ßut, we would be strongly in favor
of reducing the need for transportation, having balanced, contained
communities, be they one that has a core in Wahiawa , and one that has
a Kailua-Kaneohe course, and a third one in urban llonolulu. By having -

I a geographical containment to those areas so that they would be more
balanced from a job, education, recreation standpoint than they are
now, and would in turn reduce the need for transportation between
them.

Did I answer your question?

YAMABE: Yes, you did. I'm afraid none of us are going to have
an immediate answer for this discussion. However, I did want to
have the benefit of your opinion. I didn't mean to get off the |

¯

I subject but it interest me how can we--some of the problems we're
faced with today, there isn't much we can do. Maybe this is the : sy-

¯t case. If it is, then we should all be concerned as to how we're i igi
¯

g going to contain this whether it be deceleration, containment, how
¯ šg¯ë

we're going to do this because we certainly don't want to make deci- | I (sions today or advise or recommend a decision that we might find to 359
be detrimental in the future. I appreciate your opinion. =-

WRIGHT: We strongly recommend land use fences around contained
balanced communities.

YAMABE: I think we should have a riculture expanded in the
rural area.

CHAIRMAN: I noticed in the July 26th Advertiser that your
department is going to be holding public hearings in the month of
August centering upon some of the issues that you have brought to
our attention in answering some of the questions the Commissioners
had. You also indicated the fact that the thought was given to
coming down the Pali or Likelike that you might hear from the people.
I would assume that part of the reason for the public hearinses is
to hear from the people.

WRIGHT: Naturally.

CHAIRMAN: Isn't it at least theoretically possible that out of
those public hearings, that portions of your plans, there may be
changes -in the alternatives which would have an effect upon the
land use?

WRIGHT: We have massaged this for so many, many months and
scrutinized every alternative from the best brains that we can.tap
in these areas. We would be very much surprised if we've missed
any.consideration, but for two reasons we are seeking the testimony.
First, we may have, and we certainly want to hear about it. The
other consideration is that we've got to be legal because the
plaintiffs have questioned the legality of the 1965 hearing when
they were held in both January and June of that year, I think, and



I ill
SEBhas said that the 1969 Nl:PA Act is ret roact ive, and some couris

have steps. So, even though the Dist r ict Coui t loe;; not r equ i.i e
that wo go through the full environmental seate.h at each i these
other routes, it has legally encouraged us to both ac.copi le:timony,
to invite testimony, and to te look at these ar eas which is actly
what we're doing ßut, I think subjectively you can f.oresce ihat

an H-3 Freeway through Manoa Valley, through Nuunnu, through Kalthi
,

is not going to be embraced with enthus.tasm by the people who live
there

i E

CHAIRMAN: I Taise the question only because .it seems to me that
because of the application which we have before us, that if there is
a possibility of change in terms of land use, that we might be some-
what premature in making recommendati.ons on General Plan changes
until we have the full opportunity, gg

WRIGHT: I see what you mean I do want to emphasize in this
connection, Mr, Chairman, that the application is for the total
system, not for H-3 per se We do recommend that you consider a
total system because it is designed as a unit. The traffic inter- BR
flows at the interchange, and it would be no more logical to build - : gi
a stern and not a bow, than to build H·1, H-2 and not H-3. So then,

.

-¯

I have asked that the award of H-2 await your action in order to
determine whether or not we should recommend continuation of even
H-2 if you do not consider that the total system warrants your
favorable consideration. So, as faz as any minor changes that might
be brought about, we're speaking only from the Halawa.interchange
to the Halekou interchange. I would urge that you consider the
proposed and recommended corridor to give us the benefit of vour
guidance on the acceptability from a planning standpoint of L

corridor rather than to leave us without your guidance in this
regard.

CHAIRMAN: We acted on H-1 and H-2 with a favorable recommenda-
tion. It was H-3 that we had not acted upon waiting for some of the
answers which you have supplied for us today.

WRIGHT: You are processing this though, if I might ask, as.a
system, M:r Way?

WAY: Yess In that connection, we brought it to the Commission
as a system. There were, as you know, a number of modifìcationi i
H-1 primarily some relatively minor adjustments Consideration of
H-2, some of those changes were rather sïgnificant, and then the
H-3 in its totality, The Commission's action was along the lines of
a recommendation for approval on the H-1, H 2 segments, and further
consideration of the H 3

WRIGHT: Our concern, Mr Chairman, was the exact same concern
in many areas are equally applicable to H- 2 as to H- 3. If there are
some aspects of H-3, that you do not consider favorable ffom a plan-
n i:ng standpoint, then we should concurrently look at H-2 because the
matter of effect on development travel time use of transit all of
those matters apply equany to I 2
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Il
YAMABE: I take it then tliat you're requesting that we look at --

this picture in its entirety, ll-1, ll-2, and Il-3. This is under-
standable. This being the case, I feel that we should accommodate
you; however, its a question of timing. Sinco you have a court
mandate that you must call this public hearing, and there might be
an outside chance that you might consider some changes , would it
be of any detrimental effect to you if we considered the total
package at the conclusion of your public hearing?

WRIGHT: This would be shortly thereafter, Sir?
YAMABE: Well, I certainly would like to make it the day after

if this is possible.

WRIGHT: The answer would be no. We have 60 days to make an

i award after bid openings on H-2. I think of the six contracts there
we've opened bids on two or three. I'm holding up the awards on
the others until this General Plan request is acted upon. If that's
the case, it would fall within that 60-day period. If you saw fit,
it would be appreciated.

YAMABE: Well, during a reasonable period after the public
hearing you probably would like to summarize the testimony given.
We would like to get together with you. If you find that there's
no substantial change in your recommendation, then within a reason-
able period, which means any time the Director will be able to set
up a meeting for us, maybe a week later, if a decision can be made
at that time, I'm hoping it will not be detrimental, that its suffice.

WRIGHT: Thank you. We will look forward to that, hopefully the
first week in September.

(There were no further questions of Adm. Wright.)

MOTION: The Commission deferred action until such time as the State
Department of Transportation can provide the Commission
with conclusions drawn from their upcoming public hearing,
on motion by Mr. Yamabe, seconded by Mr. Bright and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Kamiya, Yamabe
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

The Commission authorized the Chief Planning Officer to schedule
public hearings for the following matters, on motion by Mr. Bright,
seconded by Mr. Yamabe and carried:

II
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ZONING CHANGE L The request i., ici a :one change trem
H-2 RESORT HOTEL TO H 2 Resort ilotel tu ß S Resort Cominertial
B-5 RESORT COMMERCÏAL District .
DISTRICT
WAIKIKÏ
HEMMUTER INVESTMENT

¯¯

COMPANY
(FILE #73/Z-48)

ZONING CHANGE 2 The request is tot a zone change trom
¯¯ AG-1 RESTRÏ CTED AGRIC- AG -1 Res tr icted Agr icul tural t.o A
¯¯

TO A 1 APARTMENT DIST Apartment District.
WAIAU EWA
LEAR SIEGLER
(FILE #73/Z- 16)

ZONING CHANGE 3 The request is a change in zoning for
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO a stilp of land f rom R 6 Residential -R
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS to ß-2 Community ßusiness District.
DISTRICT

- KAIMUKI
DIRECTOR OF LAND

- UTILIZATION
(FILE #73 Z-52)

- ZONING CHANGE 4 The request is a change ïn zoning from
R-6 RESIDENTIAL. 6 B-2 R-6 Residential and B-2 Community Busi-
COMMUNITY BUSINESS ness District t.o A-3 Apar tment District
TO A-3 APARTMENT DIST
KAPALAMA
E IZEN YAMAGUCHI , ET AL
(FILE #7.3/Z-11)

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 5 The proposal is the demolition of the
(DEMOLITION OF ROYAL Royal Brewery Building
BREWERY BLDG,)
AMERICAN BREWING
COMPANY, LTD
(FILE 73 HCD-18)

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 6 The request is to construct a 6-unì t
(6-UNIT APT BLDG ON apartment building on Prospect Stre-e L.
PROSPECT STREET)
MRS, KATHERINE WADA 6
CLARENCE W,E CHO
(FILE #73/HCD-19)

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT The proposal is 34 leasehold dwelling
HOUSING units at Makakilo on 39 .6 acres and
MAKAKILO Phase I of a community center on 16
FLNANCE REALTY COMPANY acres .
(F1LE #73]PDH 7)

-28

163



MISCELLANEOUS The Chief Planning Officer brought to the
FINDINGS OF FACT, Commission 's attention, new procedures
CONCLUSIONS AND before the Commission with reference to
RECOMMENDATIONS General Plan and Development Plan applica-
(NEW PROCEDURE UNDER tions under the new Charter requiring
NEW CHARTER) Findings of Fact, Conclusions and Recom-

mendations. Submitted for the Commission's
consideration and approval as to general

procedure and format were the following two cases:

1. In the matter of the application of the Department of Recreation,
¯

- City and County of Honolulu, for an Amendment to the General Plan,
the Detailed Land Use Map, and the Development Plan for the

i Univers ity Community (Approved) ;

2. In the matter of the application of Foo Lin Ching and Annie L.
Ching, Husband and Wife; and Ellen Lee Kwai, for an Amendment to
the General Plan and the Detailed Land Use Map, for Kaimuki-
Kapahulu (Denied) .

Where the Commission disagrees with the recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer, it may prepare its own Findings with assistance from
its Executive Secretary and Deputy Corporation Counsel.

ACTION: Mr. Yamabe moved, seconded by Mr. Bright and carried, that
the Commission approve as to form, the Findings of Fact ,

Conclusions and Recommendations on the above-named cases.

AYE S - Br ight , Connell , Kamiya ,
Yamab e

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Moeting of the Planning Commission
Minutos

September 5, 1973 h

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, September 5, 1973
at 1:37 p.m., in the Conforenco Roomof the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Eugene ß. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
Roy R. Bright
James D. Crane
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Randall Kamiya
Thomas N. Yamabe II

ABSENT: Fredda Sullam

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
ilfred M. Mita, Deputy Corporation Counsel

Ali Sheybani, Assistant Director , Department
of Land Utilization

Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of July 25 and August 8, 1973
were approved, on motion by Mr . Bright

,

seconded by Mr . Kahawaiolaa and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to B-2 Community Business
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS District for approximately 3,005+ square
DISTRICT feet of land located in Xaimuki, Tax Map
KAIMUKI Key: 3-Z-04: 27, 29, 30 and 60 .

DIRECTOR UF LAND
UTlLIZATION Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
(FILE #7.5/Z-52) Bulletin and Advertiser of August 26, 1973.

No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director 's report of tne
request. The properties are located on the makai side of Waialae
Avenue between 7th and 8th Avenues in Kaimuki. In 1930 , a commercial
zone was established 100 feet makai of Waialae Avenue. In1966, the
rear portion of this area was rezoned to B-2. In the preparation of
the metes and bounds for the rear portion, the wictening of Waialae
Avenue was not taken into consideration resulting in a 10-foot strip
of R-6 zoning sandwiched between B-2 zoning. The request would in
no way change the character of the area inasmuch as it is largely
developed for commercial uses . It is recommended that the request
be approved.



There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director 's
repOTt.

No one was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request .

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried .

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Sullam, Yamabe

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

HAWAIl CAPITAL DISTRICT request for construction within the Hawaii
APPLICATION Capital District to rebuild an existing
RUBERT H. A0YAG1 service station, Tax Map Key: 2-1-31: 02.
(FILE #73/HCD-16)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of August 26, 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Gerald Henniger presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to demolish the existing structures
and construct a new service station in accordance with plans submitted
with the application. Exterior walls will be stucco and the sloping
roof finish, wood shakes. The Director recommends approval of the
project, subject to the approval of egress and ingress by the Depart-
ment of Transportation Services and submission of the following
drawings to the Department of Land Utilization for approval by the
Director .pri.or to the issuance of a building permit:

1. Sign location, design, color and materials.

2. A detailed landscape plan.

3. Detail dásign of the exterior lighting.

There were .no questions from the Commission concerning the Director 's.
report.

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.
The 13ublic hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried. R

ACTION: The Commis.sion concurred with the Director 's recommendation
and reco mended approval of the request, on motion.by Mr.
Crane seconded by Mr. Bright and carried.
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AYES - Bright, Connoll, Crane, Kahawn:Lolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - Nono
AßSENT - Sullnin, Yamabe

PUßLIC lilARING A public hearinp. was held to considor a
ZUNING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from B-2
E-2 COMMUNITY ßUSINESS Comiliunity Business and R-0 Residential
6 R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Districts to A-3 Apartinent District for
A-3 APARTMENT DIST. approximately 39,996 square feet of land
KAPALAMA located in Kapalama, Tax Map Key: 1-6-5: 58.
EIZEN YAMAGUCllI, ET AL
(FILE #73/Z-11) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

ßulletin/Advertiser of August 26, 1973. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the report of the Director . The
applicant has submitted plans and proposes to remove the existing
war.ehouse but retain the commerical building twhich will become a
nonconforming use under the zoning request) and further proposes to
construct three buildings containing 44 apartment units (18 units
in each of two buildings and 8 units in the remaining building for
a total of 44 units) , together with adequate parking facilities .

The area does not have an adopted Detailed Land Use Map; therefore,
the General Plan is the only policy guideline as to appropriate
future uses. The General Plan designation for the subject site is
apartment without reference to density. A survey of the area reveals
that a number of parcels are already zoned and developed for medium
density low-rise (A- 2) with structures not exceeding three stories .

The applicant's proposal for 3-story apartment can be implemented
within the limitations of the A-2 Medium Density Apartment District.

The Director recommends approval for a change in zoning for the
existing B-2 Community Business and R-6 Residential Districts to
A-2 Apartment District in lieu of A-3 Apartment District.

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the Director 's
report.

No one spoke AGAINST the request.

Testimony FUR--

Attorney Mervin Lee represented the applicant. Questioned by
the Commission, Mr. Lee indicated that they would retain the
existing and fairly old commercial building as a nonconforming ¯

-

use. Construction of a new building in the future would conform
to A-2 Apartment District regulations.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taxen under advise -

ment, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Brignt and carried.



ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendations
and recommended approval for a change in zoning to A-2
Apartment District, in lieu of A-3 Apartment as requested
by the applicant, on motion by Mr . Bright ,

«seconded by Mr . g
Kahawaiolaa and carried.

IAYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
AESENT - Sullam, Yamabe

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a .

ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from H-2
H-2 RESORT HOTEL TO Resort-Hotel to B-5 Resort Commercial HE
B-5 RESORT COMMERCIAL District, for approximately 2,000+ square
DISTRICT feet of land located in Waixiki--makai -=v

WAIKIKI side of Koa Avenue, between Kaiulani and --

HEMMETER INVESTMENT Uluniu Avenues, Tax Map Key: 2-6-23: 55E
COMPANY portion of 29.
(FILE #73/Z-48)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star- U
Bulletin/Advertiser of August 26, 1973.
No letters of protest were received. Ni

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the
request. With the exception of the subject parcel, the entire block
is currently zoned B-5. The request is to rezone the remaining strip
to B-5. The area was zoned B-5 in 1955 at which time the decision
was not to rezone the subject parcels in order to permit ultimate
widening of Koa Avenue. In 1968, a Development Plan was adopted for
the area which indicated that widening of Koa Avenue was not necessary.
The Director nas expanded the request to include a strip on the
mauka side of Koa Avenue, between Kaiulani and Uluniu Avenues, to
provide a more consistent zoning pattern for this area. It is recom-
mended that the request be approved.

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the Director's
report.

No one was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taKen under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by hh. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended that-the request be approved, on motion by
3hr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Sullam, Yamabe
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UNFINISillin ßUSINESS Tho public heartng was held August 8, 1973
ZONING CilANGE and closed. Action was deferred for informa-
R-6 RESIDENTIAL AND tion from a representative of the State Depart-
I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL mont of Iloalth rogarding t1ie possibil.ity
DISTRÏCT TO of pollut.lon in the aren from the 1:uno plant, ¯¯¯

13-2 COMMUNITY 13USINESS and to comment on pollution controls concerning
DISTRl CT tnis proj oct.
WAIANAL me
MANOA INVESTMENT Mr. Paul Aki of the State Department of HealtJo -

COMPANY, INC. responded to questions from the Commission.
(FILE #73/Z-41)

CilAIRMAN: I believe the Planning Commission
was concerned because of the quarry operation in
the area and what possible effects this might
have upon the application before us, and also
upon the housing which appears to be going into
this area. 1-5

AKI: The company in question is Gaspro Incorporation which 951
operates a lime'producing plant. We have three possible sources
of pollution:

One is the broiler operation. At present, they use 1.2% of
sulphur oil whien means that sulphur oxides downwind of the
broiler may reach levels which may be defective tx> human
health.

The second source is from the rotary film whien emits
particulate matter, mainly dust from crushing of limestone.
They have a scrubber attached to this facility, and at
present, they do meet our emission regulations. --

The third source is general fugitive dust from the surrounding
area, mainly from roadways and open land areas which can be
controlled adequately by means of watering, oiling or paving
of roads.

Those are the three-main sources.
As to the effect of these pollutants, it depends on the proximity
of the shopping center in question, and the configuration of the
center. For example, if the main entrances and garage windows are
open towards the plant, then you'll have a catch-basin type of
effect. But, if the main entrances are towards the ocean, then
the effect will be minimal.

CRANE: You mentioned pollution controls for two but you didn't
mention one for the broiler.

AKI: The on1 control method available for the broiler is to
use a low sulphur oil, to eliminate the sulphur from the fuel.

-5-



CRANE: Mr. Chairman, do we have any kind of authority to require
that they do that?

WAY: I think it may be a question more properly directed to the
Health Department in terms of their regulations that may require tl1is.
This issue, I'm sure the Commission is aware, is a matter of rezoning
an adjoining piece of property. The matter of question came up as to
possible effects on this rezoning, but I think that :ts a question tliat
Mr. Aki might address.

AKl: Where in general is the complex to be centrally located?
Is it fronting Farrington Highway or would it go inland?

ENG: The preliminary plans that we have received indicate access
from Farrington Highway.

AKI: Judging from a map that I have which shows the location of i agthe Gaspro sources, they are about 800 or 900 feet inland from --

Farrington Highway. Will the shopping center reach 400 or 500 feet ; BL
inland of Farrington Highway? i $$

ENG: It would appear according to the scale here (referring to
- site plan) that the closest building which would be the market, is

approximately 80 feet from the property line. How far is tne plant
¯ actually from this particular property boundary?

AKI: About 150 to 200 feet. Based on this, it could be that
operating with the same type of oil, the emission level would be
such that at that distance, the 802 won't be too much of an effect. -
However, they can always go to a low sulphur fuel or even go to gas.
We have required many facilities to change their fuel to eitner low
sulphur or eas.

CRANE: My question is not whether they can change. My question
is if we put it close to the shopping center, are you going to require
the change? As I understand it, there is one source of pollutant
which can endanger life. You said they can change their fuel. The
question is, would you people under these circumstances make that
requirement? At what time would you require them to change? What
criteria would you base your requirement change to?

AKI: We would have to go out and do actual sampling and see
what the levels are at the property line and define what the levels
are.

CHAIRMAN: This testing has not been doneÝ

AKI: No, we have not done any sampling d.ownwind.

BRIGHT: Do I understand ffom your statement that you're going
to make up rules to fit specific instances rather than a general
rule of restriction on the use of low sulphur , either you 're going
to cover all plants nc no plants?



AKI: No, we're not going to mnke any special rule but we have

i rules already on the books that if any source creates a problem, than
corrective action has to be taken.

ßRIGllT: Mr. Chairman, it scoms to me that one of tlio things
that we're doing is actually putting; a possible penalty on an opera-
tion that is already in existence, a needed operation, possibly
making it probable that they can go out of businoss if we were to

I allow the shopping center to go into existence in th:ts location.

CHAIRMAN: I think the thing that really needs to be made clear

i for those Commissioners who were not here is that the operators of
the lime quarry are the ones that raised the issue because of their
concern that once the shopping center went in, which they were not
resisting, but the concern that once the shopping center went in,

I there could be an effect upon their operation. As we understand it,
this is one of the few sources for lime on the island.

AKI: There will be nuisance problems, no doubt, complaints from
the stores. Although they are within our emission limits, we always
will have people susceptible to lower limits and complaints. The
type of dust being emitted, calcium oxide, can be very toxic when
combined with water. The problem exists that the demands of the
shopping center will be such that the company will not be able to
afford additional control measures, especially if they are now in
compliance and they have to do further controls, it will be a burden
on the company.

CRANE: Mr. Chai.rman, this is exactly why I'm asking this question.
Its the same set of circumstances that we ran into with the pig
farmers, when.housing development moved in downwind of the pig farmers.

CHAIRMAN: The other question I have is that the Department of
Health, on June 26, responded to queries from the Planning Department ¯ ¯

that they had no objection. From your testimony, you seem to indicate
that very few studies have been made of the possible effect of the
shopping center going in, its effect upon the lime quarry or its
effect upon the shopping center. Is this a fact?

AKI: This.response was addressed to whether the lime plant was
in conformance with our regulations.

We recognize,.yes, they are in compliance. However,.there's always
unforeseen nuisance problems that occur.

CRANE: That's the thing here. I'm speaking out of ignorance of
regulations. If the quarry is meeting your emission regulations,
then how in the world can you go around and regulate further than that
because of a nuisance factor? This.is what I'm trying to get at. At
what point in the future, if we okay this and the shopping center goes
in and the emissions are toxic and irritable, and they are meeting
your regulations, what can you do about this?
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AKI: We have a nuisance regulation. It depends on tlie number
and amount of complaints we have .

CRANE: Well then, your testimony would be that this is a chancy .
business if we okay this.

AKI: Right. You can be lucky and have someone downwind that
won't complain, and yet you can be so unlucky to have one person who
is so demanding that they can run a business practically broke. Its
somethiag that we can't predict. But, the elements are there. _e

BRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me from the testimony that _;

there's very substantial probability of there being complaints, and
¯¯

the fact that these two types of operations are not going to be g
compatible in that particular area. g .

ENG: Mr. Chairman, the request just to remind everybody, is --

from R-6 to B-2. Its currently zoned for Residential use so that if
there is this basic compatibility with the requested zoning, it

already exists in our view.

BRIGHT: This would still represent a much lesser chance of
exposure with a few people in the area rather than the concentration
of people that will be in the area if there is a shopping center there.
Is this correct?

ENG: Under the proposed use, yes, more people would use it but
they would us.e it from time to time rather than constant exposure.
The Residential use would subject however small a number of people
to constant exposure.

CHAIRMAN: It would seem to me, that in fairness to the operators
of the lime quarry as well as to the proposed shopping center, that we
really should ask the Health Department to look a little more thoroughly -
into this issue. It seems 1:o me we're caught almost in a tragedy type
of decision. Its already R-6. If houses g;o in there, then people can
complain which would have an effect upon the quarry operation. On the
other hand, if the shopping center goes in, possible effect of the
emissions mixing with water could have an effect, sulphur oxide could
have an effect, complaints from the store owners from tnose leaks could
have an effect upon the quarry. I don't think the questions raised by
the land.operators have really been answered. I would either lire the
Health Department to give us a thorough report and really look into this
situation. Because, at least as 1 understand what the Planning Depart-
ment asked for from the various governmental agencies is a review of the
request. Ï just don't see any evidence that there's been a review
except for the fact that there's no objection.

AKÏ: As far as what the Department of Health has to go by right
now, used as R-6 would have more adverse effect than Commercial because
having a Residential area downwind of the plant ivould create more
problems because of the 24 hour nature of the use of the land.
Commercial establishments there will produce its own pollutants from



automobiles. The building; isn't occupied after working hours. Also,
the design of the building can be such that they can oliminate many of -

the dust problems. Its not only the lime plant that we 're concerned
with but the whole area is an industrial area. The limo plant will no

I doubt contribute to the problem but the whole upwind area is an indus-
trial area.

WAY: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if it might be appropriato for the
Health Department, and possibly the operators of the lime plant to
get together to see what the impact would really be on their operationshould the diversion to low-sulphur fuel be a requirement. Maybe you
have this information now, but in this technical area it may turn out

- that there really is not all that much of an impact on their operation.
I simply don't know. But, is this a possibility so that your regula-

| tions or reasonable administration of them or concern for the nuisance
i effect could be taken into account, in other words in advance, simply

by anticipation and knowing what changes there might be to the operation.

AKI: Yes, we could develop a schedule where if changes are neces-
¯ sary, we can tie it in with the timing of the development of the shoppingcenter complex.

BRIGHT: Is it correct that the emission standards for the sulphur-
ous fumes, there are some standards that have been set up-for that, and
this plant would have to comply with that in any event?

AKI:. Well, this plant is at the capacity where they don't have
to use low-sulphur fuel right now. They can use 2% fuel.

BRIGHT: But, I mean as far as the emission of sulphur oxide,there still has to be a limit on that emission.
- AKI: We don't have any special emission requirement as of now forsulphur oxide. We just have limitations of percent sulphur in fuel.

BRIGHT: But, the biggest problem is actually the particulate
matter from the lime. Isn't this the biggest problem?

AKI: That would create more of a nuisance type of problem. With -

the addition of sulphur dioxide, that would aggravate the problem more
so because the sulphur oxide will combine .with particulates and then ¯ BRE

- gain entry to your lungs, especially since the particulates from the
_

252
lime kiln goes through a water scrubber, the moisture content will be - NE
such that it will create an acid condition.

CHAIRMANi Would it be possible to get together with the operatorsof the lime quarry as the .Planning Director suggested, in regard to the
use of lower oils with a lower sulphur content?

AKI: Again, may I caution you that availability of low sulphur
oil is practically nill. So rather than going to low sulphur, theymight have to convert to gas which is even more expensive.



CHAIRMAN: Well, 1sn't this precisely the reason that the operator
of the lime quarry raised the issue, and the reason that wo 're raising
the issue, is that the possibility and how much of a possibility it is
should be known now, not at sometime down the road. Until some of
these questions are answered, I for one am not prepared to vote on it.

BRIGllT: Mr. Chairman, I recommend disapproval at this time because
I think the testimony given by the Department of Health indicates there
could be a very serious conflict that could result to the adverse
operation, perhaps to the shut down of this necessary lime plant.

CRANE: I'll second that for discussion purposes. I'd like to
speak against it.

I think because the facts are very questionable, we're put in a tenable
position. It doesn't necessarily mean we should get out of hand and
reject this but ask for a fuller investigation and report on the part
of the Health Department so that we can really know what we're dealing
with before we reject this out of protecting the plant. I think we
need a lot more information.

I was going to make the motion that we ask the Health Department to
come forth with the kinds of data that necessary to make an intelligent
decision on this.

BRIGHT: Mr. Chairman, if the second will withdraw his motion, I
will withdraw mine.

CRANE: I withdraw.
CHAIRMAN: The Chair will entertain another motion. BE

CILU¾E: I move that we postpone action on this and request to -

the Health Department to make an investigation which will give us the
kind of data nècessary to make this judgment, relating to the questions
we have asked of the Health Department here today.

CHAIRMAN: Would it be possible to expand your motion to ask the -
Director of Land Utilization to work with the Department of Health,
and also the operators of the lime quarry, the applicant, t:o see if
some of these problem areas can be worked through.

CRANE: Yes sir.

BRIGHT: Second.

CHAIRMAN: Discussion?

(There was no further discussion. The motion for deferral carried.)

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Sullam, Yamabe

-10-
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PLANNED DEVELOl'MENT The pub.lic honri.no was he ld Januarv 3 and
10USÏNG closod on Janunry 3:1, 1973, At the Janwiry

EWA ßEACil 31st meet Lng, the applicant witlidrew his
HAWAll LABORER'S ll0USING applicatirm for resubmission at a later
CORPORATION date. The applicant requests that the
(FILE #72/PDil-3) upplication ha considered at th is time.

Mr. Ali Sheybani of the staff made the presentation.

SllEYBANI: This plan was before the Planning Commission on
January 3, 1973 and was deferred at that time to'make :tmprovements

on the site plan because at that time, the Director's recommendation -

- was for denial. After that time, the staff of the Planning Department
and the architect met about four times and developed a site plan that

I was acceptable to the Director. At the public hearing of January
31st, we had the second plan on the agenda but the applicant himself

appeared at the public hearing and requested to withdraw that plan
because he did not agree with the plan that his architectural engi-
neer had developed. Apparently, the communication between the archi-

tect and the applicant was broken down at that time. As of August,
we had a letter from the applicant to reconsider their very first
application. We checked with the public agencies that we thought
might have some new additional comments on'their previous plan. We

have received their comments. On the basis of these comments, the
Director of Land Utilization still believes that their application
should be denied.

The Department of Health that had rejected the first plan and later
approved the secondary treatment plant, they need now, additional
information and studies to comply with Chapter 38 of the new
regulations.

The Department of Public Works, in view of the flooding of some of
their sewerage treatment plants in the area has to reevaluate their
consideration.

The Department of Education does not have any main objection to it.

The Department of Transportation, at that time expected to get funds
for improvement of Fort Weaver Road. At this point, they don't have
any funds for the project. The approval of the State Department of
Transportation was based on improvement of this road.

The Planning Commission had not decided on the project one way or.the
other. This is now before you, the first application, for your
consideration again.

There are 96 units. Each square (referring to site plan displayed)
is a 4-plex unit. The space between bedroom or living room windows

- to opposing buildings.is about 20 feet. Among objections to the
site plan was lack of privacy, hazardous traffic pattern, and nega-
tive comments from the Recreation Department on their spaces for
recreation.



Also, the floor area was over what the ordinance permits , and the
parking was below what is required by ordinance for planned
deve i meilt.llow

does that p:lan differ from the original?

SHEYBANI: There's no difference. That is the same plan.

CRANE: That plan was in January and they withdrew because they
were going to make improvements on the design?

SHEYBANI: That's right.

CRANE: And this is the same one?

SHEYBANI: No, we resolved it in the plan below (referring to
revised site plan displayed) but the applicant did not agree with

- that plan.

CRANE: What are the objections to the plan below (referring to
revised site plan)?

SHEYBANI: The plan below was acceptable by the Planning Director
but was not acceptable by the applicant. He withdrew that plan
before it was presented at public hearing.

CHAIRMAN: The question I have is the floor area is greater than
the.ordinance allows, the parking set aside is less, and part of
the PD ordinance is for greater density and we can get greater ameni-
ties more or less, why is this particular PD, it seems to me,
required to have less parking spaces than others that have appeared
before us, and why is it getting more floor area?

WAY: I-might comment that in the ordinance for planned develop-
ment once the applicant has submitted, we are obliged to bring it
forward. There is not, as we have interpreted it, administrative
discretion to withhold it even though it may in fact be in violation
of some of the specific classifications of the PD ordinance. We -
bring these matters to the attention of the Commission and the
Council and it does move forward. That simply is a matter of proce-
dure that the Department, the Director is required to bring the
application forward. We do attempt, of course, to reconcile these
matters and brin it to the attention of the a licant.

Mr. Sheybani may want to comment on the extent of overage in terms
of floor area or underage in terms of parking too. Maybe .this will
put some focus on it. Sometimes these matters can be reconciled at
the final plan .stage by shaving off a foot or two on a dimension per
building.

SHEYBANI: It is part of Appendix D, Land Use Intensity
Calculations. Henry Eng handled this project.



ENG: My recollection is that at the t.tnlo that the public lienring
was first lield, the proposal was 111 excess by approximately 10¾ of
floor area. Subseqtiently, the sanus plan was resubmittad wi.th a
reduction 111 floor area to the point where it did not exceed. It

I was just a stiade under. Tliis was accompla shed bv choppine out one -

corner of the uni.t and creatinyt an outdoor lana:i.". Its irnclear in
- Mr. Aki's letter which of these two initial p3ans he's referrLn.o to

for our deliberation at th:is time, In terms of the sito plan, its
identical. The reason that the figures are no lonpor present in the
report is that the report was revised to reflect the applicant 's
floor area calculations .

CHAIRMAN: What about parking?

ENG: This plan shows 206 stalls. Customarily in planned develop-
ment we require 2 to I ratio for resident parking plus Z5% for guests .

In this instance with 96 units 192 stalls would be required. He's
provided an extra 14 which is 10 less than the required 25% for guest
parking.

CHAIRMAN: The floor area may not be an issue.

ENG: I think if it boiled down to just a question of floor area,
I'm quite sure that it could be resolved.

CHAIRMAN: They're under parking by 10.

ENG: Yes . Again, I think that part can be resolved if that were
the only question,

KAMIYA: Is it correct for me to say that the second plan you
have here on the bottom (referring to revised plan) was rejected?

SHEYBANI: That plan was approved by the Director with certain
conditions. The applicant himself did not want that to be considered.

KAMIYA: Do you have any reasons why the applicant rejected the
second plan?

SHEYBANI: The applicant's reason at that time was that the
prospective home buyers liked the first plan better because they
had corner windows , and other reasons . Mr . Aki, the developer is
here and can comment on it. Nonetheless, they did not liKe thÃ
second plan because they were three-story buildings, the parking
was not always by the unit, some units they had to walK over 50
feet. To my recollection, those were the two reasons .

CglAIRMAN: Do I unders tand that the review by the various State
and City agencies presently are the ones we got initially at the
first public hearing?

SHEYßANI: That's right.

13-
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C1\AIRMAN: llas the Department of Transportation clianged in tlicir
attitude because of the Fort Weaver Road situation?

S11EYBANI: At that time, the DOT's opinion was that Fort Weaver
Road will be improved. At this time however, they don't: have any
budget for its improvements. It was supposod to be imnroved by this
year in t11eir earlier plan.

CHAIRMAN: llave they dono a review of this project in light of
the lack of funds for improvement of Fort Weaver Road?

SHEYBANI: No. Their first judgment approving the project was -
- based on the improved Fort Weaver Road. Now for reconsideration,

they realize that this road cannot be improved at tnis time because g a

of the budget. g E

CHAIRMAN: In light of the possibility of flooclinÿ problems, has
the Department of Public Works done a new review on this?

SHEYBANI: They would like to have time to reevaluate their
previous comment. They have received some new complaints about
cesspools and treatment plants in the area overflowing which
probably passed at that time the Department of Public Works approval.

CHAIRMAN: Has the Department of Health also asKed for time to
review this?

¯ SHEYBANI: That's right, in light of their new regulation,
¯ Chapter 38.

CHAIRMAN: How much time are we talking about for these reviews me
by the various agencies? EE

SHEYBANI: In the past it usually takes a month. This may take
less because they have the background on the project.

CRANE: In your report, the Department of Education doesn't have
any particular points against this project?

SHEYBANI: That's right.

CRANE: In reading the report, the DOE doesn't seem to make a

90 recommendation one way or the other but that's not totally unusual.
¯

However, Pohakea Elementary School has a design capacity of 756
students. It has a projected enrollment for school year 1972 of
1,230 students with .temporarý

facilities to taRe care of these kids.
You go down the list of schools, they are either at full capacity
or beyond, and yet they make no recommendation. I wonder how we
could interpret that as having said nothing against.

SHEYBANI: With the opening of Kaimiloa Elementary School in
September 1972, the overload on Pohakea was somewhat relieves.
Additional classrooms have been provided at Campbell High School.

-1
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The school situation reinnins tight but iiinnagonble. They at that
i timo raised some Question about hus facilities and safety oF students.

(There were no further questions of the staff.)

i
Mr. Raymond X. Aki representing the applicant was called upon and

I questioned by the Commission ,

CRANE: The report from the Planning Commission is that you : ---

have rejected that plan at the bottom (referring to revised plan) .

AKI: That is right,

i CRANE: Will you please tell us why?

AKI: When this plan was developed with our architects and the
planning staff we had not seen the plan before it came un here. We
have to get union approval which was rejected on the basis that
number one the inconvenience of three-storv structures and
especially the distance from parking. Some'of the units would be
in excess of 300 feet from the parking. If you can visualize a

E housewife with packages, she can only carry two at a time. She'd
have to make three round trips of 600 feet per round trip. This was
one objection.

Another objection was the fact that each family wouldn't have a
share of ground space which all of them want which we had provided
in the particular plan.

The third objection was that it cut down our recreation space by ËË
one-half.

¯=

On these bases, we rejected the plan.

CRANE: You heard the Planning Director's report on overage of
floor space and parking. Could you address yourself to parking? ¯¯

AKI: There's no problem to getting another 10. We've talked
with our engineers and they said there's no problem. We didn't
feel that was a problem. As for the allowable floor area, we did 35
comply.

I might add, since that plan was submitted, we have worked with the
staff to come up--we had five other different plans, all of which
wei'e either objected by your staff or by our membership. .The last
one was a highrise. We thought we had something there with all the
open space, recreation areas, parking, and we could do a nice land-
scaping job but they rejected that too. That was just a few weeks -

ago.

CRANE: Each of these plans as you finished them were submitted if¯

to your general membership.or the executive board? T¯



AKI: The executive board.

CRANE: llow many people are on the board?

AKI: Approximately 10.

ICRANE: How are they selected?
AKI: They are elected.

KAMIYA: You stated in testimony now that you can comply with B githe floor space?

AKI: Yes, we have already complied with that.

KAMIYA: Is the staff aware of that?
ENG: The initial plans indicated that the applicant was

approximately 10% over on the allowable floor space. Subsequent
to that, revisions were made which would make it within the permitted
floor area. It wasn't clear at the time, and I think it is now clear -
that the intent is to at this time evaluate the plan as it does
comply with the floor area.

KAHAWA10LAA: You also pointed out that the two areas that
can be within compliance with the floor area and the parKing. There
are other questions, traffic, sewerage, are you talking about this?

ENG: Yes, there are a number of other problems associated
with this application which Mr. Sheybani has covered in his
presentation. It appears that the floor area problem can be
resolved. It appears that the parking problem can be resolved. ¯ EF=

Its not apparent at this time that the other issues can be resolved. - - *=

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Aki, have you been in consultation with the 155
Department of Health or the Department of Transportation regarding
some of the questions they are raising on this project?

AKI: Up until the time I came here, I wasn't aware that
there was .any problem. We had agreed with the Health Department
that we would design to triple normal consumption. Here again when
we asked the Health Department to give the criteria, the criteria
was based upon a. mainland experience which was . a public project in
which free water was given. We pointed out to them that such is
not the case here, and there is not an unlimited water consumption,
and that we had gotten the consumption recommendation from the
Board of Water Supply which keeps pretty accurate figures on con-
sumption, and that our engineers .designed to double that capacity
which was then rejected by the Health Department after initial
approval. They came tq> with the new criteria just last year in
May which forced us to develop a plant to triple the capacity.

-16
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l might also point out th:it the Puoloa Bench Park locatoci right --

opposite the property has a pav11aon coliffort station right next -

to the beach and the water constunption lor several inanths in n

year runs better than hall a million which was otir i:onsinnut ton
figures in the first place. They had no trouble with their cess-
pools they have there, We are at a loss to know what they are
leading to. They had us do dye tests, water parcolation tests.
Our soil engineers assure us that the tests are more than
satisfactory. So, at this point, I really don't know what more
the llealth Department wants.

CHAIRMAN: Its quite customary for planned unit developments
to require that a landscape plan be presented. Das any landscaping
been planned for?

AKI: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: Are there copies available?

AKI: I believe we gave the department a couple of sets at
the last meeting. I have one here . Every change in plan we had
to do a new landscape plan

We also had to have approval from the Transportation Department
with the landscaping there with the 60 -foot frontage which they
have on the property. We sent the plans to them for that particular
area too. We told them we would do it at our expense to clear the
land and also planting that area according to their approval.

ENG: Mr . Aki is correct that a landscape plan was submittect.
It is not with us at this time .

AKI: I might point out that plan has been developed, we also
have another plan that eliminates the area on the side. I don't
have a copy of it with me .

CHAIRMAN: Eliminates which s ide?

AKI: Both sides of the recreational area. The architect
orginally put a strip of planting in the parking area. We 've
advised him to take that out .

CHAIRilAN: Where would the auditional 10 parking spaces be?

AKI: Well, when they originally drew up the plans , they
made the spaces wider than the minimum called for . They indicated
they could easily get the extra spaces in there, within the
perimeter.

KAMIYA: You stated earlier that one of the reasons for
rejection of the second plan was that the parking stalls are some
300 feet away from the units. In your plan here now, how far are
the parking stalls?



AKI: They would have at least one stall directly opposite.

Some will be across the purking ais.to but those would be the

2 SOCODU paTKlug.

KAMIYA: You also stated that most of the people were in

favor of the first plan. Would you say that if the socond plan

was developed, would they buy or not buy?

AKI: No. They would not buy it because it was three-story

walkups without any ground space assigned to each family whereas

in the initial plan, they are all entries on the ground floor and M

each family has a little garden space.

KAHAWAIOLAA: The first plan basically was two-story with the

second story being bedrooms?
-

¯

AKI: Yes. The second story consists of three bedrooms and

two baths.

CRANE: In light of what Mr. Aki said that he was not aware

of some of the problems presented in this report, I would move

that we postpone this until we get pertinent data from the various

& ORCleS.

BRIGHT: Second the motion.

CHAIRÑAN: Discussion?

(There was no further discussion. The motion for deferral carried.)

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kamiya, Kahawaiolaa
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Sullam, Yamabe

STREET NAMES The Commission recommended adoption of
the following street names, on motion by
Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa -

and carried:

1. Enchanted Hill Manor Subdivision, Aiea, Ewa, Oahu, Hawaii:

HOIO STREET Extension of an existing roadway travers-

ing in a southerly direction and
terminating at Aiea Heights Drive.

Meaning: A large native fern whose young fronds
are edible.

ROIO PLACE Culdesac off Hoio Street.

2. h ianaeLKai Subdivision, Unit I, Waianae, Oahu, Hawaii:
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LEIHUKU STREET Kondway off Lua lunlei llamesto:id Road
(Road A) travarsing .in a soutlierly d tractïon.

Meaning: La L a l stars ,

llUKUUKALI Itondway off Lualualei llamestead Road
STREET traversing in a southerly direct.ion,

(Road B) terminatint: at the boundary of Increment 2.

Meaning: Satellite star, followinsr star.

HOKUPAA STREET Roadway off Hokuukali Street traversing
- (Road C) in an easteri direction and'terminating

at Leihoku St eet.
Meaning: North star; inimovable star.

HOKUKEA PLACE Cul des ac of f Hokuukali Street .

(Road D)

Meaning: Southern cross.

HOKUUKALI PLACE Culdesac off Hokuukali Street.
(Road E)

HOKUAIAINA PLACE Culdesac on the easterly side of
(Road F) HoRuukali Street.

Meaning: Name of a navigator star.

HOKUAEA PLACE Culdesac on the westerly side of ¯

Hokuukali Street. .

Meaning: Planet; wandering star. ¯

Amend Resolution No. 343, adopted on November 7, 1960 , by deleting
the name Hoio Street for the roadway stub situated off Iliee
Street in Enchanted Hill Estates, Unit I. The street layout has
been revised and the extension of the roadway is no longer planned.

The Commission authorized scheduling of the following public
hearings, on motion by Mr . Crane, seconded by Mr . Bright and
carried:

HAWAIÏ CAPITAL DISTRICT 1. The request is for construction of a
APPLICATION 5-story medical school facility on
(5-STORY MED. SCll00L) top of the existing mental health
THE QUEEN' S MEDICAL center building at the Lusitana
CENTER Street/Lauhala Street .corner of the
(FILE #73/HCD-17) Queen's Hospital property.

-19
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ZONING CilANGE 2. The request is a change in zoning from
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO R-6 Residential to A-3 Apartment
A-3 APARTMENT DISTRICT District.
PEARL CITY
ßENJAMIN C.F. LUM .

(FILE #73/Z-34)

ZONING CHANGE 5. The request is a change in zoning from
H-2 110TEL DISTRICT TO 11-2 Ilotel District to B-5 Resort
ß-5 RESORT COMMERCIAL Commercial District.
DISTRICT
WAIKIK1
HEMMETER INVESTMENT
COMPANY
(FILE #/3/Z-53)

ZONING CHANGE 4. The request is a change in zoning from
R-4 RESIDENTIAL TO R-4 Residential to A-4 Apartment
A-4 APARTMENT DISTRICT District.
SALT LAKE
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOP-
MENT COMPANY
(FILE #73/Z- 55)

AIJJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 3:25 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

20-
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a -

Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

September 19, 1973

1 5
g m
a The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, September 19, 1973

1:35 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman ¯¯

gene B. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
Roy R. Bright
James D. Crane
Randall Kamiya

i SENT: Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Fredda Sullam

AFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Wilfred M. Mita, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Ali Sheybani, Assistant Director, Department

of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner

_¯

Harold Murphy, Staff Planner

BLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an
WAII CAPITAL DISTRIÈT application for construction of a new 2-story
PLICATION single-family dwelling within the Hawaii
-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY Capital District, Tax Map Key: 2-2-02: 58.
ELLING)

--

RICHARD KAWASAKI Publication was made in th€ Sunday Star-
ILE #73/HCD-21) Bulletin/Advertiser of September 9, 1973.

No letters of protest were received.

. Ali Sheybani reviewed .the Director's report of the request. The - ni
oposal is demolition of the existing dilapidated structure and the ||
nstruction of a new 2-story single-family dwelling. The proposed -

structure is in harmony with the surrounding residential neighborhood
d meets the height and open space requirements for the district.
e Director recommends approval of this application.

ere were no .questions from the Commission concerning the Director's

person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.

e public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Bright and carried.

TION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Bright,
seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Sullam



UBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

AWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for a medical scliool addition for

;¯ PPLICATION the Queen's Medical Contor which lies

: MEDICAL SCHOOL ADDITION) within the Hawaii Capital District, Tax

¯i UEEN'S MEDICAL CENTER Map Key: 2-1-35 and 2-1-36.
(FILE #73/HCD-17)

i- |
Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

TE E
Bulletin/Advertiser of September 9, 19/3.

-

No letters of protest were received.

r. Ali Sheybani presented the Director's report of the application.

Variance was granted on June 20, 1973 for the proposed addition from

the provisions of Section 21-813 of the Comprehensive Zoning Code

elating to height regulations in a B-2 Community Business District.

he 5-story addition will be placed on top of the existing community

mental health building. The addition meets the height limitation and

pen space requirements for the district, and its design appears to be

ompatible with the Hawaii Capital District. The Director recommends

approval of this application.

here were no questions from the Commission regarding the Director's

eport.

o person was present to spëak either FOR or AGAINST the request.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,

n motion by Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

CTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and

recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Bright,

seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

UBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an

AWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT application for construction of a 6-unit

PPLICATION apartment building on Prospect Street,

(6-UNIT APT.BLDG.) Tax Map Key: 2-2-3: 16.
KATHERINE WADA AND .
CLARENCE CHO .

Publication was made September 9, 1973 in .

(FILE #73/HCD-19) . the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser of
September 9, 1973. No letters of protest

were received.

Staff Planner Harold Murphy presented the Director's report of the

application. The building is proposed as a replacement for a burnt-out
single-family¯house and separate garage structure on the mauka portion

of the site. Repainting of an existing apartment building on the makai

portion of the site is also proposed. The proposal is consistent with

-the intent of the Hawaii Capital District Ordinance in bulk, height, and

orderly use of materials and colors. Approval of the proposal is
recommended.
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l'here were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director's
report.

¯

o person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
n motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

CTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the application, on motion by Mr.
Bright, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kamiya
g NAYES - None

ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

URLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to A-2 Apartment District for

-2
APARTMENT DISTRICT land situated in Pearl City--corner of

EARL CITY
· Lehua Avenue and Second Street, Tax Map -

BENJAMIN C. LUM Key: 9-7-Z1: 6 and 62.
FILE #73/Z-34)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of September 9, 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

taff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the request.
The applicant proposes a 4-level apartment building-with off-street -

arking facilities on the ground level and 1-bedroom and 2-bedroom
nits in the upper three levels. The apartment structure is to be

built over both lots once the lots are consolidated. Although the
equested change is to A-3 Apartment, A-2 zoning seems more appropriate ,

n this instance in view of the following considerations:

1. The buildings in this neighborhood are low profile one and two
story residential or commercial buildings. The tallest structure

- in the area is a 4-story apartment building recently completed.

. Public facilities and utilities have been determined to be adequate
to serve the proposed apartment use.

. The proposed apartment building generally meets the minimum require-
ments of the A-2 apartment district.

The Director recommends that a change in zoning from R-6 Residential
istrict to A-2 Apartment District be approved.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director's
eport.

o one spoke AGAINST the request. --



l'estimony FUR--

Mr. Benjamin C. Lum, the applicant, was questioned as to his reason

for requesting A-3 zoning. Ile indicated that they could make better

use of the property under A-3 Apartment zoning; however, the A-2

Apartment zoning is sufficient for their proposed 4-story structure.

RThe public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,

on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Bright and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation and

recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Bright,

seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kamiya
NAYES - None

i ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

gPUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from A-2

A-2 APARTMENT TO Apartment to A-3 Apartment District for

. A-3 APARTMENT land located in Waiau, Tax Map Key:

WAIAU ,
9-8-39: 5, 6, and 7.

UJIMORI, LEAR SIEGLER,
INCORPORATED Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

(FILE #73/Z-47) Bulletin/Advertiser of September 9, 1973..

No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's re'port of the request.

Mr. Ujimori proposes to construct an 11-story apartment building that

will contain 80 two and three bedroom apartments on 50,000 square feet

of lot area. Lear Siegler, Inc., proposes to construct an 11-story

condominium that will contain 54 studio and one-bedroom apartments on a

23,421 square foot lot area. The design will feature 2 floors of
parking deck and a floor of recreation space and 9 stories of living

space. The major issue involved in this proposed rezoning request is

the maximum height limitations. Although the Land Use Intensity factor

is the same for A-2 and A-3, the height limitations are increased from

40 feet to 350 feet. The proposed buildings are each 11 stories high.
The surrounding neighborhood is made up of 3 and 4 story low-rise

apartments. The proposed projects will not significantly alter the

character of the existing neighborhood. The urban areas above the

ro ect area will still retain their vista of Pearl Harbor. It is
P 3recommended that the request to change the zoning from A-2 Apartment

to A-3 Apartment be approved.

There were no.questions from the Commission regarding the Director's

report.

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.

-4-
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The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement, ¯

- on mot:Lon by Mr. Crano, seconded by Mr. Bright and carried.

CTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Bright,
seconded by Mr. Crano and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kamiya -

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6 -

R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to A-2 Apartment District --

A-2 APARTMENT DISTRICT for approximately 2,356 square feet of . -

PAU0A land located in Pauoa--Huali Street and b

GARY N. TANAKA Kamamalu Street, Tax Map Key: 2-2-03:
(FILE #73/Z-44) portion 29. I -

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of September 9, 1973.
A letter of protest was received from
Mr. Franklin W. Woodhouse and is included (Si

.
in testimony AGAINST the proposal. i --

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the request. ggg
second apartment building is proposed for the subject parcel. It is

to be located on the mauka end of the lot, fronting Kamamalu Avenue.
The proposed building is five stories high and contains 13 studio -

apartments. Access is to be taken from both Kamamalu Avenue and Huali
Street. A second floor parking deck is to be connected to Kamamalu
Avenue by a 25-foot wide concrete bridge. The Director recommends
approval of the request.
Question was raised concerning ownership of the property as reflected
in Mr. Woodhouse's letter of protest. Mr. Eng stated that Mr. Inouye

as an Agreement of Sale on the property with the applicant, Mr. Tanaka.

TESTIMONY AGAINST--

Mr. Franklin W. Woodhouse, Owner, 224 Huali Street (Submitted letter
dated September 18, 1973)

Objections:

1. Insufficient Notice Given - Less than 7 full days notice was received
from your office, which I feel is too short notice for any interested ggg
parties to research and prepare a well-documented protest. Your

¯55

notice was postmarked 10 September, received at address 12 September, ggg
and hearing to be held 19 September.

¯iil



.
Applicant is not Owner - The applicant, Garry N. Tanaka has not been

the owner of this land for almost 3 years. It is, in fact, owned by

Ralph S. Inouye Co. Ltd. (Ralph S. Inouye solo shareholder) who

purchased it from the applicant and his wife on 29 December 70

(Bureau of Conveyances ßk 734 p.382). This fact in itself should

be sufficient to invalidate the proposal.

3. Misuse of former Public Land - The area of 2,356 sq. ft. in question

was formerly a dedicated public street connecting Huali and Kamamalu

Streets and it was sold to Gary N. and Akiko Tanaka (Land Patent

S-14,898) by the State of Hawaii on 12 December 69, to the best of

- my knowledge without proper notification to property owners in the
¯

area who would have been concerned and should have been advised.

g The street was redesignated "Government Remnant" for purposes of the

g sale. The sale was directed and signed by Sunao Kideo, Chairman,

Board of Land 4 Natural Resources and approved by K. Akita, Deputy

Attorney General. I testify that I did not receive any notice of the .

board hearing. I would certainly have protested then inasmuch as

the generous sale price by the State was only $1.35 per sq. ft.

($3,200). This is approximately 1/4 the appraisal value of my lower

zoned land near by ($5.31 per sq. ft.) and far less than the adjacent

M existing parcel #29 of higher zoning A-2 which the applicant then

also owned. One could hardly expect to buy good quality carpet for

$1.35 per sq. ft. The obvious intention of the applicant is to

secure the A-2 designation for the small parcel in the agenda in

order to increase the total A-2 area of the original parcel #29 to

the benefit of the new owner/contractor. To zone a lot 26 ft. at its

maximum width for apartment dwelling use by itself is of course

nonsensical.

4. Traffic Generation - Assuming that a new apartment dwelling will be

built on the new conglomerate parcel #29, it will of necessity have

its parking entrance on Huali Street. This will generate further

traffic on Huali Street where it is already physically impossible

for two cars to pass each other in any section where a car is (

legally parked on the mauka side of this steepest street in Honolulu.

-- 5. View - An apartment building of conforming maximum size built on

the newly enlarged parcel #29 as shown on current tax maps would

block the only remaining view towards the sea, town and Waianae Range

from residences already existing on the East side of parcel #29

and tend to devalue the property of th.ose owners.

6. Il.legal use of Land - After Inouye Company purchased lot #29

(Remnant plus existing parcel #29) trucks and a bulldozer appeared

and plowed out a road from Huali Street up the lot _and illegally

without a permit began to grade the vacant portion of the land ;

fronting Kamamalu Street, piling dirt farther up the slope of the

lot toward Kamamalu. This of course increased the highest build-

able point on the land with reference to height limitations. The

operation was finally stopped by a City Building Inspector in

response to a complaint. It also appears that the owner of the

lot may be infringing upon public property rights on the City
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property on lluali Street fronting the existing apartment dwelling
on this site. An asphalt area in front the building extends to
the very street and is marked off as parking areas for private use

g so that cars parked there by the tenants extend across and obstruct
the public right of way forcing pedestrians to walk in the street

in order to pass by.

7. General Downgrading of Area - Maintenance and upkeep of the existing
apartment building on the lot is minimal. Most of what little is
done is done by the tenants. The vacant area of the parcel is
strewn with junk, overgrown with weeds, and is the probable source

E of most of the heavy local population of mosquitoes. The same is
true of the City owned frontage on Kamamalu which is the responsibi-

g lity of the owner of the parcel in question. From this account of
absentee landlord's standards of maintenance and concern for the -

standards of the neighborhood, one wonders whether further develop-
ment of the parcel will produce anything better than instant slum.

8. Finally, we were informed last year by an agent of Park Engineering
Company (who drew the engineering plan for the Punchbowl improvement
Project for the City) that this area was to be part of a green belt

that should extend from the Capitol up the side of Punchbowl and
that buildings should not be built too high as to mar the view from
the Capitol, etc. Is this request for rezoning from R-6 to A-2
consistent with the intent of the Capitol Improvement Project?

ESTIMONY FOR--

Mr. Ralph S. Inouye who proposes to develop the subject property
was questioned by the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Inouye, have you seen the protest letter from
Mr. Woodhouse?

INOUYE: I haven't seen the letter itself but I have talked to
Mr. Eng about it, and he indicated what the objections were. In
that respect, I discussed it with Mr. Eng. I do have an Agreement
of Sale dated December 29, 1970. I think one of the questions
raised was Mr. Tanaka doesn't own the property. He is the legal

owner as of now. I think he also mentioned how Mr. Tanaka acquired
this parcel. That parcel was a paper road. A few years back,
Mr. Tanaka acquired, prior to the time that I acquired the property -

under the Agreement of Sale. So, I don't know the exact transaction -

on this strip of paper road.

CRANE: If you've had it since December 29, 1970 under an Agree-
ment of Sale, why is Mr. Tanaka applying for it?

INOUYE: There would be some legal technicalities there. He's
the legal owner and any legal transaction would be carried under
his name.
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CHAIRMAN: Is this a venture between you, Mr. Tanaka and--

INOUYE: No. He's the Sc11er under the Agreement of Sale.
Legally, he's the owner of the property although actually my com-

M pany's the owner. The Title is in the name of the company, not me.

CHAIRMAN: If it becomes rezoned, is it the project of your
company?.

INOUYE: That's correct. Under the law, I am the actual owner
and I have the right to possession, although legally he.is the owner.

CRANE: Is rezoning your idea or Mr. Tanaka's?

INOUYE: Actually, this thing came about when we made application
for a Building Permit. In doing so, it was learned--I didn't know

I this--this so-called paper road was zoned R-6. At the time of
consolidation .of this paper road to the main parcel, somehow that
question was not raised or not taken into account. So, it was recom-
mended that we come to the Commission to have it zoned A-2 so that
the whole parcel becomes one zone instead of having it split zoned.

CHAIRMAN: One of the issues raised by Mr. Woodhouse is that
the proposed project will generate more traffic. As far as conges-
tion in that area, do you have response to that?

INOUYE: I suppose he's correct in that if you have more units,
you're going to have more traffic. When I purchased the property
under this Agreement of Sale, there was an old abandoned two-story
house in the back which was what people might c'all a rat-trap. I
have demolished it and cleared the area and have this proposed
DU11ding in mind.

As far as traffic eneratin there will be two accesses. This
property fronts two streets. The plan is to have entry on both
Huali and Kamamalu.

He also raised question in his letter about my going in there.and
working in that area. As I indicated, there was an old house and
we cleared it away. Subsequent to that after I submitted my appli-
cation for permit, we did go in there and try to clear up the place.

E At that ti.me, somebody put in a complaint. I think that was g

mentioned in his letter also.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Inouye.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
on motion by Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried.



: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr.

Bright, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Crane, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

UNFINISHED BUSIN.ESS The public hearing was held August 8, 1973

ZONING CHANGE and closed. At its meeting on September

R-6 RESIDENTIAL 4 5, 1973, the Commission deferred action

I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL and requested that the Department of Land

DISTRICT TO B-2 Utilization coordinate a meeting among

COMMUNITY BUSINESS representatives of Manoa Investment
DISTRICT Company (the applicant), Gaspro, Inc. (an

WAIANAE adjoining property owner), and the Depart-
MANOA INVESTMENT . ment of Health to resolve concerns related y

COMPANY, INC. to the possible adverse effects of locating --

(FILE #73/Z-41) a shopping center complex in the vicinity
.of an existing lime producing plant. The
Commission expressed concern not only on

the possible effects of the lime plant on the shopping center, but
also that these possible adverse effects could influence the commercial '

operation in the future to exert some pressures which may force the

company out of business.

Staff Planner Henry Eng gave the following summary of the discussion
held with the various parties on September 13, 1973:

1. It was emphasized that Gaspro, Inc., is not objecting to the
requested B-2 zoning and that the main objective in appearing at
the public hearing is to make known the existence of the lime
producing plant adjoining the proposed shopping center. All

parties agreed that this objective has been accomplished.

2. It was also indicated by Gaspro representatives that there are no

unique features of this specific site that would preclude them

from producing lime at another location, but that substantial

investment in equipment and existing financial arrangements make

it economically unfeasible to relocate the plant.

3. It was acknowledged by Manoa Investment Company that they were

were aware of the operations of the lime plant from the inception

of their plans for the shopping center on this parcel.

4. The Department of Health (DOH) representative, Mr. Paul Aki,

mentioned that a portion of his testimony of September 5, 1973

is
incorr¯ect due to,a misunderstanding. He retracted his state-

ment regarding the presence of sulphür oxide em1Ssions from a

boiler operation which could be harmful to human health. He

informed us that this plant does not have a boiler operation and

therefore, there is no concern over the sulphur oxide emissions
reaching a harmful level.

193



5. He also stated that the plant is currently meeting all regulations
of the Department of lloalth and that any complaints on the operation
in the future, even if the company is found to moet all existing
standards, would be covered by a nuisance clause and subject to
court action. In this case, the Department of Health would act as

a fact finding agency, and at the direction of the courts, could
require controls above and beyond the existing regulations. When

a company is found to meet existing regulations, it is difficult
to anticipate nuisance complaints because of the difference in
individual tolerance levels to dust, smoke, irritants, etc.

. Department of Health standards are set up with the guidance of
Federal regulations. The particle emission standards are set
without regard to surrounding land uses.

. It was agreed by all parties present that the development of
this area under existing R-6 Residential zoning would be more
adversely affected by the plant's operations than the proposed

B business use. ·The proposed shopping center can be designed to
keep nuisance problems at a minimum. Hours of operation, enclosed

g structures, air conditioning, orientation of structures and land-
scaping were some of the matters discussed as a means of enhancing
the marketability of the project and protection from possible
adverse effects.

8. Mr. Aki suggested that a coordinated effort of the two property
owners to plant tall eucalyptus trees on the common boundary would
be beneficial to both parties.

9. It was also noted in the discussion that even certain industrial
uses permitted in the I-1 and I-2 districts such as restaurants,
banks, car wash facilities, food processing plants and vocational
and technical schools might also be considered as incompatible to
this particular operation.

It was felt that both Gaspro, Inc., and Manoa Investment Company,
knowing of the possible conflicts in their operations, will attempt

o operate their facility with an awareness of the welfare of each
ompany. Based on these findings, the Director recommends approval

of the request.
No discussion followed.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mr. Bright, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

AYES - Bright, Connell, Cra:.e, Kamiya
'NAYES - None
ABSENT - KahawAiolaa, Sullam

* * * * * * * * * * * * *

-10-



he Commission authorized scheduling of the following public hear.ings ,

n motion by Mr. Crano, seconded by Mr. ßright and carried:

ONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 1. A Conditional Uso Permit is requested

(OFF-STREET PARKING IN for off-street parking in an R-0

R-6 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT) Residential District to support the

ILIHA existing hospital use.

T. FRANCIS HOSPITAL
FILE #73/CUP-19)

ONING CHANGE • 2. The request is for a change in zoning

(-6 RESIDENTIAL TO from R-6 Residential to I-1 Light

I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL Industrial District.

ISTRICT
WAIAU

AMOTSU SUGIYAMA, ET AL
(FILE 073/Z-42)

ONING CHANGE 3. The request is for a change in zoning

AG-1 RESTRICTED from AG-1 Restricted Agricultural to

gAGRICULTURE TO 1-2 Heavy Industrial District.

SI-2 HEAVY INDUSTRIAL
DISTRICT
HONOULIULI
JAMES CAMPßELL ESTATE
(FILE #73/Z-19)

ZONING CHANGE 4. The request is for a change in zoning

H-2 HOTEL TO from H-2 Hotel to B-5 Resort Commercial

B-5 RESORT COMMERCIAL District.
DISTRICT
WAIKIKI
DUTY FREE SHOPPERS, LTD.
(FILE #72/Z-33)

AMENDMENT TO THE 5. The proposal is an amendment to the

COMPREHENSIVE ZONING Comprehensive Zoning Code Section

ECODE SECTION 21-201 21-201 (lot width).

B(LOT WIDTH)

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 2:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Moot:Lng of the Planning Commission
Minutes

September 26, 1973

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, September 26, 1973
at 1:30 p.m., in the Conference Roomof the City llall Arulex. Chairman
Eugone ß. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
James D. Crane, Vice Chairman
IJr. Wilbur C. Choy
Donald K. Hosaka
Randall Kami a

AßSENT: Antone J. Kahawaiolaa ggi

i Fredda Sullam

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Wilfred M. Mita, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Roger Harris, Staff Planner -Ei
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner ¯EE

MINUTES: The minutes of September 5, 1973 were
approved, on motion by Mr. Crane,
seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried.

- PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT request for designation of an R-6 Residen-
HOUSING tial District to Planned Development
MAKAKILO Housing District in Makakilo, Tax Map Key:
FINANCE REALTY COMPANY 9-2-03: portion of 02. ---

(FILE #73/PDH-7) ËŒk
Publication was made in the Sunday, Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of September 16, 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Gerald Henniger presented the Director's report of the
request. In summary, the site plan concept and proposed building types
are appropriate. The open space and pathways are designed as part of a gig
future comprehensive open space.system connecting educational, recrea- BBB
tional, commercial, and public service facilities. Some attached dwell-
ing units would require re-orientation for effective cross ventilation
and some units would benefit from additional exterior storage. The
application is recommended for approval, subject to conditions enumerated
in the report on Page 11 including:

1. Widening of Makakilo Drive to four lanes to the H-1 Freeway.

2. All dwelling units having exterior storage space not less than
20 sqaure feet. MF
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questions were raised by the Commissi.on.

CRANE: On patio 6 of tlie report, we have another agroomont between
the IJopartment of liduent:ion and the developer. As usual, its very -

.

confusing to me. Under Elementary Schools of the second paragraph where
the estimated increase enrollment in K through 6 is 320 students, and
then on Attachment 3, they made an agreement that. K through 6, tlie
developer would put in four temporary buildings . If you divide 4 into 320
you get 80 some students por classroom which is in diroct violation of the
contract, good educational policies, and in violation of point 3 on the
second page of Attachment 3 which says the ratio shall be 28 to 1 in a

classroom. That's very conflicting to me. I'd like to know how the
IJepartment of Education justif:tes that .

The second point, in Secondary School, they don ' t give us the number of Ë
increase . All they say is that the schools in Ewa are already over- g "

crowded; however, the developer should put in 2 temporary buildings . I g .

assume we're going to have a 50-student increase. I imagine its a good Ë
deal more but they don't say. Do you have any more information on this i
conflicting stuff? Ñ i

HENNIGER: I can't speak for the Department of Education. Some 4 - -

letters have been received. During the period of inquiry, the first
letter indicated that the school facilities were adequate, and that no -
additional facilities would be needed.

CRANE: What 's the date of that letter?

HENNIGER: That would have been July 13th, the first letter. We

have already given. a synopsis which was intended to take away those
things which have been rectified by later communication. All I 'm saying B

is there has been a difference of opinion insofar as the sequence of
letters go.

CRANE: So what you're saying to me is that in July they wrote you
a letter saying that schools are adequate. Subsequent to that, they wrote
they 're inadequate, and they 've made arrangements with the developer
which would provide for at least 80 students per classroom.

Mr . Chairman, I'm going to need more answers. on that.

CHAIRMAN: The temporary classrooms the developer has agreed to
share the cost on, are these the only classrooms to be built?

HENNIGER: The classrooms in the first elementary school will come
after this planned development somewhat later. As far as this project
goes, I think we're limited to this, and also the possibility of addi-
tional facilities in the high school.

CRANE: My point here is that perhaps a portable classroom, that's
= what they 're going to put up out there, at best can have two classrooms

in it. Normally they do not. They have one. Now, to put 80 students
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- in one classroom, that is just in the ikirk Ages educationally. At best,
there could be 424 students por class and that's considored 16th Contury.

- I think we can get better than that.

CHAIRMAN: Was the Planning Department supplied by the Department of
Education with a schedule for construction of school facilities over the
period of time that this project would be phased in?

HENNIGER: To my knowledge, we have not.

CHAIRMAN: Do they have a schedule?

HENNIGER: I don't know. Perhaps the applicant who has been working
with the Department of Education would know that. I realize there is a

g lack of knowledge as to what is going to happen. There are other factors

in the Makakilo area, expansions and so forth which does make the whole
picture perhaps a bit indefinite.

CHAIRMAN: The question I would have is the DOE aproval of Project 1.

Looking even at the bonuses, it comes out about what you could put in
in an R-6 if you have a duplex development. We have a letter from the
DOE indicating that they would not recommend any project if it had a

E density greater than you could normally put on zoned land which then
infers there must be some planning process of building adequate school

g room facilities to take care of those areas which are zoned for residen-
tial development. Commissioner Crane and I are hitting the same area.
Let's see if we can't get a report from the DOE.

Public testimony followed.

No one spoke AGAINST the application.

Testimony FOR--

Mr. Journ Yee, Vice-President of Finance Realty Company, responded
to questions raised by the Commission.

YEE: In connection with the question raised by Mr. Crane, perhaps
I can clarify that a little bit. In my discussions with the DOE, it
was indicated to me that the financial assistance that we provide is
supplemental.. It is not intended to be a complete one. It is my

understanding that the.second elementary school just completed in
Makakilo will take care of a certain number of students, and in the
event that funds are not available from the State to provide permanent
facilities by a certain date, that this money be utilized to relocate
certain temporary facilities. If you would refer back to that letter
agreement dated August 30th, the second paragraph, last sentence, it
refers "We therefore request your approval for the following agreement
to pay for a portion of the cost of provîding temporary classrooms
needed to meet the enrollment increase projected for school year
1975-76.

198



CRANE: My understanding of t11at "portion of the cost" is that
they will incur the cost of preparing the site. Mr. Chairman, I want

¯¯

to make it clear to the developer liere that I am not necessarily
against the development. l'm quite concerned that a major department
of the State of Hawaii did make the statement that they are over-
crowded, and I happen to know for a fact tluit the schools out there
are overcrowded. Now, we 're talking about some agreement witli you, | ¯¯

and I applaud you for it, but on the Department's level, it will B
overcrowd the schools even more and cause a bad educational system
out there. The portion you're talking about is the portion they've g
agreed on page 2 that the department will accept preparing the site.
They clearly stato in their letters to you and in the first page of
the educational report that this development will cause an overcrowd-
ing in K through 6 of 320 students. They're specific about that.
They also state: "Ne estimate that Phase I of the Palehua PDH would -

contain approximately 320 students who would enroll in school years
1975-76 and 1976-77. The increase can only be accommodated by g
temporary classroom facilities or double shifting of students since g .

we will be unable to provide additional permanent classrooms at
Makakilo-Waena prior to school year 1977-78." Now, I don't know if
you know what "double shifting" is but kids are going to go to school
like from 8 to 12 for half-day school, and another shift comes in in
the afternoon. That to me is educationally unfound. I just thought
they said something to you that they didn't say in this report.

YEE: We will have to clarify this particular point that you
have. I'm sure the Planning Department and we will do that.

CHAIRMAN: It may be well for us to have some response from
the Department of Education. I -
The conditions listed in this report are agreeable to you?

YEE: Yes.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Yee.) Sii

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried.

The Commission deferred action pending clarification from a representative
of the St.ate Department of Education regarding their comments relating to
projected student enrollment increases for this PDH project, and clasËroom
capacity for temporary school facilities to support such increases.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-4
R-4 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to A-4 Apartment District for
A-4 APARTMENT DISTRICT 1.282 acres of land located in Salt Lake
SALT LAKE Tax Map Key: 1-1-65: portion of 36.
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOP-
MENT COMPANY Publication was made September 16, 1973.
(FILE 273/Z-55) No letters of protest were received.
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Staff Plannor 11enry Eng presented the Director 's report of the
request which is being made in order to permit more officient use
of the land, and to eliminate the existing split-zoned effect. In

g 1964, the Land Use Commission established the conservation district
boundary for the Salt Lake, which boundary served as the dividin,ss
lino between the Salt Lake and the urban lands on the por:unotor.
The conservation district boundary as established, did not coincide
with the boundary of llotel-kpartment District No. 90 (City Resolu-

tion No. 915) along the Salt Lake. Consequently, there remains a

sliver of land between the boundary of Hotel-Apartment District
No. 90 and the Salt Lake containing an area of 1,282 acres which is
zoned Residential, and designated for high density use under the

- provisions of Ordinance No. 3065, the Detailed Land Use Map for
Aliamanu-Salt Lake area.

The director recommends that the request be approved.

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the Director's
E report.

Public testimony followed.

Testimon AGAINST--

1. Mrs. Beatrice Sakai, Resident, Salt Lake
2. Mr. Robert T. Tolleson, Resident, Salt Lake

Both speakers felt there is enough high density development
in the Salt Lake vicinity, and that any remaining Residential
zoned areas should be developed with single-family units
rather than highrise apartment units. Increased density

¯¯ would only add to the existing over-congested and hopeless
-E traffic situation in the area.

Responding to a question from the Commission as to whether
completion of the Moanalua Interchange would improve the
situation, Mr. Tolleson believed it would not, unless there
is (a) signalization of the Peltier-Puuloa intersection;
(b) improvement of Puuloa Street; and (c) widening of Ala
Ilima Street or prohibiting parking on that street. Questioned
further by the Commission, Mr. Tolleson stated that he is not
affiliated _with the community association, and this traffic

2¯ problem was not discussed with the community association.

Questioned by the Chairman as to the floor area ratio under
A-4 Apartment, and the number of lots possible under existing
R-4 Residential, Mr. Eng stated: "Under the existing R-4, its
doubtful whether any substantial number of lots can be achieved
for a number of reasons. As you can see, it is a remainder parcel
in an elongated fashion. In any case, there is no·direct access
to it. This is all part of one lot. So, in a sense, this R-4

00



zoning is landlocked. If the A-4 zoning were granted and added to --

this area, we would be working with a floor area ratio of about
2.8. You'd be getting; approxinuitely 130,000-140,000 square foot
of floor area. There would also be a bonus from the beneficial
open space, the adjoining; shoreline open space.

Questioned further by the Chairman whether the Traffic Department
in its report considered the adequacy of roatls and possible clensity
increases by the proposed rezoning, Mr. Eng indicated that the
Traffic Department is aware that a substantial portion of the site
is already zoned for high density.

There were no further questions from the Commission. EL

MOTION: The public hearing was kept open for further information
from the Department of Transportation Services, on motion SEL
by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried. The
following information was requested:
1. Traffic count and location o£ traffic bottlenecks in

the area.
2. Completion of the Moanalua Interchange and its effect

upon traffic congestion in the area.

3. Status of Salt Lake Boulevard extension. . Ë$

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from H-2
H-2 HOTEL TO Hotel District to B-5 Resort Commercial
B-5 RESORT COMMERCIAL District for land located in Waikiki,
DISTRICT Tax Map Key: 2-6-23: 6.
WAIKIKI
HEMMETER INVESTMENT Publication was made in the Sunda Star-
COMPANY Bulletin/Advertiser of September 6, 1973.

FILE #73/2-53) No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Roger Harris presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant has applied for the subject change in zoning
to permit development of the entire lot in conformity with the require-
ments of the requested B-5 Resort-Commercial zoning district. Plans
have been submitted showing replacement of the existing three-story
apartment hotel with a new building which will be a two-story conven-
tion and meeting room facility.. Under the existing zoning pattern,
no reasonable building could be constructed on this split-zoned
parcel. The Director recommends that the request be approved.
There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director's
report

No one spoke AGAINST the request.
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¯¯

Mr. Christopher llemmeter, representing; the applicant, subruitted himself 2¯
to questions by the Commission.

The Commission had no questions of Mr. llemmeter.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement
,

I on motion by Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr . Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accented the Director's recommendation and
recommended

approvall
of the request, on motion by Mr. Crane,

seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried. E -

AYES - Choy, Connell, Crane, Hosaka, Kamiya
¯ g NAYES - None

ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Sullam i -

li.

I The Commission authorized sheduling of the following public hearings ,

on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried:

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 1. The request is for construction of an
APPLICATION 80-foot high office building with some
CADES, SCHUTTE, FLEMING required parking provided off-site.
4 WRIGHT
(FILE #73/HCD-20)

ZONING CHANGE 2. The proposal is a change in zoning for
A-3 4 A-4 APARTMENT all parcels within this area zoned A-3
TO A-2 APARTMENT and A-4 Apartment Districts to A-2

E DISTRICT Apartment District. (This proposal
MAKIKI excludes those parcels currently zoned
DIPsECTOR OF LAND R-6 Residential District.)
UTILIZATION
(FILE #73/Z-58)

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 2: 56 p.m.

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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- Moetin of the Plannin i Commission
Millutes

October 3, 1973

The Planning Commission held a meet ng on Wednesday, October 3, 1973
at 1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Nall Annex. Chairman
Eugene B. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C. Choy
James D. Crane
Donald K. llosaka
Randall Kamiya
Fredda Sullam

ABSENT: Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Wilfred M. Mita, Deputy Corporation Counsel ¯g

Ali Sheybani, Assistant Director, Department e
of Land Utilization -----

Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Carl Smith, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of September 19, 1973 were approved,
on motion by Mr. Crane, secondect by Mr. Kamiya
and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit for
(OFF-STREET PARKING IN off-street parking in an R-6 Residential
R-6 RESIDENTIAL DIST.) Distfict to support existing hospital use

- LILIHA for property located in Liliha, Tax Map
ST. FRANCIS HOSPITAL Key: 1-8-18: 3.
(FILE #73/CUP-19)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of September 23, 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director 's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to construct a parking deck to accom-
modate 33 cars over an existing parking area to alleviate on-street
and off-street problems and congestion. Access to the parking deck --

will be from Mahalo Street via a concrete ramp. The existing parking
area is about 7-1/2 feet below the grade level of Mahalo Street; the
elevation of the parking deck will be about 5 feet above the grade
level of Mahalo Street. Cars parked on the proposed deck would be



screened by a concrote wall approximately 8-1/2 feet high when viewed
from Mahalo Street. The perimeter of the deck is set back 10 feet
from the Mahalo Street property line and 5 feet from the s i.de property
boundary.

The lJirector recommends that the Conditional Use Permit be grantod ,

subject to the conditions contained in his report.

There were no questions of the staff regarding the Director 's report.

No person spoke FOR or AGAINST the request.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under ad.vise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendation
and recommended that the Conditional Use Permit be granted,
subject to the conditions contained in the Director 's report,
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6 E
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to I-1 Light Industrial
I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL District for land situated in Waiau, Tax
DISTRICT Map Key: 9-8-21: 59, 60, and 61.
WAIAU
TAMOTSU SUGIYAMA, ET AL Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
BY: PHILIP T. CHUN Bulletin/Advertiser of September 23, 1973.
(FILE #73/Z-42) . No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Loretta Chee presented the Director 's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to construct a warehousing complex
of three structures containing 14,000 to 15,000 square feet of floor
area. One of the structures will be used by the applicant's contrac-
ting firm. Tenants for the other two structures have not been
established yet. The applicant also proposes to ,extend a 12-inch
water main in accordance with Board of Water Supply requirements to
provide the necessary flow for the proposed industrial use.

The Director recommends that the request be approved.

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the Director 's
report.

No one spoke AGAINST the request.
estimony FOR--



- g Attorney Philip T. Chun, represonting the applicant, offered E--

to respond to any questions the Commission might have.

There were no questions of Mr. Chun.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisoment, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Ilosaka and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended that the request be approved, on motion by
Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Choy and carried.

.
AYES - Choy, Crane, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam --

NAYES - None
- ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
- g ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from H-2
¯ g H-2 HOTEL DISTRICT TO Hotel District to B-5 Resort Commercial

B-5 RESORT COMMERCIAL District for land situated in Waikiki,
DISTRICT Tax Map Key: 2-6-19: 33 and 45.
WAIKIKI
DUTY FREE SHOPPERS, LTD. Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
(FILE #72/Z-33) Bulletin/Advertiser of September 23, 1973.

No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Carl Smith presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant has requested a change in zoning for the
subject properties in order to combine them with his adjoining
property and construct a single commercial building. The adjoining
property identified by Tax Map Key 2-6-19: 29 and containing 16,200
square feet, was rezoned from H-2 to B-5 October 7, 1971. This
proposal has been under review for over a year. The Director was
asked to initiate the rezoning on May 3, 1972. The request was
denied by the Director on August 30, 1972, based on the City Coun-
cil's policy set forth on another rezoning request in Committee
Report 661 of July 5, 1972. In this report, the Council denied a

rezoning "based on a potential.re-evaluation of the overall land
use policy for the Waikiki area...."

Duty Free Shoppers then requested the Council to initiate the
rezoning. The Council on January 9, 1973, took the request under
advisement. Subsequently, Duty Free Shoppers filed for a variance
to permit them commercial use of the property. Before taking
action, the Zoning Board of Appeals asked the Council for their
position on the matter. On August 14, 1973, the Council reversed
their former position and referred the matter to the Department
for a staff analysis of the merits of the case.

The Director recommends that the request for a zoning change be
approved.



The Commission had no questions of tho staff regarding, tlia Director 's
report.

Publ.ic testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST-

Audrey Fox Anderson, President, Waikiki Residents Association
(Submitted letter dated October 3, 1973)

OBJECTIONS:

1. Tour buses on Kalakaua Avenue going to Duty Free Shops have
been creating both a traffic problem and a pedestrian nuisance .

They arrive, us.ually five or six within a short time span, block-
ing traffic and tying up the sidewalk for the length of their
stay.

2. Lewers and Royal Hawaiian Avenues are narrow streets and the
additional congestion created by the buses would make them
impassable. The alley makai of the proposed site is too narrow Ek
to service the buses. The public garage entrance is on the El
alley. -

-a:

3. If zoning can be changed with a contract between the City and my
Duty Free Shoppers that no tour buses, nor provisions in their
plans for bus tour groups be permitted as consideration for
the zoning change, we would have no objections to the change. ¯¯

Such a contract would benefit the public and give the city a
measure of control. Without a contract, once the zoning change
is granted, the applicant can do as he pleases, and he usually
does.

At this point, Mr. James Dwight of the Department of Transportation
Services was called upon to respond to some of the objections raised
by Mrs, Anderson. He was then questioned by the Commission.

DWIGHT: Actually in our opinion, there wouldn't be much
difference between bus attractions to a resort hotel or to
a business-type operation especially in Waikiki. I think the
buses generated there would be just about the same.amount.

SULLAM: Don't the tour buses park at the hotels where the
tourists board them? In what way will this attract tour buses?

DWIGHT: Well according to Mrs. Anderson, she claims there's
going to be a lot of tour buses. I imagine this being a Duty
Free Shop there's probably going to be a lot of shoppers. I
don't know why it should attract buses, person.ally.

SULLAM: They are right in Waikiki.

DWIGHTi Right. Its within walking distance of most of the
ma3or hotels
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CRANE: Where are the Duty Free Shops creat.ing. a traffic
problem on Kalakauu?

SMITH: I think its referring to the JaJa operation located
on Kalakaua near John Ena Road .

CRANE: Is the problem created by tour buses going to the
Duty Free Shop or is it the place for the tour buses to go --

because its a tour bus depot?

CHAIRMAN: Was the use of buses in this general area taken
into consideration by the Traffic Department?

DWIGlff: Well really, there's no place for them to park
essentially anyhow. We have limited parking on all of the side
streets. The only place where they could possibly squeeze into
could-be Lauulu Street which is private. I don't see how they're

i going to do much maneuvering in there. Its very narrow.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Dwight.) gg

Testimony FOR--

Mr. Joseph Lyons, General Manager for Duty Free Shoppers, Ltd.

LYONS: If I may speak to the points that Mrs. Anderson brought ik
up, I think there was some confusion between the Duty Free Shop --

and the JaJa Garment Fashion operation which is between the
Ala Wai and Ena Road. It is not our intention to move that
location into Waikiki. As a matter of fact, we have been speci-
fically looking for a location out of Waikiki. That operation
does pose.a problem. Traffic does backup on to the Ala Wai.
The problem arises from the fact that buses drop off and pick

- people up. Therefore, it has to stay in the general area and
park either in JaJa or across the street at Tradewinds.

The application for zoning concerns the relocation of a Duty
Free Shop which is now at 2270 Kalakaua Avenue in the Waikiki
Business Plaza across from McInerny on Seaside and Kalakaua,
one street over to Royal Hawaiian and Kalakaua. We all know
that busing is a problem in Waikiki, but actually our duty-free .ä

business--we have been down there over five years and we find Ei
that 50% of the duty free customers actually walk to and from Ë¶
the location. Of the other 50%, 60% to 70% are simply dropped HR

off by the buses and walk back to their location. It takes
1-1/2 minutes to drop off customers from an average size bus.
They do their shopping and walk back to their hotel. Thirty
percent or approximately 30 in 100 do come in in buses, are
dropped off and are picked up. That number is actually
decreasing. We don't feel it will be any more of a problem gg
than there has been now along for the Duty Free Shop mainly gg
because most of the people are walking to and from the location, EE
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and most of the other people are simply being droppod off which
process takes 1-1/2 minutes. \3ut, the point i hear is certainly -

valid. We have had a problem there for over a yenr. We're
actually seeking a new location.

Mr. Lyons was questioned by the Commission.
I-

- SULLAM: Is the shop so designed so when they do drop off
these tourists there will be a alace to >ark the bus? Where
are these people coming from?

LYONS: They 're normally coming from sightseeing tours ,

half-day or all-day sightseeing tours. They come back into
Waikiki down Kalakaua or along the Ala Wai. The buses can move
along Lewers, drop people off, and then move off.

SULLAM: So you don't intend to have the buses come right
up to your Duty Free Shop.

LYONS: They will come up, drop the people off and move on.
There 's no real bus parking in that area. That area is congested.
Those buses which do drop off and pick up people, normally move
down Kalakaua to the Kapiolani Park area and come back in one
hour or 45 minutes later,

CHOY: Presently, is there any parking on either side of
Lewers Street where the Duty Free Shop is to be located? Is -
there any curb-side parking at the present time?

LYONS: On Lewers Street at certain times of the day there
is curb-side parking. There is curb-side parking on Royal
Hawaiian.

CHOY: And that's directly in front of your proposed
operation,

LYONS: Royal Hawaiian would be in front of the location.

CHOY: That does cut down the width for traffic.

LYONS: -It would cut down the width of traffic, right.

CHOY: So it would help if you had that deleted.

LYONS: Yes, it certainly would. One of my assistants
tells me there are only three parking places on Lewers . The
rest of it can be pulled up.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Lyons.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on niotion by Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mrs . Sullam and
carried.



I ACTION: The Commission concurrod with the Director 's recommenda tion
and recommended approval of the request, on inotion by
Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr. Choy and carriod. ¯¯

AYES - Choy, Cranc, Hosaka, Kam:iya, Sullam
NAYES - None

i AßSENT - Kahawaiolaa -

ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
AMENDMENT TO THE proposed ordinance to amend Section 21-201
COMPREHENSIVE of the Comprehensive Zoning Code relating

I ZONING CODE to lot width.
SECTION 21-201
(LOT WIDTH) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser of September 23, 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director 's report of the
request. The section being amended specifies the method in which

- lot width is measured and is correlated with Section 21-202 which
defines the measurement of front yards. The language which is being
deleted has been superseded by a previous amendment to Section
21-202 which changed the method of measurement of front yards.
Because of this change, the language in Subsection (b) is no longer
applicable and the deletion is recommended. The new language would
be "The width of a zoning lot shall be determined by measuring across
the rear of the required front yard as determined in Section 21-202."
This amendment will simplify and clarify the Code.

No discussion followed.

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the proposed ordinance , on
motion by Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell
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UNFINTSllED BUSINESS Public hearin s were held June 20 21 27
GliNERAL 1 LAN AMliN1]Ml:iNT and closed Ju y 11, 1973. The mat ter 'was
DAlll], HAWAll brought before the Commission again on July
TO REFl ECT F INAL 25 and August 8, 1973. Action was deferred
lllGilWAY RIGilTS-0F-WAY pending a publi.c hearinp, by the State

TO MAKE NECESSARY Department of Transportation.
AJJJUSTMEN'l'S IN LAND
LíSU DESIGNATIONS FOR Mr. E. Alvey Wright, JJirector, State -
LANDS ADJACEN l' TO OR Department of Transportation, made the
AFFECTED BY THE following report: g |

·

ALIGNNENTS g i (gg
STATE OF llAWAII WRIGHT: The public was heard loudly · =

. DEPARTMENT OF and clearly from approximately 1,118 ; 222

. TRANSPORTATION individuals and 102 organizations. i Ñlf
(FILE #224/C3/VARIOUS Ë -lii

6 180/C3/5) The first message was that no further
transportation corridors were eìther | ¯ ¯¯

desired or would be tolerated through B , ame
Nuuanu and Kalihi Valley, that they had in Ñk
effect, had it. ËEL

BEL
As far as transportation is concerned, it was for either a one-way iW
traffic pattern, or a busway on viaduct, or a busway with a highway
lane in conjunction therewith, or a third tunnel bore through the Pali
in either of those valleys.

We had, Mr. Chairman, some 15 alternatives, The testimony reduced
them essentially to two. Both are on the previous H-3 alignment.
One of these alternatives we designated TH-3, combination transit
and highway, It has two highway lanes and one transit lane in each
direction. The second alternative designated T-3 is a pure transit
fixed guideway alternative.

The public hearing indicated that 88% of the individual testimony
desired and testified in favor of some highway laneage along the
H-3 alignment, either in the original configuration of H-3 which
was six highway lanes, or the TH configuration which has two transit
and four highway,

Sixty-six percent of the organizations indicated that they preferred
some highway laneage along that alignment. The remainder of the
testimony was fragmented. We have a brief summary of the principal

oints.

I might add, a characteristic of the testimony was that given orally
was more opposed to a highway transit solution whereas the written
testimony was more in favor of it The testimony by individuals was
counted one for one, whether he was president of an organization or ur
whether he was an individual testifying. That is the meaning of the li
88%. The testimony by the organizations were counted one for one
for each organization, regardless of its size. Into this were the
petitions For example, the Moanalua Gardens Foundation had 6,400
petitions opposing the highway t.hrough Noanalua Valley. The census
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tract in Kalihi had something liko 2,400 in favor of it. The ILWU
- AFL-CIO had a resolution whic'h could represent anywhere from 20 ,000

to 50,000. The Kailua Community Association had a minority and a

g majority report. The nuijority was for it. The Kanooho Council
Board of Directors votod 8 for it, 5 opposed, and 2 abstaining.
Some were a bit confused as to whether they were talking about 11-3
or TH-3. So, they revoted and I'm told the results were 13 for, and
3 or 2 against either the ll-3 or TH-3 alignment.

In the reduction of the alternatives from 15 to 2, the Department of
Transportation has analyzed in greater depth the meaning and implica-
tions of those two alternatives. If I may with your permission,
Mr. Chairman.

(At this point, Mr. Wright presented and reviewed with the Commis-
sion, statistical data on Comparative Trans-Koolau Movements for
alternatives TH-3 and T-3 for years 1973 and 1990 attached.)

First to the numbers which are the product of the Oahu Transportation
Planning Program. This is a joint program conceived and adminis-
tered jointly by the City and State through the Transportation Policy
Committee which has two members of City and two of State, and is the
computerized transportation model from which all our transportation
projections emanate. The 22-mile fixed guideway is a product of this
same model. This was the basis of the numbers that you see here.
TH-3 was one transit and two highways in each direction and the
transit being a busway system. The T-3 was pure transit, this being
a fixed guideway. The reason it was analyzed with these alternatives
was that George Villegas indicated that he felt the busway was more
appropriate on the T-3 alignment than a fixed guideway; that if it
were pure transit, he recommended that we run a fixed guideway for
that alternative.

1973 and 1990. 1973, of course, nothing on the alignment. 1990 is
projected that TH-3, combination transit and highway, that 62,000
people daily would be traveling in that corridor in both directions.
23,000 would be traveling if it were a fixed guideway alone. The
breakdown of these figures; of the 62,000, 17,000 would be transiting gg
the H-3 alignment on TH-3 on the busway, and 44,000 on the highway. ¯

On the T-3, it would all be on transit for a total of 22,000. da

Concurrently, the reflection of the impact on Pali and Likelike would
be desirable to consider. Presently these are the levels--73 000 on
Pali and 68,690 on Likelike. The 1900 projection on the TH-3,'these
levels would have dro ed on Pali from 73 000 to 55 000 and on.Like-
like from 68,000 in 1 3 to 41,000 in 1990 For the T-3 alternative
it would also drop on the Pali from 73,000 to 64,000. But, on
Likelike by 1990, it would be as congested or more so than it is
at the present time.

In addition to moving people, its quite important, we think, that
we consider the moving of cargo. We took all of our cargo genera-
tors all along the Leeward side of Oahu--Pearl Harbor, the airport,



and many of the businessos thoro that servo Windward Dahu--that its
necessary to consider the movement of that cargo, the daily trips,
the plumbers wagon, the mechanician, and so forth for that area, gi |

E IThe estimate now is that presently about 800 such trips are mado g
daily on Pali, and about 1600 on Likelike, 13y 1990, these will go
up, Dur best estimate is that on Tll- 3 there will be 1600 such carpo
trips. The fixed guideway may also carry cargo, but so far it has
not been developed for that primary purpose in that we are not clear
just what this figure would be, that it is not as flexible from a
cargo standpoint as would a highway with a manual controlled vehicle. II
All cargo would move up so that on T-3 for example, we have approxi-
mately 2,000 cargo trips which is more than Likelike at the present g
time, or if the TU-3 is in operation, we have less than Likelike at
the present time.

Most transportation are unfortunately sized on the basis of commuter
transport, This is the case with the rapid transit system and with
the H-3. So, looking at the A.M. peak hour, peak direction person
trips. On the H-3 alignment in 1973, 0, in 1990 its estimated by | -

the transportation model 6,000 peak hour trips on the TH-3 alignment, E -

and 3,000 on the T-3. This 6,000 breaks down to 3,000 by transit and
3,000 by highway. Its a pretty balanced mix of people moving by
transit and moving by highway. All on the T-3 are by transit.

Meanwhile the Pali alignment drops from 4200 people in the peak hour
to 3800 on TH-3 then goes up slightly on the T-3 alignment during
the peak hour, In other words, Pali Highway, which we consider just
about saturated and every indication is that it has reached that
point where it simply can't go any higher, it might, according to
the model, certainly not drop any during that time.
The Likelike alignment, the same thing would happen. It would move
from some 4600 during the peak hour to around 4700 at the T-3, and
drop under 3000 in the peak hour with TH-3.

This (referring to Summary Comparison of Alternatives, TH-3 and T-3)
gives some of the qualitative aspects. The transit laneage, 1 and 2, -
1 and 0. Transit system, TH-3 Busway with a 10,000 capacity. This
figure is anybody's choice but this is probably a mean point of impact. g
It is important to relate this capacity figure with a prediction
because the-prediction is that in one hour, the transit on H-3 align-
ment--the TH-3--would be.about 3,000, Even with a fixed guideway, it
would be less than 3,700, So, we have a quite adequate capacity to
1990, and very likely well into the 21st Century with a busway .type
of system:. The fixed guideway has much greater capacity. The busway
could always be converted to fixed guideway but we would see no need
to do that in the foreseeable future.

Connecting system available, we now have six lanes headed for the
Red Hill Tunnel, if its ever built, that go nowhere. So, when we
say that a connecting system i.s available, we mean that there are
six highway lanes to tie together with these four highway lanes and
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two busway lanos. Whereas, the no for the T-3 means that we '11 get
a fixed guideway, 23 miles to be sure, but present'ly its not there
to make the connection.

Windward population, these (referring to Summary) are the same figures

I used by the city and the state and by the national transportation
planning because we are part of the national system as well. The
Windward population now is around 105,000 and predicted to 151,000
in 1990.

Cargo moving good (TH-3), poor (T-3). Vehicles in service for steop
grades, we have buses that operate on six porcent grade, Trans-
Continental and so forth. We don't know of any vehicles in service
but transit that are operating on a long, steep grade such as the
Pali itself. It can be done but its not presently in operation.
So, the reason for no is simply we don't have experience with us.

¯ Balanced transportation in H-3 corridor, it seems more balanced on
TH-3 than on T-3.

Environmental impact is appreciably more on TH-3 than on T-3. T-3
we might get by with one tunnel instead of two, with one viaduct
instead of two. The air pollution is obviously less. The noise is
less.

Effect on Windward land use, we think you have more influence on :E-
that than the transportation facilities we'll have. 56

Social impact, the general tendency is for a highway busway transit
to cater more to the continuation of the relatively low density
development on the Windward side, whereas with a T-3 pattern, one
would expect higher density in the vicinity of the transportation
interfaces at the terminal.

'Collection and distribution, both are bus and automobile.

Construction started, yes (TH-3), no (T-3).

Access to Moanalua Park, yes (TH-3), yes (T-3). For-fixed guideway,
you have to have a station in Moanalua Park presumably, and an
escalator to glo down to the park floor. It would be necessary to
have some sub-system in the park if it was desired to have any access
mauka entirely. Probably, the same thing would be desirable for
TH-3, we don't know. In t.his area, we're working with the consultant
Belt Collins of the Damon Trustees. They're doing the park in con-
junction with our design of the highway operation.

Share of state cost, under federal highways the TH-3 qualifies 10%

and T-3 20%. Funding assured, yes for TH-3 and we should have put
a question mark for T-3. Some say yes, some say no, many say maybe.
Frankly, we don't know but we're making an effort to find out because
this is quite a key consideration.
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Cost, $275 million for Til-3, $255 million for T-3. I tilight indicate
what this covers. This is the guideway, the electric bus bars, the
vehielos for this level of passenger flow. The fixed guideway would --

go through flalekou Interchange, along the Mokapu Ridge, the saddlo
road, along the Kalanui Swamp Dam into Kallua town. It would not .
have a leg into Kaneobe so its not included in the $255 million . We

endeavor to keep it as a true trunkline which the present 25 mile is.
This was the concept that George recommended that we evaluate. State -

cost, $28 million (TH- 3) , $51 million (T- 3) .

Hearing testimony, 88% (H3/TH3) . Hearing organizations, 66% (H3/TH3)

Legislative approved, yes, this is the alignment (TH-3). ¯-

EIS previously approved, yes.

Corridor capacity in persons per hour, TH-3 13,000, T-3 20,000.

The design is actually 45% complete (TH-3).

Funds already expended, $30 million (TH-3).

Estimated readiness for service, 1979 TH-3, 1985 for the T-3 area.
IIThere are a couple of other points of interest, Mr. Chairman. I

understand there has been some reconsideration on the Moanalua
Gardens application for landmark status so that as _far as we know,
processing can stay in the usual channels rather than the 4(f)
channels The Commission has copies of the studies made by Dr.
Stell Newman and his staff in connection with the historical
significance.

Only the implementation, I think its important to consider that for
Hawaii, time is running out. That, if we're going to build this
thing or anything like it, we really need to get moving. We are at
the bottom or next to bottom of all the states in the amount expended
for interstate highways, Congress has extended the date three times.
The last extension is in the Federal Aid Act of 1973, and it was to
June 1979. We would doubt very much, judging the temper of Congress
as exhibited in their public hearing that there will be any further
extension past that time. In other words, the state will either put
up or the money will go to some other use.

We áre.also required by the 1st of July of 1975 to have a schedule
of construction and financial obligation which will insure both the
obligation of interstate funds and the completion in service by
30 June 1979; So, we feel its extremely important to the state to
make a decision and a recommendation so that design work can continue
at the pleasure of the courts.. We have indicated that as soon as we
have completed the hearing testimony and design reports, that then we
have complied with directions up to this point. But, we resumed
design work so that construction on this third Trans-Koolau corridor
can continue,
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I Ïf Ï may emphasize, Mr. Chairman, if we consider the importanco of
a transportation corridor, whatever it be--whether its pure transit
or combination or anything else, that all of our modeling for facili-

I ties on the Windward side be it Kahekili or any other, are all based
on providing services to the land use that you have designated. If
one of these fundamental services is to be denied, then we feel that
there must be broad reconsideration for all of the land use on that

i side because it would not be in balance anymore than the transporta-
tion system would be in balance with the p'resent general plan.

Thank you.

CHAIRMAN: Questions for Mr. Wri ht? Ë BE

CRANE: What kind of data did you use to come up with the Ë $$Ë
projections of how many people would use T-3 in 1990? |

¯

- WRIGHT: The city and state spent $2 million to develop this y e-o
technique. Its consists, very briefly, of area computerized models i iii
all of which form a total system. One, for example, is obviously land i i ;
use, what is general planned, and therefore the type of roads that ¶

·¶

can be expected there. Secondly, is the population, what is " ¯ -

projected for each of the census tracts up to 1995. Next is the i ä L

economic model, where people work. So, a combination of where they
live and where they work is very obviously an essential factor in
the fifth generation. The fourth or fifth generation was the
total network, where they live, where they work, where they shop,
where they go to school. Only a computer could possibly put all of 25
these combinations together. Then we come out with the total sum Ei
of trips. Then the trips are broken down into a modal split, and
the modal split tells how they travel, whether they walk or go by
bicycle or by transit or private automobile. Its this computerized
process that is the basis jointly of all of our transportation plans.
The only way to.change this is to change the land use, change the
population projection, or to change the activities of industrial
development, to provide alternative facilities. This is what we
have not had. We have not had a balanced transportation system
because its obviously been reached in the transit mode. Only when
they are all available so that there is the free choice there, then
can you develop the balance.

CRANE: Point number 6 on your comparison of alternatives, since -

you mention that a connecting system is already available for our
TH-3, and you mentioned the figure six roads right now lead nowhere,
they're blocked off, I think there's obviously no connecting facili-
ties for T-3, why were these six built and blocked off?

WRIGHT: Because the interstate was designed not as H-3, H-1 and ËÈ
H-2 but as a total interstate system, so that the interchanges which
are the nodes where the mixing occur--the H-3 comes in to Waiawa and

¯ -

the H-1 and that's one mixing bowl; the next mixing bowl is Halawa - ¯

Interchange where the 11-3 and H-1 come together with Moanalua road, age
The interstate Halawa Interchange, the connection is available. When
that interchange was planned in 1965, it was anticipated that we would



have 11· 3 because at that time we had been through two publ ic hearings,
and the community was all in agreement with it, and it was expected
that it would come to pass. So, .the interchange was designed with
the perfect t i.ming generated by the model to h.ave six lanes . This
was predicted at that time that it would be needed in 1990 . Ilighway
construction of that interchange cos t $4 2 million. It takes a while
to design it and build it. That's been going on for a few years.

CRANE: I don ' t know much about these engineering things in your
computer but from the other hearings that I have attended and from
four or five alternative comparisons you have here--for instance B

- this plus you have six roads sitting there waiting, 45% design com-
plete, $30 million already spent, roads already built on the Windward g
side--I get the feeling that this is a foregone conclusion without |
our having had any hearing. I get the feeling we're going to have
TH-3 anyway. Am I mistaken in my interpretation of this?

WRIGHT: We don't want it to be considered that way because
people's values change. If their values have changed to the point
of wanting something else regardless of how much has been spent, we g
should endeavor to change with it. But, the indication at the public B -

hearing, and that's the best approach to the public, is that they
have not changed to initiate this kind of TH planning.

SULLAM: You said this model was built to the land uses of
1964. Now, we know a new plan is in the making. We know that many
big estates have come in and proposed areas of industrial and com-
mercial development where presently there's agricultural land. Has

WRIGHT: Yes. Its been recognized that general planning is
underway. I think there are three major alternatives being
considered. From what information we have, it may be several
months before that .is a completed process. We do feel that the
decision which you make here could be very influential on that
general planning because if the answer is N-3, which is nothing, no
highway, you the general planners are going to be faced with a
massive rezoning proposition, so that it could change the whole
approach to that general plan if you did not recognize the general
plan that you have on which .this is the basis. Presumably, it must
be an evolution from it.

SULLAM: In other words, what will be proposed with this H-3 is
going to be a given when we reexamine the general plan. In other
words, we will be bound to something that we cannot change once we
approve.d this.

WRIGHT: It was a given in planning the 22-mile fixed guideway -
system that we would have H-3. If this is not valid, then we must
reconsider the 22-mile fixed guideway because it was predicated on g
having an interchange at the Halawa Interchange with H--3 and a
feeding and input at that point. I guess my only answer is that
we have to plan on the best information that we have, and that we
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have clutn god tliis as you have changed tlie general plan in your DLUMs
through tlie years, and this is as close as we can make it to what
you now have in mind.

SULLAM: So, that doesn't take into account what might be
pro jocted with the new general plan which will be ready pretty soon,
I understand.

WAY: Mr. Chairman, if I may. Its quite a bit premature in that

i sense to respond to the quostion but I do think that some insights
might be projected at this time.

One point, and I've discussed this with Adm. Wright and our staff gr.
has talked to the staff of the Advanced Transportation Planning
Systems Office, that we should be aware of the implication on land
use in the Windward region, and more specifically, Kaneohe, because -

I I think it would be particularly impacted should there not be a

transportation corridor, a third Trans-Koolau corridor--and these
will be available I hope and believe, at least our department feels
this is important to look into.

Secondly and where we are, is that from the examinations of impact
on the transportation network that we have looked at in relation to
any of the alternatives for land use that we are considering, and

- there are three major ones described as one, a kind of no growth,
no urban expansion; moderate expansion, two; and directed growth,
three. It appears quite apparent to us in our initial testing
against the transportation network that a third corridor is required
or at least the equivalent capacity for another corridor. So, what
I'm saying is, and again this is preliminary, we do verify the
requirement we need for a third transportation corridor on the basis
of any of the alternatives that.we consider viable at this point.
Let me say that we don't think our current general plan is a viable
policy to accommodate the population projected. Now, if you want to

- shut off population, okay, go ahead, be our guest, and then we've
got a new ball game but this is what we don't think is going to
happen--I mean like stop it right now.

In our planning, we and the state in the transportation planning .

process have used the figure of 924,000 population, I believe, by ¯

1995. At the same time, we're looking to a possible 1.4 million. -

Now, we're talking then of something on the order of 476,000 more -

people above the figure used to develop this very data. The 1.4 -

million is a figure generated almost equivalent to the historical
rate of population increase that we've experienced in the past
decade or so. In other words, that's our high. We think, in our
planning, that the truth--if you want to call it that--lies some-
where between those figures. I think, very definitely and person-
ally, that the figure of 924,000 used in the transportation planning
system is conservative, and therefore, these figures are conserva-
tive. But, even with the conservation figures--and that's my term,
there's room for disagreement because I don't think anybody's
crystal ball is all that clear as to what and when population will
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arrive at a given number or point in t.ime--it seems qui.to clear to
us, and this will be one of the sub jects of our workshop com.tny up
a week from today, that thoro is this elemand . I th ink we can
definitely say that. Tliero is evon in our transportation planning
network, h1.ghway and transit network, we tliink some st i 11 serious M
needs that need to be addressed, and that once again we f.ind even
with the three corridors, we're begt.nning to approach capac.ity ovan g
with using the Tll·3 system by 1995 at the 1.ow population. If I

remember the figures correctly, I tliink J.ts 88¾ of capacity by
1995 with three corridors. So, shortly thereafter and at a low
population, that's my term low, I'm saying that's the conservative
one.

So, I think these are some of the broad implications that the
Commission should be aware of as to kind of a ver Jreliminary

tentative report broadly speaking, as to what might be some of the
implications in relation to our general plan revision program.

SULLAM: In other words, the population densities are more or
less being consistent with the 1964 general plan and within the new
general plan. There aren't going to be any great changes .

WAY: No. I don't know how you arrived that way. You're talk-
about densities now. I'm talking about gross numbers. So, maybe g
we've got a communication problem, g

SULLAM: Well, I assume a gross number creates a density.

WAY: Well, what we're saying on a parallel track but I don't
see quite the same relationship to what you're saying, if I under-
stand you correctly, is that there will necessarily be increases in
density to accommodate the low population, Certainly, we anticipate N
continuation of higher densities of development within the urban
area than we now see and that we've had in the past. Let me try to g
make it quite clear, I do see increases in densities as a factor, g
We must have increases in density to minimize the extension into
the non-urban areas.

SULLAM: I was thinking of new areas becoming densely populated
such as on the Waianae side where we're not talking about fixed
rail. Population might shift and become dense there and we would
have to consider fixed rail leading into these other areas that are E
presently not under consideration.

WAY: Okay. This is one of the alternatives we will have.
For example, in order to accommodate a higher population, some of
the transportation implications will be an extension of the 22 mile
system in the Central Oahu/Ewa/Honouliuli/Waianae direction. When
we begin to achieve or reach the maximum and historic rate of popu-
lation growth at the 1.4 million level, we begin to see some other
additional very serious consequences on our transportation network. |
We've added, roughly, half a million people above that which we're
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planning for right here. It in fact may maan one possibi.lity is
another fixed guideway transit systein roughly parallol or i.inmodiately
adjoining in another location, I don 't know, that to whicli i s already a
planned. In order to move the people, this is the kind of inagnitude

of conscquence coming out of the land uso decisions and tlic impl ica-
tions of population growth. As you know, we 're already talking about
700 million. 1 don't know that it will doublo. It may in terins of
the 1995 or year 2000 or 2010 . But, it will mean alinost a doubling
of the transportation network . Again, don ' t hold us to this . This
is quite preliminary. We're contilluing to check the different alter- E : -

natives through the model process to see what it really needs. I | =

- might also add that this calls for somewhat of a holding to the
planned highway network. Even then we see some significant points
where its starting to break down on us. We're getting higher volume
on the highway network over the capacity significantly above those
that we've experienced at this point. This is all a by-product of
population,fundamentally.I SULLAM: In a sense,you are concluding that there will be this
added population, a good portion of this will fall on the Kaneohe
side because the fixed transportation corridor leads there. So very

E obviously, we're going to start with placing the increases of popula-
tion there, and there is question as to whether that land can accom-
modate excessive population. I don't know what the cutting off point
is.

CHAIRMAN: You're not saying that the total increase in popula-
tion is going to be centered in Kaneohe.

WAY: No. Its a distributional kind of thine. We're not
starting there. Its already there.

SULLAM: But with the system being reestablished, then it will
be reinforced.

WAY: Well, we have a system in effect that provides for existing
and some added increment of population. We have adopted policy
plans that say more can be added in the Kaneohe area and other areas
as well. Incidentally, we're talking about Windward too. We're not -

just talking about Kaneohe, but North Shore and even to the extent if
we find there is additional capacity, for urban expansion in
Waimanalo of some major consequence. It all does relate to this
transportation network whether it be Likelike, Pali or HT something.

WRIGHT: If I might add, Mr..Chairman. If H-3.is not built,
neither should H-2 because they have the s ne considerations.

WAY: One more point bearing, I think, of what happens on the
- Windward side. An alternative that we will .pose, evaluate and consi-

der has to do with the extent of urban growth on the ·Windward side.
Its a matter somewhat of choice. Again,.for purposes of illustra-
tion, if you take one of the alternatives we propose to examine, it
says that there shall be approximately 25,000 additional households
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outside of the present urban boululary. Okay, let's accept that not
for argument but just as a given. Thon, what do we do with them?
We have a choice, for example, of accommodating an additional 5,000
on the Windward side. Another choice might be to put 5,000 within
the Contral Honolulu area, and to a portion of say 15,000 out in the
Ewa direction. The other choice is 5,000 Ewa, 5,000 ilonolulu and
15,000 Windward. Now, what are the costs of this in relation to say
transportation service? This is what we would be evaluating and the
kind of data that we would be making available to consider. Again,
I have to come back to the point that what we 've done thu.4 far very
much in a preliminary way, affirm, unless there are major reevalua- E
tions, eliminations of urban uses on the Windward side to the basic
requirement for another corridor. There's a locational distribu-
tional thing too. You can't pile it all up on the Pali and Likelike .

You add travel time. You don't provide the same service. This is a
factor as well-

CHAIRMAN: Mr, Wright, when do you feel the court injunction is
going to be lifted so that design work can begin again?

WRIGHT: We intend to submit the preface to the EIS which has
been circulated to the Secretary of Transportation by the 20th of
October. The transcript of the proceedings will be done by early -November, and the design report by mid-November. At that time, we
shall ask that the design injunction be lifted. We would feel much
better, Mr. Chairman, about it if you've made your recommendation
by that time so that it.could be a consideration of the court in
the community thinking.

SULLAM: Is it a definite assignment how many lanes will be
mass transit and how many for cars?

WRIGHT: Yes, and they are to be exclusive lanes for mass
transit., physically separated so that no automobiles can get on it.

WAY: Following up on that question. When you say exclusive
lane for mass transit, its correct to say we're talking about the
express bus concept.

WRIGHT: Express bus concept. This is why actually the diver-
sion to transit has gone up a bit because previously with H-3 it
was expected that buses would operate in mixed traffic. If you
have an exclusive lane, they are more desirable because their
travel time is slightly less.

WAY: Again following on that, we want to make it quite clear
that in this configurati.on, it does not preclude a guideway system gultimately being developed or being--let's say we're not closing our ioptions by this design of a two, one system in one way to the possi-
bility of fixed guideway system.

WRIGHT: Exactly, and if your 1.4 million possibility came to
pass, the conversion is relatively easy. Because, the fixed guide-



way is nothing but a roadway w°Lth two walls. The walls tvro usod
for their stuidanca for carrying the bus bars electrically and so
forth so it would be relatively easy to make that conversion.

I The expensive and time consuming costs is to get the prado, to make
the viaduct, to bore the tunnels, to do all of those factors, and
this would all be done so that tho conversion to fixed guidoway
would be relatively both inexpensive and relatively rapid.

I WAY: Are there any prohibition in the interstate system law
or what have you that would preclude or in any way that you know of
would tend to prohibit this ultimate kind of conversion?

WRIGHT: No. In fact, indications that we have had is that if

i you were ready now to go to a fixed guideway together with two
highway lanes, that the structure could be built as a part of it.
The automation could not, and the vehicles could not be purchased.
It would have to be done with urban mass transit administration

i funds. But, the tunnel bore, the viaduct, the travel lane, the
structure per se, could be built concurrently with the highway lanes.

WAY: Another minor point. In connection with the figures
having to do with estimated total cost, under TH-3, the question is
does this include the equipment cost, any anticipated cost for the
buses, more particularly?

WRIGHT: For the physical separation, yes. For the buses
¯ per se, no. But, as you know the fiscal '75, beginning in 1974, will

come available for the purchase of buses from the highway trust
- E fund, so that likely they will be favorably considered as a part of

the total funding, and I would certainly recommend that jointly we
make application for it.

WAY: Any estimate of what might be say the order of magnitude
of say, an initial investment in buses for the TH-39

WRIGHT: They are included in the seven hundred million for
the rapid transit. That was a very conservative estimate, and all
of the feeder buses, I think there are 475 feeder buses.

WAY: Total, yes. I was trying to figure what was allocated to
TH-3.

WRIGHT: I'm not sure that they were segregated. I know the
trans-Koolau was now but-- ¯

¯

WAY: What I was getting at is to make the figures quite
comparable, since I'm sure that your equipment cost are in the
T-3, there might be consideration of just what the bus cost will
be as applied to the TH-3. Then you could get across the board
comparability.

WRIGHT: Very true. That could be added to the current things
I've mentioned. The same consideration should be with any of our
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transportation plainiing where we have buses on an exclusive riglit- i

of -way that it should be not only the equipment, but the cost of
actually designing and building that exclusive right-of-way.

CilAIRMAN: Mr. Wright, even though the Planning Ccunmissi.on's
prinary area of concern is the root ïn terms of general planning,
I think that all through these longand many hearings that wo've
had, the question has been raised in terms of what specific type of
alternative is going to be used. I'm sure you remember it initially
started with H-3, that was six lanes, and we now have TII-3 or the
possibility of T-3. You must get a feeling of somewhat like a

quarterback with these various numbers and letters . I think it -

would be interesting to the Planning Commission which of those
alternatives, H-3, Tll-3 or T-3, are you going to recommend?

WRIGHT: TH-3. It is being reviewed by the transportation
policy committee. They concurred in the TH-3 configuration in g '""

March of this past year. I think its quite proper that they | ..

Teexamine this aspect which they will do. The recommendation of
the state is clearly TH-3.

CHAIRMAN: The policy committee at this point has not adopted
or made a recommendation on this?

I EE
WRIGHT: They have not changed the previous recommendation

because they have not had the data available for study until just i 2-

this week.
¯

amm

CHAIRMAN: So their recommendation is still holding to the
original H-3.

WRIGHT: TH-3. It was in March that we submitted H-3. The
Secretary of Transportation recommended TH-3. We think it was an
excellent recommendation. So, we revised our impact statement,
submitted on that basis, and he approved it on that basis. Then,
the court injunction required the re-circulation. So, the policy
committee with the information available up to that time had acted.
It was a question if they cared to reconsider that and make any
others, so we are looking forward to their confirmation either one
way or the other of the recommendation.

CHAIRMAN: How long do you believe it will take the policy
committee to go through the review of these figures?

WRIGHT: It may take about three or four weeks. Meanwhile,
we are, because we must, resubmit the.preface to the Secretary of
Transportation. But, the entire documentation will not be finalized
until the transportation policy committee has acted. I assure you
that their guidance will be a part of the total documentation.

$3 million for the buses, sir, 2.7,

CHAIRMAN: $3 million. I wonder also, after listening to
Mr. Way, if the terms of the social impact density whether it makes
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very much difference whielt system goes in. It wou3d scom the highI could be written in both places.

WRIlllT: We think that may be the caso,e Mr. Chairman. We askec1i that of the people who testified at the hearing because they said
have a moratorium, no more growtli, but givo us mass transit. No
couldn't tell the difference, planning wise, on tho impact from a

growth standpoint. We concur in your observation .

CHAIRMAN: Further questions of Mr. Wright? If not, tliank you,

i Mr. Wright.

The public hearing was closed on this item.

SULLAM: In view of the fact that we are g.oing to have a

workshop on the general plan, I would rather that we postpone making
a decision till after the workshop. Then, we can get a picture of

I what's going tobe what. If this is going to fit into the future,
then I think we should have at least an idea what suggestions are
for the future. --

CHAIRMAN: Is that a motion? t i

SULLAM: I'd like it to be a motion.

CHAIRMAN: Is there a second?

I CHOY: Second.

(The motion for deferral after the Commission's workshov on the
General Plan Revision Program (October 10, 1973) ,

carri^ed.)

AYES - Choy, Crane, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing was closed on September
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT- 26, 1973. Action was deferred for comments
HOUSING from the State Department of Education.
MAKAKILO
FINANCE REALTY CO. Staff Planner Gerald Henniger reported the
(FILE #73/PDH-7) following:

HENNIGER: The DOE indicated that they
could not appear today. They asked me to
respond with a letter which they have given
us in response to the specific question
which each of you has, and is self-
explanatory.
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The prob lem was that in the July 13th letter by the IJoli, they were
responding to 900 units in phase I, where in fact it was 347. So,
the revised figures would be 145 students in phase I. They lutvo
suggested that phase 3 would not exceed 27 in a classroom.

CilAIRMAN: The DOE was not able to be hero this afternoon?

llENN1Gl.!R: The response was that they are on the other islands m
and they had no one to send.

CRANE: Their entire staff is on another island?

HENNIGER: I can't speak for the DOE.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Crane, have you had your questions y B

"°'::E

ms re

operly, but answered.

SULLAM: I notice there are 88 units that would be over the - E -

density for subdivision if this land were put in subdivision. Are | | f
these units going to be designated for the low or moderate income .= B
housing units? e -==

HENNIGER: No, they are not. There 's a letter attached to the
report indicating that the development costs of Makakilo are such --

that low and moderate income housing could not be addressed. There
are other reasons given as to why he could not meet the low income - -

market, including the fact that there are no federal programs at the
present time.

WAY: I think what the applicant is making reference to is the
fact that there are no longer the federal subsidy programs for the --

moderate income housing, the former 235-236 purchase-rental programs
of the federal government .that are no longer in effect; that essen-
tially without those, they have found it is not feasible. This is
their conclus ion. -

SULLAM: Have they looked to the Hawaii Housing Authority?

WAY: I don' t know.

SULLAM: We should make that request of them in view of the
fact we have heard testimony that certain percentage would be
designated for low-moderate income housing.

WAY: Yes. There is a proposal, as you know, for setting aside
15% of units for moderate income housing in planned development.

SULLAM: Yes . I was hoping we could channel these planned
develo aments to those ro rams. Is there an r wa r we could et
it started?

WAY: Put a condition in or recommend such condition to the
Council,
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i CRANE: Mr. Chairman, even in spite oE the absence of the
0011, I must ask the staff a question. The communication hero ¯

from the IJ013, dated October 1, I'iii not clear on it. They quote

i themselves from their original report saying there 's 320 students
who would enroll in school year 1975-76. That's the figure that
I was talking about. Froiii Appendix 3, it says that the niimber of

I portable classrooms shall bo based on a ratio of 27, grade K-6
students per classroom. Under number 1, it reads: '"To pay the
cost of relocating or constructing temporary buildings required
to house and support grades K-6 students from the Palehua PDll
(Project 1) at Makakilo-Waena Elementary during school year 1975-76.

- The estimated requirement is four temporary buildings ." They boiled
- it down to 145, K through 6. So, K through 6 they're going to have
- g 145 students. On the other hand they say its going to be 27 to 1.

HENNIGER: I'm afraid its my understanding that the applicant
would not necessarily provide all of the extra classrooms. There's
other development in Makakilo. Its an estimate that he may have to
go that many. The key in this letter is that they will ao by the
1 classroom for 27. The applicant would then pay for hik fair share.

CRANE: Well, that's the whole point I'm trying to get·across
here. They're talking in as far as I'm concerned, double talk.
They're saying its 27 to 1, and yet they're giving us an example of
how many students are going to be brought in, and they've got a firm
commitment from the developers to build temporary classrooms at a

ratio a great deal higher than 27 to 1. It doesn't work out that
way. Now, only two things can happen. Either the department is
going to build the school, which they are certainly not going to do,
or the department's going to furnish the portable classrooms. I
don't see that written anywhere.

This statement they make in this letter, "We currently anticipate
that a substantial portion of these enrollment gains will require
temporary classrooms...", they've already admitted in this report
that the schools.are already seriously overcrowded. Now, if a

substantial portion of them are going to be put in temporary class-
rooms, where are the rest of them going to go? Do you see what I'm
trying to say here? You're either going to get more than 27 students
per classroom or we're not; and if we're not, I'd like to know
who's going to provide the classrooms? If we don't know that, then
I'm not willing to put in a development that's going to overcrowd
our already overcrowded schools. If I missread this, I'd like to
have someone point it out to me. That's why I had hoped someone
might be here to interpret the communcation for me.

CHAIRMAN: Some of the questions which Commissioner Crane
raised today and were raised at the last meeting, these were not šg
responded to by the DOE?

¯¯

HENNIGER: This specific question which we understood to be the
question that was asked.

CHAIRMAN: Do you interpret their letter to say that ther.e is
sufficient classroom space provided in order to handle a ratio of
27 to 1?
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HENNIGER: I would look to the agoney as being the expert. The N
fact that the applicant had satisfied the 1)01 's requiremont, and they
say they work with 27, I would say that's the basis for our recommenda- g

SilEYBANÏ: Mr. Chairman, if this point is the Commission's recom-
mondation, we could easily requiro the applicant to moet with this
requirement in agreement with 13011 bofore it goos to the City Council.
If you suggest that no more than 27 students would be per additional
classroom, and in that way no matter how many additional temporary
classrooms would be necessary, that the applicant will provide those
classrooms, we can make that a condition.

CRANE: I'm not sure that I necessarily buy the theory that the
developer in each case ought to build the schools as they develop the
development. I think that's primarily the State's responsibility.
They get tax money for doing this. What I'm trying to get at is can
we get an answer from somebody. All I want to know is does this -
letter tell us that there will be assurance that there will not be
more than 27 children in a classroom.

SHEYBANI: This is what we understand. If this letter is not
sufficiently expressing that, we can see to it that they give us a

letter that definitely expresses this opinion.

CRANE: What do we do if we discover there are 45 kids in a

classroom?

SHEYEANI: After the project is completed, the City does not have
any control.

CRANE: Yes sir, that's it exactly.

SHEYBANI: But before the final building permits are issued, we

can inspect and see that all the requirements have been met. Usually
the school requirements would be after completion of the project.

CRANE: Do you think if we put this off one week, the DOE will be
back from the neighbor islands? I don't want to keep delaying this
but I sure would like an answer. I'm not doing this to be an obstruc-
tionist. I'm seriously concerned about overcrowded classrooms on this
island. Its educationally unsound, and I think we have some respon-

- sibility not to overcrowd those schools to the breaking point. If
they can give me an answer, fine. I'm not against this development.

SHEYBANI: The next Planning Commission will be the 31st. The
hearing was closed September 26th so the month will be up.by the next
Commission meeting.

If you wish, we could send your comments to the City Council on the
school problem,

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, I move we accept the Director's recommendation
with comment to the City Council that we are concerned about this, and
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that under time constraints we could not get the answer from a major Ë Ë
B department of the State. -E

C110Y: Second. r-

SULLAM: Could you amend that motion to include that 150 of tho
¯ units be designated to low and moderate income housing.

I CRANE: Fine with me . B -

CllOY: Second.

(The motion carried.)

¯Œ¯

PUBLIC HEARING The public hearing held September 26, 1973 --

-¯ ZONING CHANGE was kept open pending response from the y &
I R-4 RESIDENTIAL TO Department of Transportation Services

: - A-4 APARTMENT DISTRICT regarding: - g
¯ SALT LAKE i -¾

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOP- 1. Traffic count and location of traffic i
-¾

MENT COMPANY bottlenecks in the area.
(FILE #73/Z-55)

2. Completion of the Moanalua Interchange
and its effect upon traffic congestion
in the area.

3. Status of Salt Lake Boulevard extension.

Public testimony was continued.

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Mr. Robert T. Tolleson, Resident, Salt Lake
2. Mr. Lester Anderson, President of Lake Shore Tower Condominium

in Salt Lake.

OBJECTIONS: ¯

l. Increased traffic - Photographs were submitted illustrating peak
morning traffic on Ala Ilima and Likini Streets. Mr. Tolleson,
who had conducted a traffic count on his own, reported a total
of 1, 835 cars within an hour and forty-five minutes at the
Ala Ilima/Ala Napunani intersection. Both speakers felt that
the traffic situation is equal to the Hawaii Kai traffic problem
and getting worse.

2. Increased density - Seventy-five multi-family dwellings recently
completed plus an additional 13 projects in various construction
stages will generate additional traffic, approximately 548 more

3. Access to the Salt Lake area is limited.
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4 . l'here i.s need for illore open space. liio circa is alrendy a
"highrise canyon."

5. There is need for a park. The area designated on the DIAIM for
park use will be a pr.ivate park, rostricting others frain its use,

6. Problems of the community should ho resolved first hofore further
rezoning occurs.

At this point, Mr. James Dwight from the Department of Transportation g
Services was called upon by the Chairman to respond to questions posed
by the Commission. I RDWIGHT: I don't think traffic counts right at this time would
be clearly reflective of what's happening or what 's going to happen
inasmuch as Salt Lake Boulevard right now is supporting a lot of |
bypass traffic, People are avoiding the construction on Moanalua - 'EIR
Boulevard. ¯

-am

I just confirmed with Adm. Wright that the Moanalua Road and the
interchange will be completed in March of '74. Salt Lake Boulevard,
the part they're talking about, the area of congestion between
Puuloa and Ala Lilikoi, plans are being drawn for that section of
roadway right now. Its on the CIP. We expect opening to take place
in June of next year, and construction to commence between August
and September of '74. Its going to be done in phases because right i
now federal funds for federal secondar r hi hwa s are limited so &) g y ,

portion is going to be a six-lane divided highway between Puuloa g
Road and Ala Lilikoi. From Ala Lilikoi to Plantation Drive , it
should be a four-lane facility with painted turning bays for left
turns, From Plantation Drive to Kam Highway, it would be again,
a six-lane divided highway. But, we expect the construction to be
continuous, although it will be incremental.

CHAIRMAN: When you say construction will continue there--

DWIGHT: Well, we're going to continue it so that one is right
behind the other.

CHAIRMAN: When will this whole stretch of road be completed?

DWIGHT: I'm hoping that Uncle Sam will--I really don't know.
I would say within a couple of years, if everything goes according B
to plan. In other words, if all the funding is available, we can
expect it done in two years .

WAY: What is the first increment?

DWIGHT: That is the one between Puuloa Road and Ala Lilikoi.
That 's the con ges ted area.
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WAY: That would be the complete six-lane segment that youi discussed.

I DWIGHT: Right. We would finish all of that. That's the -¯

area that's the most congested.

WAY: Are funds available for that?I DWIGHT: Yes.

WAY: You're going out to bids probably in September of next
year, a year more or less from now.

DWIGHT: Right.

WAY: What's the time table for completion?

I DWIGHT: I don't recall.

WAY: For that kind of segment, what might be the order of

I magnitude, 12 months, 13 months?

DWIGHT: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: What about the other road through there?

DWIGHT: Ala Napunani?

CHAIRMAN: Yes.

DWIGHT: It is to be constructed in about two years. It does
have, as far as I know, access to a frontage road that will feed
on to Moanalua Road. That may not be the exact exit there, but its
somewhere along there.

WAY: And it'll tie into--

DWIGHT: Into Moanalua Road, yes.

CHAIRMAN: Given the building of these new roads within a
four year period of time, how much would the capacity be increased?

DWIGHT: I don't know in numbers because I haven't figured it
out yet, but I think it would be increased tremendously because
actually, these are bottlenecks more than a capacity problem.
You're getting stuck at these intersections cause most of these
intersections are at grade, plus with the interchange, you're not
going to have a lot. You're going to eliminate a lot of at-grade
intersections so that the traffic is going to flow steadily.

CRANE: On that bypass, one witness here said today that 1835
automobiles were at the intersection of Ala Ilima and Ala Napunani.

w, you're saying that is not necessarily true of the situation
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because part of those 1835 cars could be trying to avoid Moanalua
Road?

DWIGllT: Yes.

CRANE: Whore would somebody come from?

DWIGHT: From Kam Highway, straight down Salt Lake, turn down
Ala Lilikoi, come up here (referring to map displayed) , get back on
to Puuloa Road, avoiding two major bottlenecks. One is at the con-
struction site where the interchange is being built, and one is at
Jarrett White Road. These are two great big bottlenecks that are
going to be eliminated by the interchange .

CRANE: Which would be done when?

DWIGHT: March,

CRANE: But we really don't know how many of those 1835 cars--

DWIGHT: There is no real way to know.

CRANE: You could take a traffic count on this side and one from
the other.

DWIGHT: But that doesn't show how many people are being
diverted.

CRANE: Why not?

DWIGHT: Because you really don't know how many people are
being diverted, and how many people are actually using it regularly.
Since this part of the road has been under construction for quite
some time and there are bottlenecks in there, people have learned
to take some devious path to get out of it. I honestly believe
that when this facility opens up, it will lighten this area somewhat.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Dwight.)

Public testimony continued.

Testimony FOR- -

Attorney Donald Iwai represented the applicant and was questioned B -

¯¯

by the Commission.

SULLAM: I was concerned about that portion designated park .

How is that going to be developed?

IWAI: It is designated on the DLUM as a private park area.
It will be developed in conjunction with the development of the
subject. parcel for which we are asking for zoning. That area

28-
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I has been impressed with an open-space casement as part oE the
land court encumbrance on that land. It will be developed as
part of whatever project may be for that subject parcel right
now.

KAMIYA: You have any idea how many families there are in
this particular area?

I IWAI: The owner in this case is not a buildor in the sense "y

of building apartments or residential units. It has been, from i

i the very beginning, strictly a land development organization. | H
People buy the land and build their own houses or build their § BRE

own apartments. To be frank with you, if I give you a figure, E 3EE

it might be so completely off that I might be sticking my neck ; _355

out. = ---

KAMIYA: Has your company at any time worked or discussed

I some of the problems such as the traffic problem with any commu-
nity association?

IWAI: Not myself directly. I believe traffic has been a i Ei

i problem like any place else. The best the developer can do in Ï Iig
this case is to take care the traffic flow within that land that i

-2||

he controls. The way he does that is for the Planning Depart- - 2..

I ment in establishing the DLUM, set the densities and the size i
¾i¯|

of the road. In this case we have, I believe, two major road-
ways to take care of the anticipated traffic 80 feet wide BRE

Ala Ilima and Ala Napunani, both mentioned. 'All the rest of the
roads were built in accordance with City and County standards.
Unofficially, we do go to the state quite often to try to push

I them to do something about the Moanalua Road matter. Although
its now finally under construction and almost completed, I don't
know whether we did any good by continually trying to tell the
state to hurry up with the project.

As Mr. Dwight stated, the great big problem here are the bottle-
necks which are actually outside of the control of the developer.

KAMIYA: You never discussed this with the community
association.

IWAI: Not specifically insofar as I know, traffic. There
was a lot of, as you may recall, an application was made for the
ridge area for development. As part of the entire package, it
was proposed and would have been a necessity that if you develop
the lower portion of the ridge area, you have to put an 80-foot
roadway or at least not less than a 56-foot roadway connecting
Ala Ilíma Street to the extension of Ala Napunani which would
provide a complete circle around Salt Lake. But, that proposi-
tion was shot down and that's the end of it. For the developer
just to put that road with nothing to support that road and to
pay for that 56-or 80-foot road would be an extremely expensive

ro osition.

I
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CilAIRMAN: In tlie event the zoning is changed, how soon
before your company would be selling property off for
development?

IIIWAI: That I can't say. We don't have any buyer waitingon
the lino. 1 can say that much. Its just that being a land
development organization and after developing all of the land |
and putting all of the subdivision improvements and selling it, BI
when we learned that the original zoning ordinance and the land
use boundary as established by the Land Use Commission did not M
coincide and left us this little strip, we thought it was encum- |bent upon the owner to get it zoned in accordance with the DLUM.
That is the reason why this application was made. As I stated
previously, some funny things have happened in here regarding
the DLUMand the DP. An application is pending before Mr. Way's
department asking for an amendment to the DP and also to the
DLUM to realign the roadway and the extension of Ala Napunani, i
As you see the map right now, the roadway goes out to meet B
Moanalua Highway where we are not given any access. The state
closed that access and moved the access on the other end of the
development. Insofar as building that extension of Ala Napu-
nani is concerned, I'm quite sure that the Department of Land
Utilization and the Department of General Planning will never
approve any subdivision of that section without the roadway
built--an 80-foot extension of Ala Napunani to connect to the -
access to Moanalua Roadway. In fact, that is the plan.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Iwai.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and carried.

Commissioner Crane dissented for the reason that he could
not see compounding an already intolerable traffic
situation which would have no relief in the immediate
future.

Commissioners Kamiya and Sullam believed there would be
some relief of the traffic problem with the completion
of the Moanalua interchange. Additionally, this request B
is in conformance with the Detailed Land Use Map for the
area and would therefore implement the adopted land use
policy for the area.

---mmm

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - Crane
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell



i STREET NAMES The Commission recommended adoption of i S
the following street names, on motion by ( --.g

Mr. llosaka, seconded by Mr. Choy and carried. _-

1. Pupukea Lowlands, Pupukea, Oahu, llawaii:

AMMJMAU PLACE A culdesac situated on the south side of E

(Road A) side of Pupukea Road. -

Meaning: Type of ferm.

KUPAOA PLACE A culdesac situated on the easterly side
(Road B) of Kamehameha Highway.

Meaning: Type of sunflower.

2. Fukuda Subdivision, Kahaluu, Oahu, Hawaii:

PAWALE PLACE A culdesac situated on the easterly side
of Ahuimanu Road.

Meaning: A Hawaiian medicine plant .

¯

3. Waiau Gardens, Waiau, Oahu, Hawaii:

KOAHEAHE PLACE An extension of Koaheahe Street, off
- Noelani Street.

HOOHIKI PLACE An extension of Hoohiki Street, off
Noelani Street.

HINU PLACE A culdesac situated in the Smith side
side of Noelani Street.

Meaning: Smooth, polished.

4. HAWAI I HOUSING AUTHORITY, Kalihi, Oahu, Hawaii:

AHONUI STREET An extension of an existing street makai
of School Street to Linapuni Street.

5. AIEA (H-1 Freeway) , Aiea Heights Drive, Oahu, Hawaii:

The construction of H-1 Freeway in Aiea has resulted in changes
in the alignment of Olopana, Heleconia and Lalani Streets . The
Department of Public Works recommends the following changes:

1. The portion of Olopana Street makai of the realigned portion
of Heleconia Street to be renamed Heleconia Place; and

2. The portion of Lalani Street makai of the highway together
with the unnamed roadway situated on the Ewa side of Aiea

31-
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licights Drive to be renamed as I,ilia Place (meaning: lily
flower or girl.'s namo).

Nota: The eleven (11) affected property owners woro notified
and the result of the poll indicated 5 in favor of the
above change, 4 opposed, and 2 no response.

Amend Resolution No. 77, dated March 3, 1953 as follows:

1. Rename the por t ion of Olopana Street makai of the I1-1
- Freeway together with the realigned portion of Ileleconia

Strect to Heleconia Place; and

2 Rename the portion of Lalani Street makai of the H-1
Freeway together with and an unnamed roadway situated on
the Ewa side of Aiea Heights Drive to Lilia Place
(meaning: lily flower or girl's name).

The Commission authorized scheduling of the following public hearings , on
- motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Choy and carried:

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 1. The request is for a Conditional Use Permit
(PRIVATE STP) for a private sewage treatment plant.
MOKULEIA
JOHN EAGLE
(FILE #73/CUP-13)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 2. The request is for a Conditional Use Permit g
(PRIVATE STP) for a private sewage treatment plant.
MOKULEIA
JOHN EAGLE
(FILE #73/CUP-14)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 3. The request is for a Conditional Use Permit
(PRIVATE STP) for a private sewage treatment plant.
MOKULEIA
TED CRANE
(FILE 973/CUP-15)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 4. The request is for a Conditional Use Permit
(PRIVATE STP) for a private sewage treatment plant.
MOKULEIA
JAMES HO
(FILE #CUP-16)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 5. The request is for a Conditional Use Permit
(PRIVATE STP) for a private sewage treatment plant.
MOKULEIA
JACK DUBEY
(FILE #73/CUP-18)

-32-
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 6. The request is for a Conditional Use Permit
(PRIVATE STP) for a private sewage treatment plant.
MOKULEIA
L. AJIFU ß E. NAGA0
(FILE II73/CUP-21)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 7. The request is for a Conditional Use Permit
(PRIVATE STP) for a private sewage treatment plant.
MOKULEÏA
L. R. ALLEN 6 G. R. GUNN
(FILE #73/CUP-22)

ZONING CHANGE 8. The request is for a change in zoning from
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO R-6 Residential to I-1 Light Industrial
I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL District.
DISTRICT
AIEA

¯

CALIFORNIA 4 HAWAIIAN
SUGAR COMPANY
(FILE #73/Z-46)

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4: 30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES ·= ¯¯

TH-3 AND T-3I
1. ALTERNATIVE DESIGNATION TH-3 T-3I 2. TRANB1T LANES EACH lJÏRECTION 1 1

3. HIGHWAY LANES EACH DIRECTION 2 0

4. TRANSIT SYSTEM BUSWAY FIXED GUIDEWAY

I 5. TRANSIT CAPACITY IN PERSONS
PER HOUR, ONE WAY 10 ,00 0 20 ,000

6. CONNECTING SYSTEM AVAILABLE YES NO

I 7. WINDWARD POPULATION, 1973 105,000 105,000
- 8. WINDWARD POPULATION, 1990 151,200 151,200

. 9. CARGO MOVING CAPABILITY GOOD POOR
10. VEHICLES IN SERVICE FOR STEEP GRADES YES NO

I 11. BALANCED TRANSPORTATIONIN H- 3 CORRIDOR YES NO
12. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MORE LESS
13. EFPECT ON WINDWARD LAND USE PATTERN NIL NIL
14. SOCIAL IMPACT DENSITY LOW HIGH
15. COLLECTION AND DISTRIBUTION BUS 6 AUTO BUS 6 AUTO
16. CONSTRUCTION STARTED YES NO
17. ACCESS TO MOANALUA PARK YES YES
18. STATE SHARE OF COST 10% 20%
19. FUNDING ASSURED YES NO
20. ESTIMATED TOTAL COST, MILLIONS $275 $255
21. STATE SHARE OF TOTAL COST, MILLIONS $28 $ 51
22. HEARING TESTIMONY (ALL IN FAVOR) 88% (H3/TH3) 5% (TRANSIT)
23. HEARING ORGANIZATIONS (ALL IN FAVOR) 66% (H3/TH3) 24% (TRANSIT)
24. LEGISLATIVE APPROVED H-3 YES ---

25. CITY COUNCIL APPROVED H-3 YES ---

26. EIS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED YES ---

27. EIS DRAFTED YES NO
28. CORRIDOR CAPACITY IN PERSONS PER HOUR 13,000 20,000
29. DESIGN COMPLETE 45% 0

30 . FUNDS ALREADY EXPENDED, MILL IONS $30 0

31. ESTIMATED READINESS FOR SERVICE 1979 1985

ATTACHMENTS
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ili ..Meetingt of the Planning Lommission
Minutos

Octolaer 31, 1973

The Planning Commi.ssion held a meeting on Wednesday, October 3:l, 1973

i at 1: 30 p.m., in the Conference lloom of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Eugene B. Connell presided .

II
PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman

James D. Crane, Vice-Chairman t ---

Dr. Wilbur C. Choy ; gg

i Charles W. Duke u =•

Randall Kamiya
Fredda Sullam i iii

ABSENT: Donald K, Hosaka
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa : e i

STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer
Wilfred M. Mita Deputy Corporation Counsel
Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Ian McDougall, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of September 26 and October 3,
1973 were approved, on motion by Mr. Crane,
seconded by Mr. Choy and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from AG-1
AG-1 RESTRICTED Restricted Agriculture to I-2 Heavy Indus-
AGRICULTURE TO trial District for approximately 327.93
I-2 HEAVY INDUSTRIAL acres of land situated in Honouliuli, Tax
DISTRICT Map Key: 9-1-15: 12 and portion of 1.
HONOULIULI
JAMES CAMPBELL ESTATE Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
(FILE #73/Z-19) Bulletin/Advertiser of October 21, 1973.

No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Loretta Chee presented the Director's report of the
request. According to the applicant, the request for I-2 Industrial -

zoning for this 327.93 acre site is to permit further expansion and
growth of the existing James Campbell Industrial Park beyond its
presentlý zoned limits. The Estate's 1954 Master Plan for industrial
development at the Barber's Point area involves 2,800 acres of land.
Approximately 1,210 acres of total 1,387 already zoned industrial is
committed for industrial use. Of the remaining 177 acres, 113 acres gi
are reserved for port and ocean related uses, leaving 64 acres avail-

¯¯

able for lease. El

Based upon his analysis of the request, the Director recommends that
the change in zoning from AG-1 Restricted Agriculture to I-2 Heavy
Industrial be granted.



The ColiiiiElssion had no questions of the staff regardin,a the IJarector's
report.

Wo one spoko AGj\lNST the proposal .

Testimony FOR--

I i
Mr. Robert ,Johnson, Industrial Development Manager for the
applicant, offered to respond to questions the Commission
might have concerning the request,

The Commission had no questions of Mr . Johnson.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under adviso-
ment, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendation
and recommended that the request be granted, on motion by
Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning for all
A-3 6 A-4 APARTMENT parcels within the following areas zoned -
DISTRICT TO A-3 and A-4 Apartment Districts to A-2
A-2 APARTMENT Apartment District: g .

MAKIKI
INITIATED BY THE Area I:
DIRECTOR OF LAND
UTILIZATION Tax Map Key: Certain parcels within Tax(FILE #73/Z-58) Plats 2-4-23, 2-4-24, and

2-4-25
Land Area: 6+ acres

Area II:

Tax Map Key: Certain parcels within Tax Plat
2-4-30

Land Area: . 4.45+ acres -

(This proposal excludes those parcels
currently zoned R-6 Residential District.)

Staff Planner Loretta Chee presented the Director 's report of therequest. There are 59 parcels involved in this change in zoning; ¯¯

31 in Area I and 28 in Area II. Only these 59 parcels in the area
bounded by Nehoa, Punahou, Dominis, Piîkoi and Pensacola Streets --

are being considered at this time. The remainder I arcels within
the medium density apartment designation are still zoned R-6



Rosidential. In accordance with Council direction, the roview of
these romainder parcels will be on an individual basis. -

Area I:

This area is bounded by Wohoa, Punahou, Doliiinis and Kewalo Streets. 15

I Of the 31 parcels reviewed, 15 parcels are zoned A-3, 14 are zoned
A-4 and two parcels are split-zonod A-4 and R-6. (A 10-foot strip
along the makai side boundary of Parcels 21 and 96 is zoned A-4.)

i Four parcels have structuros which exceed the 40-foot hei.ght limit
- (5, 7, 11 and 12 stories). The remaining 27 parcels have structures

which range from one story to four stories .

¯
--

I Area II:

This area, although predominantly zoned A-4, is designated for

i medium density on the DLUM, It is bounded by Nehoa Street, the ¯¯

Makiki ditch, Piikoi and Pensacola Streets. Of the 28 parcels --.

reviewed, 18 parcels are zoned A-4 and the remaining 10 are split- j¯$1

zoned R-6 Residential and A-4 Apartment Districts. Twenty-seven i 32EI - :--parcels have structures ranging from one story to four stories i age
(includes Hale Nani Hospital) and only one parcel is presently i EEE
being developed with a structure which exceeds the 40-foot height -

_ i
limit (12 stories).

¯[

Based u on the followin conclusions, the Director recommends that
the zon ng on the 59 parcels in Areas I and II be changed to A-2
Apartment District:

1. Citizen groups and residents have consistently expressed a
need to establish a buffer zone between the mauka residential
area and the makai apartment areas.

2. These desires can be satisfied without a change in the City's
existing policy for medium density apartment use by changing
the existing A-3 and A-4 districts to A-2. The A-2 zoning is

an alternative in implementing the DLUM.

3. Five of the 59 parcels will be affected by the 40-foot height
limitation. The structures on these parcels will be considered 3-5
nonconforming. A nonconforming structure may be continued so
long as it remains otherwise lawful. It may not be enlarged
or altered in any way which increases its nonconformity.

4. Adequacies of streets, public services and utilities do not
present a problem. ME

5. The Planning Director and City Council agreed upon the A-2 EE
alternative to implement the medium density land use designation.

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the Director's
report.



Public testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST- -

1. Mrs. FredO. Young, Rosident, 4353RouildTopDriva,llonolulu
(Submitted testimony dated October 31, 1973)

YOUNG: Since I have used Noboa Street and lived in various
parts of Makiki Manoa for nearly 70 years, I have been a con-
cerned observer of the Mak iki buffer zone issue.

I do not think down-zoning in a blanket manner to A-2 is the
¯ answer. It will result in a solid mass of 4-story walkups with

all the density of A-3 and none of the amenities of adequate
open plantings and the views and air circulation possible

¯¯

- between well spaced intermediate height spires,

There should be an intermediate height alternative between A-2
- and A-3. Such a provision is awaiting final action in the City

-
= Council as Bill No. 75, It originated in a Planning Department

review of the Comprehensive Zoning Code. This intermediate
height is proposed to be governed by conditional uses which could
help to control design and spacing as well as height.

Lot consolidation with bonuses for intermediate heights and study -

of view planes can go a long way to keep the Makiki area in ques -

tion from becoming downgraded by down-zoning. A-2 alone carries
little guarantee of aesthetic and sociological appeal. This was
brought out sharply in the conference on high rises held las t
week which was attended by Planning Department staff.

There is a chance in Makiki for innovative planning and a
cooperative effort if A-2 is not grasped as the last straw. -

The "all down to A-2" approach also does not recognize the slope g
of the topography. A 4-story building on Nehoa Street at Kewalo | -¯

or Keeaumoku would have about the same roof level as a 7-story
building on the makai side of the same block ftonting on Dominis .
The same is true of the Lewalani slope you are down-zoning from
A-4. Residents above Nehoa would have an almost level view plane
over the 4-story and 7-story buildings due .to the slope.

Basically, view planes and open space are what all the discus-
sions have been about. Traffic, fire protection, schools, etc, ,

have been minor considerations for most of the petition signers
and letter writers .

--

More apartments in Makiki are a recognized need in the General
e- -II-

Plan Revision program now under study. With proper planning
guidelines, intermediate heights could make more apar twents
acceptable and help to avoid urban sprawl. A mixed use could
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be very attractive if the owners of undevelopet! lots can bo
¯

brought togother. The contract zoning bill which passed City
Council yesterday and the potent tal ßill 75 coultl bo iinplemented
to advantage.

The rights of the owners of the lots presently zoned R-6 in (
'

this aren have been slighted by tlio Department of Land Utiliza-
- , tion in the buffer zone procedure in Makiki. § -

g It is establ.ished policy that property owners to be affected by
zoning changes be notified and given an information meeting in
advance of public hearings, Several staff members have spoken
at Makiki Community Association meetings but many of the actual
property owners in the buffer area are not members of the asso-
ciation or have not attended. Nany of those voting on the issue
at the association live above Nehoa Street or in already built

I high rises and understandably want to protect their views. It
is not their pocketbooks which are concerned.

A staff member of the Department of Land Utilization told the
Makiki Community Association October 29 that registered mail
notice of today's public hearing had gone to those landowners
in the buffer area whose property is already zoned for apartments.
No educational material or alternatives were provided in the
notice nor was a meeting offered for preliminary discussion.
Some owners present on Monday were surprised to learn that the
A-2 would prevent them from rebuilding present high structures
in case of fire or natural disaster. They would become under
A-2 a "non-conforming use." Those who were not there didn't
get the word unless they read it in the paper. The Advertiser
story covered this angle--the Star-Bulletin did not.

The staff member said no notice went to any of the R-6 property
owners in the area because only the "apartment zoned parcels"
would be affected.

I feel that this is an injustice to R-6 owners. As long as
they are in a Medium Density Zone where either A-2 or A-3 is
now permitted, they still have the privilege of applying for
A-3 when they are ready. Once A-2 is adopted, they lose that
alternate privilege permanently, and with it a financial bonus.

They are as much entitled to formal notice of this hearing as
are owners of apartment zoned pieces. And these R-6 owners
by policy, should have been invited to a preliminary educational
session. There was no such educational session before the Citv
Council held public hearings on the same subject earlier this
year.

I believe the Department of Land Utilization has erred in
procedure and ask that any action on the part of the Planning
Commission be delayed until R-6 owners can be properly alerted
as to what is happening to their property rights. Delay until
the General Plan Revision is completed should also be considered.



IIThe report coveringithe Maki.ki ColliinunityAssociation niecting
on Monday indicated the fooling that the association was taki.ng
A-2 as "lui.1f a louf" because the associntion did not act from
the Planning Delutrtment the rostudy of the aren they had askal
for. The associat.ioll admits to illegtlities .in the b.lanket /\-2
buffer, They are entitled to a testildy to find the fairest solu-
tion. Blanket A-2 .is not f;ltr a.nd equi.table. ----

II
i IIMrs. Youngwas questionedby the Commission.

CRANE: You stated that the signer of the petition had not
addressed themselves to the traffic flow problem in the Maktki
area. Have you any idea if the R-6 people there have considered
this, and what effect A-2 as opposed to A- 3 and A-4 may have in
the area?

YOUNG: As I understand it, A-2 and A-3, you have the same
density . The difference is in the height. That is what Mrs . Chee g
told us at the hearing.

CHEE: I would point out to the Commission that the Land Use
Intensity ratings are the same. Theoretically, the densities are
the same but practically, you would not be able to get the same
densities, 2||

YOUNG: It depends on the amount of land area that you own. -
¯¯¯

But in effect, one way or the other--the matter was brought up
when Don Smith's property was under discussion because he could
have had practically the same number of apartments in A-2 than
he could have in A-3. You people passed -the A-3.

SULLAM: I think you bring up some very valid points, but at
the same time, I don't see how in the context of our present laws,
we could implement a program such as you suggest, that is, consid-
ering view planes and having mixed building types such as single-
family residences-

YOUNG: The .Contract Zoning Ordinance went through yesterday.
That gives you alternatives.

SULLAM: I can't remember whether it would or not. How would
the Contract Zoning Ordinance be applied to this type of
condition? E

DON CLEGG: The Contract Zoning Ordinance is much broader
and would apply to any kind of zoning which is given by the .
Council and would place restrictions--I must confess, I have not
seen the final version of the Ordinance. They could place -

restrictions of a substantial nature on any zoning which is
given. There has been some controversy as to the legality of
this; however, Corporation Counsel has ruled that it is legal.
So, the Council has gone ahead with it



SULLAM: Thank you- If there 's a vehicle, I certutnly think
we should look into it.

YOUNG: Bill 75 has, I th.ink, boon through two readinsis in
the Plann:ing and Zoning Coinmittoo. Mr. Akahano's been holdin:
it. That oritti.nated with the Planning liepartment i.tself, that
there be an intermodiat:o height between an A-2 and an A-3. In
ono version, I road where it suggested 100 feet. I believe it
came out to maybe 120 feet, J.0 or 12 storios; intermediato where
an A-2 under certain conditions could on to the 120 feet and
A-3 could go above 100 or 120 foot undÀr certain conditions.
These conditions would surround it, as provided by the Council.
This ßill had public hearings, I think, in May of 1972 and has
been waiting for action since, because of general studies of
highrises and studies of the general revision plan, 13ut, this
originated in the Planning Department with the feeling there was
a need for intermediate zoning. I feel, very definitely, you do

i need intermediate height in Makiki, that from your general plan
revision hearing today, they keep talking about Makiki as an
apartment area we should keep from having urban sprawl, and yet
here you're downzoning it,

SULLAM: Yes, if we don't downzone it then there's no way
you can implement this Contract Zoning anyway because they
already have this zoning, They can go ahead and build up to

YOUNG: No. The R-6 people are the ones I'm mostly concerned ¯

with. The others already have their zoning. The R-6 people can .

come in, as I understand it now, and ask for either A-2 or A-3 or
for an intermediate height if there was one. But, if you pass
this measure today, they could only come in and ask for 40-foot
height, and you get that solid block of concrete that comes along
Kinau Street and so forth, which is not the attractive thing -

which I think Makiki residents actually want. I think they 'd
much rather have consolidatîon of those small lots and something
like Queen Emma Gardens which you could have, and make a very
lovely development which you could see around and have air and
green space with proper consolidation of land. It takes
consolidation.

CHAIRMAN: It takes consolidation.

YOUNG: Yes, but the people have to realize that either they
do that or they lose the intensive value in their property .

CLEGG: Today, we are considering only those properties that
are now A-3 and A-4 to zone into A-2. There is nothing that says
that these people cannot request A- 3 zoning at some other time
when possibly we have the mechanisms that you suggest. There's
nothing that says the R-6 people may not request some other zoning
when we get the proper mechanisms . Its our concern at this time
that because we do not have all of the shall we say, proper--I'm
not sure of the correct word--1aws you are suggesting in the
book, that A- 3 and A-4 need to be controlled.



YOUNG: You do havo a lot of people there witli R-6 ownership r B
wlio do not know what the score is and do not know what is going ¯

-

on around them. If they had wai ted t i 1 I you had chan god this IE
much of it, their chancos, the original buffer zone discussions
when it came up at City Council in the Spring of this year ,

included that other section in which its between Aron I and ---

Area II there (referring to map displayed)
,

which is no·man's-
land right now. People thought they were talking about tlutt, M
Clio Street, Lowalani and the rest of it all in there. At that
public hearing, they were talking about that as downzoned to A-2, g
Here you have pulled out a few little spots to downzone. You are gin effect doing spot zoning by doing this. That's exactly what
the Commission is doing today, spot zoning. MEI - ..

CHAIRMAN: Well, I think you will have to wait to see what
the Commission does

YOUNG: Well, if you do. I leave it to your good judgment.

CRANE: According to what the Director said, aren't we,
since we are dealing with the A-3 and A-4 zoning, if we were to
take this action, protecting the R-6 people? Because, they can - --

come in later, if the ordinances do pass, and take advantage of
that. When you talk about a solid wall of concrete if we don't
take some action, we'll simply have a solid wall of'concrete
that's much higher.

YOUNG:. I don't think you're protecting them because you're
¯¯

forcing them into an A-2. If you say that you had done all the
neighborhood around them, I doubt very much that you would come
back six months from now and give somebody in that block above
Clio Street an A-3. ¯

--

CRANE: But, if there's an intermediate height, there's a
possibility that they can come in later. -

YOUNG: I think that's fine and I hope you wait for it. Ë!
That is my request, that you wait for it. I think that this

¯¯

is premature.

(There were no further questions of Mrs. Young.)

2. Mr. H. S. and Carolyn S. Burr, 1808 Punahou Street, Honolulu
(Submitted letter dated October 29, 1973)

Mr. Burr endorsed the preceding testimony by Mrs. Fred Young.
He felt that they were not properly informed as to what the
proposal is about, its intent, and the criteria and reasons
for downzoning, il

Mr. Clegg stated: "I would like to make it clear to your-
self and to others that there was no intent not to inform or



slight anybody on our part We possibly erred on the side
of conservatism, but we felt we had in our mind, informed
everybody that was concerned. If you fool we did not, then
there was no in tent not to do so."

3. Mr. William Ling, Trustae for the 1.ing-Chalig Trust (Submitted -

lotter dated October 25, 1975) ---_¯¯

LING: I want to onumerate the high points of concern to
the Planning Commission.

First, the property is located at 1658 Lewalani Drive which is -

presently zoned A-4, Under the proposal, that area will be down- _dii
zoned A-2. m.

Let us look at the rationale of the proposal. First under the
discussion is the buffer zone provided for the property mauka of
Nehoa Street so that you have a buffer zone makai of Nehoa
Street. Let us further note, that the properties bounded by
Nehoa Street, Mott-Smith Drive and Lewalani Drive, the property REE
across the street is Roosevelt High School. So, the buffer zone li!
as visualized by the proposal would not hold for those properties Š¶
makai of Nehoa Street between Mott-Smith and Pensacola. mm

You will also note in the pronosal that the buffer zone runs HE
along the few lots mauka of tÎ1e first street makai of Nehoa
Street, generally speaking. It seems very logical to continue
this buffer zone along Clio Street and its prolongation to Pensa-
cola Street. You will also note that the A-4 zoning runs along
the boundary of Pensacola Street, There does not seem to be any
logical reason for down zoning the present A-4 zone mauka of
Piikoi Street, and for the property Waikiki of Pensacola Street,
if you are considering uniformity of zoning in addition to a
consistent line of demarcation

With the increase in population on Oahu, .one of the General Plan
concepts is to add intensive development. Let me now point out
the desirability of this area as an apartment zoned area. It is --

near to schools, near to public facilities, transportation faci-
¯¯

lities, near to freeways, near to amusement cen.ters, near to the
University, and near to the shopping center. We have all the
necessary facilities to serve a highly dense population ful this
area.

In summary, it seems illogical to down zone the present zoned
area mauka of Piikoi Street, It seems more logical to convert
those properties makai of Clio Street between Piikoi Street and
Pensacola Street as A-4 zone. I urge the Commission members to
reevaluate this proposal in consideration of the elements that
I have presented.

(The Commission had no questions of Mr.. Ling.)

Il
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4. Mr. Joe Mondez, Makiki. Resident on Pensacola Street (No written
testimony submitted)

MENDjiZ: I am speaking strictly .tn the area between Piikoï ,

Nehoa, along Pensacola and the canal. I was unable to keep up
with this matter because I was in the military. Tlierefore, my
knowledge of the whole thing is very limited. I have one ques·
tion, are the permits issued now, are they in effect on this
downgrade or are they allowed to be A-71? In othei- words, next m k

to my property, an individual started building three or four
weeks ago, a highrise. This don't help me and it won't help
anybody along that strip of land all the way up to Nehoa. I see
no reason for downgrading this area.

For years I was against it and went along with it, but being
away from the islands, I was unable to get at this matter.

CLEGG: Anything that has gone up before or prior to any
action by this body, a change in zoning will continue. So, a

g¯g;

person who has started to build has the ability to continue i gig
building. g i jgg

i ! :EE
. MENDEZ: My point here is somebody got information about

¯ set
this action early and started building. This is my complaint,
If he's allowed to build, why shouldn't the other people in the
area be allowed to build as high as he is.

CLEGG: You have a very good point. We don't have the
ability to place a moratorium on things while.we're deciding.
As you well know, when the CZC was first announced, there was a

lot of building going on before the 1969 CZC took effect.

MENDEZ: I was not aware of that because I've been away.

(There were no questions of Mr. Mendez.) ma

5. Letter received from Mr. and Mrs, Ernest I. Furukawa, Property
Owners, 1828 Poki Street, Honolulu, dated October 15, 1973

6. Letter received from Mr. Allan S. Totoki, President, Kazuo
Totoki, Limited, Owners of property identified as Tax Map Key:
2-4-23-44,.dated October 19, 1973

7. Letter received from Y. S. Seto, Property Owner, 1818 Poki Street,
Honolulu, dated October 26, 1973

8. Letter dated October 31, 1973 from Zetta Ravekes, Property Manage-
ment Department, Hawaiian Trust Company, Ltd.

Contents of the letters from the above-named individuals indicated
that the A-2 zoning would affect the marketability and value of
A-3 and A-4 property and would be an injustice depriving the
property owner of the opportunity to realize a greater return.
Those property owners who have fully developed their property will
be seriously affected in the event existing buildings require
substantial improvements, or if it becomes necessary to rebuild
due-to a major loss.
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A letter from Mrs. Jack Forsborg, 'President, American Association of i -

- University Women, dated October 29, 1973, "rocominonds an intermodiate
height limitation be inserted in the Comprehensive Zoning Code between ¯

--

A-2 and A-3 and that all A-2, A-3, A-4 and A-5 buildings be subject to
g conditional use and dos ign review."

Tes timony FOR· -

1. Mrs. Marilyn ßornhorst, President, Makiki Community Association
(Submitted testimony dated October 31, 1973)

BORNHORST: Our association held a meeting Monday night to
hear the explanation of the proposed buffer zone and voted to
support the buffer zone as described by the Department of Land F gUtilization. Six people voted no. E o

i The association has supported this concept for a long time, and -

we have also repeatedly asked that the whole Nakiki plan be j g-
restudied. Very many of our citizens have made this request i §
to the City Council and many hundreds of people have signed i g
petitions asking for restudy. E i
The association suoports the buffer zone because it will mark
the end of the

apa^rtment
district and the beginning of the

residential district, and because to some extent it will decrease
density. But, from any kind of urban design viewpoint, allowing
a 35 story maximum density building across the street from A-2
and less than half a block from a hillside residential area is
bad. We believe the hillside will be blighted and surrounding
property owners unfairly treated.

The history of zoning in Makiki is one of not planning. What
is now zoned A-4 was zoned hotel a artment in the 40 's . When
the CZC- was adopted, that property was automatically made A-4
without any serious consideration given to possible density,
views, or use of public facilities.

What we hear from the Planning Department is that since our
DLUM was the one most recently adopted, there is no need to
restudy. We believe that since many important concepts in
planning have developed since its adoption and many errors in
planning have been shown that the DLUM should be restudied.

The whole push of City policy seems to be to make Central
Honolulu very dense. Is the City going to adopt a policy of
spending money to make our public services adequate for a dense
area? I think all of Makiki is important enough not only to
its own residents but to the whole city plan that time and money
should be. spent to plan it well



Mrs. ßornhorst was quest loned by the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: How many members in your association?

BORNI10RST: We have about 150 individuals on our mailing
list. We have three churches and two apartment owners' associa-
tions. I can't say exactly how many people. At our meeting the
other night, we had about 40 people.

SULLAM: Would you have any suggestions , how within the
context of our present laws could we prevent people from coming
in who have A-3 and A-4 zoning and going ahead with it while
we're doing a study? You see, that's the whole problem.

BORNHORST: This is why we voted to accept the buffer zone
¯ as written. Purely, selfishly from the viewpoint of all of
¯ Makiki, I think the proposal is fine. Having seen some of those

properties who are going to have a big five-story across the
street, I personally sympathize with them.

CHOY: You mentioned that three churches belong to your
association. Does the_Baptist Church belong to your association?

BORNHORST: No.

(There were no further questions of Mrs. Bornhorst.)

2. Representative Anson Chong, 13th District (Manoa Makiki)
(Submitted letter dated October 31, 1973 with House Resolution
No. 66 attached, Requesting the City and County of Honolulu
to provide for a Buffer Zone of Low-Density Apartments in
lower Makiki.)

Endorsed the preceding testimony of Mrs. Marilyn Bornhorst,
President of the Makiki Community Association.

3. Mr. Elwin Spray, President, Manoa Valley Community Association
(No written testimony submitted)

SPRAY: The Manoa Valley Community Association, since the
early Summer of 1972, supported a buffer zone consisting of
building at a 40-foot height or less for the Makiki area makai
of Nehoa Street. The Manoa Valley Community Association supports
the request before you today as being in keeping with the over-
whelming request of the community that a limit of four-story
apartments be placed. We note that you consider retaining exist-
ing dwellings by keeping the R-6 Residential District in force. -

In 1969, the Council adopted a medium-density designation for
the subject area after representation from this organization for
mixed A-1 and .R-6 zoning providing for low density. In the Reso-
lution to the Council (187) introduced about August of last.year,
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the community requested to continuo R-6 zoning. A pet.ition of -

the Manoa Valley Community Association conducted door-to-door in
the wako of the Council Resolution produced 1,250 signatures of
residents. This was primaril.y an atteiiipt to get registered voters, -

as opposed to just simple residents, requesting that no additional
highrises be increased. The Manoa Valley Community Association
reaffirmed its request for lower density at a meeting oE the
organization on September 24 of this year.

The Commission questioned Mr. Spray.
CHAIRMAN: How many members are in the Manoa Valley Commu-

nity Association?

SPRAY: The Manoa Valley Community Association presumably

I consists of all residents in the Manoa Valley area over to Makiki
Street following the ridgeline down. We therefore include some
members who are in the Makiki area. We have a mailing list of
about 700. At this last meeting where this was discussed, there

¯- were 125 people present.

CHAIRMAN: And the vote that approved this was what?
II SPRAY: It was no vote. It was unanimous consent to

continue on with the support that we had taken in the past.
(There were no further questions of Mr. Spray.)

4. Mr. Neil Abercrombie, Makiki Resident, 1576-E Nehoa Street,
Honolulu (No written testimony submitted)

ABERCROMBIE: I've been an early supporter of the buffer
height. I don't know whether this Commission recalls it furt
we conducted quite a campaign when this was first brought up,
and received favorable editorial support from the Honolulu
Advertiser.

I support the downzoning concept and also Mrs. Bornhorst's
idea for further study. The re-ason for it is that zoning
designations for all practica purposes were made.arbitrarily
before. That's precisely one of the things you're attempting
to correct here, If we had suffered from a plague, it does
little good to argue that only a continuation of the conditions
which caused that plague can solve it, or that because the
plague has descended, its arbitrary to halt the conditions
under .whîch it thrived until everyone has contracted the plague .

I feel for Mr. Mendez who just spoke here because he's obviously
a victim of this plague. This is the kind of thing, if the
Commission acts.favorably, it can stop
Everyone that lives .in the Manoa-Makiki area knows already that
it is over-built. We have one of the worst ratios of park space

13-



to residents, 11 not the worst, on the enti.re :tsland. There's
an attempt to change this. They 're trying to get hold of the
pineapple property now but even tliat will not bring us into the
kind of ratio that is deemed necessary to a decent human environ-
ment.

I f]nd the interinediate height argument spacious here becaLISO
the only people here that are speaking against it are certain
property owners. None of the people speaking against it speaks -
about residents or about property owners who would like to remain -

in their home. SHI
$51

When you talk about value, one of the things that's coming up
more and more especially in our islands is whether or not, in lii
fact, the home is something worthwhile, and whether land is to šÐ
be lived on and to be treasured in the sense of a place where ill
you have root, rather than simply a place to make money, and ||
are we really going to make that kind of money? The small --

property owners seems to be caught in a speculative, inflation -
bind. On one hand he's terribly tempted to try to apply for
something like an A-4 and possibly combine with other homeowners
in an area to do such a thing, for fear that if they don't,
they're going to be shut out. Yet, maybe many of these home-
owners would like to keep their homes. They don't want to have
to turn over what may have been 20 or 30 years of work into a
proposition only to get into the speculative game.

So I would like to sa as a renter and.one who has lived in, yMakiki since 1959 when I came to Hawaii, that I doubt whether
you could find any residents who live there who wishes to have
more people jammed in there. I know what I'm speaking about
because I've walked all those precincts in past elections, door
to door, over and over agaiñ. If you re thinking in terms of
density, its one thing for a certain owner to want to make a
lot of .money out of it but to talk about putting more people
into Makiki, I think you would very rapidly come to the conclu-
sion that there are as many people as can possibly be supported
there right now, and still hope to have any kind of a decent
human environment.

Everyone knows that the land values are way out of line . One
way the Commission can help in this anti-speculation drive, which
I hope everyone is for, is that yo:u have the capacity to make
policy. The decision you make here can have very real ramifica-
tions in terms of stopping speculators from tempting people or
putting them into a financial corner. If you downzone now, the
end result will be beneficial to the small landowner, the ones
that want to keep their homes What we tend to do is, not possi-
bly in the short run but in the long run, to lower the land values
There are many people in the Manoa area who don't want their
land values going up anymore because it means increased tax
assessment. For a lot of people on fixed income, and a lot of
people who are nearing retirement age and that constitutes a lot

people in the old homes in the Makiki area, increased assess-
ment and land value means to them increased taxes. If they're -¯¯¯

=mm

14
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renting to someone on their property, and as you know, there 's
a very high degree of personal family rental going on in Makiki
going back many, many years. Where I live, for example, some

i of the residents have been there for 13, 14, 15 years with the
samo landlord. These increased tax assessments as a result of
the so-called increase in value, is then passed along to the a

reanters.the

landlords have either a small income or depend
upon their small renters. I think that you'd be doing them a y -I favor. They'd be better off by a downzoning and they wouldn't i B
be losing anything. * ""

I Just to finish off, when you downzone this, I wish you would i ABI
consider Mrs. Bornhorst's proposal about further study in this i Ë!!
whole area, I'd like to see it extended to what amounts to the

I whole 13th District which includes up to the University District
because right there, the Hunnewell-Vancouver area for example,
they can't wait to destroy those small property owners. They
want to put improvements in there. Well, who the hell is kidding
who about improvements? Wider streets, sidewalks, increased
sewage, for what? That's a beautiful area in there right now. em
The only thing that is for, is for speculative purposes and to a og.

I hurt the small property owners and renters in that area. i igi
So, I urge you to pass this plan and to consider further study Ni
of downzoning and helping R-6 people to hold the line so that

kear enar aredssuraed intoac
m

sup what many of them have

Mr. Abercrombie was questioned by the Commission.

much
Hm dvh ypeospea xpecdoinzd

n
oand furthaera eady, how

ABERCROMBIE: When I say further study, I would like to see
the people who are now R-6 to stay that way, especially those
five precincts below Manoa--I tend to think in precincts. In
those five, you have one of the most densely populated areas
in the whole city What I would like to see is that these
R-6 designations stay that way, and that the Commission, as a.
matter of policy, encourage these people to be able to hang on
to their property and keep their homes as R-6 by not allowing
any further encroachment of either intermediate or highrise.

CHOY: You also mentioned that many of the single-family
units are rented, and for many years. Don't you think that
increased population would encourage this type of practice, that
single-family units would sublease their property?

ABERCROMBIE: Well with the places already there I don't
know of any place that isn't being rented right now i Honolulu.
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If the city fire and health inspectors ever enine in there-- I | Ë
think there must be an umvritten agreement all over the stato - E¯ N
that wo don't want to put 20,000 or 30,000 people on the street, m

¯¯

i.ncluding me. One of the things we should remember is despite A

I the density, people have dono fantastic thing»,s with shrubbery, -.

] greens, flowers and trees in the wholo Makiki area. I don't
' think there are any more places that can be rented than already
a are. I think you've pretty much got it as dense as it can

possibly be and still be huiinin.

CHUY: You know the population presently in Makiki?

AßERCROMBIE: There 's 21,000 registered voters now in the
13th. It went up 3,000 from 1970. I suspect it'11 go up again
because there's beenmore building in the last three years.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Abercrombie.)

5, Mrs. Alice Guild, Resident and Property Owner in Makiki (No
¯¯

written testimony submitted)

GUILD: I did not intend to speak, but you did seem somewhat
concerned Mr. Chairman about the number of people in support.
I noticed you asked both community associations what their
membershipwas. I felt I shouldmention the fact that twoyears
ago when the first major threat for zoning occurred, Mr. Shelley
Mark and I did canvass the area, always at the last minute like two
nights before a crisis. The first time around, we collected about -
one thousand signatures from Makiki residents both above and below
Nehoa Street. This petition called for a buffer zone along Nehoa.
The last crisis that occurred was the Baptist Convention when we
again went out two days before, I don't recall exactly how many
signatures on that round. This is part of the record. I hope you
would consider this.

One aesthetic thing which I would like to point out which was part of
the planning for Punchbowl which unfortunately did not work out quite
the way it was envisioned, and this was the traditional vista mauka- -
makai, mountain. to the sea vista which has been historically so .much
a part of our plan. . The hillside starts to slope quite markedly at
Wilder Avenue, Three blocks above that, there is quite an incline
so that a building of 10 or 15 stories could obliterate Makiki Heights .

I'm not just speaking for people who live above Nehoa and would no
longer see down to the ocean. I'm speaking of the visitor and worker
in the Ala Moana area, the commuter who travels the streets of
Honolulu who will no longer be able to see our beautiful Makiki
district. I think this bears some consideration.

(There were no ques tions of Mrs Guild.)

6. Mrs, Gertrude Humphries, Makiki Resident .
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llllMPllRil:S: I have been in Makiki sinco nhout .1929. l am in favor
of the proposal to downzano these properties wilich are A-3 and A-4 to
A-2. However, I do urge the study of the Makiki area as was suggested
through the blakiki Community Association. At first the other evening,
they said to Wilder Avenuo but than i t was mo<1if iod down to the
freewav,

1 notice on this map (prepared by Miss llumphrios an<1 circulated among
Commissioners) the last two rezonings has been within areas--it was
the Baptist zoning, and the one for Michael Kimura--which are outside
the proposed buffer area. Until the DLUN was adopted in 1969, those
areas were outside of the Hotel-Apartment area. One could not apply
for a highrise there, but because the DLUM changed the boundary between
the highrise type of apartment and the lower type of apartment, those
areas which are still largely in homes are now in a place that people
can ask for A-4 type of apartment

I would like to suggest that the makai part of Dominis Street be
included in the buffer area. If you look at the map (submitted by

¯ Miss Humphries), it could have just as well been included in the
j g buffer area. What was the rationale for doing it this way? I

( think it was, quite largely, because of Mr. Wicke who owned property
¯ down there and who use to promote the idea of Hotel-Apartment within

that area below Dominis, The letters and records in the Planning
Department do show, including a letter from Mr. Wicke, that he did
want someday to develop his property for highrise apartment. So, I
think he must have influenced the decision to throw that into the
high density area. I don't know what the rationale was for throwing
the strip on the Diamond Head side of Mott-Smith. These are some
things that I think could be brought out by a restudy, why they did
it that way, and is this the best plan, and not just leave it.

I'd also like to mention that the Makiki Community Association at a

meeting previous to the public hearing that was held by the City
Council on February 6th, did vote to go along with this A-2 buffer
zone because they felt that was probably about all they could get.
However, the way it worked out was after that public hearing, the
City Council said well, we have had the hearing and we have decided
not to disturb the existing density; therefore--and then they went --

ahead and gave that as a reason for rezoning the Kimura property
and the Baptist property. We hadn't foreseen that supporting an
A-2 buffer, in other words keeping the density as it now is on the
DLUM would justify the City Council in granting the A-4 zoning.
In .each case, its mentioned in the record that influenced the City
Council. din

There are many other things that I think could be studied the
effect of rapid transit line if there's going to be one. What's ggg
going to happen to the HSPA property? Its a little slow develop- 455

ing as a park. It has been used to justify, for example, the
zoning for Mr. Kimura but actually the park is not yet ready.
This DLUM permits the Camelot on Liholiho. All through the
high density apartment area buildings can spring up which really
to a large extent will undo the effects oE this buffer.

-17-
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In other words, I am in favor of this step to downzone those
parcels but not to just let it rest at that. Many peop1c fool ¯

that the planning should bc looked at again, that it's not satis-
factory and needs more study.

I have done quite a lot of looking into the records on the
history of this whole area. I'm trying to go throitph ordinances
and figure out how the C Apartment District which was the prede-
cessor of A-5 in Makiki and which started out limited to three
stories in 1961, grew to 350 foot after the CZC and the DLUM
were adopted. That's a tremendous jump. I haven't finished that
little history but that is a project in understanding this whole -
business of buildin&T heikihts and general planning.

I would like to ask a question that I forgot to ask the other night, il
CHAIRMAN: Are your questions germane to the issue before us?

HUMPHRIES: I wondered what effect the taxing would be of down-
zoning, whether these people in A-2 would be partially compensated by
having lower taxes or it would make no difference, M 35i

CHEE: The real property taxes are under the jurisdiction of the
State Tax Office so the City would have no jurisdiction over that.
However,-its my understanding that taxes are based not only on the
highest and best use, but also what the existing zoning is, what is
on the lot presently and what is around it. So, you would get a very
general statement on that.

HUMPHRIES: I would like to mention one more thing that may not
be germane,but yet I think it is, since I brought up the suggestion |of the lower side of Dominis Street not being very good planning, g
that that strip which has never before had highrise has been thrown
into the high density, and that Mr. Kimura's property was rezoned.
I hope you have seen a recent opinion from the Corporation Counsel's
office which says that under the revised Charter, Council-initiated
ordinances must be referred to the Planning Commission for review.
But, a 1969 opinion said they did not have to be. The Council went
by the Corporation Counsel's advice that at the time of this rezoning -

in May of this year, the Council could initiate the zoning and did
not have to refer it to the Planning Commission. It went through, g
therefore, without your review or recommendation. I am hoping,
although its a fantastic hope, that it can be declared invalid, tinct
it was not done in a legal manner. The present opinion doesn't go
back and say what was right and wrong. But, if you read it carefully,
it knocks out the reasoning of the previous opinion, that the Council
could just go ahead and not get the Planning Commission's review and
recommendation. I would ust like to call your attention to get a
copy of the opinion if you are interested.

CHAIRMAN: We have a member of the Corporation Counsel's office.
If there .is anything that has been done which is. not legal or not
procedural, Corporation Counsel will point this out to us. I don't
think this is the place to get into the legalities.
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HUMPHRIES: Ï'd just liko to ilication that I:nn t!to one that wrote
to the City Council, askod for a now opinion, and it como back with
a fivo-page opinion which reversos wlutt thev said in 1969 so far as .
the now Charter is concerned. That was all'.

CilAIRMAN: Yes, we're aware of tliis.

WILFRED MITA (Deputy Corporation Counsel): Mr. Cliairman, I was -

the person that wrote that latest opinion. For your inforina tion and
for the information of the Planning Comission, the now set up for
the IJepartment of General Planning and 1]epartment of Land Utilization
becomes effective July 1st of 1973 and as such my opinion will not
be retroactively applied.

(The Commission had no questions of Mrs. Humphries )
¯g

7. Amy Carole, Makiki Resident, 1310 Heulu Street, Honolulu (No written _ ...testimony submitted) i 3=:

CAROLE: I would like to speak in favor of the buffer zone. I ME
do believe, as Mrs. Bornhorst said, that this seems to be a correction
of the DLUM which was in error to allow that area (referring to map
displayed) to have been A-4. It was supposed to be a buffer zone.
I don't consider A-4 to be a buffer zone between another A-4 and
R-6 or other residences above Nehoa Street. I hope that the whole
Makiki area will be restudied.

Last week, I attended the highrise conference. I know that there
are many things that they brought up at the conference that are not
practiced at all in Makiki. I believe that you can have quality
living in a highrise area. Density does not have to be bad althoughin Waikiki it is very bad. In Makiki, it can be very bad. The way
as I understand it right now, with Makiki zoned A-4, you could
probably have maybe four to six 25 to 35-story condominiums on each
block which to me is too dense, It would block out a lot of your
views, your light, and makes a very unpleasant living which ìs what
you have in Waikiki. I hope the Commission, aided by the Planning
Department, will consider some of these things like air rights, urbandesign. As I understand, the planned unit development is on a smaller -

scale. I understand that you can have high density, 80 to 100 units
per acre in low-rise buildings. At the conference, there were slides
which showed some of these plans in New York City, all up to four-
story apartments, In Makiki, because of the location of it, you do IIhave.to have density. I don't want to see highrises in some of these
rural areas. So, I feel its naturally going highrise but I would
like it to be more pleasant,

(There were no questions of Miss Carole.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.



The Commission deferred act i.on to the next meeting in ordar that the new
Commissioners could be briefod on the background of the Makiki area,. A

¯
¯¯¯¯

briefing on the impact of the new lloight Regulation Ordinanco and the
Contract Zoning Ordinance on the sub lect application. was also requested,
on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried,

UNFINISllED ßUSINESS Public hearings were held June 20, 21, 27, and
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT closed July 11, 1973. The matter was brought
OAHU, HAWAII before the Commission again on July 25, August 8,
TO REFLECT FINAL and October 3, 1973. At the October 3rd meeting,
HIGHWAY RIGHTS-OF-WAY action was deferred pending the General Plan
6 TO MAKE NECESSARY llevision Program workshop on October 10 , 1973.
ADJUSTMENTS IN LAND
USE DESIGNATIONS FOR CHAIRMAN: Commissioners, what is your
LANDS ADJACENT TO OR pleasure?
AFFECTED BY THE
ALIGNMENTS CRANE: Mr. Chairman, I move the recommenda- E
STATE OF HAWAII tion be denied.
DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION SULLAM: Second the motion. 2|
(FILE #224/C3/VARIOUS 955
4 180/C3/5) CHAIRMAN: Discussion? 35E

KAMIYA: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to know the reasons why?

CRANE: We've had innumerable public hearings on this. We've done
a good deal of discussion relative to the total effect of this. We've
done a good deal of discussion relative to new developments on the General
Plan. We've done a fantastic amount of study, and taken the testimony
relative to traffic patterns. It seems to me, in spite of some testimony
I've heard, that there has not been an adequate and honest approach to
a purely simple rapid transit system which could alleviate some of the -

problems that are being caused, in my opinion, by this particular proposal.
As a result of that, I cannot in good conscience cast my vote in favor of -
this plan.

SULLAM: I'd like to make a few remarks supporting Mr. Crane. I'd
like to say that I too feel that if we're going.to move in the direction
of getting away from pollution, congesti.on, and work towardslower cost
of housing, we have to start moving away from an automobile-oriented
community. If we don't start now, we never will start. There was a.time
when people moved away from horse and buggy to automobile because times
had changed. Well, times have changed now, and we really have to reorient
our thinking and also our investment This is a good time to start.

KAMIYA: Commissioner Sullam, do you feel that with this denial of
this General Plan Amendment, it would solve the problem of mass transit;
that is.,.with this denial, do you think it will hasten the Transportation
Department to come up with a plan for a mass transit?

SULLAM: It definitely would hasten mass transit because our popula-
tion projections are such.that something will have to be done. This kind
of thinking we have here is happening all over the United States . We're

20
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I bound to soo federal funds being placed into mass transit as time goes on.
I just think we h.ave to be forward thinking. Its very hard to change a

set up that has boon established; that is, the highway philosophy, and the
highway trust fund that is being channeled into higinvays. But, it has to
start somewhero, and the local lovel, 1 think, is a good place.

CHAIRMAN: I have some questions for staff. The proposed H-3 corridor,
does it have provisions for mass transit?

DON CLEGG (Deputy Chief Planning Off icer) : The staf f recommendation

I has two lanes being initially utilized for dedicated bus-way corridor, if
. you want to call it dedicated bus-way mass transit. It has in each direc-

tion, two lanes of automobiles and two lanes for dedicated bus way.

I CHAIRMAN: The study that the Planning Department is prosently doing
on the General Plan, is the H-3 corridor considered as an integral part
of that plan?

CLEGG: Yes,

CHAIRMAN: Has the City Council made a policy decision regarding the
H-3 corridor?

CLEGG: No, I believe the Policy Committee on the H-3 corridor would
have come after that hearing here. I might say, in terms of estimated
population on the Windward side that the TH-3 study assumed 151,000. Our
General Plan Revision Program is assuming a range of 151,000 to 230,000
as a possibility. I don't say we're encouraging that. I merely say this
is the range of population that we are considering to be possible and
that we will have a plan to meet, if it should happen.

CRANE: I don't think there's anything that's panacea, a solution of
the massive population on an island such as we have here. But, it seems
to me, and I couldn't document this, that we're just not going to consider
pure mass transit. So, we're going to build highways. It seems that this
attitude was there all along, when we talk in terms that we can't get
people to ride mass transit. I have heard very little suggestion from
those planners who say you can't do that, relative to certain restrictive

¯ kinds of ordinances, types of ordinances that can cause people to want to
ride mass transit and get out of this tremendous traffic we have on this
island. Now, I've seen very little of this. As a matter of fact in my
opinion, if you went all for a highway through.there, and to see if we've
really done some objective looking into pure mass transit, and the kinds
of ordinances, and the kinds of forward thinking plans that would cause us
to want to use that facility and relieve us of a burden that's already
there, I have not seen this.

SULLAM: I would like to add that there may be no discussion as to
whether we have any choice because everyday you hear there 's a crisis
as far as fuel is concerned. On the mainland, they're going to be cutting
down the school hours, they're going to ration fuel oil and-all that sort
of thing, and here we're

.talking
about building freeways to accommodate

cars, I think we should bring that into our thinking when we make a
decision.

-21-



KAMIYA: Mr. Chairinan, I llave to vote against this inotion. I can
see the problem as far as transportat ton is concerned. ßut, 1 can also
see a lot of poss i.bilities for the Windward side with our General Plan, i --

E- and as our IJaputy Director says cons.idering the population of Nindward i
¯- Oahu, That to me can solve one of our housing problems. With this high- Ë

way system, I thilik we can accomp.l.ish both. Tliere is a transition to
- mass transit as well as opening up a corridor to the development of Wind- g

¯

ward Dahu, That 's the two basic reasons why I'd be more or less in favor g -

of the transportat ion corridor .

CHOY: I have a question for staff. In the H-3 corridor, you men-
tioned there will be provision for either fixed rail or the bus system.

CLEGG: It could be either way, that's right. The bus system, once
put down could be converted to fixed rail, E

CHOY: I also understand there will be a certain amount of federal
funding available.

- CLEGG: Yes. We know there 's federal funding for the highway portion,
- and there are some deadlines on this associated with the Interstate High-

way System which this is a part of. There is also federal funding for
mass transit which is available, although the State 's share that they must
put up is a little higher especially on highways. I'm not sure as to the
amount of federal funding that extends to the two-lane dedicated bus way, a

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? Are you ready for the question?

KAMIYA: Question.

CHAIRMAN: The question has been called for. All in favor raise your
right hand.

(The motion to DENY failed for lack of a majority, Commissioner Chey and |
Commissioner Duke, both recently appointed to the Commission, abstained B
from voting on this matter. The staff was requested to brief both Commis-

¯ sioners on this matter. )

- The Chairman indicated, "If necessary, I would have voted against the
motion primarily because of the fact that I think our general concern at
this point is a General Plan change for a transportation corridor. There
seems to be ample evidence before us that a transportation corridor is
needed in this area. In terms of what it's going to look like, how many
lanes it's going to have, whether mass transit is going to be on it, it
seems to me this is going to be an implementation problem and does not
directly relate to the question of general planning. My point of view is
whether- we are going to general. plan for a transportation corridor in that
area. Therefore, on that point, I would have voted against the mot.ion.

We will defer action on this matter to the next meeting.

AYES - Crane_, Sullam
NAYES - Kamiya
ABSTAINED - Choy, Connell, Duke
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa



STATE LAND USE Pursuant to Sections 205-4 aiu1 205-9,i COMMISSION REFERRAL llawaii Revised Statutos, the Planning:
PROPOSED AMENDMliNTS TO Commission has received a request for
PART II OF SLUC comments and recommendation concerning the
RliGULATIONS Proposed Amendments to Part II of the State

Land Use District Regulations initiated by

Staff Planner Ian McDougal r et 1: 1 o 's report of the
proposal. The stated purpose of the proposed amendments are "...to

i clarify the procedures for implementing the amended provision to
Section 205-4, HRS (Act 187, Session Laws of Hawaii 1972), wherein the
Land Use Commission is authorized to approve a petition for a boundary
change 'by imposing conditions necessary to uphold the general intenti and spirit of this chapter and to assure substantial compliance with
representations made by the petitioner in seeking a boundary change.
Such conditions, if any, shall run with the land and be recorded in

i the bureau of conveyances.'"
451The specifies of the problem that these Proposed Amendments to the i jg

i Land Use District Regulations address are not explicitly defined. A i Sii
reading of the amended provision to Section 205-4, HRS, would seem to,
initially, indicate two problems. One problem may be seen as revolving
around a need to "uphold the general intent and spirit of the Land Use
Law and Regulations", or some inadequacy in the Regulations to effec-
tively achieve the fundamental tenets; and the other problem is one of
compliance with representations. The end results to be achieved if
compliance to representations is effectuated are not indicated. There
fore, it is difficult to discern what kinds of representations would be
appropriate to be complied with. It is clear, however, that the condi-
tions imposed must achieve the two predetermined objectives to uphold
the general intent and spirit, and to assure substantial compliance.
The conditions to be imposed must, at least, be of a nature to assure
that these objectives are achieved in every petition which is granted.
Though the objectives may not be clear, it is clear that the conditions
must be uniformly applied against each petition and should, therefore,
be predetermined to assure equity in application.

Based upon the analysis contained in his report, it is the recommendation
of the Chief Planning Officer that the Proposed Amendments to Part II of
the State Land Use District Regulations should be rejected, and that the
Commission adopt his report as its comments and recommendations on this
petition.

No discussion followed.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the recommendation of the Chief Planning
Officer to reject the Proposed Amendments to Part II of the
State Land Use District Regulations, and adopted his report "Ei
as its comments and recommendations on this petition.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Crane, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa
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UNFINISllLil ßUSINESS The public hearing was hold January 3, 1973
PLANNED IJEVELOPMENT and closed January 31, 1973 after the
110USING applicant withdrew his plans. The matter
EWA ßEACH was brought before the Coimiiission on Septem-
FORT blEAVER ROAD ber 5, 1973 at which timo action was deferred
HAWAll LAßORER'S for data from various City agencies. The
HOUSING CORPORATION app]iennt requests that the application be
(FILE //72/PDH-3) considered at this time.

5 8 -
ACTION: Commissioner Crane moved to table the matter until there is a -

formal application before the Commi.ssion. Since the applicant g
withdrew his application on January 31, 1973, Commissioner Crane
felt the Commission had no application to consider: that t.he
matter was improperly before the Conunission.

Commissioner Crane's motion was seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Crane, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None

- ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

The Commission authorized scheduling of the following matter for public --

hearing, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and carried:

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 1. The request is for approval of plans
APPLICATION for a 9-story office building at 345
(9-STORY OFFICE BLDG.) Queen Street.
D. H. GRAHAM CO. , LTD.
(FILE #73/HCD-22)

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:10 p .m. I -

Respectful s ,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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- Nov 14 19 5

Mooting of the Planning Cominission
Minutes

ovember 14, 1973

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, November 14, 1973
at 1:35 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City llall Annex. Chairman
Bugene ß. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
James D. Crane, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C. Choy
Charles W. Duke
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Randall Kamiya
Fredda Sullam

ABSENT: Donald K. Hosaka

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Wilfred M. Mita, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Ian .McDougall, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT application for construction of a 9-story
APPLICATION office building at 345 Queen Street, within
(9-STORY OFFICE BLDG.) the Hawaii Capital District, Tax Map Key:

- D. H. GRAHAM CO., LTD. 2-1-26: 15.
(FILE #73/HCD-22)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of November 4, 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of the
request. The 9-story office building meets the height limitation
for the district. The preliminary Comprehensive Zoning Code calcula-
tions indicate that the building meets floor area and parking
requirements, and the design of the office building appears to be
compatible with the Hawaii Capital District.

The Director recommends approval of this application.

The Commission had no questions of the staff regarding the Director's
report.

No one spoke either FOR or AGAINST the application.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried.



ACTION: The Cominission adopted the Director 's recominendation ainl
recominended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Crano,
seconded by 1]r. Choy and eat ried
AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Kahawalolan, Kamiya, Sullain
NAYES - None
AßSENT - Ilos aka
ABSTAINED - Connell

STREET NAMES The Continiss i.on reconimended approval of - -

the following street names, on motion by
Mr Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried

1. Waianae Model Community - Makaha

ALA HEMA STREET Roadway situated on the mauka s Ide of
Farrington liighway, west side of Kaupuni
Stream.

Meaning: South or left road.
ALA WALUA STREET Roadwav situated on the mauka side of

Farrin'gton Highway, between Ala Akau and
Ala Hema Streets.

Meaning: Middle or interior road.
ALA AKAU STREET Roadway situated on the mauka side of

Farrington Highway, east of Kaulawaha Road.

Meaning: North or right roadway,
2. Servco Waiawa, Waiawa, Ewa, Oahu, Hawaii.

OPAPALI STREET Roadway between Kamehameha Highway and
Arcacia Road,

Meaning: Cliffed, a place with many cliffs .

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing was held and closed on
ZONING CHANGE October 31 1973. At that time, the Commis-
A-3 4 A-4 APARTMENT sion deferred action in order that the new
DISTRICT TO Commissioners could be briefed on the
A-2 APARTMENT background of the Makiki area. A briefing
MAKIKI on the impact of the new Height RegulationINITIATED BY THE Ordinance and the Contract Zoning Ordinance -
DIRECTOR OF LAND on the subject application was also
UTILIZATION requested by the Comniission.
(FILE #73/Z-58)

No discussion followed.

-2-



ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recoimitandation that
the zoning on the 59 parcels in Areas I and II

,
as described

in the Director's report, be changed to A-2 Apartment Dis-
trict, on motion by Mr. Kamiya, soconded by Mr. Duke and
carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Kabawaiolan, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka --

AßSTAINED - Connell

UNFINISHED BUSINESS Public hearings were held June 20, 21 , 27, and
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT closed July 11, 1973. The matter was brought
OAHU, HAWAII before the Commission again on July 25, August
TO REFLECT FINAL 8, October 3, and October 31, 1973. At the
HIGHWAY RIGHTS-OF-WAY October 31st meeting, action was deferred for

I 4 TO MAKE NECESSARY lack of a majority vote.
ADJUSTMENT IN LAND
USE DESIGNATIONS FOR CHAIRMAN: Item 3 under Unfinished
LANDS ADJACENT TO OR Business, the application of the State of
AFFECTED BY THE Hawaii, Department of Transportation to
ALIGNMENTS amend the General Plan Detailed Land Use
STATE OF HAWAII Map and Development Plan for the City and
DEPARTMENT OF County of Honolulu to reflect final highway
TRANSPORTATION rights-of-way and to make necessary adjust-
(FILE #224/C3/VARIOUS ments in land use designation for lands
4 180/03/5) adjacent to or affected by the alignment, --

commonly called H-3. ---

KAMIYA: I move to accept the Planning Director's recommendation.

DUKE: I'll second that, Sir.

CHAIRMAN: Discussion?

SULLAM: In view of the report we heard from Mr. Villegas at last
week's workshop, I think we have to alter this recommendation. My
concern is that in our workshop, we did hear remarks from the Traffic .
Department. They indicated that they were going to recommend that we
not approve H-3. I would like to know why the Planning Director hasn't
altered his report because in most instances when the Traffic Department
does not grant approval for a particular situation, the Planning Depart-
ment supports the Traffic Department.

WAY: There is no recommendation from the Department of Transportation
Services that is contrary to the recommendation of the Oahu Transportation
Policy Committee. My recommendation, therefore, generally follows the
recommendation of that Committee.

SULLAM: Yes, but you recall that there was new thinking and
that this matter was going to be brought before the Policy Committee.
So, its just a matter of timing. I don't think we should rush to a

decision until we know exactly what the Policy Committee is going to



say in view of the Enct that Mr. Vi.11egas did bring in now informa- i =.x

tion and put forth a new point of view, li i
CHAIRMAN: Further d iscussion? Are you prepared Eor the ¯¯

question?

KAMIYA: Question. WIE

CHAIRMAN: All those in favor, raiso your r i ght hand?

(The motion to accept the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer
failed to carry.)

AYES - 1]uke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya f.
NAYES - Choy, Crane, Sullam
ABSENT - Hosaka
ABSTAINED - Connell

CHAIRMAN: There 's a number of things we can do on this . We

can defer action until the next meeting defer action until the end
of the agenda, or the Chair can entertain a new motion. I -

SULLAM: When could we hear from the Policy Committee as to
whether they have reconsidered their stand regarding H-3? We

- shouldn't be making a decision until we hear from them.

WAY: They're having a meeting tomorrow at which time we could
bring the matter to the attention of the Committee should it be the
Commission's wish to ask for some reevaluation, restatement or recon-
sideration or what have you, After that, I have no idea what might
be the length of time required to return a response.

CRANE: In light of that, I move we postpone this until the next
meeting.

CHOY: I second.

CHAIRMAN: Discussion? I
SULLAM: I think Mr. Villegas ought to come before us again.

There were members that were absent that morning. I see some faces
here that weren't at the meeting on the H-3workshop. Perhaps
Mr. Villegas could come and report to us again and tell us why .he
had this change of thought.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? Are you prepared for the
question?

Cl10Y: Question.

CHAIRMAN: All those in favor raise your right hand. di

(The motion for deferral to the next meeting carried.)

4-
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i
i AYES - Choy, Crane, IJuko, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam i Ë

NAYES - None . -.

ABSENT - Hosaka
AßSTAINED - Connell

CHAIRMAN: Alr. Director, would you transmit our roquost to the r 2

i Policy Committee. --

At the end of the agenda, this matter was brought up for reconsideration.

KAMIYA: Mr. Chairman, could we bring up for reconsiderationi again, the H-3 matter?

CHAIRMAN: The matter can only be reconsidered if there's a

i unanimous vote on it.

SULLAM: In what way are we going to reconsider it? Ne've
g moved to wait for a report from the Policy Committee. We must

remember that the person who's head of the Department of Transpor-
tation Services for the City is the Chairman of that Committee. So,
that's a very important Committee and he holds a powerful position.

I Its very likely that the position of that Committee will change.

KAMIYA: I thought that because we are deadlocked, that we pass
it on without any recommendation.

SULLAM: Without waiting for a report from that Committee? Is
it for a vote or for new information?

KAMIYA: No, just to pass it on to Council without any recom-
mendation to get it out from the Planning Commission.

SULLAM: I don't see any point in that particularly because it
will be held up at the Council level. They'll probably want to
hear a full report too in view of the fact that new information is
being brought here.

CHAIRMAN: This.is, of course, assuming that the.Policy Committee
will be asked to reconsider. We have to go back and see what
Mr. Villegas said and discover whether or not he is actually going
to ask the Policy Committee to reconsider. As I remember it, the
testimony was somewhat ambiguous whether he was going to do this.
The second point is whether the Committee does reconsider and change
its position. The third point is how long it will take for recon- as

sideration by the policy making committee, The fourth would be how
long is the Commission going to continue to receive new reports.

With due respect to Mr, Villegas, its interesting that his report
came in many months following public hearing. As far as I know,
the Department of Transportation Services' position still hasn't
changed its recommendation to this Commission or to any of the
other agencies of the City.



SULLAM: That's very true but at the same time I feel that
Mr. Villegas would have not come beforo us if he didn' t want us to -

tako heed of liis remarks. I do think this is a dynamic society i --

where there are changes taking place overy ta me . When thoro are g | -

important changes such as this, we should stop and listen. There's g '

millions of dollars involved I think that :a hasty decision
shouldn't be made,

CHAIRMAN: Certainly, no hasty decision is being made on 11-3.
We've only had it before us for a year now.

WAY: Mr. Chairman, I might comment for information that for -
the rules of procedure before the Policy Committee are such that . .

it does take a unanimous vote for action. It will be remembered g i
that there was action of the Committee unanimously in support of g

¯

the present concept for the highway at this time.

CHAIRMAN: One of the concerns which I have, to be very honest,
is whether we are going to continue to find reasons to keep from
voting because we can't come up with a majority vote to move one
way or the other which I would perceive is the position we are in
now. If continuing to hear more evidence is going to change the E
position on the Commission, fine. But, in the event that's not

- going to happen, then it may be more honest to say that we simply
cannot make a recommendation, that there are two reports that go up
to the Council with no recommendation.

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, I tend to disagree with you. I think I
made the last motion to postpone this but my position is crystal
clear. I made the original motion to deny. I didn't get an over-
whelming support to that motion. We can't seem to get a majority
here, and in light of that, I did make the motion to postpone. I'm E
willing to reconsider this. I think before we have a lot of discus-
sion on it, we ought to have a motion, -ail

KAMIYA: I make a motion to reconsider, Mr. Chairman.

KAHAWAIOLAA: Second.

CHAIRMAN: Discussion? Are you prepared for the question?
Those in favor signify by raising your right hand.

(The motion to reconsider carried.)

AYES - Connell, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - Choy, Sullam
ABSENT - Hosaka

CHAIRMAN: The matter is before us again.

KAMIYA: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a motion that the
Planning Commission send to the Council no recommendation concerning
this matter.



SUl-LAM: L believe that our function is to make recommandations
to the City Louncil. No recommendation at all either way, we're
not performing our funct lon.

CRANE: A point of proceduro. We should second it before wo
discuss it.

I CllAIRMAN: Is there a second?

KAHAWAIOLAA: I'll second it.

C11AIRNAN: Discussion?

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, I'll sneak in favor of the motion because 45E
if we don't do something we're going to be octogenarians. Obviously, ill
we don't have all of this information and I happened to agree on that SEË
point, ßut, if we're not going to make a

deci^sion,
let's'say why and

I send it on. I'd be in favor of that motion.

CHAIRMAN: Any further discussion? Are you prepared for the
question? All those in favor of the motion will signify by raising EB
their right hand. gg

(The motion to recommend no recommendation carried.) ER

- AYES - Choy, Connell, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - Sullam
ABSENT - Hosaka

UNFINISHED BUSINESS Public hearings were held on this matter
ZONING CHANGE FROM on April 25 and May 9, 1973. Approval of
I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL the request was recommended by the Director
TO B-2 COMMUNITY along with approval of his requested
BUSINESS DISTRICT expansion. At the public hearing of May 9,
CENTRAL BUSINESS 1973, CW Investment, the applicant, withdrew
DISTRICT his request. The Planning Commission then
INITIATED BY THE recommended to the Director that he withdraw ¯¯=

DIRECTOR OF LAND his recommendation, tai
UTILIZATION
(FILE #73/Z-9) The Department of Land Utilization's staff

has reviewed and evaluated testimony given
at the public hearing. The zoning request
was also reviewed.

The Director's earlier recommendation for approval is reaffirmed
with the following justifications:

1. The properties recommended for rezoning from I-1 Light Industrial
to B-2 Community Business District are the only properties in the
area not now zoned in conformity with the General Plan. The
intent of the General Plan is clearly that the subject properties age
were to be considered as part of a substantial area of commercial Bii
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uses generally boundodby ßerataniaStroot, WardAvenuo, Kapiolani M
ßoulevard and Alapai Street. The subject proporties are bounded on
three sides by ß- 2 zones and on the fourth s.ido by the lionolulu
International Center. The perpetuation of the I-1 zone in this
area could have a doloterious effect on the established commercial :

character of the area. The subject request, however, would ostah-
lish a zoning pattern which is cohoront and which is in consonance ,

with the General Plan,

2. The City has made substantial investment in the area in street and
utility improvements in anticipation of its adopted commercial
land use policy for the area. The private sector has also made
substantial investment in terms of new buildings and expansion of -

existing commercial uses, in the area between the Honolulu Interna-
tional Center and the new City Hall. Among these would be: One
Kapiolani ßuilding, expansion of Straub Clinic, and the llawaiian
Electric office building. Aside from the Hawaiian Electric facili-
ties, there are no major industrial type uses in the subject area.

-- The trend in the area is toward commercial uses.

The rezoning would also protect the substantial public investments gg
such as the Honolulu International Center and the new City Hall
from potential incompatible uses which are currently permitted in
I-1 districts such as: bulk storage yards and building contractors'
yards; establishments such as linen suppliers, freight movers,
communication services, and canteen services; establishments which
deliver merchandise in bulk by truck or van; establishments which
sell heavy equipment; manufacturing, processing, extracting, pack-
aging, or fabricating establishments; motion picture studios; and
printing, lithographing, publishing or photography establishments.

3. With regard to Hawaiian Electric's concern about their facilities
in the area we note that the requested B-2 zonina permits public --

utility installations provided that storage or maintenance facili-
ties shall be permitted only as conditional uses and structures.

The City's intent is not necessarily to limit Hawaiian Electric's
activities but to reduce the potential for incompatible uses in
this area.

The B-2 zoning precludes neither the continued existence nor the
future expansion of Hawaiian Electric's utility installations.

4. Facilities in the area are adequate to serve the permitted uses
in the B-2 Community Business District.

Questions were raised by the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: What were the concerns of the Hawaiian Electric
¯g

Company? --

ENG: Their concerns were that they have substantial investment !!
in this area. They feel the nature of their operation is basically -
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industrial. In reviewing the perillitted usos in tlic proposed B-2
uistrict, we find tliat thoro is room for both tileir current operationand possible expansion through cither permitted use or through
Conditional Uso Permit. Their concern, of course, :is tlutt the- Conditional Use Permit would require a review by the City, andwould require public hearing.
By the way, a staff land use survey has been done in the aren. Ofthe existing uses, there are now none of them actually would becomononconformin if the area were rezoned.

SULLAM: What about llawaiian Electric, that is Light-Ïndustrial.Wouldn't that be nonconforming?
E ENG: In terms of its actual operation it might be consideredLight-Industrial in nature. The B-2 district, however, does permit
g public utility installations as a permitted use. We feel thatHawaiian Electric is definitely a public utility.

SULLAM: If they wanted alterations or repairs beyond a certainpoint, wouldn't they have to come in for a Conditional Use Permitbecause it would be a B-2 District, even though they presently haveLight-Industrial?

ENG: This depends on the nature of the request . There arePublic Utility installations which are principal uses, and there areothers--stores and maintenance facilities--which do require Condi-tional Use. We would have to examine the proposal for alteration orexpansion to determine whether or not Conditional Use is required.
(There were no further questions of the staff.) M
ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director 's recommendation for ¯Ì

a change in zoning from I-1 Light Industrial District to -gB-2 Community Business District, on motion by Mrs . Sullam,seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya,Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka -M

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 2:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. L an
Secretary-Reporter
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DEC 5 1975 -

Meeting at the Planning Canunission
Minutes

¯
- December 5, 1973 &E

The Planning Commiss.ion 11eld a meeting on Nednesday, December 5, 1973 -at 1: 30 p .m. , in the Conference Room of t he City llall Annex. Cha trmanEugene B. Connell presided .

E PRESENT: Eugene B. Conne ll
, Chairman

James D. Crane, Vice-Chairnuni
ur. Wilbur L, Lhoy
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka
Randall Kamiyai Antono J. Kahawaiolaa

ALSENT: Fredda Sullam
STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer -

Wilfred M. Mita, Deputy Corporation Counsel -¯

Henry Eng, Staff Planner -ZRoger Harris, Staff Planner
MINUTES: The minutes of October 31 and November

14, 1973 were approved, on motion by
Mr Crane, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa
and carried.

Public hearines for the following matters were held simultaneously:
1.. MOKULEIA- -Conditional Use Permit (73/CUP-13)

Applicant: John Eagle
Tax Map Key: 6-8-11: 1
Request: Conditional Use. Permit for private SewageTreatment Plant.

2. MOKULEIA--Conditional Use Permit (73/CUP-15)
Applicant: Ted Crane
Tax Map Key: 6-8-11: 58, 59, 63 6 64Request: Conditional Use Permit for private SewageTreatment Plant.

3. MOKULEIA--Conditional Use Permit (T3/CUP-16)
Applicant: James Ho
Tax Map Key: 6-8 11: 27
Request: Conditional Use Permit for private SewageTreatment Plant
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4. M0KULEIA--Conditional Use Permit (73/CUP-18)
- Applicant: Jack Duboy
- Tax Map Key: 6-8-11: 3 6 4 g § 2

Request: Conditional IJse Permit for private Sewage j |Troatment Plant. F 2

5. MOKULEIA--Conditional Use Permit (75/CUP- 22)
_;

,

Applicants: L. R. Allen fi G. K. Gumi
Tax Map Key: 6-8-11: 46 6 47

- Request: Conditional Use Permit for private Sewage
Treatment Plant.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-ßulletin/Advertiser of November
25, 1973. No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Roger Harris presented the report of the Director of Land -
¯ ¯

Utilization. The applicants have applied for conditional use permits to i 5construct private temporary sewage treatment plants to serve proposed - 9individual apartment developments in this tract of A-2 zoned land at
Mokuleia. There are no public sewage facilities available in this area,
and the Department of Health has indicated that the ground in the area
is unsuitable for cesspools . The proposed treatment systems are all to
be located underground and are designed to provide secondary sewage
treatment through aerobic digestion processes. Treated sewage effluent
is to be chlorinated and deposited into deep injection wells . Followingis. a summary of the applications filed by the various developers .

1. Applicant : Mr . John A. Eagle

No. of Units : 12 units in one 3-story bldg.
Engineer : Mr , Meyer S Gogost
Sewage Plant Manufacturer : ADS, Inc.
Flow in Effluent Gallons Per Day: 6,750

2. Applicants
.: Messrs, Ted Crane 6 L, Harold

Whitaker
No. of Units : 64 units in two 5-story bldgs .Engineer : Mr. Phillip S. Wu
Sewage Plant Manufacturer : Hanna Enterprises, Inc.
Effluent Flow in Ga]:ons Per Day: 24 000

3. Applicant . : Mr James G Y Ho
No. of Units : 20 units in two 3-story b1dgs .Engineer : Mr Frank E Honeychurch
Sewage Plant Manufacturer : Hanna Enterprises, Inc.
Effluent Flow in Gallons Per Day: 24,000

4. Applicants : Mr Jack M i Jeune L. Dubey
No. of Units : 48 units in one 4 story bldg.Engineer : Mr -Giovanni K. L Chung
Sewage Plant Manufacturer Hanna Enterprises Inc.
Effluent Flow in Gallons Per Day 19, 200
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5. Applicants : Mr. l...R. Allen 6 Ms. G.K. Gunn
No. of Units : 48 units in ono 5-story bldg.
Engineer : Mr. l'rank E. Honeychurch ¯=-

Sowage Plant Manufacturer : llanna 1.interprises , Inc. Ë-
Effluent Flow in Gallons Por Day: 12,000

- There is no municipal sewage collection and treatmerit system in tho
! Mokuleia, Waialua, and flaleiwa area, The City and County of llonolulu

Capital Improvement Program for fiscal years 1973 to 1978 has funds
scheduled for the "Waialua-Haleiwa Sewer Treatment Plant, Unit 1 Walalua"

M from1974 through 1976, No funds are scileduled, however, for the
Waialua-Haleiwa Sewer Treatment Plant outfall. Contact with the Depart-

g ment of Public Works indicatos that this public sewerage system is not
a high priority and that even the site for the plant is not firm. Public
sewers are not expected to be available for this area for approximately

¯

10 years,
¯

Some acceptable form of sewage treatment and disposal must be constructed
¯ to facilitate the impending apartment developments. The applicants are ME

- | proposing installation of separate underground treatment plants to serve
i B their proposed individual apartment developments.

Although the State Department of Health would rather see a single plant
installed to service the tract the do not have the ower to force
utilization of one, The individual plants proposed by the applicants,
if properly designed, can meet the Department of Health's requirements
for private sewage treatment systems. It is felt that if the plants are
all required to meet the requirements of the amended Chapter 38 of the
Public Health Regulations, and if adequate steps are taken to insure
proper operation and maintenance of the facilities, they will provide
satisfactory service until the municipal sewer system reaches the area.

The tract lies within a flood hazard district. Should a major tsunami
or flood occur while the temporary facilities are in service, one could
expect that the systems would fail for some period of time.

Tlus Director recommends--

A., That the 4 applications of Messrs Ted Crane and L. Harold Whitaker,
Tax Map Key 6-8-11: 58, 59, 63 and 64; Mr. James G. Y. Ho., Tax Map

¯

Key: 6-8-11: 2T; Mr. Jack 11. and Jeune L. Dubey, Tax Map Key:
6-8-11: 46 & 47, for Conditional Use Permits.to construct and operate ¯

private sewage treatment plants be.approved, subject to Conditions
1 through 11 contained in his report.

B. That the application .of Mr. John A. Eagle, Tax Map Key: 6-8-11: 1,
be approved for testing and certification only, and that in addition
to Conditions 1 through 11 above-mentioned additionally, Conditions
numbered 12 through 14 also contained in his report shall apply.

Question was raised by the Commission. aus

DUKE:- You say its undeveloped presently with a scattering of buildings it
in the area, yet you say cesspools are not really acceptable . What do
they use presently
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= 11ARRIS: There are 68 lots zoned A 2 in the tract. There are 14
- dwelling units recently occupied, inost of them duplexes and four-plexes, m

some six-unit apartments, These were approved sinco 1965 when it waszoned for various types of sewerage treatment, collection and disposal. gMost of these have included ult imate offluent disposal into cesspools, gbasically. They are usually at a depth of less than 10 feet. The corala fill that's put in this area does not leach well. Therefore, those cess-
a pools or disposal pits have not functioned very well at all. There ishistory--for example, one four-plex unit was pumped up to 45 times inone year. The proposals before us now proposes to go bolow the imper-meable layer through the watertable, into 80 feet where there is goodporus percolation area that can accept the effluent. M

The agencies feel that if this secondary treatment is provided in theprivate aerobic treatment plant, and the effluent which is relativelyclear at that point is deposited down to those depths, then this problemshould not continue, The problem now is with shallow cesspools.

Public testimon followed.

Testimony AGAINST--

Frederick C. Gross, Chairman, Planning Review Committee, WaialuaCommunity Association

GROSS: I'm speaking against the applications only because I cannotspeak for them The area at Mokuleia was pretty adequately describedby your staff. It was not filled with coral, It was filled withquarry waste. That is one of the reasons it does not have good perco-lation. I know the area very well, The area directly to the east ofthe apartment zone is a park, not a private area.
My concern for these private STPs which apparently has receivedapproval of the Board of Health--cesspools were approved by theBoard of Health too, so have private STPs in the area that areineffective at this time and have been for quite a while, Thesituation was severe enough so that the Waialua Community Associationwrote to Mr. Robert Way on October 26, 1972, and outlined the serious-ness of the situation in detail. Records we obtained from residentsin the area and from the City and County sewage pumping service werein some cases, the desspools were being pumped sometimes four times
a month and your staff ihdicated 45 times a year. I've just beentold by members of the City that in one instance, it was pumped 162times . I have concern for this because when those cesspools are notpumped, we've had instances where the sewage has backed up. Thearea basically is flat but it can backup where there are apartments,and the second floor decides to

.have a bath, pulls the plug, thenthe people downstairs are in bad luck if the cesspool that day isfilled. It has actually overfl.owed the tank the floor, and goneout to the street down the storm drain.. Here 's a system approved bythe Board of Health violating the Board of Health Receiving WaterQuality Standards,
.something I can't understand. I've talked to1)r. Quisenberry: in some detail about this .
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i Tite plants out there in most cases do not operate properly. Many of

them had circulation systems installed. When tlicy were now an
inspection of the system indicated that the pumps, the motois were
missing, and in cases when they were still there, they were oither
disconnectedor frozenso tliat they no longer run.
I think the stipulation that proper maintonance be provided is
absolutely essential. Its a very disagreeable situation otherwise.

One concern I have, beyond those I've spoken of, is the action which
B might be taken, maybe not at this particular meeting, on cesspools

that are defective that are continuing to require this heavy pumping
- g load. I realize that the new Board of Water Supply system might take
. g care of this but nevertheless, generally, an unsatisfactory system is
- being allowed to continue.

I It seems to me if we're going to have a satisfactory housing area
¯ for as many people that will exist in apartments there, its essential

that proper corrective action be taken. This business of having a
- | cesspool pumping truck backup in your yard or your neighbor's yard
¯ g as often as once a week or more often is frankly an intolerable

¯ situation.
¯ I urge that you review these extremely carefully because we've Juni

a long history of unsatisfactory results. I think assurances are
absolutely essential. They should be handled in some way so they
are a guarantee or bonded. Frequent inspection is absolutely
essential. I wouldn't feel so strongly about this except that what
I'd consider a very costly situation has been allowed to exist for
almost two years. I think a city of this size and reputation can do
a whole lot better than its done so far.

Mr. Gross was questioned by the Commission.

CRANE: Are you speaking for any particular organization?

GROSS: The Waialua Community Association.

CRANE: The_association has met and voted on this matter?
GROSS: The trustees have, yes.
CRANE:. It's my understanding from the staff report that the

intent of the applications and the private sewage facilities as out-
lined to .us were to cure the very situations you're talking about
in order to alleviate the problem. I'm not very clear what it is
you're suggesting. Would you be in favor of these if certain provi-sions _were in there for periodic inspection?

GROSS: I indicated that I speak against because I couldn't speak
for it. The reason I can't speakfor it is the past record of the
Board of Health and the City on sewerage treatment facilities in that



area has been unsatisfactory. These faciltties and one that's been
out there for testing purposes, I'm not saying they should not be B !! -

granted. I think there should be sonio pretty iron-clad stipulations y
made so that these facilities live up to the standards we should g
expect. I think that this body is empowered to do that, Ï am not.

CRANE: What would be the ultimate solution to the problem?

GROSS: Ultimately, of course, is the sewerage system which we 're
years from having out there I'm not saying that building should
stop or that these facilities should not be installed, but I am 1-i

- saying that you should be very aware of the fact that what we have ËÎ
approved in the past has been very unsatisfactory, and essentially,
RO COTTOCtiVe menSUTOS taken. ¯--

CHAIRMAN: Question of staff. The Commission approved treatment i 2|
plants in the area. Are those functioning under conditional use i 3|
permits?

HARRIS: The only one processed recently under conditional use i igi
permit is the one for Haleiwa Surf. It was a Sheridan Inc. develop- g

¯ ment approved about a year-and-a-half ago. That's the only one I
¯

know of. On the smaller duplexes and four-plexes that they have in
this tract now, the disposal well record is very bad. Some of these
are serviced by cavitette or household aerobic treatment plants.
Mr. Gross is saying that those systems have been approved and then
have proved to be ineffective.

GROSS: This is correct. My concern is that the system that was
approved by some body of the government at the time they were
installed, has not had any follow-up on how these have operated. You
can go out and inspect these things. You can see that the guts are
all gone, the machinery doesn't work, and they're not playing the
game the way it was laid out at all. If this happens with these
facilities they propose today, you're going to have a heavy load i
hanging on your shoulders in a short time.

The situation at Raleiwa Surf is considerably different. Its in an
area that has sand as deep as we're familiar with. Recognition must
be given to the fact that the area was mined, and also to the facili-
ties that are installed. They must be properly maintained. If you
people give it an okay and the builder fo gets it, this is not accept-
able.

CHAIRMAN: These systems that you are referring to in this. poor
condition are essentially .cavitette units.

GROSS: That is correct,

CHAIRMAN: None of them are of the type that is being presented.

GROSS: To my knowledge, that is correct. There has been some
recent construction. I don ' t know what they have . All of these
things start out great but its dontinued performance is something
that comes only.with good maintenance



i llNG: Mr. Cluiirliian, you liti.ght want to follow more closely to
the 1Jirector 's recolumended condit i.ons of approvai whereupon a fairly
vi gorous program of maintenance and reporting is required.

GilAIRMAN: This falls under the superv.isi.on of tile l)opartment of
flealth.

ENG: Approval of the existing units was the Departmont of Health.
The units bein&\ discussed would be by joint review, not only by the ....

1]epartment of Health but also tho Department of Land Util.ization and

I the JJepartment of Public Works.

CHAIRMAN: The other units were simply approved along with a .

building permit, | im
ENG: Yes, that's probably the case. You should bear in mind i ËÐ

that advancing technology and additional legislation gives the neces- 2 $$lI sary muscle now to properly control this type of activity.

CLEGG: Do you feel that the conditions outlined by staff, if

I followed out, would be adequate to protect the area in the manner- that concerns you?

GROSS: If followed to the letter- I don't like to be hard-
nosed about any rules or regulations, but its been poor out there.

I'd just like to say one thing more. The situation has changed with
Chapter 38 with the new transfer of the sewer facilities to the Board
of Water Supply. At the time these structures and sewerwage treat-
ment facilities were approved by the City and by the Board of Health,
the fact that they became defective then came bacR to the City because
the City's been pumping these cesspools free all this time. It must ami
have cost them a bundle. This is something we should be extremely ÑÐ!
aware of. As a taxpayer, it seems a little unreasonable to pick up
somebodyelse's load because they've been sloppy about it.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Gross.)

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Ted Crane, Applicant, Tax Map Key: 6-8-11: 58, 59, 63 4 64 (No
written testimony submitted)

CRANE: I'm an architect by profession and a landowner in this
area. I would like to touch a little on rebuttal to Mr. Gross'
comments.

I agree with him wholeheartedly that we should protect the public ¿Ei
health-wise. .That 's what we 're doing. Our application and our -

design, through a lot of money and time spent, is precisely doing
that. These are secondary treatment plants where the cavitettes
and cesspools are primary treatment plants. We are going to the
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extent of putting in secondary treatment plants, putting the effluent
many feet below all this mined area. What else can we do? We're
going on the expertise of the sewer treatment designers and mechnical
engineers. We are also going on the Department of Land Utilization's
recommendations for maintenance until public sewers are in the area.
This may be 10 or 15 years. But, as the landowner, as an architect

' and as a developer, we will adhere to the recommendations of you
- people to maintain this plant until they have connected the City's

sewer system. We can't do anything else.

Mr. Crane was questioned by the Commission,

1)UKE: Approximately what would it cost to put in this system?

CRANE: Somewhere between $50,000 and $80,000, approximately
an average of about $1,000 to $1,200 a unit. So, we 're spending
quite an amount of money to put this system underground and meet
all the City ' s requirements and the Board of Health .

CHOY: What sort of budget have you set aside to maintain this
system?

CRANE: We 're workin with Reliance who is one of the lar est
management companies in town. When the condominium is finished, the
manager will be trained for everyday management of the plant. He has
to go out and check various aspects of it and add chlorine, like
maintaining a swimming pool. A company will come in monthly and do
whatever they have to do to maintain the system. Its going to be -
paid within the maintenance schedule of the condominium owners .

It'll be part of the condominium documents and within the structure g
of the whole project. It will be for the life of the project. It
will be one of .the maintenance fees, just like electricity, elevator
maintenance, pool maintenance, sewer treatment plant maintenance.

CHOY: You spoke of maintenance fee. Will a specific amount be
set aside to take care of this. Is it actually going to be bonafide,
placed in escrow, if necessary?

CRANE: No, it will be collected every month from the condominium
owners .

CHOY: Will that money be set aside, specifically?

CRANE : Oh yes .

CHOY: Will this be specifically spelled out? --

CRANE: I think its $7.50 per month per unit on our project.
The precise figures are within Reliance 's budget, but we are now
worl¿ing out our maintenance fees before we go to sales so that the
prospective buyers will know exactly how much they have to pay every
month for various maintenances of which this is one of them.



CilAIRMAN: I would judge then that the conditiolis as reported ; .g

- are acceptable to you as one of the applicants? E -

CRANE: Certainly, E --.

CHAIRMAN: llave you discussed these cond itions with the other
applicants?I CRANE: No, I have just discussed them with my partners in our
project.

There 's one vague area and this is bonding. Soon, I have to put into
my project a budget for obtaining bonds for the maintenance and

g installation as required by an actual dollar figure. It has to be
done at Council level. Otherwise, all of the requirements are okay
by us . We just would like to know the dollar figure of a bond
required.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Crane.)

2. Mr. Jack Dubey, Applicant, Tax Map Key: 6-8-11: 3 6 4 (No written
testimony submitted)

Mr. Dubey indicated his support of the proposal as well as his
agreement to comply with all conditions contained in the
Director s re ort.

(The Commission had no questions of Mr. Dubey.)

3. Mr. Jo Paul Rognstad, Architect representing applicants L. R. Allen -

and G. K. Gunn, Tax Map Key: 6-8-11: 46 4 47 (No written testimony
submitted) --

ROGNSTAD: We feel essentially the same as Mr . Crane outlined. - -
The only condition I can't understand, Roger, is it requires a locked --

gate? With an underground plant., we don't .have anything to lock other
than maybe a manhole .

IIIIIII

HARRIS: I think it applies to a manhole. Its a code condition
from the CZC where access to it shall be only by access of a locked
gate. I would think that a manhole which a little kid can't open up

s - adequate.

ROGNSTAD: If that would be the interpretation of the condition,
I don't .think we would have any other objection.

HARRIS: If it's not that, it's close to that. I know of others
that have had actual locks, If they're not enclosed in a fence with
a lodked gate and if there is open. area, they actually have locks on
them.

ROGNSTAD: Fine.
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HARRIS: For mainten:mce, the plant would be underground and to
open up the manhole, you would have to unlock it actually.

CHAIRMAN: It presents a problembocause the conditi.on reads, g
"The sewage treatment plant shall he enclosed in such a manner as to
prevent access except by means of a locked door." Its a very specific
condition. It creates a problem if they don't have a door to lock.

ROGNSTAD: If the manhole is the door , we don ' t have a problem.
-IIEIHARRIS: There's two references to this in the language. You may

see fit to amend the language. Section 21-253(f) of the CZC reads: M
"Such facilities shall be completely fenced so as to be inaccessible, .

_¯¯

except through a locked gate," These facilities are underground. In g i a
these cases, they would be under a parking area or in a median in the g i 2¯_ parking area. Generally, the ones I've' seen have been accessible by | gmanholes . 5 m
The question of the lock, maybe Mr. Mita could respond. i g
The other reference to this is Chapter 38, Public Health Requirements ,Section 8 (b) , "Fencing or Enclosure - Must be provided around each
plant to discourage trespassers, accidents, drowning, etc. Fence or
enclosure must be at least six feet high and at least ten feet from
the plant structure. In the case of plants located underground,
adequate identification shall be provided in lieu of fencing or
enclosure ."

4. Mr. George Milne, Agent for applicant John Eagle, Tax Map Key:
6-8-11: 1 (No written testimony submitted)

Mr. Milne agreed to the conditions contained in the Director's
report.

(The Commission had no questions of Mr . Milne .)

5. Mr. James DeLuze of Hanna Enterprises, _manufacturer's of Sewage
Treatment Plants for the following applicants:

Mr. Ted Crane
Mr. James G. Y, Ho
Mr. Jack M. and Jeune L. Dubey
Mr L , R Al len and Ms . G . . K . Gunn

No written testimony submitted)
DELU2E: I'd like to ask your staff ember a question on his

equirements, to clarify something here Are you requiring a 25-foot
buffer distance, and if so, from where?

HARRIS: Ye , from all property lines.

DEÙUZE: Is the botmdary of the rond onsidered a property line?



llARRIS: Yes . EU
il

UELUZE: Un one of those, we would request a w;i.iver of this
g requiremont. Is this requirement in the C2C and .it so, where?

HARRIS: Section 21--253(d): "Buildings and other structures
shall be set back a iiiinimum of 10 feet flom all property lines;
provided that when the pr i.vate utility is located in a zoning lot
which is in, or abuts, a residential, apartment or hotel district,
the minimum setback shall be 25 feet. Yards and other open areas
on the site shall be landscaped and maintained according to plans
approved by the Planning Director."

It is in an apartment district and we are requiring 25 feet. We are
- considering it to be a structure underground or above-ground. The
- effluent disposal wells are not required to meet the 25-foot setback.

I DELUZE: I would like to discuss this a little bit and explain
why that was put into the regulation. I think we have a special case
here because of the different type of system that we're putting in.

It was in 1965 in the Makaha area when there was no City requirement
on this. Someone built a development and put a sewage treatment
plant an open plant two feet from someone's bedroom window. That
made the people in that building very unhappy. I'm sure you can
understand. So, the City came out with this 25-foot requirement. I
think that the spirit of that law to have these plants 25 feet away
from a property line on another development, the sidelines and the
backlines to put this requirement on making it 25 feet away from a --

road where cars drive by, I don't think is justified. With the
designs we have now that are totally enclosed and sealed and vented
through pipes to the building, up to vent pipes where fumes or exhaust
from this plant will be going through underground pipes and coming
up actually at the roof of the building which is 25 feet.away from all
of the boundaries, I think we should have a waiver on this requirement.
Because, on one of these projects, we'll have trouble meeting that
requirement.

WILFRED MITA (Deputy Corporation Counsel): Mr. Chairman, this is
a requirement of the Comprehensive Zoning Code. The Planning Commis-
si.on or the Department of Land Utilization does not have the power to
give waiver or exception, neither does the City Council have that
power. This lies exclusively within the Zoning Board of Appeals by
law. If this is something the petitioner would like to have clari-
fied, I would suggest that relief action be taken to petition the
Zoning Board of Appeals for a waiver.

HARRIS: We have handled a variance like that before but we have i
no power to do it. Mr Ho, for instance, doesn't meet the side yard
setback either. So, he has to move his plant to meet the CZC and to
meet Chapter 38 and to meet the conditions we recommended. We apolo-
gize for him having to wait so long to meet all t1>ese requirements.
It has taken us a while to get our recommendations in line.

DELUZE: In Mr. Ho's case, the plant can be relocated to meet
the side.re uirements. I was unaware of that.
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MITA: Mr. Chairman, another suggestion. If the Planning Commis- ..

sion decides to take action upon this particular petition, it do so
with proviso, provided that the petitioner successfully gets a favor- --

able variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals.

HARRIS: I believe the applicant might want to go over this more,
In accordance with our recommendations, the applicant would have to
meet amended Chapter 38 also, which also requires a 25-foot setback
from all property lines. Therefore, he would require a variance from
the Zoning Board and a variance from the Director of Health. I don't
know whether the Director of Health can give variances. That's just
for the record.

CHAIRMAN: I think it may be well, Mr. Deluze, for you to get g [ 9-E
together with the staff on this because its really beyond the juris- g
diction of the Planning Commission.

DELUZE: We understand the controlling agency for the sewage
treatment plant is the Board of Health. On these projects, the oWners
and the developers, engineers and architects went through great pains
and much work to submit them before August 5th so that they could get
approval under the old Chapter 38. The Health Department came out B
with a letter stating that these projects are approved under the old
regulations. . I feel that requirement-also should be dropped, that it
should be given approval under the old Chapter 38 regulations.

CHAIRMAN: Essentially, what would be the difference?

DELUZE: Essentially, the difference is they're asking for flow
measuring devices. These plants are small plants. Its really not
that significant in a ploat this size. Its an instrument that
measures-the amount of daily sewage flow. They're also requiring a E .

standby generator. These systems are capable of providing secondary-
like treatment up to 12 hours without cost because there are no lift gstations·in these jam-ups. If you understand how the plants work, it
would take up to 24 hours before they would start discharging raw
sewage if you had a power-outage. I-feel that these requirements and
the 25 foot setback--these are the three things that would be differ-
ent under-the new Chapter 38--should not be necessary for these
projects.

CHAIRMAN: What is-the setback requirement under the previous
chapter?

DELUZE: Let me clarify that. In the new 38, the setback require-
ment is 25 feet from a boundary. As far as the distance between the
plant and the road is concerned, there is no definition in the new and ..

old 58. At the public hearing, this was brought up. As far as the
Health Department is concerned, you could put the plant right next to B
the road under the new 38. The law is a little vague in that area.
This was brought up last July.

HARRIS: We don't have a representative of the Health Department
here-. From my previous experience, I don't believe that the previous
Chapter 58 required more than a 5-foot setback. The CZC though, has
been in effect since 1969 and has alyays required 25 feet.



i DELUZE: And your reason for tliat being in cons:iderat ion out in
the Makaha area.

HARRIS: I think the setback is a huffer distance and I think wei should respect the people using the si.dewalk as much as the peoplo
living in the next lot,

i CHAIRMAN: Well, I think we shouldn't get into the rationale for
it because this is what the CZC says. If you want a variance, our
Corporation Counsel has already outlined the procedure on that. The

i thing I want to get to is the distinction between the present chapter
and the old chapter.

HARRIS: I have a copy of the new Chapter 38 . I don ' t have one of
the old Chapter 38. Among the things that I know it does require now
as he said were flow measuring devices, an approved maintenance
schedule which was not required before, higher standards for certifi-

I cation, and percolation, effluent quality requirements . I think the
rationale of the Director and our department is we want to see the
highest level of sophistication of engineering on these plants. We

i are therefore recommending that they be approved in accordance with
the latest official standards of the State Department of Health. We
have in the past required higher standards on plants that were
approved even a year ago than were required by the Department of
Health.

DELUZE: As far as that .is concerned, when the Department of
Health gave us approval before August Sth on these plants , even
though the law was not in effect at that time, they required certi-
fication of the present Chapter 38 effluent requirements which every
one of these jobs meet, they required a maintenance contract, and
they required certification that the maintenance will be performed
under the new Chapter 38. They informed us that if we did not supply
this, the review probably would have taken beyond the time of August
5th and the new 38 would have been in effect,

In essence, the only difference between these new plants being under
the old 38 and the new 38 is a standby generator and the flow device
and the question on the buffer distance, That's the only difference.
The effluent requirement and certifications have all been met.

CHAIRMAN: Is there anyone else who wishes to give testimony
FOR these applications?

ROGNSTAD: Mr. Chairman, there is just one thing I'd like to
clarify.

Roger, I think if you read the CZC carefully, I think it says 25 feet
from the structure , Is that right?

HARRIS: Yes,

ROGNSTAD: And I think. the CZC has also defined "structure" as
anything .being over 30 inches high

13



HARRIS: Hold on a minute, I think I got you. That's the ! mm

ßuilding Code. The CZC defines "Structure is anything constructed *

or erected with a fixed location on the ground, or requirïny a fixed : M
location on the ground, or attached to something having or equiring
a fixed location on the ground.

ROGNSTAD: Is that a new definition?

HARRIS: No Sir

ROGNSTAD: That's the one that's been in effect all the time?

HARRIS: Yes Sir. The 30 inches is Building Code.

ROGNSTAD: Oh, that's the CZC Code,

We got a swimming pool that was exempted from a requirement and other
swimming pools have been exempted from the sideyard setback for that
reason, Swimmin ool doesn't meet a "structure" definition. That's
the way you're enforcing it,

.;
si

HARRIS: Mr. Mita? I think you're right but I think that sounds i g
like a mistake. ¯

¯¯

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we can't set this thing aside
until such time as the definitions and interdepartmental jargon is
all squared away and we can understand it in layman's terms. I don't
know which 38 they're going under,- which one they're not. They don't
know. I wouldn't know how to act on it.

CLEGG: Well, regardless of which "structure" they talked about,
it's a ZBA problem. If the ZBA chooses to define it in a different
fashion, it's not a problem for the Commission.

CRANE: The problem I have is one witness just said they spent
considerable time and money in order to get approval from the Board
of Health under the old 38 If they were led to believe that they
could indeed construct these things under the requirements of the
old 38, and now we're putting in the requirements of the new 38, that
is something I'd like to consider.

CLEGG: Ex ept old or new 38, tlie CZC is still there with 25.feet--

CRANE: Relative to 25 feet That's not what I'm talking about
I'm talking about the other technical stuff, the measuring device-
I don't know anything about this, whether it's true or not. If they
were lead to believe that they were going to meet the requirements of
the old 38, and the requirements of the new 38 were forced upon them
later without their knowing it, and it's going to cost some extra
money without their having known it , I think they need to know that.

CHAIRMAN: I think it's best to bring -this up after we have once
closed the public hearing, and then we can go into discussion.

14
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i (The public hearing was closed and the matter taken under advisement,
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Kahaw;iiolna and carried.)

In considering the matter under advisement, the following transpired:

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, Ï move we postpone this until the next
meeting of the Commission for clarification of the new Chapter 38.

CHOY: Second.

CHAIRMAN: Discussion?

CLEGG: If I may question staff. Is there any difference except
i for the setback in what they are proposing between the old and new

38?

ENG: I believe the new Chapter 38 is more stringent in its
5|¯;

B requirements. Si!

CLEGG: Are they meeting all the requirements except for the
setback? I understood him to say that they met all the requirements
or was there some they did not meet?

HARRIS: It's hard to speak on all of them, but at least the one
he-was talking about doesn't-meet the standby generator requirement
or the standby power requirement. We feel this is advisable to have.
It doesn't meet the flow meter device, the effluent quality standards
are higher, and the main thing is the required maintenance contract.
I think we feel if it's approved under the amended Chapter 38 as of
August 5th, 1973, if the approval date is after that, we would have a --

stronger hand on .them,
and the maintenance contract we can really hold

them to.

CRANE: I have no argument with that. What I'm really concerned
about is, and I don't really know the procedure of this, but having
a group of citizens come in to meet certain requirements unaer the -

law, have them meet those expectations by a deadline and get approval
from that particular department and then later, after they have
proceeded to develop in that manner, to again bring about another
thing on them. That 's all I'm concerned about.

ENG: If I coulà speak to that. It may well be t at they did
receive some Rind of approval from the Department of Health; but, the
fact remains that in order to construct the sewage treatment plant,
he is required by the code to apply for Conditional Use Permit . In
the review of the Conditional Use Permit, we the Department of Land
Utilization, feel that its in the public interest to.abide by the
latest regulations For that reason, we are recommending that it be
approved in full compliance with the new Chapter 38.

15-
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- CRANE: Mr. Chairinan, in light of that, I withdraw my motion.
- CHOY: I withdraw my second .

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, I move we accept the Director's recommenda-
tion for items one through five.

CHOY: Second..

CHAIRMAN: Discussion?

MITA (Deputy Corporation Counsel): Mr. Chairman, may I point
out to you the setback variance. In the event he fails to get a
favorable variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals, the Planning
Commission may have to take back its favorable recommendation. I
suggest in view of that particular situation, the application of
James Ho be conditioned to require that the property owner be
required, for setback variance purposes, to obtain a Zoning Board of
Appeals decision,

CRANE: I have a question about that relative to procedure. The
approval of any particular project we make cannot inherently violate -

the CZC setback requirements. So by approving it, he obviously has
to meet the CZC. If he can't meet it, obviously he has to get the ==

variance.

MITA:- Under those premises, it's okay. The Planning Commission
this afternoon is.approving on the basis that they would be required
to meet the 25-foot -amendment setback requirement,

CRANE: All of our approvals are based on that.

MITA: Fine.

CHAIRMAN: There is one other condition which needs to be taken
cared of regarding doors, locks, etc. because if we approve it as
the Director has recommended, then we are establishing doors and locks
whether they have them or not. Staff can do it.

Is the amendment on that agreeable to the maker of the motion and the
seconder?.

CRANE: Yes

CHOY: Yes

CHAIRMAN Any further discussion?
(The motion to accept . the Director s recommendation fo approval,
subject to the conditions contained in his report, and to change
the wording of Condition No. 3 relating to prevention of unauthorized
access to the sewage treatment facility, carried.)

AYES Choy, Connell, Crane, Duke, Rosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Sullam

-16
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Tho Comiliission authorized scheduling of the following matters for¯ g public hearing, on motion by Mr. Crano, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa
and carried:

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 1. The request is for a Conditional Use
(HOME CARE FACILITY Permit to establish and operate a groupWITHIN RESIDENTIAL home care facility for a maximumof
DISTRICT) eight teenage girls and household staff
MAKAHA within a residential district.
CHILD 4 FAMILY SERVICE
(FILE 473/CUP-25) s-

BUI
GENERAL PLAN/DLUM 2. The request is to amend the Kaneohe-
AMENDMENT Kualoa Detaìled Land Use Map by
CEMETERY TO RESIDENTIAL redesignating 77 acres from Cemeteryi AND PRESERVATION USE to Residential use and 32 acres from
KAHALUU Cemetery to Preservation use.VALLEY OF THE TEMPLES
WAIKIKI DEVELOPMENT
COMPANY, S CENTEX
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
(FILE #184/Cl/25)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 3. The request is for a Conditional Use(PRIVATE STP) Permit for a private Sewage-TreatmentPUNALUU Plant for a proposed hotel.
WSC, LTD.

FILE #72/CUP-21)

ZONING CHANGE 4. The request is for a change in zoning(H-2 HOTEL TO B-5 RESORT from H-2 Hotel to B-5 Resort Commer-
COMMERCIAL DISTRICT) cial District.WAIKIKI
YOJIRO KATSURA

FILE #73/Z-66)
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 5. The request is for renovation of the
APPLICATION Department of Transportation Services(RENOVATION OF DEPT. OF building for future use by the Munici-TRANSPORTATIONSERVICES pal Reference Library.
BUILDING)
BUILDING DEPT., CITY 1
COUNTY OF HONOLULU

FILE #73/HCD-24)

HAWAÏI CAPITAL DISTRICT 6. The request is for exterior
APPLICATION renovations
(EXTERIOR RENOVATION)
BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY,
CITY 6 COUNTY OF
HONOLULU
(FILE #7 3/HCD 2 4)
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CONIJITIONAL USE PERMIT 7. The request is for a Condit ional Use
(ADDITIONS TO CASTLE Permit for additions to Castle Memorial
MEMORIAL HOSPITAL) llospital.

i
-.

KAILUA
CASTLE MEMORIAL HOSPITAL
(FILE 073/CUP-8)

ZONING CHANGE 8. The request is for a change in zoning
AG-1 RESTRICTED AGRICUL- of 173 acres from AG-1 Restricted
TURAL DISTRICT TO R-6 Agricultural District to R-6 Residential
RESIDENTIAL, A-1 APART- District (149 acres) , A-1 Apartment
MENT, AND B-2 COMMUNITY District (22 acres) , and B- 2 Community ---

BUSINESS DISTRICTS Business District (2 acres) .

MILILANI TOWN
MILILANI TOWN, INC.
(FILE #73/Z-40)

iPROPOSED BILL #167 9. Proposed Bill #167 (Contract Zoning) to .

¯¯

(CONTRACT ZONING) add a new. section to the Comprehensive
INITIATED BY CITY COUNCIL Zoning Code.

I
STREET NAMES The Commission recommended approval of the

following street names, on motion by Mr.
Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Mr . Crane and
carried:

1. Kailua Heights Subdivision Unit 8 - Kailua: Tax Map Keys 4-2-02,
4-2-30

AULEPE STREET Extension of an existing road, traversing
in a southeasterly direction.

AUPUPU STREET Roadway off Akalani Loop, traversing in a
southeasterly direction.

Meaning: A shellfish,

AUPAPAOHE STREET Roadway between Aulepe Street and Aupupu
Street.

Neaning: Au f Ish a

AUPUPU PLACE Culdesac. off the north side of Aupupu Street.

AUPULA PLACE Culdesac off the north side of upupu Street.

Neaning: Fishing with a pula stick (leafy branch)
AUNAUNA STREET Roadway off the south side of Aupupu Street.

Meaning: A common gastropod, shellfish.
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AUAUKI STlUiBT Roadway of f the south side of Aupupu Street

2.

Kailtileanng·s

Subdivi i il .i.

>, a i l said rosei e kke

41

i KUPAU STREET Extension of existing Kupau Street to Kina
EXTENSION Street.

3. Lot 18-F-2 Subdivision - Lualualei: Tax Map Key 8-7-26: 45

i e .

AULANI PLACE Culdesac off Farrington Hìghway, Lualualei,
Waianae .

Meaning: Messenger of the Chief. Ë 1-2

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 2:50 p.m. ( -

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Moeting of the Planning: Commission
Minutes

December 19, 1973

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, Dacomber 19, 1973 -

at 1:35 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City llall Annex. Chairman
Eugene ß. Connell presided.

I PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C, Choy
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosakai Randall Kamiya

ABSENT: James D. Crane, Vice-Chairman

i Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Fredda Sullam

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R, Way, Chief Planning Officer
Wilfred M. Mita Deputy Corporation Counsel
Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Roger Harris, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner
Ian McDougall, Staff Planner
Stanley Mofjeld, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner
Carl Smith Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of December 5 1973 were
approved, on motion by Mr Kamiya, seconded
by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

PUBLIC HEARINGS A public hearing was held to consider a
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT request to amend the Kaneohe-Kualoa Detailed
CEMETERY TO RESIDENTIAL Land Use Map by redesignating 77 acres from
AND PRESERVATION USES Cemetery to Residential use and 32 acres
KAHALUU from Cemetery to Preservation use, Tax Map
VALLEY OF THE TEMPLES, Key: 4-7-04: portion of 1; 4-7-51: portion
WAIKIKI DEVELOPMENT of 2

COMPANY, E CENTEX
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY Publication was made in the Sunday, Star-
(FILE #184/C1/25) Bulletin/Advertiser of December 9, 1973.

Letters received AGAINST the proposal are
included in testimony AGAINST the request.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief Planning
Officer. _Pursuant to City Council Committee Report 1461,'the
applicants' revised amendment request was referred to the Commission
for review and recommendation. On November 26, the Department of
General Planning staff conducted a public information meeting on the -

applicant's new proposal as well as the Chief Planning Officer's
response to City Council. It was indicated by the approximately.



100 persons present that the major concerns of the comimnii ty centor
around traffic congestion, potential flood probleins, preservation
of the Kahaluu Taro Flats, the proposed construction of some high-
rise apartment units, and the need for a coinprohansive p lann ing |review of the entire Kaneohe-Kualon area. El

Due to a recently discovered arithmetic error in coinputing the
acreages of the areas recommended for residential and preservation
uses, some of the figures given in the November 12, 1973 report
are incorrect. The acreage recommended for redesignation from ceme-
tery to residential use should read 45 acres, not 49 acres, and that
to be redesignated from cemetery to preservation use should be 64
acres, not 60 acres.

The Commission had no questions regarding the report of the Chief
Planning Officer.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Mr. Robert C. Looney, Community Affairs Chairman, Ahuimanu
¯ Homeowners Association (No written testimony submitted)

LOONEY: I'm the Community Affairs Chairman of the Ahuimanu
Homeowners Association, the Board of Director's of which has -

voted unanimously to oppose any development on this piece of ¯¯

land. The issue which I wish to raise before you right now
really is one of accountability, and it goes back a long way.
When the.designation of this originally for cemetery was made, E
at the same time, the City Council, seven years ago almost to
the day, in five separate bills, set aside in this area, five gseparate parcels of land which were classified at that time
as Class A-1 Residential, Class A-2 Residential, Class AA ¯

¯

Residential, Apartment District, and Business District. Now, -
¯

on these parcels which were so designated seven years ago,
much of that building has not yet been completed and-no one
knows what the total impact on that valley will be when that
building is completed when those stores and that shopping center
are occupied, when those apartment houses and other units, both
townhouses and single-family dwellings are completed, and.the
total impact of people living there will become apparent. It's
impossible to sell that. As of now, it's a bad and overcrowded
situation.

But, at the same time that this was asked of various governmental
agencies, it was also promised by the people who asked for
cemetery designation--and they were sure at the time, incidentally,
that they were in the right business. Their statistics enteredin the file .of the Planning Commission are quite precise as to
what they felt the situation would be as to the need for burial
spaces. The last time they presented an argument, they didn't
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really feel that land would be needed for burial spaces until thei year 2,000. That's only 26 years and a few days away, so it's

not that far a thing. At the same time, they promised that they

I would in this cemetery build a number of temples. Tiutt's their
name for it, Valley of the Temples. There is, in contradiction
to their promises at the time , no Catholic, Jewish or Pro tes tan t
temple built. There is a ßuddhist temple. They have not fulfi lled
their promiso to various governmental agencies on that.

At the same time, four months before City Council approved the

i redesignation of these five parcels, a letter was submitted from
the Valley of the Temples to the Hawaii State Board of Land and
Natural Resources by the then president of the Valley of the

i Temples. It says in part and I quote, "The on site work which
will be carried on over a period of years envisions the land-
scaping and planting of suitable shrubs and trees within the
conservation area, and location of interment sites where ever

-ggi physically possible. Many existing trees and shrubs will be
preserved where interment sites are not physically possible. a==
Landscaping will be undertaken for beautification. The ultimate i ZEN
desire is to create a vast garden park to be maintained in | g"g-
perpetuity as an enhancement to the surrounding area. | ggg

When I say "accountability," I am referring to just things as this,
this letter signed by Mr. H.W.B. White who was then president of
Valley of the Temples. When a presentation is made to you gentle-
men, are the people making that presentation held to it or can
they a few months later or a year later or what you have, change
their.mind.and decide to go for something else? The same presenta-
tion was made a number of times to people who bought single-family
dwellings in that area. In other words, this is where it is. He
need not worry about overcrowding because the land surrounding you ig
is .cemetery

land. Well, a good many people as well who bought gg
cemetery plots bought them with the blandishment by the Valley of ---

the Temples that this will be expanded, temples will.be built,
preservation areas will be maintained, so that you will have a
beautiful park maintained in Mr, White's words, "in perpetuity"
and not to overcrowd an already fragile environment.

It should be obvious that we are dealing with very delicate,
marginal land which has no basic ingress and egress for the 55
people who are going to live there, There are only two streets
that are going to carry the people who will live in these 715
units. .By the Planning Department's own estimate, this would
add an additional 360 cars at .peak hours to a road system which
is failing badly now to do the job.
Basically what we're asking you to do, being as this is a matter
of no haste.and as the buildings already approved several years
ago.have not yet been built, it's simply to say no, and to allow
the plan to remain just where it is in cemetery.

Mr. Looney was questioned by the Commission.
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IlCHOY: This zoning from preserved land to cemotory , was it
made soven years ago? -

LOONEY: It was made prior to that, the cemetery land itself.
Tho surrounding land was then changed from industrial which it
was, to the classifications that I just read to you. Tluit was
seveily0eirs ago, allio tie ele day, 21st o a,lecemler, 1 61ertaken

a comprehensive study of the need and inventory of burial sites?

LOONEY: No, not on the entire Island of Oahu. I was relying -e

-

.

on two things, the statistics originally presented by the people
who wanted the cemetery there in the Valley of the Temples which
was the first item in the files of the Planning Department, the M
need for cemetery sites.

DUKE: You stated that many of the sites that were originally
designated for residential have not been constructed on or
completed. Do you know how many units could be completed there
that have not been built?

LOONEY: I would guess in the neighborhood of 1,000. The
apartment complex which was approved has not yet been built.
It's in-the process of putting in the foundation at the present M.
time. The shopping center is not yet complete. The townhouses
already approved, are not yet completed. We have no way of g SEE
knowing what the total impact will be of the total environment
there on the sewage facilities, the highway, schools and the
whole thing.

CHAIRMAN: How many members are there in the Ahuimanu Home- siaowner's Association?

. LOONEY: That would be hard to say. There are 257 single-
family dwellings on the other side of the housing. For your
perusal, a copy of the Petition circulated has 350 signatures
of those people who live there who are opposed to this development.

CHAIRMAN: The oppositon was by the Board of Directors?

LOONEY: Yes, the Board of Directors voted unanimously to - -

oppose the development.
CHOY: Does your association have any objection to the

development in the event all of the facilities leading to this
development, creating ingress and egress, if that is completed,
would you have any objection to the development?

LOONEY: I can't see how they would be able to do it on their
own land.

CHOY: In the event this were possible.

LOONEY: I can't speak for the others but if you'll tell me
the plan I,11 tell you whether would saÿ yes or no, but I'd



¯¶

.DEC 19 19/3

have to see it f:irst

- (There were no further questions of Mr. Looney.)

Il
2. Mr. Ralph S. Byther, llosident, Ahuimanu

Mr. Byther presented slides illustrating stream areas
along Ahuimanu Stream which should be preserved.

3. Mr. Elliot Kalus, Resident and Member, Clubview Gardens Homeowners
- Association, 47-7207 Hui Kelu Pl., Kaneohe (No written testimony
å submitted)

KALUS: Everytime I go into this, I get lost. Ï think perhaps
communication might be a little gap.

I would like to make it for a matter of record that I purchased a
townhouse in Clubview Gardens II in September through James Woodhouse
who is Executive Vice-President for the developer who might have some

- gain from this. I attended three meetings upon being a new resident
of the _area. I went through the files at the Planning Department.
I might add that Mr. Way, Mr. McDougall and Mr. Portmore have done a

very fine job. They've taken a lot of abuse which in some cases they
shouldn't have taken.

In coming up with this, I had one selfish motive, don't do anything
in this area because of the traffic impact. Having a little time, I
went through the research there and found that there are proposals
that will take care of this traffic alleviation in the future. If
this is the case, then I'm all for business, progress and what have
you. Eut, my problem became very small as I attended these sessions
to hear about loss of life from flooding, the historical taro patches,
drainage,.the slope. I see the amount of work that went up here, I
have to say I've heard this should be voted down because the developer
is making a profit and what have you. I think the only way to view
my point,'as you'll notice on my slip it doesn't say for or against,
I'm looking for some understanding. I believe if the Commission and
the Council could make certain assurances to the people, about knowing
what's going on in government today, it's obvious that everything is -

open book: They feel from what I see, that if it's approved for -

planning, building and zoning goes on immediately, and tomorrow con-
struction begins Well, if.we haven't got the basic safety facilities,
health, drainage, where are we? I did learn that Planning Commission
looks at the long range. They made a recommendation that this long
range tie in with the facilities. If this can be assured, I think
the majority of the people would say, fine. But, I believe from other
cities that I've been to, it's sort of a railroad. People are looking
for assurances,

To give you an example of traffic, they were going to change a left-
turn off Likelike effective November 6th. It's a stalemate at this
particular point. They.don't know which way to go. I'm not against
development. Let the builder make a profit if he's going to add to



the community in a sig,nificant way. He employs a certain amount of ¯

¯g

people. We all benefit from it. I can't say well, I got in now shut -

the door for the rest of the people. If it has meaning, and you
people can assure the people , I tliink people wi.l1 unders tin1d th is .

To say at this point are you for or against, I can 't really decide a
until I see the total picture as to what will the effect be.

My position is just one of an over-viewer and only four short months
being in Honolulu.

The Commission questioned Mr. Kalus.

CHOY: Was your townhouse purchased in condominium or in fee?

KALUS: This is a fee simple townhouse condominium.

CHOY: Am I right in assuming that you think the development is
rather premature, if it is approved.

KALUS: Well, here again, looking at this, this is not a case of
development. This is long range planning. This is where I keep
getting confused for three or four meetings. My understanding at the
beginning was,-it starts and it gets built on. I attended three g i niF
meetings and I found that this is only what should the long range plan g i lik
be from the General Plan? Should it be Industrial or whatever? If
this is approved today, tomorrow will the zoning say okay, and it
gets built on next Monday?

If all of these things come true, I am not against progress. I am
all for it. Again, here is where our communication gap is missing. I
am not against progress. I am all for it. But again, here is where E
our comunication gap is missing. There's a definite void in this area. ¯

I heard it from Mr. Devens, from Mr. Way, from Mr. Portmore, who have
done an outstanding job, and yet something îs missing in between. As
you say, if all of these things were approved, it's pretty iffy but
this is not the question again. I don't think the people understand
what's in front of us right now.

CHAIRMAN: Let's see if Mr. Way can help clarify some of these
things.

WAY: I think Mr. Kalus raises a good point, and one we hope we
might be able to clear up a little bit.

You're quite right in your position, your view that this is before
the house at the moment, a long range plan issue. What we're trying
to do is look at the uses of land for an indeterminate future. I
think it's also very appropriate to state that my belief is that it
is the full intention of the applicant, landowner, developer to proceed
forthwith, immediately after, assuming approval here, with a request
for an appropriate zone change and as represented to us, also a
proposal for a planned unit development. Those two phases will be
subject to the rigorous examination of the state and city agencies
appropriate concerning highway matters, drainage matters, grading,

-6-



design and location. of al.1 the fucilities schools recreation and k
- the rest. I don't think, however, that we'should n$t reco¡ nize that &

this will inove soon; that is to say the applicant will move, as is r
his right, to apply for those zon tng and planned unit development
proceduros.

I think the questions of drainage and traffic control, f or example,
are more appropriately addressed at this point because on our lonV
range plan, we did recognize that we 'd have to provide for the safety
of the public, the convenience and all the rest. There is, for
example, a proposal for the widening of Kahekili Highway . This does

E involve state funds. We are coordinating the project with the State.
The are referred to the Deaartment of Transaortation of the State for
their counsel and advice as to whether it is timely or not to permit
the zoning to be changed to allow the developer to proceed with his
proposal. The Department of Public Works will concern itself with El
the stream drainage problem and the downstream problem as well. If

I it is not appropriate because of the concern of downstream flooding
and all the rest, to permit the development to occur, we will receive
such advice from them or whatever corrective measures that are needed
to make it safe,

I hope this does in general get a little communication, not necessarily
all of the light that might be desired, but that's the way we view the
problem. I think we have gone into considerably more detail at this
point in this area, as Mr. Portmore mentioned in my report, because it
is in a very sensitive transitional zone between the obviously very
steep pali'cliff, and the also very obviously, relatively flat
foreshore areas along the Kaneohe Bay region. These are going to
be the very tough ones to decide what more specific piece of real
estate should be permitted for urban development because the area
here particularly disected by many, many streams, valleys, there is
the taro patch areas, and also the slope and topography problem. Both
are very apparent here and have to be treated very sensitively, and
why we have in fact requested of the applicant a very detailed topo-
graphic survey, a historical site investigation and all the rest.
Because, we wanted to set some very close.parameters through the
general plan process on any development that might occur, should

- other public facility needs, requirements be satisfactory as to
particularly where he could be allowed to develop. I think we're
going to find more and more of these very difficult areas as the
obviously easily de.velopable urban parts of the community are
developed, we will be kind of shoving the boundaries a bit, if
you will, into the less easily developable areas.. We're going to
have to give=a good bit of attention to these. I've mentioned
quite a bit of time was taken to examine this particular question.

Let me conclude by saying we really haven't settled finally and
ultimately, those detailed questions of transportation service
to the area, drainage, water supply, flood control, or in fact,
even a good acceptable site plan and building type. These issues
remain open and subject to further hearings, further examinations
by all agencies concerned, and ultimately adopted by the City
Council.
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I guess if there's a concern on the integrity of the representa-
tions, yes, this is a problem that lies with us, with the CityCouncil as well, and one that we are grappling with because wehave had unfortunate experiences. We are seeking--in fact, there

¯ is on the agenda today, the issue of conditional zoning or contractzoning, again another attempt to upgrade the government and presum-ably since we do hope and speak for all, the general public'sconcern that representations made will be adhered to. Wo 're doingabout the best we can, within the law. I think it 's important tokeep it within that perspective too.

CHOY: You mentioned in your opening statement the name - ImJames Woodhouse, vice-president of the developer, and that -- ayou felt the possible change in zoning would be one that is
self-serving, is that correct?

KALUS: Well, the developer if he were able to get the zoningand all, there would be a proper motive. The reason I stated thefact of James Woodhouse, he was associated with Ostrow Developmentwho I understand has something pending with the applicant. I wantto clarify that I am not talking because I bought through him.I'm talking as an individual. There is no collusion. If it is a 5matter of ethics, mine is on the table.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Kalus.)

4. Mrs. Joan E.. Looney, Public Affairs_Committee of the KaneoheOutdoor Circle (Submitted testimony dated December 19, 1973)
LOONEY: As a member of the Public Affairs Committee of the E -EKaneohe Outdoor Circle and a resident of Kahaluu, I was asked by E EEour organization to speak against this proposed change.

For the past several years, the Kaneohe Outdoor Circle has been
taking a very firm stand against many developments in the entire
Bay area. Housing is greatly needed but these developments
follow no overall plan and are failing to provide living quarterswithin the financial means of those most in need. Land isrecontoured thus destroying the trees and plant life whose rootstructures have guarded against heavy erosion of soil and damageand to established communities. In an area subject to year-round
frequent and oftentimes heavy rainfall, such erosion has occurredand destruction of much of the Bay has been one result.

The Kaneoite Outdoor Circle is convinced that the needs for growthfor Kahaluu and the other communities in the Kaneohe Bay Watershedarea can only be realized by long range planning of the totalenvironment-. Priorities should be placed on improving and expand- -ing the facilities to meet the needs of the people already in thearea and projecting these facilities for growth before further ghousing is allowed. At the present moment, Kahaluu needs improve- gment and expansion of the existing highways and roads, completion
of fire protection facilities that have long been planned buthave not materialized, improvement of the sewage facilities for



the entire aron, iinprovement of the schools and the safe access
and oxits for the children attnoding them, the development of i --

proposed park and recreation aren that would guard against f lood k
hazard.

Perhaps, in closing, the Valley of the Temples, in its linpulse

i to build, would best serve the coliiniunity in coinpleting its long
. standing plan of a series of toliiples that would justify the use of

the word, prevent overcrowding in this specific area thereby
not contributing to the traffic congestion but preserving an area
of historical significance and beauty.
In short, we should like to see performance in all of the above-
mentioned areas before, not after, the fact.' We therefore urgei the denial of this request,

i Mrs. Looney was questioned by the Commission.

WAY: Is this representative of the position of the Kaneohe

I Outdoor Circle?

LOONEY: Yes.

WAY: What action adopted it?

LOONEY: B board action. Until two weeks a o I was they g ,

Chairman of the Public Affairs Committee. I resigned because
it was too demanding with my other things but I maintained
membership on the committee and they asked me to speak today
for them,

We are not against development, per se, but there are so many
organizations, specifically in the Kaneohe-Kahaluu area that
are trying to coordinate and develop some sort of plan that
they would believe would be better for that area.

WAY: In terms of the aspects of preservation that you
mentioned in your testimony, are you talking about the entire
area or any .specific part, such as the taro patches?

LOONEY: Well, most of the testimony I presented here
provided an overall plan. We requested this at previous hearings
on previous developments in this area.

WAY: I guess I'm not making myself clear. You mentioned
the point of preservation in this area. Are you speaking about
this specific area, and if so, the total or portions of it.
Is tlur Circle interested in the whole area?

LOONEY: The entire area behind the Valley of the Temples,
behind the existing development in the Ahuimanu area.

AY: The values that lead you to conclude that the entire
area should be preserved, could you describe those? What was



the basis for this is what I was looking at.

LOONEY: Well, 1 think--speaking as a member of the Outdoor -

Circle, we are always basically interested in preserving as much gof the natural vegetation. As you can see from the details on E
the map and from some of the slides they 've shown you, this area · |is at the immediate foothill, at the base. 15

WAY: We're quite aware of that.

LOONEY: And, we feel that in the rainstorms to come, the
stream, the force of the water and the constant rainfall, there
is erosion that occurs even in these areas that have been
untouched for a long time because of the heavy rainfall, and any
disturbance of the soil causes more erosion, and eventually winds
its way into the Bay. There's no stopping it.

(There were no further questions of Mrs. Looney.)

5. Mr. George Daniels Resident, 47-670 Hui Alala (No written
testimony submitted)

DANIELS: I have questions which I'd like to ask the staff.
How are the petitions handled? Did you consider them?

PORTMORE: We received the petitions containing approximately
511 signatures, all opposed to the development. A·copy of that
was sent to the City Council. I am not sure whether it was sent
to the Commission.

DANIELS: Are you planning to finish the flood control out
to Kaneohe Bay before approving the proposed amendment?

PORTMORE: Here we're talking again about a long range land
use policy. The question of coordinating the development and
improving the flood control, and the question more specifically
on whether or not that flood control pro ect is needed before
development can occur, is yet to be resolved and would be resolved
in the zoning review process.

DANIELS: Who owns the land now and what is it zoned?

PORTMORE: Valley of the Temples Corporation, Centex
Development Company and Waikiki Development Company; 26 acres
are zoned R-4 Residential, 3 acres are zoned R-5 Residential,
and the 109 acres which they are now using in Cemetery is mostly
zoned I-2 Heavy Industrial with a small portion in I-1 Light
Industrial.

DANIELS: Who owned it before that? What was it zoned?

PORTMORE: It was.zoned Industrial in 1957. At that time,
it was owned by Dillingham Investment Company. Prior to that as
far as we can determine, there was no zoning.
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DANlELS: Do you know how Dillingham acquired it?

PORTMORE: No, I do not. | gg¯

DANIELS: Have you or anyone taken a rain gauge up there -

or mado a water runoff s tatoinent?
PORTMORE: We have some rough information but again, the

details of drainage control will be resolved in the rezoning
process.

DANIELS: Will you want the developer to finish building on
cleared lands before bulldozing more? I think this question is :

=¯--

fair.

PORTMORE: It's a fair question. It's a question in the : glistaging of development. That would again be set in process of i -=¯

reviewing the planned development application as to what part
.

¯¯

would be developed first, i gig
DANIELS: Well, most people are concerned and realize that

land bulldozed without building on it empties tons of dirt into
Kaneohe Bay.

Will they wait until after the rainy season to approve the
building?

PORTMORE: The condition by when he build would be set
in the process of approving the development. The applicant has
indicated in their information submitted so that they would
not build during the rainy season. There would be a condition
of a grading permit they would be required to get. We're not
approving any development here. We're talking about what kind of
land should eventually go there at some indeterminate time.

DANIEL: Doesn't it occur to you that Valley of the Temples
might be overzoning too much land for cemetery, and then saying
we have too much and and we're going to sell this to other
people? -Didn't that strike anybody?

PORTMORE: I really don't understand what you're talking
about.
(The Commission had no questions of Mr. Daniels.)

6. Mr. Norman DuPont, Member, Kahaluu Coalition, and Club View Gardens
(No written testimony submitted)

DUPONT: I am a resident of Clubview Gardens No. 1. I am
lere to represent the Clubview Gardens No. I Homeowner's Associa-

The issue I would like to bring up is traffic. The roads at
this time cannot accommodate the present traffic flow. There 55
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I DANIELS: Do you know how Dillingham acquired it?

PORTMOllE: No , I do not .

DANIELS: Have you or anyone taken a rain gauge up there
or made a water runof E statement?

PORTMOllE: We have some rough information but again, the
details of drainage control will be resolved in the rezoning
process

DANIELS: Will you want the developer to finish building on
cleared lands before bulldozing more? I think this question is

i fair.

PORTMORE: It's a fair question. It's a question in the
staging of development. That would again be set in process of
reviewing the planned development application as to what part
would be developed first

DANIELS: Well, most people are concerned and realize that
land bulldozed without building on it empties tons of dirt into
Kaneohe Bay.

Will they wait until after the rainy season to approve the
building?

PORTMORE: The condition by when he build would be set
in the process of approving the development. The applicant has
indicated in their information submitted so that they would
not build during the rainy season. There would be a condition
of a grading permit they would be required to get. We're not
approving any development here. We're talking about what kind of
land should eventually go there at some indeterminate time.

DANIEL: Doesn't it occur to you that Valley of the Temples
might be overzoning too much land for cemetery, and then saying
we have too much and and we're going to sell this to other
people? Didn't that strike anybody?

PORTMORE: I really don't understand what you're talking
about.

(The Commission had no questions of Mr. Daniels.)
f¯

6. Mr. Norman DuPont, Member, Kahaluu Coalition, and Club View Gardens
(No written testimony submitted)

DUPONT: I am a resident of Clubview Gardens No. 1. I am
here to represent the Clubview Gardens No. 1 Homeowner's Associa-
tion.

The issue I would like to bring up is traffic. The roads at
this time cannot accommodate the present traffic flow. There
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I
are four developments that are completed, three incomplete and
one of the last three is some 300 new houses. As you drive -
down Kahekili Highway, you don't see any ingree or egress to that
Siegler-development. I would assume that eventually, the egress g
will be on Kahekili which will again create more traffic g .
congestion. I would estimate approximately 4,000 families resid-
ing in that immediate area with about 12,000 people. Eighty-
percent of the families have got two or more cars. Most of these
cars travel to Honolulu using Kahekili between the hours of
6:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m., and return from work during the hours of
3:30 .p-.ri. and 6:00 p.m.

- The children are a prime consideration for most families over
there. There are three schools in the immediate area. Most
schools are within walking distance from the developments there.
There are no sidewalks, only one traffic light. The sides of

· the roads are usually very muddy and dirty, particularly during Mi
rainy season so people and children have to walk in those imme-
diate .areas on the side of the road. A police officer controls
traffic at the corner of Kahekili and immediately down from the
Clubview Garden No. 1 area. He's only there for about an hour
and a half in the morning. These children cross the street
without any traffic condition at all with the exception when the
police officer is there to control that traffic.

What most .people want there is immediate consideration for road
improvement and an immediate.need for expansion of Kahekili at
three'.interesections for right and left turning lanes, allowing
a more flowing circulation of traffic. What most people consider
in our area is the fact that we would like the City and County
to·take immediate action to improve Kahekili Highway before any
further permits for development are granted in the area.

I'm told that in November 1972 there was a meeting of the City
Council Planning Committee, Department of Transportation. The
spokesman for that Committee said that any future widening of
Kahekili is projected for 1979. I would like to leave you with
a question. I was told by a City and County employee that the
highway is considered by the City and County to be rightfully
under the jurisdiction of the State, but the State will not
accept title to the highway until the City and County improve
it. Now, I don't know what the story really is, but I would like
to know about it. The City and County will not improve, because
they feel it is again, the State's responsibility. Where do we
stand on it?

PORTMORE: There is a statement in the report that there will
be a request of 4.8 million dollars.made to the next legislature
for widening of Kahekili Highway, and that the widening would
take place in 1976. So, I'd suggest that you get after your mi
State legislators.

DUPONT What-hope do we have in eventually seeing the
immediate need which we have of having a left and a right turn-
off lane at the various intersections? Is that City and County?
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i I.AN MCDOUli\LL: My unders taulding of the liighway presently is
in the jurisdiction of City and County . Its i.n the process of
being turned over to the Stato.. It has been going on for a 1.ong

i period of time, I would suggest contacting the Department of
Transportation Services if you have an immediate problem that
might be remedied by some rostriping oE the highway or something
of that magnitude. Long term widening of the h lgluvay, I think --

will eventually become a State problem. llowever, those negotia-
¯

tions are still going on.

I CHAIRMAN: I just want to underline the fact again as --

Mr. Way had underlined, that the issue before us i's a general
plan change. Before any building permits can be taken out, this ¯

g has to go through a zoning change, The planned development would -

also come before us which allows this Commission and the City
Council to put in more restrictions and more conditions than we
can in normal subdivisions. So, before any permits can be taken

i out, this is a long process. When you talk about no improvements
on the road until 1979, it might very well be improvements on
that highway would coincide. It's part of the Planning Director's
recommendation that no rezoning take place, and no permits go
out until these facilities are there to meet the needs of the
growing area

DUPONT: At this time, it's completely inadequate.

CHAIRMAN: That's primarily the reason for the Director's
recommendation,

7. Mr. Bob LeClair, Property Owner, 47-656 Melekula Road, Kahaluu
(No written testimony submitted)

LECLAIR: I'm an attorneys. I live in the area. I am here
today in my personal capacity.

Bascig11y, we've heard a lot of testimony and we know one thing
for sure is the existing facilities are inadequate. It's impor-
tant to underscore that at the November 26 meeting, there was
unanimous opposition to this particular development from people
in the community, A terrific number of people were at: that
meeting: They raised factors such as sewage, drainage, traffic,
preservation of taro areas, needs of place to play, inadequate
number of parks designated for the Kahaluu area. Because of
that, existing facilities are .inadequate. We know that even if
the general plan change goes through, its not a good thing to
have the development happen until later on. Given that factor,
it's not a good thing to have the development happen until la.ter
on, I suggest the Commission to use the old maxim that a person's ITT
hindsight is better than his foresight. If we're not really going äh=
to develop this area until 1979 or 1980 let's wait with the Z¾i

eneral lan decision until that time for the sim 1e reason that8 P > P
if we wait until then, we'll have an opportunity to loow the
effect upon traffic, upon growth pattern of all the developments
that are presently scheduled, and all the developments that will
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IIalso be occurring on land that's already general pJ.anned and zoned
for either apartment or for residential use. - -

dii(The Commission had no questions of Mr. LeClair.)

II8. Mr. Herb Goeas, Ahuimanu Resident, 47-648 llui Ulilì Street (No
written testimony submitted)

GOEAS: I have very brief testimony. It concerns noise.
If you live up there now, even the little children that go down
the creek and up the hill, you can hear everything they say. MSomehow,·in,a unique, natural manner, the entire hillside is an
amplifier. This has been totally overlooked by everyone.
Every noise, every bike, no one in that entire area will have
any peace to themselves, any quietness from now on, if any
development goes on there regardless if it meets all the require-
ments because you can't fathom the amount of noise when that
amphitheater-type thing comes at you. I'm sure we're concerned
with noise pollution. As a resident there, I can testify that
when the helicopter comes there, you have a noisy situation the
minute he comes down within the range. It's like turning on a E
hi-fi. You get a full blast right into your living room, your
bedroom. No children can sleep. No one can study. No one can g
rest. As long as there's going to be pile drivers and develop-
ment, you can be sure there will be all kinds of noise. I'd
like to see this development stopped permanently on the basis
that I think it would contribute noise that none of us can really --

vee eat ntil we take some tests and have some scientific

(There were no questions of Mr. Goeas.)

9. Mr. Robert S. Nakata, Executive Secretary, Kahaluu Coalition
(Submitted written testimony dated December 19, 1973)

NAKATA: The Kahaluu Coalition of Community Organizations
wishes to express its appreciation of the efforts of the
Department of General Planning to control the scope of this
development. In particular, we appreciate its recommendation
to downzone 27 of the 29 acres presently shown on the DLUM as
residential because of its topography.

Despite this, we oppose the request of the Valley of the Temples
Corporation to amend the DLUM for the subject parcels. Our
opposition is based on the p.olicy position on growth adopted by
our Coalition at its formation in late February of this year.
We are attaching a copy of this policy position for your review. 8
The main thrust of our licy is that only those developments
which meet the needs of the Kahaluu community should be allowed
until comprehensive general planning is done for the area. The
proposed development does not meet the needs of the. Kahaluu
community, and should therefo e be considered only after compre-
heñsive general plan revisions are approved for the Kahaluu
area.

14



In uddition, we very strongly opposo devolopment on the upper
slopes of Kahaluu, wliore average annual rainfalls range from 75
to 100 inches, unt i.1 a f lood cont rol s ys tem is ins tal led i.n
the Kahaluu Watershed. The City has allowed a great deal oF
development to take place in Ahuimanu since the major floods of
1965. The City has also designated the lower lying areas as
flood hazard zones , There are people living in those zones and -

it makes no sense to increase the threat to them. The developers,
to their credit, wanted to time construction to coincide with the
installation of flood control. They had anticipated the installa-
tion of flood control to begin in September of this year. Due to

R various problems, it is unlikely that installation will begin
until at least March, 1975, We urge that the City and the
developers delay action until flood control is installed. We
cannot tolerate increased danger to the lives of people who live
downstream from this proposed development.

I (There were no questions of Mr. Nakata.)

- 10. Mr. Thomas C, Mountain Member, Ahuimanu Homeowners Association El
(No written testimony submitted) 3-5

MOUNTAIN: I'm a resident of Ahuimanu. My family is about
one of the first 15 families to move in the latter part of 1967.

Now, the way I see it in this room, there are two kinds of
people here. There are people that are being paid to be here
and people that'are costing them money to come here. I was
kind of-irritated to find out they're holding the meeting at
1:30 p.m. because the last meeting we held, was held in the
community at night time, We got approximately 100 people there.
It was unanimous that everyone there was in opposition to this
development .We feel since it's our tax money that's paying
people's salaries, that they ought to hold this meeting and any
further hearing,s at a time that's convenient for us, not for you
people,.because that's what you--

CHAIRMAN: Mrs Mountain, before you go any further, I think
¯¯¯

it's well to point out .that every Commissioner here is not paid.

MOUNTAIN: They're not paid?

CHAIRMAN: They're not paid. So, we're part of that volun-
¯¯¯

teer group you're talking about.

MOUNTAIN: Okay, sorry about that.

I feel there's been a lot of.questions raised. Kahaluu has a
very'severe flood problem. Since the major floods of '65 and
'69, an awful lot of development has come in. There hasn't been
a major flood since most of these developments have come in.
So, we already had a serious flood problem. What's this going
to do to the flood situation? Now, this area in question is an
area through personal experience that whenever it rains , it gets
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a tremendous quantity of water back there. It's very close to
the mountain. If you s tart putting concreto back tliore and -

asphalt, how much water is going to come off that hillside? We n.
already have an extremely serious flood problem that hasn't been g Ë
solved yet. I don't feel that we sliould even be talking about gdevelopment until you can concretely solve these problems,

iThere's also an outrageous traffic problem. You put highrises
in, it's only going to make traffic worse. We realize it's not
your duty to solve the traffic problem, but you can keep it from
getting any worse by not even considering any further development
until people can start concretely solving the problems we already B
have.

Thank you very much. Sii
i illCHAIRMAN: I'd just like to comment on this problem of going e -amm

to the various areas and holding night meetings. If you'11 take --

a glance at the agenda, we have ten items before us. If we had
to hold these meetings in the area at night, I'm quite sure that
the City might have to pay these Commissioners, because we would
have to go almost five nights a week in order to be able to do E
this So, I hope that somewhat clears it for the people who are
here today. We do, upon request have evening hearings. We .have

had a fair number of these the past two or three years. So,
we're trying to do our best.
(There were no questions of Mr. Mountain.)

¯¯T

11. Mr. Ed Jones, President, Kaneohe Community Council (No written
testimony submitted)

JONES: I'm president of the Kailua Community Council.
Ahuimanu Hgmeownér's Association is a member of that Council.

We've been quite concerned about the Valley of the Temples
Development-for quite some time. We realize the problems
involved.

Our major concern at the moment :Ls traffic. The State Highway
just the past couple of days admitted it's overloaded. They
admitted Kam Highway's overloaded. But, they're doing nothing
about it. I have been president of the Ka.ilua Community Council
for the past four years. We have tried. We have written. letters.
We have a stack of letters about a foot high to the Highway
Department asking for help on Kahekili Highway to get that road
improved. They've put it in writing, we will if you'11 support
our efforts to go to the legislature and ask for money. In 1971
that letter was signed by Assistant Director Alvey Wright.. We
went to the state legislature. The legislature was willing to
appropriate money. But, the state did nothing about it. They've
been dragging their feet for four years on Kahekili Highway. I Mi
know that:'s a fact.
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i We've been in a hassie with them for the past 45 days now on a

no left-turn ban on Kahekili llighway into Likeli.ke ll.Lghway.
Tliey are putting pressure on us. They want to put that left-turn

i han in. We say no. Wo 've held it of E up to this point. Sixty
accidents have happened at that corner. Forty -one from Kahekili
on to Likelike Highway. The ironic part about. those accidents

I happens between 12 o'clock and 3 o'clock in the afternoon, alJ.
41 of ther. Yet, they say a control light would not solve the
problem They want to ban the left turn, direct traffic down | -

into Kaneohe town, to the streets where all our school children . ¯

i walk to and from school with no sidewalks, no adequate roads
for them to get through

- | Now, 677 vehicles turn left off of Kahekili Highway from
B 6:00 a.m. to'6:00 p m. We feel if they ban the left turn,

that's going down Kahekili Highway further by the cars trying

i to turn left We feel that the development in this area is
causing the problem,

The Kaneohe Community Council supported Mary George's moratorium.
In fact, we were the instigators of that moratorium, trying to
get the City Council to stop development in the Kaneohe area
until we could have adequate public facilities--roads improved,
save Kaneohe Bay from pollution, and help with the flood control
problem. We're concerned with the total Kaneohe area from
Kahaluu all the way up to Kualoa Point. This includes Ahuimanu
Homeowner's Association, a member of our Council.

We beg and plead with you people, if you have any power in
your possession to stop these developments, to stop the amend-
ment to the general plan until such time adequate facilities are
available in·our Kaneohe area, this is what we need. Until that
time if more homes are built, the worse the traffic gets. It
can't get much worse than what it is. So, we beg of you to con-
sider that point

Mr; Jones was questioned by the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: Who's your representative in that area at the
legislature, Mr. Jones?

JONES: Ralph=Ajifu, Richard Wasai, and Peter Aduja. We've
talked-with them. We've begged them. They're all ready. They
were willing last year to appropriate money, but the state didn't
ask for it:, Tlvey were willing to appropriate money in '71 and
the State didn't ask for it,

We know that a year ago, the City and County tried to turn
Kahekili Highway over to the State, and the State said we won't
take it until you improve it Tlue City and County improved the
highway. They improved the highway to make it adequate for
travel on it The State still relinquished taking it over.
They said we can 't take it over. We don t have any money to
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maintain the road. In 1972, the State DOT went to the legisla-
ture and asking for an increase in tax gas . They said we cannot
improve Kahekili unless they approve a two percent ra to tax on
gasoline. Then they said we cannot improve Kahekili until H-3
is built. They keep alibiing. They keep coming back with a
different alibi everytime we talk to them. We're constantly in
contact with them and have been for four years trying to get
that area improved. We feel that if they won't do anything, you
people are powerless to do anything but we can ask you to help
slow down development, and not make any amendments to the general
plan until we can get more people to come together and do some-
thing about our area. We really need help. There's no question
about it.

The problem is we're over-developed now because we don't have
adequate facilities to take care of it.

CHAIRMAN: I think the Commission has heard the concerns
for the past three years. The reason I asked the question is
it seems to me that where the pressure needs to be applied is on
those appropriating funds to improve that highway.

JONES: They're appropriating funds, Sir, but the Governor
won't release the funds. Funds are appropriated right today,
but he won't release the funds. I can't put pressure on the
Governor. Nobody can put pressure on him. This is our problem.
We.appealed to him. We begged him to help but we don't get the
results.

12. Mr. Edgar B. Twelker, Resident, Club View Estates (Submitted
letter dated December 15, 1973)

"As a resident of Club View (Ahuimanu), Estates, I wish to go
on record as opposing the proposed 'Club View Hills' development
in the area mauka of Club View Estates and Valley of the Temples
Cemetery.

My reasons for opposing this development are as follows:

1. Erosion and Siltation: This is a heavy rainfall area.
Stripping the hills and ravines of their present lush
vegetation and grading for homesties will inevitably result
in heavy erosion of the area and cause a major .increase in
the siltation of Kaneohe Bay, the waters of which are already
heavily laden with silt from ill-advised developments
adjacent to the

-bay, not to mention the sewage effluents
generated by these developments. Additionally, there is
the-increased danger of flooding of the lower areas of
Kahaluu.

2 Esthetic Values: Beauty is the primary and most precious
asset of this island. The lush green hills with pali
backdrop of many and varying hues is the predomiran t feature
of one of' the most beautiful valleys on Oahu, and should
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not be dofaced by any devel.opment, least of all b hi »,hrises

"avoraging seven sf661es" as proposed by the deve ope . This
park-like area with .its stream of clear, clean water tumblingover rocks through a profusion of 3ush, tropical vegetation
offers peace and tranquili t Y, a balm to the soul in these
times of stress To further doEace this area would border
on sacrilege, It should be preserved in it's nattiral state
Eor the enjoyment of this and future generat ions.

3. Traffic Congestion, Noise, and Air Pollut Lon: Further
evelopment in¯HiTi¯a¯Fea wl11 create intolerable trafficcongestion, noise, and air pollution; especially with the

housing density proposed by the developer. Kahekili Highway
is already greatly overloaded during peak traffic hours and,
with the projected population growth in this area, will be
grossly inadequate, even if widened.

I appreciate the need for housing, especially for low and middle
income families, but surely there are relatively flat areas of
lesser scenic value which could be developed with comparatively
minor alteration of the topography, We are at a crossroad, and

- it is your fateful decision to make as to whether we proceed with
¯

the wanton destruction of the remaining areas of beauty and¯E
¯ tranquility on'this island, or to preserve them for posterity.

It is my heartfelt hope that you will choose the latter course.

13. Mrs, Valerie Humphries, President, Windward Action (No written --

testimony'submitted)

HUMPHRIES: I'm president of the Windward Action group. As
most'of you gentlemen know, I have appeared before the Commission
many times I don't have written testimony at this point but
we will get a letter in to you.

I want .to reiterate much of what we've said over and over again
that the facilities are inadequate, there's further pollution
of the bay', 'I know you've heard it over and over so there 'snot much=point of-belaboring it at this time, only to say that
we are in opposition of the application. We appreciate what the
Planning Department has done in trying to lessen the amount of
acreage for development, but we still feel that this is
inadequate, As the other gentlemen testified, the traffic
persists.

If you recall not too long ago, Dr. Kau and myself testifiedbefore the Commission and we were successful in getting you
people to go for a moratorium, although it was shot back by the
Council So, perhaps we can try to ask you to think in these
terms again until we have a general plan revision, and until
we can resolve some of these problems. We may get shot down 4-gagain by the Council, but all we have to do is to keep trying. iggIf we can bring this to them over and over again, maybe one day
it will come to pass so that we can get a moratorium on the
development until these other things are resolved.
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Testimony in SUPPORT-

1. Mr. Jack K. Palk, Consultant for the Applicants (Submitted letter
dated December 19, 1973, attached and made a part of these Minutes)

Mr. Palk was questioned by the Commission.
IlPALK: That's the end of my statement, Mr. Chairman. At this time

I would like to defer any questions to me until after we have had a
chance to let Lew Ingleson make his presentation.

WAY: Mr. Chairman, I do think one or two points might be in order at
this time while we have the context in total of Mr. Palk's testimony.
I may, I do have two points.

One, I'm somewhat surprised that your statement, Mr. Palk, that you are
in complete disagreement with the recommendation of the Chief Planning
Officer because I think if we were to overlay the recommendations that ©
you have presented with those that I am proposing, we might find a con-
siderable area of agreement of a portion of the site that are suitable g
for development. If, in fact, we are in complete disagreement, I may B
have to reevaluate the position in.terms of proposing the amendment.
I'd like to know a little more about what you mean by "complete disagre
ment.

PALK: That's a fair statement, Mr. Way. The recommendations under ¯

your report, and I refer only to what has come up from your report, cal
for 77--25 acres as amended by your November 1--October 1 letter--

WAY: Would you say we could agree on the 45 acres?

PALK: As a point in terms of acreage, yes, no question about that.

WAY: Okay, so there's not complete disagreement,

PALK: All right. gg
WAY: Fine.

PALK: But, my point was that there is a substantial difference
between what we had proposed under the site plan--we worked with the
staff--which was recommended by you, but I do agree there is 45 acres
of agreement, mauka of the zoned land.

WAY: Okay. I might make another comment having to do with the
so-called "refinement" and that's your term. Just to point out to the
Commission and to all that may be concerned and interested that under
the Charter, it is the option of the Chief Planning Officer to intro- E
duce proposed amendments to the General Plan Detailed Land Use Map. You
might consider that a "refinement", fine, but as addition information
became available to us about the particulars of the topography of the
streams in this location, and we're talking about the 29 acres generall
described in the makai region of the site which are already in the Urba
District and have been designated, it became quite apparent to us that
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a considerable reevaluat lon was very much in order and appropr inte as to
the suitab:ii.i ty of that land for development.

I think the Commission will recall on a niimber of other occasions we have
initiated, General Plan amenditient.s where stiliply areas had been designated
Urban, we had recommended redesignation to PreservatLon Utstrtet. I think -

a case a point which coines to mind immedi.ately is Kaiwa Ri.dyte which Ridge --

had quite inappropriately been totally designated for Residentral-Urban -

development. It was upon my initiation that that area was reduced sub-
stantially to Urban designat ion and subsequently the major por tion put .
into Preservation District.

I think, in like fashion and as we've talked about before, where we are
_--

dealing with areas that are quite sensitive in terms of location, topo-I graphic characteristics, we're going to have to look at them much more
carefully, much more carefully in terms of the delineation of the Urban-

- Preservation limits within the area,

I have no other comments, Mr. Chairman,

(There were no further questions of Mr. Palk.)I ¯

M

2. Mr; Lewis'Ingleson, Architects and Planning Consultant (Submitted
letter dated December 19 1973 attached and made a art of these, , p
Minutes.)

Mr, Ingleson was questioned by the Commission.

WAY: Questions of criteria have come up as to the use of land for
Urban development. I guess the point would be the importance of using
topography-as a standard in terms of evaluating areas as to their
suitability for development or not. Generally, as you'll notice from
the slope of land analysis we have indicated 20% as one of the areas
where the land becomes deeply sloping. There has been, as pointed out
in Mr,¯Ingleson's letter, interpretation of Land Use Regulations, that
in fact there is no formally adopted standards as such by the City, but
I guess I would have to raise the question as to whether or not the use
of it .has validity in this case. I strongly say that it.does have
validity.. I think that through experience in terms of land planning
throughout the island, and in conforming actual development with the
Urban District Boundaries that have been applied by both.our general
planning, our zoning, and in fact even the State Land Use District, this
is a reasonable basis--and this is my judgment and many members of the
staff, Mr. Chairman, ¯

Okay, lacking adopted criteria, I'd like to ask Mr. Ingleson as to what
would he suggest? I think topography is a consideration. I think maybe
he will concede that. If so, what is the recommendation that you have
for use of the standard? What, in fact, did you use when you delineated
the areas that you've shown? I haven't heard your standards.

INGLESON: Okay, we didn't--what we do is prepare preliminary site
plans.

WAY: Were those grading plans submitted to às?
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INGLESON: No, they were not.

WAY: So we didn't have the benefit of that analysis.

INGLESON: They weren't asked for. I think your staf E knew that we

had them, I believe.

WAY: Okay .

INGLESON: We were working primarily because of City Council 's
directions, working primarily with the Department of Land Utilization.
However, we got to a certain point at which they felt that staff time, E
perhaps was being taken up, that since the General Plan issues hadn't -

been resolved, they wanted to get that resolved first.

WAY: Another question. With respect to the area of redesignation i M
of 27 or the 29 acres makai being "wholly inappropriate." Why is it i 2
inappropriate, Mr. Ingleson? I think you're quite aware that it 's very
much appropriate to initiate a General Plan Amendment, and where that - |
authority and prerogative exists in terms of statute, What is inappro- i

priate about bringing this subject to the attention of the City Council g i
the Planning Commission, the public-at-large, as to whether it should beg
developed or not , or the extent of its development?

INGLESON: I may be a little free with adjectives.

WAY: I think that 's part of my point.

INGLESON: But, I think the question of that area is valid to
question your recommendation in terms of the fact that in discussions
with staff throughout this process, this question never did come up.
It was not pointed out. Further, the topography that you have now is
no different than the topography that you had prior to your previous
report to the Planning Commission. It 's essentially the same and yet -

at that time, it was not--and also at that time, this area was consîdere
for single development. So, it seems a little late to sud.denly have thiF
sprung on you.

WAY: So, it's the timing, I guess, that's inappropriate from your
standpoint.

INGLESON: Certainly.

WAY: You also say there's no reason now to question an earlier
decision. Does this presume that government can't change its mind in
terms of what extent an area might be developed?

INGLESON: Well, from earlier testimony I hear that applicant's
also change their minds

WAY: I guess you're not answering my question.

INGLESON: Certainly government can change its mind.

WAY: I haven't anymore questions.
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CilAIRMAN: You i.ndicated, Mr. 1.ngleson, tlutt you have a grading
plan for the 29-acre portion?

¯E INGLESON: For the entire s i te

it CHAIRMAN: Can Lt be made avail.able to the Commission?

:- INGLESON: Yes

CHAIRMAN: What's the zoningof the area already developed 1.n single-
family?

INGLESON: R-4 and 5 , I believe .
-¯-¯

CHAIRMAN: I suppose it might be assumed then that the ultimate
zone might be R-4 or R-5 instead of R-6

I INGLESON: We just had made that assumption.
CHAIRMAN: Which would have an effect on density.

INGLESON: Possibly, although I don't think it's a significant
effect because we are well under the allowable floor area allowed,

CHAIRMAN: We need more time to study Mr. Ingleson's letter.

PALK:' Since we received Mr. Way's report, we had the site plan
reexamined Obviously, the hangup is the criteria used. In the review
process, we do have a revised plan on boundaries . I'd like to suggest
in Mr; Ingleson's letter here, that any action by the Commission be
deferred in order to perhaps have the planning staff review it.
I think it would have been obviously from the hind-sight view, proper
to have the same criteria used by all parties, That wasn't the case.
Hopefully, this might help clear up some of the problems

CHAIRMAN: It certainly would make a great deal of sense to see
if some of the unresolved areas, some of the nomenclature can't be
taken cared of rather than having a semantic battle before the Commission
which is fairly usual, because it goes over our heads quite often.

PALK: Just one more point of clarification by Mr. Way concerning
the question he made about the word "refinement, " The word was in the
letter to the Commission back to us. I think it referred to the 50 -

acres, plus or minus That 's the way I understood it. That's the way
I feel the records would show., It was never intended to cast any
aspersions on the recommendations of Mr. Way or any of the staff,

CHAIRMAN: My recollection of those hearings, Mr. Palk, was the
topography was one of the major issues. which the Commission brought up.
There was concern by some Commissioners, some of whom are no longer on

g the Commission. Therefore, it would seem to me that because we do have
many new members on the Commission, that we 're going to have to go back
and look at the whole issue again,

PALK: I just wanted to clarify that point in my testimony,



(There were no further questions of Mr. Palk and Mr. Ingleson.)

No further discussion followed.

The public hearing was kept open till the next Commission meet ing
on January 9, 1974, and action deferred for receipt of a grading
plan from the applicant, and further rev:i.ew of recommendations
as may be in order by the Chief Planning Officer, The motion was
made by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT application for construction within the
APPLICATION Hawaii Capital District--renovation of the
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, Department of Transportation Services
CSC OF HONOLULU building for future use by the Municipal
(FILE #73/HCD-24) Reference Library--Tax Map Key: 2-1-33: 7.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of December 9, 1973.
No letters of protest were received. ¯

EU-

Staff Planner Gerald Henniger made the staff presentation. The : 25proposed exterior alterations are minor and will improve the
appearance of the structure in conformance with the intent of the
Hawaii Capital District Ordinance. The Director recommends approvalof the alterations as proposed.

The Commission had no questions concerning the Director's report.

No person spoke either FOR or AGAINST the application.

The public hearing was closed and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Kamiya', seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried. -

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT application for exterior renovations
APPLICATION within the Hawaii Capital District, Tax
BOARD OF WATER SUËPLY, Map Key: 2-1-36: 4.
CSC OF HONOLULU
(FILE #73/HCD-25) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser of December 9 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Plannner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report. .The
building, including the proposed renovations, mèets the 100-foot
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height limit and 40¾ open space requ.trements of the distract. Therenovations are compatible with the existing building aird theHawaii Capital District- The I)irector recommends approval of thEsapp1.icat ion .

No discussion foilowed

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAÏNST the application.

The public bearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
mont, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carrica.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Dr Choy, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya
NAYES - None -I
ABSENT · Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

PUBLIC HEARING A ublic hearin was held to consider aHAWAII CAPITAL DI-STRI:CT request for construction of an 80-foot
APPLICATION high office building with some required
CADES, SCHUTTE, FLEMING parking provided off-site, Tax Map Key:
AND WRIGHT 2-1-26: 20
(FILE #73/HCD-20)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star- ¯¯

Bulletin/Advertiser of December 9, 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report. The
7-story office building, with a proposed height of 80 feet, meetsthe height limitation for the district. The design of the office
building appears to be compatible with the Hawaii Capital Dìstrict.
The Director recommends approval of this application,

No discussion followed,

No one was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the application.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-E ment, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Hosaka,
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam
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PUßLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a g -...

ZON1NG CilANCE request for a chango in zoning from 11-2 gH-2 HOTEL TO ß-5 RESORT Hotel to B-5 Rosort Commercial Distri.ct in
COMMERCIAL DISTRICT Waikiki, Tax Map Key: 2-6-18: 10 and 41.
WAIKIKI
YOJIRO KATSURA Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
BY: PHILIP T. CHUN Bulletin/Advertiser of December 9, 1973.
(FILE #73/Z-66) No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the report of the Director. The
applicant proposes to demolish the apartment structures, consolidate gthe two parcels with an adjoining 13,837-square foot parcel having
frontage on Kalakaua Avenue and presently zoned B-5 Resort Commercial
District, and develop two restaurant facilities--a Japanese restau-
rant and a curry house with accessory parking facilities. Preliminaryplans indicate provisions for all exits and entrance ways to be off
Kalakaua Avenue, with no vehicular access off Lauula Street. The
applicant has informed us that a consolidation of the two parcels with
the parcel having frontage on Kalakaua Avenue will be filed when zon- E
ing is granted.

The Commission had no questions of the staff regarding the Director's
report.

No one spoke AGAINST the application,

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Attorney Philip Chun represented the applicant. Questioned by
the Commission regarding parking facilities, Mr. Chun indicated
that one level of parking would be provided beneath each of
the restaurants, plus multi-level parking (two or three levels)
at the rear of the lot. Valet parking will also be provided
because there is no vehicular access off Lauula Street.

The public hearing was closed and the matter was taken under advise- -
ment, on motion by Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit for
(ADDITIONS TO HOSPITAL) additions to Castle Memorial Hospital in
KAILUA Kailua, Tax Map Key: 4-2-06: 4.
CASTLE MEMORIAL

-

HOSPITAL Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
(FILE #73/CUP-8) Bulletin/Advertiser of December 9, 1973.

No letters of protest were received.



Staff Planner Carl Smith presen.ted the Director 's report of the

i app1tcation The applicant proposes to expand the hospital and
. ancillary services offered on the site with:irl the trainework of a

20 year master plan Additional structures to be built include a

i medical office building, additional laimary and maintenance l'acili-
ties, additional nurses' quarters, and a 150-bed hospital wing. The
medical office building would be a four-story structure housing
25-30 doctors' offices, This building is proposed to be started

I within the next year for occupancy in 1975. The expansion of the
laundry andmaintenance facilities and the additional nurses'
quarters are smaller projects to be undertaken as the need for

i them arises The additional 150 -bed hospital wing is to be con-
structed at some point in time, probably within the next decade,
when the need for such facility arises.

The Director recommends that the request be approved, subject to the
conditions contained in his report,

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director's
report .

-

No one spoke AGAINST the application. ;
i¯

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr Marvin Midkiff, Administrator, Castle Memorial Hospital
2. H. M. Winston, M.D
3. Mr. Donald Brevey, Architect

Dr. Winston spoke to the need for the medical office building
which would provide office space for physicians in the Kaneohe-
Kailua area The location of the medical office building next
to the hospital eliminates duplication of services because use
of hospital equipment would be available to doctors.

questioned by the Commission, Mr. Brevey, Project Architect,
indicated the trend nowadays to locate medical o.ffice structures
nearby hospital sites for accessibility to hospital equipment.
Space-is being provided to accommodate 27 to 30 doctors. Inter-
views with prospective doctors indicated that medical equipment
such as x-ray units, lab equipment, etc., could be utilized at
the hospital and therefore, plans.for such equipment was not
included in the medical office building.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, subject to the
conditions contained in the Director's report, on motion by
Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.
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AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya 'X
NAYES - None

¯
, F

ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held t.o consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning of 173 acres
AG-1 RESTRICTED AGRIC. from AG-1 Restricted Agricultural District
DISTRICT TO R-6 RESIDEN- to R-6 Residential District (149 acres),
TIAL, A-1 APARTMENT 4 A-2 Apartment District (22 acres), and B-2
B-2 COMMUNITY BUS.DIST. Business District (2 acres), in Mililani
MILILANI TOWN Town, Tax Map Key: 9-4-05: portion of 1 and
MILILANI TOWN, INC. 11.
(FILE #73/Z-40)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of December 9 1973.
No lettersof protest were received.

Staff Planner Carl Smith presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to continue, in accordance with
the recent Detailed Land Use Map amendment (127/C1/34, adopted
September 12, 1972), the development of Mililani Town. This incre- N
ment will allow the development of a total of approximately 717
dwelling units--445 single-family detached dwellings and 272 town-
houses, It also includes a neighborhood shopping area, a district
park, a neighborhood park and two school sites.

The .Director recommends that the request be approved.

Questions were raised conéerning the Director's report.

CHOY: I'd like clarification on page 3, where to discourage
speculation, there is a deed covenant of a buy-back procedure
that's built into the approximately 300 units that would be desig-
nated for lower income. Can you explain why this is so with the
lower income and not with the entire project?

SMITH: These units are being provided at a very low cost.
Three thousand dollars is not very much to pay for a house in
Mililani Town. If the buy-back provisions were not put in there,
the buyer could very conceivably buy, and then within a year turn
it over and realize a considerably inflated cost.

CHOY: What is the price range of the other 445 units?

SMITH: I believe Mililani Town is selling right now somewhere
in the $50,000s. M

CHOY: Now, isn't there a possibility of speculation there, g ggpossibly realizing a $10,000 profit on that? g nr

SMITH: That's true in just about any big project.

CHOY: Right. Then, .I.would think that if you're going to



I go aboud and try to curb speculati.on of real osLate and real
propert y, I would thi.uk we would llave some sort of modificat ton of
a buy-back procedure on the rest of the development.

SMITH: I don ' t want to get in to a deb ate, but I don ' t see liow
it's feasible to do something l.1ke that. We have a wide open market

i on real estate bore on projects where we are aiming at our low and
moderate income by actually offering a lower price.

CHOY: May f ask a question of Corporati.on Counsel Couldn't it
be a conflict of segregating a small group and discriminating against

- them on such a provision?

MITA (Deputy Corporation Counsel): Assuming that the representa
tions and assumptions indicated that the "low-income" dwellings are
being sold at below fair market value, then I believe that type of
provision can be safely included as part of the deed covenant, Ini other words, the seller would have the first option to refuse to

¯ purchase, and it may be assignable, in this case to possibly the
State Hawaii Housing Authority. But, on the other matter where
the property sells for its fair market value, and in these days of

B competitive prices, I would say where there's strong demand for
housing in'that particular neighborhood, of course, there's nothing

g to stop the developer from inserting such a clause as long as the
buyer knows that this is the proposition, The developer would also

¯- be cognizant of the fact that with such a covenant again speculated
for the next 10 years, might dampen demands for his particular units,
It has to be weighed and the developer would have to decide as to
what his policy would be. But, I feel insofar as the low-income
units which are being sold lower than its fair market value at the
time of sale, such an option to refuse clause may be safely used·

WAY: If I might just add a thought to this in terms of
Dr. Choy's line of questioning and that is, I think application of
rather universal control on purchase-repurchase might better be,
should it be wide acceptable policy, an island-wide approach rather
than on an individual application basis, The next point may be well,
we're doing it rather s11ectively as it is, and I guess I would
agree but I think the selectivity is in the range of income of fami-
lies who are the least able to participate in the housing market at
this time, It's primarily on that basis. In effect, what we're saying
is look at that segment of the population virtually closed out of the
markets Something needs to be done and we have an opportunity to do
so. For the rest of the market, let it go its own way.

To attempt to use zoning which comes before us, meaning the entire
city, on rather a piecemeal basis in this fashion, I think could be
considered quite unfair. My view is that if we're going to have

- price control,.if we're going to have control on repurchase, resale,
the rest of it, that this is best applied on an island-wide at the
very least, possibly even a state-wide basis. Appropriate legisla-
tion by the appropriate body, it would seem to me, would be the best
place to handle this k:bu:1 of concept
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Testimon FOR--

Mr. Wendell Brooks, General Manager, Mililani Town

ßROOKS: The staff report quite accurately reflects our
application. Tl e only thing that I might add is t.hat this is
part of an ongoing program of our new community develotonent at
Mililani Town It's quite consistent with all of the material
that's been presented to you in the general plan revision that
preceded various zoning applications here. I do recognize that
there are many new people on the Commission. I will be happy
to answer any questions you may have.

May I indicate to Dr, Choy that we have made other efforts of
low-cost housing. Our experience has been that they did not
stay as low-cost housing units. While our other product is at
market price, we think appropriately priced at the time we offered
it for sale although, I confess, people have enjoyed appreciation

¯

of Mililani Town. We found with the previous offerings of low-
cost and moderate-cost units that these immediately sought their
own market level. We are attempting with the buy-back arrange-
ment hopefully through a government agency, to control this
immediate turnaround and speculation on the unit. We feel that
the 10-year program with a cost of living index escalator which

- is less than the normal, or at least a recent experience in real
estate appreciation, we think the lesser rate of increase is a
better approach. We are working on this language. We have
exposed it to both the HHA and the HRA in trying to make an effort
in that regard. So, we are experimenting and I'm sure that legal -

counsel realizes there are many unanswered questions in regard to
this whole thing.

One question which frequently comes up is the matter of what are
you going to do wîth it if you ever buy it back? Would we
resell it for low-cost housing? Would we run it up to the
market price now that we're satisfied with the zoning? Well
this is exactly one of the reasons why we don't want to be in
the picture on the buy back. We hope to be able to assign it
to a governmental agency. We don't want to be in the position -
of obstructing opportunity for someone to break the circle of
poverty and make quite a case in this whole area. You can see
our concern.

Mr. Brooks was questioned by the Commission.

WAY: Just a matter of clarification. I think it's probably
understood, but the buy-back aspect, is this not rather more
properly described as a right of first refusal on the part of
government. We would purchase should a tmit become available
for purchase.

BROOKS: Yes. We're trying to structure it in such a way
to put it in the form of an option. The purchaser does not--
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the strite or tlie county would 11ot lae olaligod to ptircliase tit. ri
predeternlinod amount or at any amount.

WAY: Yes, the point being that if it ever happens , :If
tiiere is a softening of the market in housilig, tjult the govern-
ment is not obl iged to repurchase, l.n other words, we ar e notin a position of supporting, in effect, a inarket that m1p,ht be
in a reverse posi t i.on should it ever happen, recogn.i zing thegeneral unlikelihood of that

BROOKS: That '

s correct . There 's no obligation on any par tyB to buy.back at a predetermined price.

WAY: Thank you.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Brooks.) àME=

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise- ama
ment, on motion by Dr, Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried. 45E
ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and

recommended approval of the request, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Duke and carried,

AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
PROPOSED BILL NO. 167 Proposed Bill No. 167 (Contract Zoning)
(CONTRACT ZONING) to add a new section to the ComprehensiveINITIATED BY CITY Zoning Code.
COUNCIL

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of December 9, 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

Mr. Jack Gilliam of the staff presented the Director's report ofProposed Bill No. 167. The purpose of the Bill is to minimizeadverse effects of blanket rezoning, and to ensure adequate facili-ties and services to support rezoning. The Director would, thereforeconsider the following in administering this contract zoning ordinance:
1, Plan Review. Contract zoning may be used for imposing certain

restrictions beyond those imposed by the Comprehensive Zoning
Code on the zoning classification which the property owner seeks.
It will afford the City latitude to impose conditions on such
matters as placement of buildings, bulk, off-street parking and
loading requirements, provision of refuse and other service areas,
landscaping-(including buffering and screening). For example,
buffering and other safeguards could be required for noise-
generating uses such as auto repair shops that are permitted ini an industrial district



2. Review of Public Services and Faci.1ities. Where certatti ibl ic
services and facilities are found inadequate to sorve the uses
proposed, the developer may be required to provide these services
as a condition for approval of the zoning. For example, a gdeveloper might be required to assume costs for planned roadway Eimprovements.

3. Review of Developer Performance. The ordinance may bo used to
provide safeguards in such areas as specified time limits on
construction.

4. Other related reviews of similar intent.

- It is recommended that Bill No. 167 be amended to include a section
that specifically directs the Director of Land Utilization to prepare
and promulgate rules and regulations for the administration of con-
tract zoning. The amendment would read: "th) The Department of Land

._
Utilization shall adopt rules and regulations governing contract zon -

ing, including the procedure for processing recommended conditions
for incorporation within the contract,"

The Commission had no questions of the staff regarding the Director's
report.

Testimony AGAINST--

Letter dated December 19, 1973 from the Home Builders Association
of Hawaii, James Higa, Chairman, Legislative Committee

"1, Section 21-112(c) - Such conditions shall be reasonably
conceived to fulfill public needs emanating from the land
use proposed to be effected upon adoption of the ordinance
in the following respects: (1) Protection of the public gfrom the potentially deleterious effects of the proposed use; g :

(2) Fulfillment of the need for public service demands created
by the proposed use.

'We believe that the above statement should be reviewed and
amended, as it is both vague and ambiguous.

'2. Section 21-112(e), page two, line 16. Such contract shall
not restrict the power of the Council to rezone with or
without conditions,

'This sentence seems to say that the City is not bound to honor
the conditions imposed, but the landowner is bound. This
inequity is reinforced by the last sentence in the section

¯

¯ which gives the right to sue for enforcement of conditions -
to the City and County, but not to the landowner, This not
only appears inequitable, but also appears to violate the
most basic rules of contracts EEE

'Our Committee also feels that conditions set forth by the Council
would be selective and not applied to all rezoning requests. It



g seems the conditions linposed are, in offect, a special tax on
g certain· new projects and therefore discriminate against new home-

-_
owners . Therefore, we suggest consideration of a tax: credit to
the new homeowner be appl ied

No other person was present to speak either FOR or ACAlNST the proposed
amendment .

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

In discussion later, the Chairman questioned whether there were any
rules and regulations in connection with the proposed ordinance.
The matter- was deferred for a workshop to be arranged by the staf f

I PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit for
(PRIVATE STP FOR a private Sewage Treatment Plant for a
PROPOSED HOTEL1 proposed hotel in Punaluu, Tax Map Key:
PUNALUU 5-3-05: 38 and 2.
W 4 C, LTD,
(FILE #72/CUP- 21) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser of December 9 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Roger Harris presented the Director 's report of therequest Plans indicate that the sewage treatment plant would be
located on· the residentially zoned Parcel 2. The treatment plant

g would serve a proposed 102-unit hotel which would be constructed on
the H-1 Resort Hotel zoned Parcel 38 which fronts on Kam Highway.
The proposed treatment sys tem is designed to provide secondary
sewage treatment through aerobic digestion (extended aeration type)
processes Waste· sludge from the aerobic sludge.holding tank is
proposed to be conveyed to the sludge-drying bed and disposed of in
landfill when dried.

The Director recommends that the application be approved, subject to
the conditions contained in his report.

There were no· questions from the Commission relative to the Director 's
report.

Public testimony followed

Testimony AGAINST-

1. Mr. Dean' Fujii, Farmer, 53-480-H Kam Highway, Punaluu (Submitted
-- letter dated De.cember

-17 1973)
2. Barbara F. Mills, Chairman, Community Betterment Committee ,Punaluu Community Association (Submitted letter dated December

19 , 19 7 3)
3. Agnes K. Choy, Property Owner, 53-480 Kam Highway, Punaluu (Sub-

mitted- letter dated December 19, 1973)
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4. Genovieve IJ,. Albert, Resident, 53-378 Kam Highway, Fluulluu (Sub-

mitted letter dated December 18, 1973)
5. Mrs. Cathleen· Mattoon, Property Owner and Secretary, Punaluu

Conununity Association (Submitted letter dated December 19, 1973)

OBJECTIONS--

1. Floo,ding and drainage

The developer's plan to divert the onsite storm runoff to a

6 x 4 box culvert will simply not do. Historically, this B
culvert, as is the case of ditch and stream openings to the
sea on the Windward side, simply does not work. The site as g -

well as all land west of it holds the highest flood designation g
of Standard Project Flood by the Department of Land and Natural -

Resources. We have attempted onsite meetings and submitted
photos of floods to show how critical the situation is. Unfortu-
nately, the developer has convinced the Public Works Department
that once he has raised his project safely above flooding prob-
lems and attempts to direct onsite runoff toward a useless
culvert, his responsibility to the community is over. Our most
recent contact with the State Highways Maintenance Division
which is responsible for keeping culverts open, reconfirmed the
fact that there is not enough manpower available to regularly
maintain such culverts and that there are no plans to improve

this service. Therefore, we can assume that any additional water
directed here will flow back into the very area of greatest con-
cern to our community. Residents have had to dig trenches and
clear culverts themselves to permit stagnant water to flow out
to the ocean.

SUGGESTION-Design of a drainage culvert that incorporates the
use of a large pipe that extends into the ocean to allow for
constant open drainage. This solution has the approval of the
Health Departments

2. Odor and noise

The sludge-drying bed proposed will create objectionable odors
to the surrounding community (considering the fact that winds
in Punaluu blow in three patterns--tradewinds, kona, and kehau).
There would be an adverse effect on the hotel itself as "kehau"
is the breeze which blows from the mountain to the sea. The
generators designed for the plant will produce a great deal of
noise which will be annoying to the nearby residents.

No agency in the City or State is responsible for the final
disposition of sludge and grit from this type of operation which
leaves the .community facing possible open dumping or other unsafe
method of disposition of sludge.

Such abusive odors and noises generated by the proposed plant
can only depreciate property values in the area.

34-
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SUGGUSTION Eliminate the SI.udge bed and design a closod holding -

un it for regular disposal e l.sewhero This solution luis the
approval of the llealth Depar tmen t .

3. Effluent discharge and possible contamination to surroundings,
propert i.es ,

The proposed soakage pi t was the first portion of the desigin
wllich was questioned by the colmnunity at the first information b .meetinL1. Soil Conservation and Health Departments have both B

.

recommended that a soakage pit not be placed on the proposed
site The developer's engineer assured us at a second informa-
tion meeting that the pit was not necessary and could be designed
out of the plan. Based on our knowledge of the nature of the
soil and water flow beneath the proposed site, we know that theeffluent· discharge will flow easily to the sandy beach as well
as t.o the adjoining lots should it be allowed to saturate the
ground in a shallow pit We are as aware as the Eoard of Water
Supply scientists that viruses exist in effluent and do not wish
to risk contamination of our properties or the public beach.

SUGGESTION - Eliminate a soakage pit and substitute ad.ditional
injection wells This solution has the approval of the Health
Department.

Tes timony in- SUPPORT-

1. Mr. Walter Zane, Developer, Suite 616, 745 Fort St. , Honolulu
(No written testimony submitted)

I
-

ZANE: Our application has been in for over a year and a
half We have gone over this sewage, drainage and everything
else with the various departments , We have endeavored over and
over again' to come up with the highest recommendations that these
various' agencies put across for us. When you think of the sewage
plan, drainage and studies we had to produce for a small lot like
that and the requirements we have been subjected to, it seems like
we were developing the entire area. You would be surprised at the
time and money we have spent on this project.

Whenwe talk about the culvert not being cleaned, that's a State
requirement Regardless whether we come in with a development or
not, the culvert is supposed to be clean.
The community should realize when we go in with 100 so many units ,
we' would have that much more muscle to have the State clean those
culverts, putting in that much more pressure into the State.

Talking about flooding, the drainage requirement we had to go
through with the Public Works Department, you would see what our
engineers had to come up with. I can see the residents concern
but a lot of it is just hearsay and putting up all kïnd of require



ments to a person just because he 's coming in to develop his
property. As such, I don't see very much synspathy for them as B
far as I'm concerned. We tried to work with them but essentially,
it seems like we haven't been able to, g
Talking about sludge and odor, wouldn' t we be much, much more
concerned with our development of 100 some-odd units which is right
in the vicinity? We definitely would be, as far as disposing of that
sludge is concerned. I have given my engineers strict requirements
that they bring in the best whereby we will minimize those things
as far as stench and everything else is concerned.

Believe me, we have been raked over. All the reports have been
¯ ¯

given to you, gentlemen. Our plan bears to the fact that our cost i iÑÑI
is more than doubling what we had anticipated before we started Ë EEE
the project. ||

I --

2. Mr. Allen Young, representing R. M. Towill Corporation, Sanitary
and Civil Engineers for applicant (No written testimony submitted) i

YOUNG: Maybe I can clear a few things up.

Number 1, concerning drainage, we are not here to solve the
drainage problem. There is a flooding area there of about 130
acres. There is no question, we can't solve that. We are proving
that we will in no way worsen the condition. We are filling the
property to protect all of our development. We're filling it one
foot from the front portion of the lot, and the back roughly about
five feet. So, it's not like we're filling it up 9½ feet. Our
finished elevation is 9½ feet.

What we are doing, we're discharging whatever surface water falls
on the roofs and parking, near the culvert so that when the cul-
vert is cleaned and maintained, that will go out that way the
quickest But, the.total drainage pattern is towards the back.
It does not go towards the highway, It goes to a bridge about
800 feet down the highway. This is all brought about because of
flooding from Punaluu Stream. We're not damaging anyone there.
We're not solving.the drainage problem, but we are protecting
ourselves on this property.

Sewage requirements, we've gone over and over. The way it stands
right now, we have one of the best fail-safe private systems any-
where planned right now. The treatment plant itself is designed ¯¯

to work-in a dual system where if any equipment breaks down, you
can o in and re air the other half without sto in all
operations. 55-1

We also work it where we come into an incoming tank which stabi-
lizes'the system so that we cannot overload the treatment plant. Mi

We found=that in some of the other developments like in Ewa,
large surges would come in and the plant would upset and couldn't
handle it. We have a system of stabilizing so that a flow will
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continually go throug;h t.he treatment plant at a steady pace. It
will never overload, rise or lower. - ¯¯

We have almost tertiary equi.pment. We go into a filter, chlor L-
nating the effluent so that we won't harm anyone around here
We're initiating out own tertiary equipment to make sure that

i those soakage pits don't clog up as we've noticed in other privato -

developments. Those soakage pits were recoinmen.d.ed by the Sewers
Division and Health people. They wanted it fail-safe. We've
gone along with this extra cost and come up with trenches of
200 to 250 feet long, plus two additional injection wells for
standby in case the trenches don't work.

The sand beds were also recommendation of the sewage people
because they felt that something definite had to be done with
the sludge. They don't want to be in the position where some
tank truck can't come along and pick up the sludge and take it
away and everyone will complain in the area, No one else in any
private plant is required to put one of these in.

I mus t say that Mr. Zane has really gone out of his way to try
to satisfy everyone of these people . He 's expending an extremely
large amount of money to try to make sure that this development
is well done It 's a hotel, not just a condominium where someone
comes in and buys up all the units and he's out of it.

Questions were raised by the Commission.

DUKE: Approximately what is the cost of this system?

YOUNG: About $200,000, If we didthe type that some other
private developments have done, we would only be in the range ofabout· less than half of that.

The amount of sewage coming out of this plant is very, very small .

WAY: The requirement for the sludge-drying bed, where did
that originate?

YOUNG: From both the Division of Sewers and the Health
people

WAY: How do you propose to dispose of the drying sludge?

ZANE: We would truck it away. We have a property of about
20,000 square feet and an acre which is about a mile away. It's
all low land As far as the sludge is concerned, I have been
informed by the engineer that there 's no stench.
We have to realize that our application is for a CUP. If we
adhered to that, we will be less confused with all the testimony
brought out by the objectors.



WAY: In connection with the disposal of the sludge, are you g i
aware of any requirements by public agency covering the method of g i
such disposal?

YOUNG: Yes, we 've gono through Chapter 38 of the llealth
requirements. We've gone through every single itom with the
Health Department.

WAY: Possibly another one which you may or may not have had
an opportunity to consider, but should be, and that is that having
to do with either the grading ordinance or depending upon the
locale, a CUP for the disposal of sludge on the other site. I
would suggest strongly that you look into that aspect.

The other aspect has to do with odor. Are you prepared to
explore that issue for us a bit? What's the problem? Is there
a problem? Is it a problem having to do with the beds themselves?
Is it another source? What, if any, measures are there incor-
porated in the design that attempt to alleviate that problem?

(At this point, Dr. Nathan Burbank, Director of Environmental
Researchtfor R. M. Towill Corporation, was called upon to respond
to Mr. Way's questions.)

BURBANK: As Director of Research, I have reviewed three
separate plans for this particular installation. Each one was
prepared in accordance with the existing requirements at the
time and would have met the requirements. Each was reviewed
by the State Health Department and the Department of Public
Works. There were comments to us each time strengthening the
design of the plant, in short, to make it as fine a plant that
could be designed for this particular purpose.

The STP for this particular installation is a design on the
extended aeration plant; that is, the sewage is held in the
tank for 24 hours in the presence of oxygen and activated sludge
bacteria. The liquid portion is settled. The solids that remain
are returned for re-aeration in the activated sludge plant.

As sewage is fed to such a plant, there always comes about an -

accumulation of biological .organisms. This is part of the
process. As they grow, they die and they must be removed from
the process They are removed in the settling basin and conveyed E
to a second aeration chamber the aerobic digester. You notice
in every case I mention this is aerobic, all in the presence ofair·and oxygen. The whole intention of this process is that it
be as odor free as possible. In a true aerobic process, the odor
certainly is not objectionable and often not noticeable.

The bacteria-freed from this process is held in this aeration
tank for aerated digestion for a period of about five days. It
is during- this period that much of the organic matter, and I
won't say every bit of it, is converted to forms that are con-
sidered to be odorless. It is this material from the aerated
aerobic digestion chamber that is requested to be removed to .



the s1.udge-drying bed. When the material comes frain the aerobic
digestion chamber, it is a grayish liquid about 70 gallons per
day It is removed to the sand bed, lies upon it, it dowaters.
The liquid flows down into the sand and solids left behilid.
It's non objectionable niaterial. Many of you have used such
material on· your yards or your rosos. It's qitite similar to
mill organite which you purchase from the nursery,

The sludge-drying bed was at the request of the Department of
Public Works because they wanted an absolutely fool proof
system. This makes the system about as fool proof as possibly

B can be. I'm sure most of you radize the majority of this type
plant is desiLoed for extended aeration chlorination and free
discharge Ïn the case of the plait at this hotel, we have been
requested to add an additional filter, and then to send the
water to subsurface disposal. This is pretty much as far as we
are going in Hawaii today. I'm sure most of you also know Hawaiii leads the country in standards for waste water discharges.
Chapter 37(a) and 38 of our State Health Department Rules and
Regulations are considered to be the most difficult to meet of
any in the United States today. Mr. Zane's plant meets the letter

, of the law It took a lot of time and effort, but it meets the
requirements.

The Commission questioned Dr. Burbank,

DUKE: ·Do you have similar plants operating here at the
present time?

BURBANK: I believe there are plants somewhat similar to
this operating on Oahu at the present time. There's none exactly
like it for the very reason that Mr. Zane was asked to go that
extra full step of fail-safe operation. We've had similar plants
which I'm sure the Commission was called upon to approve. One
plant is about 8 feet behind the offices of the Kaiser unit in
Hawaii Kai, an extended aeration plant. It operated for a period
of about-three years without any complaints.
I would like to add that this plant, on this site is landscaped.
It won't be visible to the people walking by. The landscape
provides an additional barrier both to the eye and to the ear.

¯ DUKE: How about noise?
BURBANK: The plant will have to meet the requirements of OSHA,

The general type of noise that you will get 'from it should be
in tlur order of about 40 decibels. The air-conditioner in this
room is operatrng at close to 40 decibels.

WAY: I don't know whether you have had time to evaluate or
consider-the suggestions raised by Mrs. Mattoon, but her sugges-
tion-is elimination of the sludge bed and designing a close gg
holding unit for regular disposal elsewhere. What is your .thought

=E-
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on this point as to practicability or as to its prior considera··
tion, or any agency's reaction, response, what have you?

BURBANK: Indeed I do. This was the original proposal the
first time it went before the llealth Department. The Department
of Public Works came back and said they wanted this to be a solf-
contained unit. The original proposal was to contain the 70
gallons of sludge each day and truck it away to the proper area.
Now you say, where do you truck it? The original proposal we M
made was to treat it the same as the septic tank sludge; not
that it was the·same because it was free of odor. But, the g -

thought was to take it to the same site that the City diposes
the septic tank sludge. This originally went in and was accepted
by the Health Department. But, in the subsequent variation of
the plant that came back, Public Works final comment was they
would prefer that this plant be self-contained.

WAY: Is the State Health Department agreeable to the current idesign? E -

BURBANK: Yes, to the current design.

WAY: The second point has to do with the elimination of
the soakage pit and substituting additional injection wells.
What's the background on that from your perspective?

BURBANK: The first time that the proposal went to the Health
Department, we went with a single injection well. We were asked
to-prove the-capacity of the injection well which we did. We
proved the capacity of the single injection well to be three
times what the flow of the plant was anticipated to be. We had
a three-time safety factor. The Health Department returned with
a comment that despite this three-time safety factor, they would
prefer to have the plant doubled throughout, fail-safecompletely--onerunit drops out, the other is of sufficient size --

to carry the burden. So, this meant two injection wells. The -
client Mr. Lane, has agreed with this.

The comment has come back that injection wells are fine, but it g
¯ is desirable also to have an additional safety factor. It was

on their suggestion that the additional seepage pit was provided
to take care of the additional safety factor. This plan has
been designed throughout with these safety factors. I'm sure you
Commissioners have approved plans of this size with single units
throughout in the past. But, in this case, considering the loca-
tion, the service, the requirements have been essentially that it U
be completely fail-safe, and that it be a self-contained unit.

AY: Another subject which you may not have the answers at
hand. In relation to the location of the injection wells which
are across the highway from the shoreline so to speak, this has
always been a concern in the past of some agencies--0EQC, Corps
of Engineers, Water Quality--have there been at this point studies
having to do with the possible relationship of inj ection wells to
the water, to the beach area?

40-



BURl3ANK: Very early to the game at the timo of the first
design, we did a hydro-geological stuely of the area affected. We

were quite concerned with the geo.logical structure at that partic.
ular point because we had env ts i.oned a deep injection well. We

US looked into the formations that were available for :injection.
These were investigated at the site and were compar

ed^
to the well.s

i of known structure in the near neighborhood . There were, l

believe, two in the near neighborltood, exist Lng wells of long
periods of history. We went with this to the Department of
Health. We also went with this to the Board of Water Supply..
We cleared with the Board of Water Supply very quickly. Their
representative testified for you the first time this matter came
up. We went with them to the Department of Health to point out
the structure, It was they who suggested that the best geological
structure was the one finally selected.

In addition to this before we went to them, we had to sit down = ---

with our hydro-geology and calculate the flow of this discharge
into the existin water table, to calculate the flow in terms of, Ë EEE

if we put this w ter in, would it go away from the well, what
would be its zone of influence upon the water in the existing
area This was done very carefully and we came up with the
answers. We did this study last September or October or even
before that The calculations that we did then are just coming
out now from the Department of Health in their so-called Affirma-
tive Demonstration. So, the data we did at that time is now
being required into the State Department of Health Affirmative
Demonstration. There were tests conducted on this particular
well to determine if it would take the discharge, not only would
it take and what the plant was suppose to put out, but three times
that. We found that this was the case.

WAY: Was the use of dyes the approach taken here?

BURBANK: Yes, Dye tests were conducted. They were observed
for a period of one month's time, They were observed not only by
our firm, but the State Health Department had a man walk by the
particular area involved everyday for a period of a month to
observe this.

WAY: Was a review undertaken at any time with OEQC for input
as to any of their concerns at the State level or if not, at this
stage, how would such a facility might be given consideration by
that agency in terms of broad environmental concerns? I recog-
nize the rather specific public health water contamination issues,
groundwater and all the rest, the usual Board of Water Supply
thing but do you have anything to report on that aspect,

BURBANK: No, I don't work with 0EQC on problems like this
because-it-was my understanding that they had delegated this
particular authority in the matter of Water Quality Standards
and Effluent Discharge Standards directly to the Division of
Sanitary Engineering of the Department of Environmental Health
of the State Health Department; that this was .a duty given them
generally, but transferred directly to the Helath Department,
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DUKE: During this month that you tested this system down
there, did you have any rainfall during that week?

ßURßANK: I'm not familiar with the rainfall pattern in
that area but I would presume whatever the rainfall pattern was ¯

normal, it was normal for that period.

DUKE: It would seem to me that the rainfall would have some
effect on the water table and runoff in that area.

BURBANK: The rainfall was observed in the area but we didnot correlate it with our studies. M
E¯E

CHAIRMAN: One of the concerns raised is high-water in the
area and its effect upon the sewage treatment plant. --

BURBANK: Well, the study that was made for rainfall for this
particular area was conducted in accordance with the instructions
of the Division of Drainage of the Department of Public Works.
The study as I recall was conducted on the basis of the maximum

- storm that would occur once in ten years. The comment at that gtime was that the expected increase in the level of the water B
table into which we were discharging would be raised by something
like a quarter of an inch. -

CHAIRMAN:- In the event the culvert becomes blocked--

YOUNG: It's blocked right now,

CHAIRMAN: If it's blocked and you have a heavy rain and
the overall pattern may go up quarter of an inch, but because
of sort of a funnel arrangement in here how high will that
water come up given a high ten-year rain, and what will the ¯¯

effect be on the sludge beds and the rest of the operation?
YOUNG: The plan shows that we have a wall completely

surrounding the property. We would fill behind that wall. The
U.S.G.S. record, the highest flood ever recorded in this area is
about six. So, we've established an elevation for the sewage - --

treatment area around ten just to be sure we will be three or
four feet above the highest storm ever recorded, and that culvert
was blocked. No water was going out that culvert. So, it was
flooded. But, the water now is directed back behind the property ¯

about 200 feet to a canal that exists there, goes around the I -property to a bridge about 800 feet further down the highway.
That's how the water is being discharged right now,

CHAIRMAN: My question is in the event the total area floods,
what is the effect on the sewage.treatment plant? -

YOUNG: It'll never flood because the elevation of our plant gis at ten, the highway is at seven, so the water would go overthe highway into the beach into the ocean.
ANE: May I6add. When we talk about that culvert being

124



blocked, I tliink i t would only be an assuniption on iny part
definitely that oul maintenance man will be checki.ng that culvert - -

at all times to make sure its clean, even i E it's not our duty, a
From our standpoint, l'm sure our maintenance man wi11 make sure .

' he will be checking that culvert at all timos aruì provent that
thing from blocking, l'm sure

I -

CHAIRMAN: Well, that would cover one of my suggestions
because this is so much of a vital concern in the area.

ZANE: Absolutely-

CHAIRMAN: And we would add it to the condit ions .

ZANE: I would concur with that you see, It's better for
us as far as we're concerned not to let that culvert block at
all,

YOUNG: But, we're still saying though that it doesn't
affect our development. We're protecting our development.
We 're fail-safe, We 're not adding any condition that 's harming

B anyone else, That condition exists right now. Even if that
culvert stays plugged the way it is, we feel very confident that
we will not ce t flooded,

CHAIRMAN: Inasmuch as the State appears to be unwilling or
unable to take care of the problem, and inasmuch as you are
thinking of putting an investment of this kind with an impact
upon an area, it might behoove everyone not to depend upon the
State, but to make this a condition for yourselves.

YOUNG: Right, but I'm sure on something like that with
the tremendous additional property taxes that would be generated
with this development, we can still say look here state or county,
clean your culvert

CHAIRMAN: Well, that '
s always a fond hope .

(There were no further questions from the Commission.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

Action was deferred to the next Commission meeting on January 9, 1974 .

Representatives from the State Department of Health and the City and
County Department of Public Works were requested to appear before
the Commission at that time to discuss potential flooding and drainage
in the area and its effect upon the proposed sewage treatment plant.
The motion was made by Mr. Duke, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.
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STATE LAND USE Submitted to the Commission for review
COMMISSION REFERRAL and recommendation, is a petition from the
(AGRIC. TO URBAN) State Land Use Commission to amend the

. PUPUKEA Urban-Agricultural District boundary in
DERIK LABENZ the Pupukea area.
(FILE #73/LUC-6)

Staff Planner Ian McDougall presented thereport of the Chief Planning Officor.
This petition has been evaluated according
to the following bases:

1. The requirements for consideration of State Land Use boundary
' amendments, as stated in Section 205-4 of the Hawaii Revised

Statutes and in a suggested listing of basic considerations
¯ prepared by the State Land Use Commission.

2. The standards-used by the State Land Use Commission for deter-mining the boundaries of Urban Districts, as stated in paragraph
E est2.7 of Part II: State Land Use District Regulations, i di

3. The land use policy of the City and County General Plan.
Much of the information which is required as "proof" of a need for

¯

a boundary change has not been provided by the petitioner. Further-
more review by this Department indicates that although this areais now predominantly used for residential purposes and is designated
on the City and County General Plan for such use, the appropriateness
of a change in State Land Use Boundary and City and County zoningshould involve study of a much larger area encompassing all similarly
situated properties, and should fully consider the potential impact
of such a larger change on public facilities and the character of
this section of Oahu. To single out this one property for special
benefit which is not extended to surrounding land with similar
characteristics would be equivalent to "spot zoning."

It is.the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that this
petition be denied at this time, However, given the predominant
residential character in this section of Pupukea, it is also recom-
mended that the Land Use Commission consider undertaking a study
of the appropriateness of changing the classification of all proper-
ties where these conditions prevail as a part of the next mandatorycomprehensive review of the classification and districting of all E
lands in the State.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended that the petition be DENIED, on motion by
Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

-44-



STREUT NANES The Cinnm.ission recommended approval of

I the following street names, on motion by

Mr. Ilosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and
¯

i
carried,

1. Amend Resolution No 287, adopted on November 16, 1971, by

deleting the following street names:

Hoohilu Street Roadway off Komo Mai Drive

i Hoohiehie Street Roadway off Hoohilu Street

Hoohihi Street Roadway between Hoohilu Street and
Hoohiehie Street

II Hoolalei Street Roadway off Hoohilu Street

Hookupaoa Street Roadway off Hoohilu Street

The development plan of the subject area has been revised and

i the area has been set aside for a future school site.

2. Amend Resolution No 9, adopted on February 15, 1965, by delet-

ing the following street names:

II Omea Street Roadway off Kuliouou Road

Omealani Street Roadway off Omea Street

i
Omealani Place Roadway off Omealani Street

The development of a single-family subdivision has been replaced

with a
Planned-Development Housing.

I 3. Amend Resolution No. 21, adopted on June 16, 1968 by deleting

the name Ala Nanu Place and renaming said roadway as:

Ala Makahala Place Culdesac off Ala Napunani Street.

Meaning: Flower (orange cestrum)

The Commission authorized scheduling of public hearings for the

following matters, on motion by Mrs Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy

and carried:

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 1, Ordinance to amend Chapter 21, Revised

CZC RELATING TO
Ordinances of Honolulu (Comprehensive

PARKING REQUIREMENTS Zoning Code) by amending Section

IN APARTMENT DISTS, 21-605(e) relating to parking require-

(SECTION 21-605(e-)) ments in apartment districts.

-45-
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HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 2. The request is for approval of plans
APPLICATION for a 4 -1/2 story apartment building
(4½-STORY APT.ßLDG.) of 26 units and demolition of existing
JERRY PARK structures on the site.(FILE II73/HCD-26) y

ZONING CilANGE 3. The request is for rezoning from
(E-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS B-2 Community Business to B-3 Business-

TO B-3 ßUSINESS RESIDEN- Residential District.
TIAL DISTRICT)
ALA MOANA
FIRST HAWAIIAN BANK
INITIATED BY CITY
COUNCIL
(FILE #73/Z-35)

IADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

II
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December 19, 1973

Honorable George Koga, Chairman
and Members of the City Council
City and County of Honolulu
Honolulu, HI 96813

Gentlemen:

Subject: Applicant's Position on Additional Information on the Request
for a General Plan Amendment by Valley of the Temples
Corporation, Waikiki Development Company, and Center
Development Company, Affecting 138 Acres of Land Located
in Ahuimanu, Kahaluu (Tax Map Key: 4-7-04: Por. of 1 and
4-7-51: Por, of 2).

On November 9, 1973, we received a copy of Mr. Way's letter to you
providing the above additional information. This letter is to advise you
of the applicant's position in this matter.

There appears to be two major areas at issue between the Applicant and -

the Department of General Planning:

1. The appropriateness of the topography on certain portions of the
site presently designated Industrial for Residential use.

2. The Director's proposed redesignation of approximately 27 acres ¯

of the site, presently designated Residential and zoned. R-4, to '

Preservation.

With respect to item 1, Mr. Way's letter refers a number of times to
'criteria" used for determining preservation values. To the best of our

knowledge, the only established criteria for Preservation Areas are those
contained in the Oahu General Plan. Briefly, these criteria are as follows:

1. Land normally considered too steep for economical development.

2. Forest reserves and State Conservation Districts.

3. Land necessary for preservation of indiginous flora and fauna.

4. Beaches and/ or mountains with significant natural or historic sites.
EDW INCORPORATED/828FOAT SI MALL HONOLULLJ, HAWÑ\ 98813 •TELEPHONE(8083523-1847
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5. Lands subject to earth slides or flooding.

I Further, the Oahu General Plan defines "open space land" (preservation)
as follows:

i Undevelo ed land in an Urban area which has value for:

a. Park and recreational purposes.

b. Conservation of land and other natural resources.

I ..

c. Historic or scenic purposes,

d. Preservation of life and property in areas subject to floods
and earth slides,

Comparing the lands indicated in the Amendment Application against the
above criteria, the only one that might apply would be #1: "areas normally
considered too stee to economically accommodate building sites". The

i p
lands are not in forest reserves, do not contain significant indiginous flora
and fauna, do not contain significant natural or historic sites (the Kahaluu ¯

Taro Flats are not within the area sought for residential use), are
generally not subject to slides or flooding, have no significant park or
recreational potential, contain no natural resources, and are not of great
scenic importance.

In analyzing the Director's written recommendations and the recommended
boundaries indicated on the maps, it would appear that topography is the
only one of the above criteria used by the Department of General Planmng.
The repeated references to "steeply sloping" areas bear this out. The
unofficial criteria for "steeply sloping" land is anything over 20%. This
figure (20%) is, we believe, an interpretation of the State Land Use Law
and has never been formally adopted by the City as a criteria. Therefore,
its use has no validity in this case.

It is our contention that many of the areas excluded by the Director's
boundaries for this parcel are not too steep for economical development.
Many of the areas contained in the subject parcel are similar to those
within Clubview Gardens, just makai of this parcel. Clubview Gardens &
is a PD-H and was widely acclaimed by the pre-charter Planning ¯g

Department as one of the finest PD projects submitted at the time of public ¯Ê
hearing. Clubview Gardens has been a very successful project, both ¯¯-.

economically and aesthetically. It was designed to enhance the visual
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characteristics of the site, to preserve many of the existing trees andother vegetation, to minimize grading and preserve natural features
and drainage areas.

- On January 9, 197 3, in Planning and Zoning Committee Report #31, theCity Council asked that a more definitive site plan be developed for thesubject parcel, which the Applicant's architect-planner has done.Meetings were held with staff members of the Department of Land
- E Utilization, staff from the Department of General Planning in attendance.Conceptual acceptance was given by Mr. Wanket's letter of July 20, 1973

(copy attached). Further design work was done in accordance with thatletter, but further meetings with the Department of Land Utilization weredenied due to the unresolved General Plan issues. (Copy of Mr. Wanket'sletter of August 22, 1973 attached, ) The design of this site plan was donein order to achieve a similar type environment as the existing PD,
Clubview Gardens. At least as much, if not more, effort was given topreserving the major natural features of the site. The issue of"inappropriate" topography was not raised. The buildings are not locatedwithin flood areas or streams, nor are they located within the KahaluuTaro Flats. Preservation of the major ravines was of paramountimpor tanc e.

Parenthetically, minimum lot sizes required in the Comprehensive ZoningCode in Residential Zones were determined on the basis of cross-slopes
up to 40%. These requirements were eliminated by amendment (Ordinance
No. 3741). Also, cluster developments may have as much as 50% of therequired open space on land in excess of 20% slope. Therefore, we canonly conclude that the authors of the CZC recognized the feasibility of
development on such land.

In Mr. Way's letter to the Council of November 12, 1973, he alludes to theproposed development requiring "extensive destruction of the landscape"without definition. A preliminary grading plan has been prepared which,in our opinion, does not require "extensive destruction". Further,Mr. Wanket's letter of July 20, 1973 states that the preservation of theravine areas, the adaptation of the dwelling unit design to varyingtopographical situations and the location of the multi-story buildings wereacceptable.

Mr. Way's letter further states that boundary lines as proposed byapplicant are "crude". It is our contention that General Plan boundaries
are an indication of areas and not subject to metes and bounds delineationuntil zoning and PD applications are submitted. General Plan boundaries,
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it would seem, should be "general". However, from past experience,

I we know this is not the case. Inasmuch as it is not possible, without
precise engineering drawings, to accurately define the limits of grading,
etc., the boundaries proposed by the applicant allow for some flexibility
until such engineering drawings are prepared. Concern on the part of
Public Officials about this approach to establishing boundaries can be
resolved during the rezoning and Planned Development processing.

= B Mr. Way also states that the applicant's proposed boundaries allow for
"a substantially more liberal floor area allowance under a PD". However,

I it is not the applicant's intention to maximize density inasmuch as the
proposed site plan indicates a floor area 350-400, 000 sq. ft. below the
maximum allowed, assuming ultimate R-6 zoning. An average floor
area of 1, 200 sq. ft, per dwelling unit could yield 290 to 330 more units
than the 715 proposed. With Mr. Way's presently proposed boundaries, with
the same assumptions, it is possible to develop 630 units.

With respect to item 2, above, the proposed redesignation of 27 of the 29
acres makai of the site is wholly inappropriate. City officials at an
earlier time believed that this area was suitable for residential use.
Just because the applicant proposes to undertake a single development of
both the 29-acre portion and the remainder is no reason to now question
that earlier decision. However, it should be noted that as much care
went into the design of the 29-acre portion as the remainder, even though
the applicant could have, and still can apply for subdivision approval which
would cause grading far in excess of that proposed.

In summary, it is the Applicant's position that:

1. The subject parcel does not meet the criteria established by the
General Plan for Preservation designation.

2. That topography alone is not sufficient criteria for Preservation
Designation, particularly the unofficial definition of 20¶o as being
economically undevelopable.

3. That the 29-acre portion is not in question at this time.

Finally, the applicant, in acceding to the desires of the City Council, have
gone to considerable cost and delay in preparing a detailed site plan in
order to more precisely define the General Plan boundaries. And yet
this plan, which has conceptual acceptance of the Department of Land
Utilization, has been totally ignored by the Department of General Planning,
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where topography, and topography alone, has been the criteria. If all -

that was required was a more detailed topographic map, it could have
been provided months ago. As matters now stand, an incredible amount
of time, money, and energy have been wasted if the Director's
recommendations are adopted.

Yours very truly,

E INCORPORATED

L. Ingl son, AIA

LI:rp

Enclosures

cc Planning Commission
Robert Way
George Moriguchi

iiã



DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILI2ATION

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLUL A.
629 POHUKAINA STREET - -

HONOLULU, MAWAlt 06813

FRANK F. FAst CEORCE 5. MORICUCHImuon Director

July 20 , 1973

Mr. Stanley Chun
EDW, Inc.
Suite 200, 828 Fort Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Chun:

Club View Hills Planned Development-Housing
Preliminary

The schematic plan dated July 11, 1973, has been reviewed by our
staff.

The following concepts shown on your site plan appear to be
acceptable:
1. The preservation of ravine areas .

2. The location of units on flatter areas.
3. The emphasis on views and view preservation.

4. The dispersal of tot lots within residential areas.
5. The location of multi-story buildings at the base of the

mountains .

6. The design of unit types adapt to varying topographical
situations .

The site plan needs further consideration to:

1. Design and impact of the water tank as a visual entry feature.

2. Development of a cohesive walkway system relating recreation
facilities to dwelling units .

3. Resiting of dwelling units to be safely away from steep cliff
edges .
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Mr. Stanley Chun
¯ Page 2

July 20 , 197 3

I

i
g 4. Development of preliminary grading plans.

5. Resiting of the recreation centers to be more centrally located
thereby permitting and encouraging greater pedestrian usage.

6. Provision of tot lot facilities for the multi-level structures.

7. Development of a drainage plan and adjustment of unit location
to permit natural drainage.

8. Provision of adequate plant buffer between the temple and
the development on the mauka and ravine sides .

We would suggest your adjustment of the site, plan to reflect items
needing further consideration. Should-you have any questions ,

please call Mr. Ali Sheybani at 546 7512. -

Ve yt uly your ,

WILLI E. WANKET
Deputy Director

WEW:ww



EPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATI
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU --

629 POHUKAINA STREET
HONOLULU, HAWAII 00013

GEORGE 5. MORIGUCHI
DIRECTON

DLU8/7 3-4 51 (BAM)

August 22, 1973 copy

Mr. Stanley Chun
EDW, Incorporated
828 Fort Street Mall
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Chun:

Proposed Planned Development-Housing--Kahaluu
"Club View Hills" (PDH/PRE-58)

This is in ;ceply to your August 7 letter regarding the above
proposal.

Our department would accept a formal planned development application
and concurrent rezoning request if it conformed to the recommenda-
tions of the Department of General Planning with respect to futureland uses for the site. If the application did not conform, we -would not accept it until General Plan issues were resolved.

- Obviously, the planned development/zoning application would be nulland void if subsequent action on the General Plan amendment by the
City Council was to be contrary to the recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer.

We would be amenable to considering a Planned Development-Housingapplication for the site as a whole, provided an acceptable site
plan is submitted.

Specific documentation requirements in this regard would be
established at such time General Plan designations are resolved,and through discussions with our planned development staff at thetime of application.
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Density transfers among portions of the site are possible; again,. provided that the overall site plan is acceptable .

If you should have additional questions concerning planned develop-
ment and rezoning procedures, please contact me.

However, as per my recent discussions with Fr Ingleson, at thisstage of project development, your pr.imal o d,inating effortshould be with the Department of e eral 1 nnin for the purpose
of resolving General Plan issues.

ery t -uly yours

LLI LW NST
Deputy Director

WEW:nt

cc: Department of General Planning
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Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu
Honolulu, Hawaii

Gentlemen:

APPLICATION TO AMEND THE KANE0HE/KUULOA
DETAILED LAND USE MAP FOR 109 ACRES

LOCATED AT AHUIMANU AND KAHALUU, OAHU
TMK 4-7-04-PORTION OF 1 AND TMK 4-7-51-PORTION OF 2

This statement is offered on behalf of the Applicants,

Valley of the Temples Corporation, Waikiki Development Company
- and Centex Development Company, who have filed an Application to

amend the Kaneohe/Kuuloa General Plan for certain lands located
at Ahuimanu and Kahaluu approximating 109 acres, which Application

is the subject of this public hearing before you to invite testimony
on the recommendations of Mr. Robert Way, Chief Planning Officer,

as contained in his report to the City Council dated November 12,

1973, as amended by memorandum dated December 12, 1973. More

specifically, Mr. Way has recommended redesignation of 45 acres
from cemetery to residential use and 64 acres from cemetery to
preservation use.

The Applicants are in complete disagreement with the

recommendations of the Chief Planning Officer because they are
contrary to the planning and engineering research work which
resulted in the submittal of a site plan to the Planning and Z.oning



Committee of the City Council; and because the recommendations
comprise a substantial deviation from the Supplement Memorandum

by the then Planning Director dated October 12, 1972, which formpd -

the basis of your recomliiendation to City Council under communication

dated November 21, 1972, next following completion of public

hearings held on October 11, 1972, October 18, 1972, November 1, -

1972 and November 15, 1972.

The subject Application was filed approximately two years

ago on December 10, 1971. Under the Application, 138 acres were

proposed for redesignation to apartment use classification for .

construction of approximately 715 residential units. Following

early processing of the Application, and in order to control the

housing density of 715 units proposed, the Applicants by letter

dated March 21, 1972, amended the _Application filed to, change

the apartment use classification to residential use classification.

and to submit the 138 acres as a Planned Development-Housing

under Section 21-1011 of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance.

By this amendment, approximately 29 acres already in residential

classification on the General Plan were withdrawn from the subject

Application. 'This left 109 acres for General Plan amendment.

To provide answers and solutions for offsite and onsite
problems, including highway widening, power, drainage and erosion

control, parks and recreation, sewer, schools, etc., the Applicants
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filed a Supplement dated June 26, 1972, after completion of

investigation and research work.

As mentioned ab ve, a series of public hearings were held

in October and November of 1972. The then Planning Director

recommended -to your honorable Commission reduction of the 109

acres to 50 acres "subject to further refinement based on the

development of a site plan to be prepared by the Applicants when

they apply for planned development. This means that though the

Planning Commission and City Council may proceed to review this

i amendment, the preparation of the final ordinance map will be

deferred until a site plan has been prepared and reviewed."
(Quotation from report dated October 27, 1972).. By letter dated

November 21, 1972, the Applicants were notified as follows:

"The Planning Commission, at its meetings of October 11,
1972;,0ctober 18, 1972; November 1, 1972; and
November 15, 1972, considered your request identified

¯ above. After due consideration, the Planning Commission,
at its November 15, 1972 meeting voted to adopt the
Planning Director's recommendations favoring-reduction '

of the number of acres proposed for residential use from .
109 to 50. This modification is subject to further

- refinement based on submittal of your site dvelopment .

plans in conjunction with Planned Unit Development
processing."

Preparation of the site plan began in January 1973 and

continued until its submittal to the Planning and Zoning Committee

of the City Council under letter dated August 10, 1973. The

preparation work included basic engineering and planning and slope

analysis by EDW Incorporated and Brian Gray & Associates. Under
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the site plan submitted, the Applicants proposed that 77 acres

of the 109 acres be redesignated to residential use and the

balance of 32 acres to open space.

The site plan was then transmitted to the departments of

General Planning and Land Utilization. Upon completion of their

analysis, the Chief Planning Officer recommended that of the 109

acres applied for General Plan change, 45 acres be redesignated for

residential use with the balance of 64 acres to preservation.

Additionally, of the 29 acres already in residential classification

on the General Plan being included, in the site plan for Planned

Development-Housing preparation, 27 acres are to be redesignated

to open space, l.eaving only 2 acres in residential classification.

.
We think the recommendations went far beyond the "refinement"

intent of your recommendation to -the City Council in November 1972,

particularly with respect to the 29 acres which are not part of

the Application for General Plan amendment. These 29 acres are

already zoned for residential use and were included in the site

plan in accordance with discussions with the Planning Dapartment

staff in order to control the total density of 715 units proposed

for the development.

Further, there is a substantial dispute among our planners

and engineers and the County Planning staff as to what is usable

land for residential development for the Planned Development-

Housing plan. Because of this dispute, it is appropriate to have



Mr. Lewis Ingl eson of EDW Incorporated present testimony on the

criteria used for determining usable lands for residential

development as shown on the si te plan, and otherwise to questio i

the b asis and conclusions for the Chief Planning Officer's

recommendations to you.

We ask that the 29 acres already in residential classi fication

- and zoning be deleted from your deliberations for recommendations

to the Planning and Zoning Committee. We also ask your review

of the reasonableness of the criteria used to determine the
L

necessary refinements of the 50 acres (of the 109 acres) proposed

for redesignation to residential use by the Planning Director in

November 1972. The specific issue is, of course, the 77 acres

proposed by the Applicants for redesignation to residential use

versus the 45 acres recommended by the Chief Planning Officer.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack K. Palk, Realtor-Consultant
Agent for Valley of the Temples Corp.,
Waikiki Development Company and
Centex Development Company
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Moeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes e-

January 9, 1974 --

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday January 9, 19'/4 at
1:30 p.m., in the Conforence Room of the City Hall Annox. Chairman
Eugene B. Connell presided.

I PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
James D. Crane, Vice-Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C. Choy
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka
Randall Kamiya
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

i Fredda Sullam

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer

i Wilfred M. Mita, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Jack Gilliam, Head, Zoning District Changes

Branch --

Ian McDougall, Staff Planner ¯
¯

Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for construction of a 4½-story
(4½-STORY APT. BLDG.) apartment building and demolition of

¯ JERRY PARK existing structures on the site, Tax Map
(FILE #73/HCD-26) Key: 2-1-21: 1.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of December 30, 1973.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of the
request. The 4½-story apartment building meets the 40-foot height
limit and 50%, open space requirements for the district. The design
of the apartment building appears to be compatible with the Hawaii
Capital District. The north-east corner of the site, indicated as a
Development Plan road, will be landscaped and remain free of structures.
The Director recommends approval of this request.
No discussion followed.

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.



ACTÏ0N: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of this reques t, on motion by Mrs . Su l lam,
seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

AYllS - Choy, Duke, llosaka, Kahawaiolan, Kamaya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane
AßSTAINED - Connell

PUßLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO proposed amendment to Section 21-605(e) of
CZC RE PARKING the Comarehensive Zonin Code relating to
REQUIREMENTS parking requirements.
(SEC. 21-605(e))

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of December 30, 1973.
No letters of protest were received. --

Mr. Jack Gilliam of the staff reviewed the Director's report of the
proposed amendment. This amendment relates to parking requirements in
Apartment districts. A request was received from the Building Department -
to correct an inadvertent omission made in a previous amendment. The
ordinance, in essence, adds in the title of the chart the words "or
lodging." The reason for the amendment is that in the present CZC,
dwelling units are units with kitchens, and lodging units are those
without kitchens. Problems have arisen where after building permits are
issued, rooms are converted into lodging units thus increasing the number
of units, without any provision for parking to handle the increased num-
bNerdi

cu s on followed.

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken unde.r advisement,
on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the proposed amendment, on motion by
Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane
ABSTAINED - Connell

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held December 19, 1973
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT was kept open and action deferred for
CEMETERY TO RESIDENTIAL receipt of a grading plan from the appli-
AND PRESERVATION USES cant, and further review of recommendations
KAHALUU as may be in order by the Chief Planning
VALLEY OF THE TEMPLES, Officer.
(Cont.T
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WAIKÏKI DEVELOPMENT Staff l?1anner Ralph Portmore presented the
COMPANY, S CENTEX following letter of tlie Chief Planning -

DEVELOPMENT COMPANY Officer regarding this General Plan Amond- 7

(FILE #184/01/25) ment request:
This is my response to the positions taken by Jack K. Palk and Lewis

i Ingleson, the applicants ' representatives, in their letters dated -
--

December 19, 1973 to the Planning Commission and the City Council e -

respectively. Also included are my comments on a preliminary grading
plan and revised proposal for residential and preservation land use
boundaries which were submitted to my office by Mr. Ingleson on Decem-

. E ber 21, 1973.

Jack K. Palk Letter

The primary points raised by Mr. Palk in his letter are that the recom-
mendations contained in my November 12, 1973 letter to the City Council
"comprised a substantial deviation from the Supplement(al) Memorandum
by the then Planning Director dated October 12 (27), 1972," and go "far
beyond the 'refinement' intent of your (the Planning Commission's) recom-
mendation to the City Council in November 1972, particularly with respect
to the 29 acres which are not part of the Application for General Plan
amendment.

I do not agree that my final recommendation deviates, substantially or
otherwise, from the contents of my October 27, 1972 Supplemental
Memorandum. As noted on page 5 of my November 12, 1973 letter to the
City Council, the same general criteria were used in making both my
initial and final recommendation. The changes in the recommended bounda-
ries between residential and preservation areas, which were initially
tentative and subject to refinement, are based solely on the more accurate
and detailed information requested by me and submitted by the applicants.

Secondly, for the reasons just noted, I do not agree that my final
recommendation goes beyond the "refinement" intent of my initial recom-
mendation. The 29-acre area in question, which is currently designated
for residential use on the General Plan, was included in my final
recommendation because the same criteria must be applied to an entire
property proposed for a single development. It would obviously be
inconsistent to recognize in the City's land use policy document different
terrain characteristics within one portion of a site while ignoring them
in another portion.

This is particularly important where , as in this case, the land involved
consists of the rising slopes on Windward Oahu which form a part of the
transitional area separating the lower coastal flats generally designated
for preservation use. .It is within these locations that the line between
užban and preservation areas must be drawn and the criteria for doing
this must be accurately, carefully, and uniformly applied. The new data
submitted by the applicants clearly indicate that most of the 29-acre area
in question is inappropriate for development.

In any case, the Revised Charter of the City and County of Honolulu pro-
vides that the Chief Planning Officer shall propose revisions to the



General Plan. This may be done where a property owner or other partypoints out to the Chief Planning officer the need for and appropriateness -of a revision, or it may be done at the Chief Planning Officer's own .
¯¯

initiative at any time. The fact that the 29 acres were not considered 'in my initial recommendation does not proc:lude my considering them atthis time.

Lewis Ingleson Letter

The main contentions raised by Mr. Ingleson in his letter are that:(1) topography was the only criterion applied in my recommendation,(2) my definition of what degree of land slope is inappropriate for Mdevelopment has no validity in this case, (3) the boundary lines sepa-rating residential and preservation areas which are proposed by the gapplicants are not "crude" but appropriately "general," and (4) thesite plan submitted by him has been ignored. Mr. Ingleson also repeatsMr. Palk's contention that consideration of the 29 acres currently desig-nated for residential use is inappropriate. This point has already beenaddressed above,

1. Exclusive use of topography--It is not true that topographywas the only General Plan criterion considered in my deter-mination of which areas to recommend for preservation use.Preserving significant historical sites and lands subject toearth slides or flooding are additional criteria which aredirectly applicable to this property. These formed the basesfor recommending that the Kahaluu Taro Flats and the majordrainage channels traversing this site be preserved.Mr. Ingleson apparently applied.these criteria himself since -his own proposal designates these areas for preservation use.
2. What constitutes "steeply sloping" land--The use of a 20% to25% slope as the "break point" between moderately and steeplysloping land is widely accepted and not just a figure which

-¯ is applicable only .to the .State Land Use Law. The fact thatit is not explicitly stated in the General Plan .does not renderits use invalid.

More importantly, the total implications of developing steeplysloping land, not just the economics involved, need to beconsidered in evaluating whether development should be permitted gon such land. As demonstrated below, steepness of land isusually closely related to several of the other criteria listedin the General Plan for.determining preservation areas. Landvalues in Hawaii are such that, from the narrow viewpoint ofeconomic feasibility, the development of land with slopes inexcess of 30.%.and
.even 40% might be justified in many areas.This does not mean-that such land is appropriate for development, -¯or that serious problems would not occur if it was developed.

Developing steeply sloping land requires extensive modificationsof the existing terrain, modafications which do not generallylessen the steep slopes but only relocate them-to .places whichfit in with the proposed pattern of development. This is clearlyillustrated by the preliminary grading plan prepared by the appli-¯¯ cants' architect for the proposed planned development on the site.
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I Steeply sloping areas, which are proposed for development on the
makai-Kanoohe portion of the site, would be completely regraded
and reshaped with cuts and fills exceeding 10 feet in many places.

I Cuts and fills along the proposed roadway serving the makai-
Kahaluu portion of the site exceed 20 feet in many instances , and
the massive apartment building-parking structure complexos
proposed in this area would also require a complete and extensive
rearrangement of the topography.

This regrading process would strip the land of its existing
natural vegetation which, due to its rainfall absorption and
soil holding capabilities, is vital to minimizing run-off,
erosion and the potential for earth slides. Removal of this
vegetation is particularly detrimental where steep slopes are
involved because it is very difficult to re-establish adequate --

ground cover on new steep slopes. e i

i A soil survey conducted by the Soil Conservation Service indicates
that Lolekaa silty clay is the predominant soil type existing on
the site, and that this soil is susceptible to sliding and has
a moderate to severe erosion hazard at slopes of 25% and over.
Rainfall in this area averages 70 to 90 inches a year. Therefore,
these characteristics do constitute serious limitations to
development. More specifically, the Soil Conservation Service
had the following comments in a letter, dated February 10, 1972,
which was submitted in response to my request that they review
this proposed General Plan amendment:

"We are of the opinion that development on the steeper
slopes as indicated on the map sent to us will be undesirable.
Treatment of the disturbed land to prevent erosion will be
difficult, especially in attempting to revegetate the
steeper slopes. We do not see a practicable means of
preventing conditions.of severe erosion hazards."

With regard to economics and the price of housing, Mr. Dan Ostrow
of Dan Ostrow Construction Company, who would apparently be
responsible for constructing the proposed planned development if
it is approved has indicated in a recent letter that he is ¯

"considering revising our proposal to build only moderate priced
leasehold two and three bedroom units as outlined below:

"Apartments (multi level)

1 Bedroom - 1 Bath (650 sq. ft.) $39,950
2 Bedrooms - 2 Baths (750 sq. ft.) 43,500

Townhouses

2 Bedrooms - 1 Bath (850 sq. ft.) $45·,000
3 Bedrooms - 1-1/2 Bath (1,100 sq. ft.) 49,500"

Although these prices are below those prevailing for most of
the new houses being sold at this time, they are nevertheless
beyond the means of families earning less than $15,000 a year,



where the need for additional housing is particularly great .

Also, the size of the proposed units is relatively suin11., and
the proposed prices range from $45.00 to $61.50 a square foot.

Sununarizing, economics was only one of the concerns--and a
relatively minor one--in evaluating what portions of the site
would be appropriate for devolopmen t. Other very important
concerns which formed the basis for my recommendation gainst .
the development of steeply sloping lands were the increased M !
run-off which would result from disturbing these areas and the [
impact this would have on flood prone areas downstream from the - i
site, and the increased soil erosion which would result and its
impact on Kaneohe Bay.

3. Preciseness of boundaries--I agree with Mr. Ingleson that General
Plan boundaries need not be subject to a metes and bounds
delineation. However, it is apparent that the boundaries ini- er
tially proposed by the applicants go well beyond "allowing for
some flexibility." Of the four separate residential areas - ggproposed by the applicants on the land currently designated it
for cemetery use, the residential boundary for two of these areas
extends over 300 feet in the mauka direction beyond the perimeter ggof development indicated on the site plan, extends over 500 feet mi

beyond the development perimeter for another area, and over 600 -a
feet in two separate locations for the remaining area.

These areas were apparently not indicated for development because
of inappropriate topography. This is why I consider the proposed
boundaries crude, and recommend that they more accurately reflect
the terrain conditions on this site,

4. Review of site plan--The final point raised by Mr. Ingleson is
that I have ignored the site plan prepared by him. This is not
correct. The purpose of requesting submission of a site plan
was to give the applicants an opportunity to demonstrate the
suitability for development of the various portions of this site
which are proposed for residential use. The submission of a
specific site layout for the proposed development was considered
particularly important for those areas, such as where steep B --

slopes prevail, where there might be some question as to their
¯¯

suitability for development. -

IThe submitted site plan .and preliminary grading plan do not
demonstrate that steeply sloþ1ng areas are appropriate for
development. Rather, they indicate that the existing landscape
would have to be completely destroyed.. These plans were care-
fully considered .and it was found that they verify rather than
refute, my recommendation, based on the criteria given in the
General Plan, of what areas should be designated for preservation
use.

In the course of discussing the above-point in his letter,
Mr. Ingleson asserts that the submitted site plan "has
conceptual acceptance of the Department of Land Utilization.



I This is not correct, as indicated by letters dated July 20 ,

1973 and August 21, 1973, from the Department of Land
Utilization to Mr. Ingleson.

Preliminary Grading Plan and Revised Land Use Boundary Proposal

i These plans were submitted for review at the Planning Commission 's
request after it was learned at the December 19, 1973 public hearing
that they were available.

I As discussed previously, the preliminary grading plan indicates that
. extensive regrading of steeply sloping areas proposed for development

would be required in order to accommodate the planned site layout and
types of structures. Only the very basic land form (direction of landi slope, etc.) would be retained, and all existing vegetation would have
to be removed. This plan does not indicate that any of the areas
previously recommended for preservation use are appropriate for
development.

The revised land use boundary plan submitted by Mr. Ingleson proposes
that about 70.5 acres of the 138 acres within the site be designated

B for residential use, 57+ acres of which are presently designated for
cemetery use and 13+ acres already shown for residential use. The

g remaining .67.5 acres are proposed for preservation use. The applicant
previously requested that 77 acres of cemetery land be redesignated for
residential use, the entire 29 acres now designated for residential use
be retained in this classification, and 32 acres of cemetery land be
redesignated for preservation use.

This new land use boundary plan simply relates the proposed boundary
lines more closely to the site development plan submitted in August
1973. The site plan itself has not been changed. Several areas
previously proposed for residential designation but not indicated for
development are now proposed for preservation. However, extensive areas
where-steep slopes prevail are still proposed for residential designa-
tion and development. This revised proposal provides no new information
which would justify changing my recommendation.

Conclusion

The letters and additional plans submitted by the applicants' repre-
sentatives do not provide any basis to support a modification to the
recommendation on this amendment request which was made in my November
12, 1973 letter to the City Council. Therefore, my recommendation
remains unchanged.

There.were no questions from the Commission concerning the response of
the Chief Planning Officer.

Public testimony followed.



- No person was present to speak ACAINST the request.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Jack Palk, Consultant for the Applicants

PALK: I have listened to the verbal statement replying to the
two letters that we filed at the last public hearing, and also the
technical comments on the submittals that were made in the interim
period by the applicant.

Insofar as the letter that I filed and the comments that were made --

they're not as important perhaps as the technical work that was done g ËÑl
by the qualified and experienced planners on our side, and evaluation, | ¯

of course, by the planning department staff. I cannot comment on the
technical phases whether a rebuttal is appropriate. I would like to AME
defer that to Mr. Ingleson. This has been our first exposure to the
statements that were made at this hearing.

Ei
One point that I wanted to mention, When we started to do the site |plan work, it was in relation to ultimate submittal of a PDH plan, E
trying to do two processes at one time. Looking back on the record
and from what the Planning Commission recommended to the City Council, gI guess what we were concerned about is directed mostly to the 52 -acres that were considered usable by the planning staff at that time,
subject to refinement mauka of that circular line (referring to map
displayed). That circular line represents the line between the zoned
land below or makai, and the proposal for general plan change made
by the applicant mauka of that circular line.

The other point that I wanted to disclose to the Commission members
is that when we took the recommendations of this Planning Commission,
as well as .the report of the Planning Committee of the City Council,
it was with the thought that we would go ahead and prepare the site
plan, the grading plan and so forth, working very closely with the
Department of Land Utilization, I was not that close but .in our .
meetings that we had on the plans for over a period of nearly a year,
I had thought that we could work with the department, and if there
were some problem or if there were anything, that they would discover
that it would not--that it would be placed on the table for the
planners to evaluate and come up with a recommendation on our side,in any event. The lands that were changed makai of that circular
line, about 29 acres, was a complete surprise to us within the time
that it was authorized for public hearing. We certainly did not have
the time sufficient to work the details with our planner in terms of
exactly what were the problems in terms of slope conditions makai of
that circular line (referring to map displayed}.

I don't know .that we have any more time to do that. We've tried in
the interim period but the staff has come out with a report. That
ends my statement. I would like to get a copy of Mr. Portmore's
statement to the Commission if for no other reason then for our
records too. Secondly, I'd like to ask Mr. Ingleso if he wanted to -

make a statement in fairness to the work.he has done in that year's
time on the site plan.



Mr. Palk was questioned by the Commission .

I SULLAM: Mr. Palk, do I hear you saying that the planning staff
encouraged you to develop this property, and then at the very last
moment made changes that are inconsistent with the manner in whicli

I you started?

PALK: No, my point was that we had approximately a year within
which this work was being done. During that course, our plannner

i Mr. Ingleson, had worked very closely with the planning department
so that there were no surprises on either side. If there were
problems, it was a planning problem which should be taken cared of

i long before we came to a public hearing, not that we're trying to
do anything behind the scene. Obviously, you're dealing with a lot
of slope land, you're dealing with a very technical problem in terms
of planning the layout of a large development. Obviously, I'm not
competent here to do that kind of planning work nor to comment on it.
So, we hired technical people to do that work. It was in the process
of doing that that we consulted with the planning department, feeding
them, as I understand, preliminary schematic work that was done. It

R was only in the last month, prior to the public hearing, that we were
finally exposed to what I would call substantial changes, not only

I from the Planning Commission's record positions in letters that were
submitted not only to the applicant but also upstairs, although I do
recognize that the planning director does have the power to initiate
general plan changes. I'm not contesting that fact. But, it is a
surprise that having worked so long with this thing and then down to
the end, only to find that there was a complete breakdown, perhaps in
communication, between the working staff on our side and the planning
staff on that side.

SULLAM: I was going to say that actually there was no assurance
when you hired specialists to help you with this very sloping land
that ultimately you wouldn't be able to build on.

PALK: There was no confusion in my mind on that part. I think
that because it was a long drawn out process, I think it was with the
thought as we do in preparing the application, work with the staff to
be sure we do have the proper guidelines within which to work.
Unfortunately, and I'm repeating myself in the last public hearing,
that the planning criteria that was used were not the same on both
sides. I'm sure there is not any attempt to try to take more acreage
into .a development use.

CHOY: Deviating from the technical aspects for awhile and going
back to the history of the subdivision, since I am a new Commissioner,
can you enlighten me on the reasons for switching from cemetery to
housing because wasn't there at the time when it was rezoned from
preservation to cemetery, there was a shortage of cemetery land?

PALK: Very basically, the applicant desired to have the general
plan change to provide a need for housing which was more of a
priority than cemetery plots. In evaluating the need for cemetery
plots on Oahu particularly in the Koolaupoko area, as our report



indicated, there was a substantial surplus of cometery plots whichperhaps could meet the needs 20 to 30 years in the future; that -
- there were suitable lands, onough lands in the Valley of the Templesi area that could do both, provide for housing as well as take care of g! cemetery use, lt was with this thought that looking at the lands that Mwere identified for cemetery use, that there were some suitable land

for housing development; hence, the application for the general plan
ch ange ,

CHOY: In the supplemental information that was given to us , theitem on if this subdivision were permitted to come to pass, I wasvery intrigued with the cost to the taxpayer. Reading the report by -
Police Chief Keala, it would cost in the area of $75,000 annuallyjust to provide police protection for your area. I realize it's a g -

small thing-- g .

PALK: Well, it's a substantial thing and I was not aware of ¯

that particular area, however large or small it might be. I thoughtit was for all of the new developments that might be fronting on or ¯

adjacent to Kahekili Highway. Of course, I don't know what the tax
-_-base was before and what it is now, but I assume that given the same |acreage going back to '69, '70, and looking at all of the acres since Edeveloped along the highway, looking at the tax base then and lookingat it now, I would think that the taxes are substantial, and just offthe top of my head, more than sufficient to take care of that kind ofcost as well as others, public service costs.

CHOY: In testimony against your subdivision at the last meeting,there were
.enough people testifying against your subdivision becauseof the-narrowness of the highway. If your subdivision were permittedto move ahead, possibly there would be substantial cost of developingthat highway in order to accommodate the additional traffic. Do you Ufeel your subdivision could justify this additional cost?

PALK: Let me approach it another way. Long before this applica-
tion was filed, Kahekili Highway was destined to be widened becausein terms of future traffic planning, that was already proposed. I
think the bills that were introduced early in the legislature--there's
ample material on the record to support my statement there. I think
it's a question of when. If this development of 700+ units is done ¯

overnight, there's no question if the highway is now burdened, itwould be overhurdened. But,-given the proper timing, after all you _¯
haven't seen a 700+ development spring up over night. It's strung outover a period of five or six years. Hopefully within the time theCounty-State reÍationship would mature to a point where there can beunanimous funding for widening of the highway by the legislature.This has been everyone's objective and desire on the Windward sidefor a-number of years. It's no more an additional burden than any -2other development that feeds on that road or any new housing which -will feed into that road.
I agree there is a need to widen that highway. I agree that we needhousing too as a priority, I agree, that in addition to the hïghway,there are other off site requirements that have to .be funded whetherby the- developer or by the

.taxpayer. Again, it 's timing and the
availability of public funding.

10
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i Certainly, the sewer plant has been put in by the deve:lopor. It is
a large off-site requirement. It's there. It's been used by all of ¯ K
the developments that have come up in that vicinity. It can continue i -..-

I to serve so that it's not a problem of handling the 700+ units that i
have been proposed.

The drainage requirements are something. The work that has to be
done under the federal grant down below is another large problem
that has to be handled in time .

I If we look at the general plan as a policy decision, that the things
that have been suggested are very appropriate, are perhaps things
that should be controlled at the time of zoning. Certainly, Mr. Way

I has expressed this. Certainly, the record is complete with controls.
This is the whole basis for submitting a PDH, that the planning
department and county do have the controls. But again, the PDH is ! -

so close to the general plan that the question of policy perhaps, is È Émii lost in the present need of problems to be resolved in that area,
off site and on site. ;

g¯

CHOY: Nere you able to see the brief summary done for the i TË
State Department of Transportation by the EDAW Incorporated speci-
fying that the exact area we're talking about, the Kahaluu area,
this study, at least in my mind, creates a negative human relation
aspect due to over population. Have you read this article?

PALK: I believe I have• ¯me

CHOY: I would like to have your comments in relation to the
700+ units.

PALK: We have the population here. This is a known. We have
to deal with it factually and not sectionally. Sure, if we can
control population, many of the pressing problems we have may not
be present any more. But, you can't put barriers on political
boundaries to stop people. Is this the kind of problem we're
talking about?

CHOY: No, I'm not talking about political involvement. I'm
talking about a statistical study that was ordered by the Department
of Transportation. In my mind, this study came up with more negative
aspects towards the increased development population in the Kahaluu
area in a human relation aspect. As I mentioned earlier, I want to
deviate from any technical aspects because this is not in my area.
But certainly, in my mind, any large development do taRe into
consideration, the people that live in it, the human aspect, the
human relationship. I'm just wondering whether you read this article.

PALK: I have not read that article, but I've been here long no
enough to feel that the human relation aspect is very important and är
very difficult. I think if this was the first and only development,
I can understand perhaps the concern. But, this development is only
one of several. The same developer has just developed downstairs -

from the mauka area that we've talked about.

The other relationship is to provide suIf cient hou ing for the



JAN 9- 1974

--
people that are there now to be able to get back into the area, ¯Ð
rather than to freeze them out because of economics, l think overy
developer tries to provide this. Whether they are successful or
not, I don't know,

IICHAIRMAN: You mentioned the timo factor . 1]o you feel with
more time it would help resolve, get these things straightened out?

PALK: Well, with the meetings that have been held, I get the
feeling--and this isn't meant in any deragotory sense or to cast
aspersions, but that it was more of a feeling that you submit | x
something and they give a comment on it. It's so brief that you 8 y .

could hardly tell whether you're proceeding with an appropriate
guideline that has the input, not that there's any guarantee that g 5||
the Commission would approve it, but at least to provide a more | 05
working relation guideline. That's about as best as I can express E

I -

CHAIRMAN: You say unless there were further guidelines. An j (g
extra amount of time would not be helpful? E 552

PALK: I can't answer that because in a sense it is a technical i Ei
kind of work. If I understand Mr. Portmore correctly and even the
interim plan that was submitted, they feel that there is hardly any g
room for refinement. If I'm incorrect, I'd like to ask for time.
I'd like to get some comments from our planner. I just feel that
it's unfair for this Commission to continue to hold the recommendation
up, If thereis a valid basis on which we can look at it and come
to tlus planning staff as well as our planner and work together for -

more realistic delineations of usable land, now that's the word
that has to be defined. What is usable land? Submitting a PDH
is within the comprehension of usable land for development purpose.
Unless we can-get a basic understanding as to how it is to be iden-

-tified,
I'm-just up-against the wall.

2. Mr. Lewis Ingleson,-Project Architect for the Applicant

INGLESON: This was also my first exposure to the response of
the Chief Planning Officer to the grading plan that was submitted.
There were five-points, I believe. I-just wish to speak to the
last one regarding the Department of Land Utilization's accepting
approval of the site plan that was prepared.
We submitted the plans to DLU after a series of nieetings with them
in developing the site plan. On July 20th, and I believe you got a
copy of this letter, the second paragraph reads, "The following
concept shown-on your site plan appear to be acceptable." Then it
lists- six: '(1) The preservation of ravine areas; (2) The location
of units on flatter areas; .(3) The emphasis on views and view
preservation; (4) The dispersal of tot lots within residential
areas; (5) The location of multi-story buildings at the base of
the mountains; (6) The design of unit types .adapt to varying topo-
graphical situations ." The letter goes on to ask for further
information,
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In my letter to Councilman Akahane, I inadvertently used the words
- "conceptual approval" when I should have said "conceptual acceptance .

I was notified of this error in a letter from DLU. I still believe
- g the only way I can construe this second paragraph o:f Mr. Wanket's

g letter is that we have conceptual approval. It sounds like the same
thing. If I'm wrong, I do need to be corrected.

I Insofar as the remaining points that were brought up by Mr. Portmore,
I believe we're still in the same kind of a bind to define excessive -

grading, as we were in the same kind of a bind to define steeply
sloping. Neither one of them are really definable.

What you're involved with here is an honest difference of opinion as
to whether our site plan and the work we've done constitutes a
degradation of the site, or whether the grading necessary to provide
for development is compatible and takes into account the characteris-
tics of the site. Certainly, there will be grading on the site.I There's no way to develop the project without grading. We believe
that we have endeavored in every case to be as sensitive to the
characteristics of the site possible. I dare to agree that when we
established our proposed boundary lines, we did take into account

E our necessity for flexibility primarily because of grading. It's age
simply at this scale, at this time without going into detailed engi- il

g neering drawings, it's simply not possible to determine the exact =EE
extent of grading. If we had some kind of assurance that what we 1Ë$
do would be approved, we certainly would go ahead and do those kinds
of details. But, it's simply not possible to get into that kind of
details at this point. At such time as the detailed engineering
drawings are finished, and it was found that our work did not go out
to the boundary lines which we proposed, another general plan
amendment could be proposed to delineate those areas that were
left untouched. We feel we simply can't get into those details
without some assurance of continuity of the project.

SULLAM: It seems we've come a long way from the original use
of this land which was preservation then cemetery. Now, when I
think of the fact that this was once in preservation, then certainly,
we should be very careful how we grade this land, if at all possible
to avoid any grading where we can, and to keep the preservation
boundaries on the areas which do have steep slopes. I think that
should be borne in mind very strongly.

INGLESON: I agree.

SULLAM: I don't think your plan bears that out.

INGLESON: I'm in disagreement, I'm afraid. We have attempted
to minimize grading. I can't say we have eliminated grading. It's
simply not possible to do development and eliminate grading. To
put a road in takes some grading.

SULLAM: I would look more willingly at your plan if I felt
that land was originally in urban, but it was in preservation.

INGLESON: It is in urban.

-13-



A t 9 197F
JAN 9 - 1974

SULLAM: Now it is

INCLESON: It was cemetery and planned for cemetery use and
zoned industrial.

Clí0Y: Could I have clarification of that, Mr. Ïngloson? When
Dillingham owned that, I'm certain it was in preservation.

INGLESON: I'm not sure of that.

SULLAM: Well nevertheless, the slopes are very steep. I think
it should be noted how steep they are. In reading the report, I had Bgotten that impression,

SULLAM: Could the staff outline the slope in those very contro-
versial areas?

PORTMORE: The dark green (referring to map displayed) indicatesslopes of 25%, the medium green indicates 20%-25%, and the lightgreen indicates 20% or less.
WAY: Mr. Chairman, while Mr. Ingleson has touched on parts ofthe July 20th letter from DLU, it's important to point out some ofthe other parts. I note the Director of that Department is here, gI would observe the.second part of the letter which says: "The siteplan needs further consideration to" and I want to touch upon some

specific-points: "Resiting of dwelling units to be safely away fromsteep=cliff edges," the very kind of issue that-we're attempting to . |address-here by relating to the slope of land and the slope of land -
map; "Development of preliminary grading plans" a very similar
concern and issue that we had; "Resiting of the recreation centersto be more-centrally located..." relates to another comment, but,
the-recreation center is in that major area of controversy in the
existing general planned area; and "Development of a drainage plan
and adjustment of unit location to permit natural drainage." Now,
I think these are amongst the very same kinds of questions and concerns
that we're attempting to relate to here at this point.

In the other _letter to Mr. Ingleson dated August 21st referencingthe July 20th letter I just read, Mr. Moriguchi's
.department observes

that "Your statement concerning approval of the site plan by ourdepartment is:misleading. Our letter of July 20 in which we offered
comments on your preliminary schematic plan for the site should in
no way be taken as acceptance rif the proposal before resolution ofGeneral Plan land use issues. Our review was made at the time ofGeneral Plan processing of your proposed amendment, and wrth theunderstanding that it was a preliminary review, not a substitute
for the detailed study required to resolve future land use questions.Please note that our July 20 letter refers to a number of site plan-ning items which we

.suggested need further consideration and which
are an indication of" the preliminary nature of our review at that
time...,"

Again, I simply make the point by referencing these two pieces ofcorrespondence that many of the questions are the very same kinds

14-
363



JAN 9 1974

i of issues we're attempting to relate to at this time, even though E g¯
they are of a more generalized naturo. » W

I I would also have to cominent that in a very preliininury way, looking i
at the grading plan, it seems to me that considerable effort and

¯

attempt could be made to minimize the grading on the site. I would -

point again to the major area of controversy with the access road,
which I think if it was found there was an increas ing and averaging
of one percentage of gradient on that roadway, at the top you could
eliminate up to 150 cut, Mr. Portmore refers to in his report to the
Commission on the extent and amount of grading in that particular

E area.

So, I guess I'm not persuaded that a totally sensitive examination
of the grading has yet been performed or demonstrated, and therefore,
am not convinced that area should in fact be permitted for intensive
urban usage.

INGLESON: The second part of the letter from DLU points out
these things and we did begin, in fact our latest site plan takes ¯

into account some of those things that were voiced in that letter.
However, because the general plan issues had not been resolved, any
further meetings with DLU were felt by the department to be a waste
of time until the general plan issues were resolved. Now, if as
Mr. Way just pointed out those kinds of things such as changing
gradients on the road and so forth, will resolve some of these
grading issues, we're not saying this is the final grading plan by
any means. Those are the kinds of issues that are worked out work-
ing with·staff through the PDH process. Where those kinds of things
can be resolved, we're more than willing to undertake them. But,
we're between a rock and a hard place where there is no more contact
with DLU regarding the project until the general plan is resolved,
and there is no resolution of the general plan based on these kinds
of concerns that could be worked out. I don't know how to solve
that.

More time, fine, if we can work with the staff certainly would be
of value. But, if the criteria as I have seen it is simply one of
topography, then more time isn't going to gain anything.

CHAIRMAN: I believe it isn't a decision of this Commission
whether there is a possibility that you and the planning staff can
work through the problem. I believe you and the planning staff are
going to have to tell us. If so, we'll give you more time. If
it's come to a point of locker heads, fine, we can go ahead and act.

INGLESON: I believe it has come to that point. What we're
really talking about is development of detailed plans. The criteria
is on.end one statement and then on another.

CHAIRMAN: Well, I understand you have not seen this report till
today. Would it be beneficial for you to explore this based on this
information?

INGLESON: I think it might.
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PALK: If Mr. Moriguchi would permit us to work with staff to
see what we need to do, then we'd certainly like the t:imo.

SULLAM: Well, it does appear that the Department oE General Plan- gning has made very specific recommendations as to which land is gdevelopable und which is not. Why can't you work within those areas
and abide by the confines of their boundaries?

IIINGLESON: We can.

SULLAN: Then what is the problem?

INGLESON: The application submitted covers a larger area, and
we have attempted to abide by the request of both this Commission g
and the City Council to prepare a site plan in order to define the gboundaries proposed.

SULLAM: In other words, the boundaries proposed were broad-
brush boundaries. In .other words, we can learn a lesson here. We
should-not make boundary changes until we have very specific plans.
Obviously, we shouldn't have made those changes at that time. I g
think it's-up to you people to provide us with specific plans. E

CHAIRMAN: If the representative of the applicant needs more
time, the Commission is generally willing to give you more time. In
a sense, you're calling the signals.

INGLESON: The point is if we can continue to work with the
Department of Land Utilization and with the members of the Department -
of General Planning, a meeting of minds at least on the kinds of
criteria.

(There was no further discussion.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried,

The Commission deferred action for two weeks in order that the applicant
and the-staff might resolve areas of disagreement. .The motion was made
by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

UNFINISIHED BUSINESS The public hearing held December 19, 1973
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT was closed and action deferred for repre-
(PRIVATE STP) sentatives from the State Department of
PUNALUU Health and the City and.County Department
W 4 C, LTD. of Public Works to comment on the effect
(FILE #72/CUP-21) of.drainage and flooding upon the proposed

sewage treatment .plant.

Mr. Hiroshi Miyake from the Drainage Section of the Department of Public
Works was questioned by the Commission,

CHAIRMAN: Did you have an opportunity to review the letter of
Kathleen Mattoon, dated December 19th?



MIYAKli: Yes,

CilAIRMAN: Several questions were raised in there repardilig drainago

I and some oE the flood problems. 1Jo you have any comments for the
Commission on that?

MIYAKE: I believe, the engineer.ing firm referred to motori.nl which
right now is not availab le publicly. We have checked into it and found
that it's a draft form. We have a copy of it here. They will be pub-
lishing this in the future.

CilAIRMAN: What does this material cover?

MIYAKE: The possible flood zone in that area.
On this six by four culvert, it's under State jurisdiction. The ditches
along side that enter into it are all privately owned. These ditchesI will not be maintained by the City, and also the culvert. However, the
engineering firm recognized this and they have promised us to make strong
attempts to get the State to clean the culvert.

Their drainage study was studied, and the activity in that area will
result in the clearing of their land to take up the development from
flooding so the effect upon the land will be insignificant. It does
not aggravate what is already existing there. So on that basis, we have
accepted their drainage report.

DUKE: Did you have an opportunity to visit that area this past
B weekend?

MIYAKE: No, I'm taking the place of my superior who's on leave at
the present time.

DUKE: Well, the problem in my mind right now is whether to give th2si CUP for the sewage treatment plant, not really to control all the floods
back there, no. I believe that floods really have some bearing on the
operation of this particular system which has an open drying bed. What
do you think might have happened this past weekend?

MIYAKE: They will be raising that land much higher than what is

i presently there now, an elevation of 10 to insure that the flood beds will
not be inundated.

DUKE: How high will it be above the highway?

MIYAKE: About three feet higher.

DUKE: With the weather we had this past weekend, what effect do
you think that rainfall would have on the open drying bed?

withMIYAKE I wol der ifhSa erso ecould comment on that. We do not deal

DUKE: I might add, would it under any condition contaminate the
ground water or would it create obnoxious odors?

-17
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MIYAKE: That I cannot answer.

HARRIS: We have representatives from the llealth Department and
the Sewers IJivision. Mr. Miyake is strictlydrainage.

DUKE: Well, they sure had some drainage problems out there this
weekend, I know this is unusual but it does happen.

SULLAM: The Soil Conservation Service said they are fearful of
seepage of the effluent into the beach, that is if the system is in
continuous use, Where did the Soil Conservation Service obtain their
information?

MIYAKE: Yes, you are corrects. The lowland will be inundated.
Those lands will be cleared, If they are permitted to build this STP
they will fill this area.

SULLAM: You feel the buildup will take care of the problem?
¯ MIYAKE: Yes, so that it won't be inundated.

- CHAIRMAN: Is it your feeling that with the buildup of the land in
this area that there will not be the possibility of polluting the
beaches

¯ MIYAKE: I have to say again, if you have heavy rainfall and whether
that heavy rainfall will pollute the beaches, that question I cannot
answers - I'm not an authority on sewage. But, if they raise the land,
that land will not be inundated.

At this point, Mrs Albert Imamura from the Division of Sewers was
questioned-by the- Commission. --

CHAIRMAN: Have you had an opportunity to go over some of the
questions which were raised regarding this proposed sewage treatment
plant.

IMAMURA:- I-believe you're concerned with that large drying bed.

CHAIRMAN: -And the effect of highwater on that drying bed.

IMAMURA: Not in that sense.. We only get involved as far as the
function of the treatment process itself.

CRANE: There seems to be concern of drainage and heavy flooding
during heavy rains, and if this would indeed pollute the beaches . Are
you prepared to answer that? He couldn't answer it because he's an
expert on drainage, Can you answer it?

IMAMURA: No- I can't either because--
CRANÈ: - Could you tell me who could because I don't know who to ask.



ÏMAMURA: Lot me put it this way. If the flood water goes highor
than the structure itsolf, then you wou.ld have problems. This .I cannot
explain. You will have to talk to the developer 's engineers .

At tliis stage, there is no construction drawing. This i.s only a prol:iin-
inary engincoring report. There are no engineering constriictLon draw.ings.
On the final design stage, if someone can indicate the water surface or

i the flood level, then you determine whether this flood water will affect
the flood bed.

CHAIRMAN: When the Department of Public Works sent in their approval
to the Planning Department, given flood data, given the proposed design,
given the increased buildup of the land, was the flood condition taken
into consideration in relationship to the drying bed and to the rest of
the STP?

IMAMURA: No we did not.

HARRIS: I believe the Drainage Division reviewed a full drainage
report and approved it. The Sewage Division reviewed the mechanical
engineering proposal for the STP and approved that.

CRANE: My question is, is it the opinion of the drainage people
that there's no problem?

HARRIS: Yes, that's my understanding.
Now, as to the drainage and potential pollution to the shorewaters which
has been a question raised, when we get into shorewater potential pollu-
tion, that's the Health Department's kuliana. We have a representative
here. We are of the understanding that all these things have been taken
into account.

CHAIRMAN: Well, that's the only question we're asking.
DUKE: Well, I'm not satisfied yet in my mind with the answers I've

received.

You're the sewage expert?

IMAMURA: I represent the Division of Sewers, yes.
DUKE: Will this system as proposed cause any pollution to the water,

obnoxious odor or things of that nature, to the rest of the neighborhood ¯=¯

there in your opinion?
IMAMURA: Are you referring to the sludge drying bed?

DUKE: To the whole system. the wells that might go into the beach
lands. . I don't know high water marks. I'm not an expert on that. ik

IMAMURA: We didn't look into those so-called effluent disposal
wells. The DOH goes through that. We reviewed the design of the sewage
treatment process. Basically, it's an aeration type. If operated
properly, generally there will be no odor.

-19-
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DUKl3: It was at my suggestion that we bring in soine of you people
- because we did have a good explanation Erom the design engineer, and -

frankly, he gave us some good answers from his point oE view. I thought
possibly you'd bring in some experts that are more familiar than wo are g
that maybe could satisfy us that it is not going to create what the
people in the community say that it inight.

IMAMURA: This is difficult to explain because basically , it is a
sewage treatment plant producing human waste. Now, your definition of
odor might be different from mine

DUKE: Well, stench is odor

IMAMURA: Well, it's a quantitative case, the degree.
- SULLAM: Do you have a similar system already in existence here so

· that we could go and look at it?

- IMAMURA: We do have one at Wahiawa, at Whitmore .

SULLAM: And if we visited that , we could get an idea of what the
odor would be like?

IMAMURA: Yes, we would have to check on it first. Comparing an
aerobic with anti-aerobic, there is a big difference. In this particularcase,· it- is an aerobic type. Being aerobic, the components will be
broken down finer so that as far as odor goes, there 's a vast difference,

SULLAM: -So there is quite a difference.

HARRIS: Could you comment on the sludge drying bed and the sludge
disposal system and the method you used to arrive at that solution, or
are there other solutions?

IMAMURA: Actually, it all came about because we had no capacity in
our treatment plant to accept sludge. If they maintain just the storage
tank, where - they dispose of their wet sludge , if it ' s dried, I believe
the landfill will accept it. Because, at our treatment plant, we have
no additional- capacity but to accept sludge from other treatment plants . -

HARRIS: Where do the other plants dispose of the sludge that don't
have drying beds, like Ewa Villa?

IMAMURA Some having drying beds. The others, I don't know

CHOY: You referred to the STP at Wahiawa. Are you referring to
the City's?

IMAMURA: Yes

CHOY: - I've been out there and I know what it smells like, the one
at Wahiawa, it borders the lake. Can you draw a comparison of that
STP to the one that's proposed at Punaluu?

IMAMURA No, I'm not too :Éamiliar with that one,



i CHOY: I can tell you. It smells to high heaveli. If 1 remelliber
correctly, you stated that the proposed plant will have absolutely no
odor.

IMAMURA: Ï didn't say absolutely no odor poriod. If operated
properly. . -

CHOY: Can you give us a comparison?

lMAMURA: No.

CHAIRMAN: I thought I heard you say previously that because it did
have a backup system, and if it was operated properly, that the odor

. g level would be lessened. Is that what you're saying?

IMAMURA: If operated properly, it will be lessened, right.

I CHOY: Will it be lessened to an acceptable degree by the neighbors
surrounding this plant?

IMAMURA: That's a hard question to answer.

Od3Y: I know it's a hard question. Can you answer that?

IMAMURA: No. i 15E

CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we can pursue the odor question with the Depart-
ment of Health.

Mr. Harold Youngquist, Engineer, State Department of Health, was called
upon and questioned by the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: Have you had an opportunity to review the letter of
Kathleen Mattoon that was brought before this Commission?

YOUNGQUIST: Yes I have. The only two pertinent points so far as
we're concerne.d would be number one and number two. Essentially, we
have to say we do agree with Mrs. Mattoon. There are some areas of

¯Ë

slight disagreement like where she uses the word "will", we have to use - gg
the word "may." The sludge drying bed, we couldn't say "will" create di
exceptional odors. We have to use "may, could." There is no way we
can determine the quality or the intensity of operation as it were at
tlue treatment plant because we have nothing to compare it to.

I believe that the developer may finally agree to maintain the plant ggs
for certain length of time, but I don't know if Mr. Zane has any other 255
plant that he's presently maintaining. So, we have no way of determin-
ing what quality of maintenance he will provide. We have to accept his
word that the maintenance will be adequate.

CHAIRMAN: Unless the maintenance is part of the CUP, and if it
fell below a prescribed level, then the CUP would be pulled by the 1¯

City and County. --

21-



YOUNGQUIST: Well, tliat's the City and County's prerogativo.

CHAIRMAN: And I imagine tile Department of Health would be relatedto the invest i.gation on this?

YOUNGQUIST: Yes, Actually, the new Department of Ilealth regulations
which became effective on August 5th require that the developer provide
us with a maintenance schedule. What effect this will lutve we don't know- bedev

o r
11 nl

11
oca

er or
edve liiiposed a maintenance schedule on

We do know that where the City and County is involved, and they imposed
a maintenance requirement on the developer, community association or
whomever is in control of the plant at the time it malfunctions, they
seem to have a little more clout than the Health Department regulations
allow. I think you can impose bonding.
Now, the use of the soakage pit. We don't know where the effluent will
go. We can only assume that it's going seaward, but our regulations donot prohibit such a soakage pit. We had discussions with the engineer --

when he proposed the soakage pit. If he wants to use a soakage pit,
unless we can affirmatively demonstrate that it's going to cause some B
sort of damage, he can use the soakage pit. It 's not prohibited by any
regulations

CHAIRMAN: The soakage pit was not a requirement by the Department
of Health?

YOUNGQUIST: No.

G-IAIRMAN: - It was a requirement of whom?

YOUNGQUIST: That I don' t know. I was of the opinion it was at the
option of the design engineer.

SULLAM: I am- ignorant of the soakage pit. Can you describe it?

YOUNGQUIST Any subsurface disposal sys tem operates on the prin-
ciple that you provide enough surface area, and the ground conditions
are acceptable the liquid effluent will go away. It will disperse
under the- ground. - In some cases they use like a cesspool , a hole in
the ground- with a certain diameter. Basically, the quantity of flow isincreased as- you- increase the depth
The principle of the soakage pit is that you go down to a certain depth,
construct- a 4 x- 4 box. Instead of going down, it runs horizontally underthe propert"

I am not familiar with soakage pits in the State of Hawaii.

SULLAM: In other words, you don't know if this will seep out intothe ocean.

YOUNGQUIST: Well, what the geologists tell us is that all the
effluent elids up in the ocean. It 's a matter of whether it ends up in



I the ocean at tlie surface, at the beacli, or if you put it in the ground
in such a way that it comes up at depth 30, minus 30, minus 60 or
whatever. We havo never boon able to find any offluent by dye tests or

i otherwise, except like in Kona on the Big Island where they have like
conduits directly connected to the ocean. Thon you can Find it by dye
tests.

I SULLAM: Sometime ago, we were discussing in jection we lls out in
Ewa ßeach where they put effluent into wells. Now, this is somewhat
different but nevertheless, that effluent went somewhere out to the
stream or the ocean. What could have been the problem there?

YOUNGQUIST: Okay, the disposal, the injection wells is very similar
in that area in Ewa. The type of treatment plant used by each individual
developer is different. Some are aboveground, some underground. Of five
plants constructed out there, they have had problems with four because of
the wells backing up and overflowing in front of the property, sometimes

I it goes into the drainage ditch. As long as it goes into the ground, we
. really don't know where it goes. It's expected to go to the ocean. As

far as pollution, we really can't measure.

WAY: I wondered if the Health Department might have a system that
they would think and use for our conditions that would be the most
desirable. I mention this because I know that the department or believethat they realize under a conditional use permit situation, we may take
your recommendation and make them a part of the requirement by law in
effect. So, where-there may be some deficiencies that you feel are in
your rules·and regulations, if you can let us know what the ideal is,

Hwe could simply incorporate it. If not acceptable to the applicant, then
no permit would issue. What is the best or desirable, within reason of
course, method of disposing of the effluent in this situation?

YOUNGQUIST: Well, it's our opinion that the most acceptable method
might not be reasonable. There is the public sewer system with a pub-
licly operated treatment plant. I think we're going to get a lot of
arguments as to whether or not this is reasonable, whether you're pro-
hibiting someone their god-given right to develop a piece of property bydoing so.

WAY: Well, maybe we could fight that issue. You let us know what
you think is best.

YOUNGQUIST: Well, the Health Department has gone on record for
the medium to high density developments that a public system is most
preferable.

WAY: Okay. Then, is this system being designed the next best
alternative?

YOUNGQUIST: These types of systems are the only things we know of
as far as an alternative. There may be variation as to the type of
treatment. There may be variation as to the unit used. Like in some
cases, the sludge-drying bed may not be used. The design engineer has
certain options.



WAY: Do you Eoel in this particular case that the optimal design,
--y

based on the information you have on hand, is being performed in this -

area and that the optimum plant and effluent disposal system is being
proposed here?

YOUNCQUIST: Ï really can't say. 1 don' t have as much information
as a design engineer. Ho's operating under certain constraints, If g ¯¯

given a piece of property next door to this piece of property, he may |design us a different system. He has to design his system given the
constraints of the property under development, I S-¯

WAY: How about the specifics of the effluent disposal? Do you and
ig¯

your department at this stage of review, and I understand you'11 have -

subsequent review stages as well, feel that the concerns for public
health in terms of any foreseeable problem with regard to the effluent E
are well taken into account, fully taken into account might be a better
way of putting it, in this design?

YOUNGQUIST: I don't think I can answer that question. It's a matter
of questioning the design engineer's sincerity at that point. Has he
considered all possible ramifications of his design. E : as-

WAY: At-the end of the line when a permit is issued, you do have ¯¯

access-to the full engineering design drawings, specifications and g
¯¯

everything elses Would such a view then be able to be advanced by your
department;--that is, would you be able to say yes, this is an optimum
design for this situation, short of, of course, public disposal. We'll
set that one aside for the moment just for argument.

YOUNGQUIST We've been advised by counsel that as a regulatory
agency, we can't·impose requirements on a member of the public that
aren't in our regulations,

WAY: Well,-you can propose to us and we can. I want to make that
point clear,-because I don't want your department under the misunder-
standing of how we're operating here. For example, if we get an adverse
report from you, we simply not approve the permit. I mean, let us fight
the battle if one emerges, But, I think from our perspective what we're
looking-for is your very best judgment within .the area of your interest,
and we don't-care about your rules and regulations. If they're not com-
petent or not as satisfactory as you'd like them to have, let us know
what is. We've-got a little different ball game here, I think. I simply -
want to make that point very clear.

YOUNGQUIST: We've worked very closely with your land utilization
staff on this particular question, not only on this development but on
other developments. Where we feel our regulations are lacking in some
areas, we can discuss it with your staff but we cannot tell the staff of
land utilization this is our requirement. As you say, we can say we'd
like to see that

WAY: Make it your strong recommendation or even your weak recom-
mendation. If-you feel it sincerely, we'll make it part of the condi-
tional use permit That's my point.

YOUNGQUIST: I think we have in the past.

24-



SULLAM: As far as the Department of floalth, do you havo preferencei to open drying beds where the solid portion of sewage are contained and
then carted away?

YOUNGQUIST: I think the answer would have to be qualified, if it
could be carted away if it were to a public sewage treatment plant that

I had the capability of handling this sludge, I think we 'd prefer that ¯

method, Mr. Imamura has indicated that the public systems aron't able gto handle anybody else's sludge much less their own. So, we don't know a
where the sludge is going. The guy is going to have to get rid of thei solids if he's going to operate the plant. So, if we figure he's going .to get rid of it some place, probably the sludge will be digested and ---

dried. I don't know where he's going to get rid of it myself. If he

i got rid of it in the canefield, it'd be preferable to get rid of the
dried sludge in the canefield rather than dump the liquid portion in
the canefield. We could recommend that the dry sludge be disposed of in
the landfill, in an appropriate place.

CRANE: Do you recommend that we approve this?

I YOUNGQUIST: As it stands right now, it doesn't violate any of our
rules and regulations. I.

CRANE: I'm not asking that. Do you recommend that we approve this? Ë|

YOUNGQUIST: I really don't know what you're approving right now
because the--

CRANE: So do we.

YOUNGQUIST: The specifications have not been reviewed by the
Department of Health. We had given preliminary approval to a concept.
We have given approval to a design philosophy. We have not as yet
approved the actual hardware. This is what we must do.

CRANE: We've been sitting here discussing the issuance of a condi-
tional use permit. You've been told that we can put restrictions on
that, but we need expert advice whether we should or should not do that.
We're asking you should we or should we not, and if we should put more
restrictions, what are they, because we don't know. I don't know.

YOUNGQUIST: I would have to say I can't comment right now on that
- because I don't know, and I would have to talk to the Deputy Attorney

General, what sort of restrictions we can recommend, whether we're
exceeding our authority to recommend to another agency that this be el
done. I'm not a lawyer. I don't know how far we can go. I do know
that as far as our regulatory function, we cannot impose nonrules on a
member of the public.

CRANE: But if you decided if this particular thing we're consid-
ering right this minute would be bad for the public or would be
dangerous, it would create pollution, and we asked you for your advice,
you could give us your opinion, and then we could take the rap for it.
We will make whatever decision we want to make of it.



ama
as.

YOUNGQUIST: What I have to do then is poll the bureaucrats. l '11
have to take it under advisement, take it back anti see my boss, because
I don't know in this particular case whether we can say it's a lousy
plant, ßased on tlie information I have, it's very similar to a lot of
other plants that have been approved, So, why we should single out
this one man, I don't have enough information at the present timo to
make that determinat ion.

CHAIRMAN: Isn't it true that the Department of Health has to approve M
the final drawing,

YOUNGQUIST: Right, þ gli

CHAIRMAN: So, before the conditional use permit really has any ¯

validity or any value, there has to be approval of the final drawings
of this plant, and at that point and time you felt this plant was a
danger to the public welfare, health, etc., you would disapprove it.

YOUNGQUIST: Correct-

SULLAM: There are certain general contexts that should be clarified.
We should know what decisions have been made for the disposal of the
sludge. If there is no provision then there is no point even in encourag-
ing this man to-develop a finely designed plant as long as he has to get
rid of that sludge

YOUNGQUIST: The developer is here, you could ask him what he will
do with the sludge

WAY: Does not your department have some authority in connection
with the site location for disposal of sludge as well? If someone is
disposing of it illegally, would you not intervene and cause it to be
no longer so disposed?

YOUNGqUIST: Well, we have I believe, a mandate from the legislature
solid waste regulations. But, there are none at present. They are at
the draft stage as far as I know. I think it's probably general nuisance.

WAY: Is there such a thing under your purview that is illegal
sludge-disposal? --

YOUNGQUIST: Yes, probably under the nuisance. If you have a sewage
treatment plant,-and you create a nuisance by dumping the sludge on an
empty lot next to you, I'm sure there's a section that would allow us to -

case after you.

SULLAM: You have machinery in your department to effectively chase
after these people to abide by your regulations? I ask this question
because I know the Hawaii Kai STP often smells very, very badly. I
feel probably that the regulations are not enforced, that's why it
smells.

YOUNGQUIST: Whether we have enough people or not, I cannot say.
The Director of Health has wideranging powers to correct nuisances .

The nuisance is a very qualitative thing. I once worked in a papermill



and you can work with the odor wlien it's what's bringinp, home the bacon,
¯¯ but to other people, it's an awfu:I smell.

DUlŒ: Are you familiar with the Whitmore d tsposal plant?

YOUNGQUIST: Yes, I've been there a couple of titiles.

DUKE: llow is the odor?

YOUNGQUIST: We haven't had any odor coliiplaints froin it. I was
recently out there. The sludge drying beds were full. There was no
odor.

Mr. Walter Zane, the applicant, was called upon and questioned by the
Commission.

-- CHAIRMAN: Question was raised concerning sludge d:i_sposal.

ZANE: I think it's been indicated by our engineer that the sludge
odor will be practically none. We do have a site in Hauula which is
low land and we propose to fill in that area.

SULLAM: How many years will that satisfy your need for disposal?
ZANE: That would be quite a few years. If we do not use that

particular site and the Health Department imposes that on us, we can
have another site that would satisfy them. You can put that in the
condition. There 's no problem in that.

SULLAM: Well, if the hotel is built and they cannot find another
site, what do they do, tear down the hotel?

WAY: Shut it down,

ZANE: For such a simple thing, I don't see any problem.

SULLAM: Is there a plant here that has odorless dry sludge?

ZANE: I don't know. This is what my engineer tells me.

WAY: In connection with the slud e dis osal I wonder if it mi htg p , g
be clarified whether or not Mr. Zane would have any objection to a con-
dition being added that such disposal being satisfactory to all public
agencies involved.

ZANE: I would not object to that.

- WAY: The second point that's related, that where grading, filling --

or stock piling materials are involved, of course, are subject to other
regulations of the City and County. You should be aware of that.

ZANE: Yes, I am.



CilAIRMAN: One of the issues was the culvert that's blocked up. =E·

The City and County nor the State seem to want to be responsible. - 7 &
Would you be against a condition being added tliat it became your à --

responsibility?

ZANE: Well, if you were to iinpose that condition on me, don' t
you think that would be unfair because the State itself is supposed to
be cleaning that; however, I said ïnformally it would be to our advan-
tage and wouldn't cost too much for our maintenance man to clean it.
But, to impose a condition definitely, I don't think that would be fair,
don't you think so because it's the responsibility of the State to
maintain it.

CHAIRMAN: It's the responsibility of someone The issue is it can
cause problems and flooding in the area and perhaps it could be condi-
tional upon the State, but the buck has'to stop somewhere. Conditional
Use Permits sometimes allow us to take care of issues that nobody wants
to take care of.

ZANE: I think we can say we will cooperate with the State.

I - -

(There were-no further uestions of Mr. Zane )

(Mr. Crane left-the meeting at this point.)

MOTION: Mrs. Sullam moved to deny the issuance of a conditional use
permit. Her motion was seconded by Dr. Choy.

Discussion followed.

Mrs. Sullam made her motion to deny on the following basis:

(1) Seepage of effluent to the beach and surrounding area.
The question as to the final destination of effluent
discharge from the proposed sewage treatment plant remains
unanswered.

(2) Site location for disposal of the sludge, and whether the
sludge material-would in fact be odorless. She felt the
developer should provide a sludge disposal plan for the
life of the hotel indicating alternative disposal sites
in the event the proposed disposal site is filled to
capacity,

Mr. Duke believed that the conditions placed upon the applicant
through the conditional use permit process are adequate, and
that the applicant should be given a chance to construct the
sewage treatment plant which has the approval of the City and i:County Department of Public Works as well as the State Health E
Department. U$

Mrs. Sullam withdrew her motion, and Dr. Choy his second.

-28-



ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recolmnendation and
recommended the issuance of the conditional use permit, subject
to the conditions contained in the Director's report, on motion
by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. llosaka and carried. The following
additional conditions were recommended:

1. Cleaning of the drainage ditch
2. Timely hauling away of the sludge :into areas approved by

the City and County. L

3. Arrange with the State Department of Health for periodic
inspections of the sewage treatment plant.

4. Landscaping of the sludge drying bed.

Mrs. Sullam dissented.
- AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya

i NAYES - Sullam
¯ ABSENT - Crane

- UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held January 9, 1974
PROPOSED BILL NO. 167 was closed and action deferred.
(CONTRACT ZONING)
INITIATED BY CITY ACTION: The Commission adopted the
COUNCIL Director ' s recommendation and

recommended approval of Proposed
Bill No. 167 (Contract Zoning) ,

- on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - Connell
ABSENT - Crane -

STREET NAMES The Commission recommended approval of
the following street names, on motion by
Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and
carried:

The followin street names are recommended for ado tion:g p

1. Maunawili Subdivision, Kailua, Koolaupoko, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax Map Key
4-2-62: 26.

KIKA STREET Extension of Kika Street traversing in a
northwesterly direction.

KIKA PLACE Culdesac on the east side of Kika Street.

2. Chateau Subdivision, Waimalu, Ewa, 0ahu, Hawaii, Tax Map Key 9-8-02.

-29-
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KAAHELE STREET 80-foot wide right-of-way on the mauka side -
of Monnalua Road.

Meaning: A tour, travel about.

KILINOE STREET Roadway off Kaahele Street t.raversing in a

Meaning:

,1ea t 1

a

lirection.

KILEPA PLACE Culdesac off Kilinoe Street, running in
a northwesterly direction.

Meaning: To float in the wind.

3, Waianae Gardens Subdivision, Waianae, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax Map Key8-5-19: 58

PULAPULA PLACE Culdesac on west side of Waianae Valley
--a

Road.

Meanin : Seedlin s routs cuttin of su ar cane . E82 P , 8 8

4. Malia Terrace Subdivision, Kaneohe, Koolaupoko, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax
¯ Map Key 4-5-03: 1 and 5; 4-5-53: portion of 1; and 4-5-58: 50.

MALU STREET Roadway off Mahalani Circle, traversing in
a southwesterly direction.

EII r

MALU PLACE Culdesac at the south end of Malu Street.

Meaning: Shade, shelter, protection, peace and
comfort. --

5. Mahinui View Subdivision, Kaneohe, Koolaupoko, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax
Map Key 4-5-38: 1-4 and 12 -15

M0KULELE DRIVE Extension of Mokulele Drive, traversing
in a westerly direction from the west
side of Kamehameha Highway and terminating
at Mahinui Road.

NUKOKI PLACE Culdesac on the south side of Mokulele
DT 1 Ve . ---

Meaning: Shor t , small.

6. Kamooalii Subdivision, Kaneohe, Koolaupoko, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax Map
Key 4 5-40: 3.

APUAKEA STREET Extension of A uakea Street traversin in
a northerly direction.

OLAKINO PLACE Culdesac on the east side of Apuakea
Street.



Meaning: State of licalth.
- 7. Mililani Town Subdivision, Units 20, 24 and 25, Waip:io, Ewa, Dahu,Hawaii, Tax Map Key 9-4-5: portion of 23:

AKUALELE PLACE A culdesac running southerly offHoaniku Street.

Meanin : Meteor
ALAPOAI STREET A roadway off the easterly side ofAlapoai Street.

-- A0HOKU PLACE A culdesac running northeasterly offH1aniku Street.

Meaning: Name of a star, possibly Jupiter.
APOHELE PLACE A culdesac running northerly offHolaniku Street.

Meaning: Orbit of stars and planets. -

AUHAKU PLACE A culdesac running northerly off
Alapoai Street.

¯-

Meaning: Name of a star.

HAKALAUAI PLACE A culdesac running southwesterly offAlapoai Street.

Meaning: Name of a star, considered a sign of
pestilence or calamity.

-

HAILONO PLACE A culdesac running northerly offAlapoai Street.

Meaning: Name of a star.

HOKUPALEMO STREET A roadway connecting Alapoai Street andHolaniku Street.

Meaning: Moon that sets before daylight.
HOKUPALEMO PLACE A culdesac runningnortherly offHolaniku Street.

Meaning: Name of a star.

NOLANIKU PLACE A culdesac running northerly offHolaniku Street.

HUO PLACE A culdesac running southerly offHolaniku Street.

-31-



KUAHELANI AVENUE Extension of existing Kuaholani Avenue
between Kahoen Street and Lanikuhana
Avenue.

MEHEULA PARKWAY Extension of existing Meheula Parkway
running in a southwesterly direction from
Kamehameha Ilighway , ¯

'

M i R2. Kalama Aina Subdivision, Makaha, Waianae, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax Map
Key 8-4-17: 13 and 14.

I r -

KAPAKAI PLACE Culdesac situated on the mauka s:1.de of
Farrington Highway near Water Street.

Meaning: Seashore.

The Commission authorized public hearings for the following matters, on
motion by Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried:

ZONING CHANGE 1. The request is for a change in zoning
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO from R-6 Residential to B-2 Community
B-2 COMMUNITY BUS. Business District.
KALIHI
DEELITE BAKERY
(FILE #73/Z-61)

ZONING CHANGE 2. The request is for a change in zoning
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO from R-6 Residential to A-1 Apartment
A-1 APARTMENT DIST. District.
KAPAHULU R
REBMA HAWAII
THREE INC.
(FILE #7/Z-67)

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:07 p.m.

Res ectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Mooting of the Planning Coliiinissioli
Minutes

i Januar 23 1974

i The Planning Coliuttission held a meeting on Wednesday, January 23, 197-1 ¯.

at 1:45 p..in,
, in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Cha i rman

liugene B. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman _¯

James D. Crane, Vice-Chairman

i Dr. Wilbur C. Choy
Charles W. Duke
Randall Kamiya
Fredda Sullam

ABSENT Donald K. Hosaka
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

- STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Wilfred M. Mita, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of December 19, 1973 were
approved, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

¯_ PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R- 6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to B-2 Community Business
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS District in Kalihi, Tax Map Key: 1-2-10: 67.
DISTRICT
KALIHI Publication was made January 13, 1974 in
DEELITE BAKERY the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser. No
(FILE #73/Z-61) letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee preseilted the Director's report of the request
The proposal is expan'sion oþ' the existing Deelite Bakery operation. The
existing bakery is located 'on an adjacent 9,300-square foot lot. The
enlarged bakery operation would be located on a combined site of 24,300 -

square feet. The new structure will be .two stories high. Access ways
will be off Dillingh.am Boulevard, Mokauea and Eluwene Streets . The
Director recommends that the request be approved.

There were no questions from the staff regarding the Director 's report.

No one spoke AGAINST the proposal.
Messrs Wendell Kimura, Attorney, and Robert Katsuyoshi, Architect, both

-a

representing the applicant, concurred with the Director's report of the
proposal and offered to respond to any questions the Commission might -

have .
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iThe Commission had no questions oE either Mr. Kimura or Mr. Katsuyoshi.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement, -

on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTl0N: The Commission adopted the Director's reconunendat:ion and
recommended approval of the request for zone change, on motion g
by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Crane, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to A-1 Apartment District in --

A-1 APARTMENT DIST. Kapahulu, Tax Map Key: 3-1-25: 8.
KAPAHULU -

REBMA HAWAII Publication was made January 13, 1974 in -

THREE, INC. the Sunday, Star-Bulletin/Advertiser. No
(FILE #73/Z-67) letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report of the request.
The applicant-proposes to construct 116 studio and one-bedroom apartment
units in two-and three-story structures with basement parking. The -

proposed-structures are within height limits set forth in the Comprehen- . ¯¯¯

sive Zoning Code for A-1 Apartment District. The project will be a fee
simple condominium·development. Selling price of the units start at
$40,000. The Director's recommendation is for approval; however, he
recommends consideration of the following:

1. The General-Plan text recommends that multi-family areas should be
served by an·adequate street system with a minimum recommended
street right-of-way of 56 feet. The City Council has deemed by
Committee Report-No. 450 that a 40-foot right-of-way should be
adequate.

2. The-density proposed by the applicant appears to be much higher
than what-is normally considered to be low density.

3. The selling prices of the units do not appear to be in accord
with present market values. The proposed $40,000 price tag for
the-units-does not accomplish the intent of the General Plan amend-
ment-to provide for the low-moderate income groups ($9,000 to
$15,000).

Questions were raised by the Commission.

CRANE Is it the impression of the Planning Department and of the
Transportation Department that there will not be too much of an increase
in traffic?« I just read a letter from one of the residents out there
that says there will be an unbearable increase in traffic.

2-
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.

I Cillili: We have been advised by the Department of Trailsportation
Services that there would be an increase and that there would be some E- -

congestion, especially in the morning peak hours; however, that during ¯-

-

I the day there wouldn' t be that much of a problem. They have informed
us that they feel the street systein is adequate to take euro the project.

SULLAM: Is there a proposal to put a light at Monsarrat Avenuo and
Kanaina Avenue? -

CHEE: From my discussions with the Department of Transporation, p

i they feel that could be a possibility but there is no current proposal E
to do that at this time.

I SULLAM: That's a very dangerous corner because it's on angle and
you really get a very bad view. It's so close to a school that I would
recommend that a light be placed there. § -

CHEE: That has been discussed with the Department of Transportation
Services, They have indicated that they would take a watch-and-see
attitude, If the situation would warrant it, then they would take steps

i to look into putting up a traffic light.

SULLAM: All the apartments at the end of Kanaina, are they serviced
by Kanaina Avenue?

CHEE: At present, only one apartment structure presently uses
Kanaina-Avenues The majority of the apartments have access off Pualei
Circle.

SULLAM: Where are the parking garages?

CHEE: The majority of the Pualei Circle apartments have their
parking off Pualei Circle; however, there are one or two apartment

i structures that uses Kanaina as access and parking.

CHAIRMAN: The 40-foot widening of Kanaina will be the entire length
of that street?

CHEE: From Monsarrat Avenue to the southeast corner of the owner's
property for about 530 feet. The City has negotiated and acquired a 10-
foot strip from the Union Oil property which the applicant will improve.
The applicant will also dedicate a 10-foot strip for street widening
im rovements,

CHAIRMAN: In terms of the Council where are they on the ordinance?

CHEE: The ordinance is still with the Planning and Zoning Committee.

CHAIRMAN: Were there any readings on it?

CHEE: Not that I know of. It may have gotten up for first reading
but it was referred back to the Planning and Zoning Committee.

CHAIRMAN: When did we send it up?



CHEE: I know it's more than a year. E

(There were no further questions of the staff.)

Public testimony followed.

ITestimony AGAINST

1. Mr. Roy F. Uejio, Resident, 3627 and 3627-A Diamond Head Circle
(Submitted letter dated January 23, 1973)

UEJIO: On behalf of my mother, Mrs. Haruo Uejio, and myself, g
Roy F. Uejio, I strongly protest the above-mentioned change in
zoning from R-6 Residential to A-1 Apartment for the following
reasons: Ia, Changing this parcel to A-1 would cause an unbearable increase

in traffic, as the plans call for 116 units, thus increasing
the number of cars to at least 174 cars on the basis of esti-
mating 1½ cars per unit. The portion of Kanaina Avenue which B -

would be used as an entrance and exit is approximately 250
yards long. Presently, this portion is being used by 4-5
families on Diamond Head Circle and by the residents of one
of the apartment buildings on Pualei Circle, and even at that,
the traffic is very heavy.

b. Presently-, Monsarrat Avenue has very heavy and speedy traffic
in the-mornings and evenings as residents from Kaimuki and
Fort Ruger-and Kahala use it to gain access to and from the
Ala-Wai Boulevard and Kalakaua Avenue. The addition of the
apartments would increase the traffic and become more hazardous
for the·children of Waikiki Elementary School which starts at
8:00 a.m.

c The addition of so many units increase the noise and the antici-
pated increase in cars will create more dust and pollution. As
a resident, I am entitled to, at least, the minimum of quiet -

enjoyment any reasonable person may expect in this day and age
of increased population and cars.

(The Commission had no questions of Mr. Uejio.)

2. Mrs. Robert Creps, Diamond Head Chairman, The Outdoor Circle
(Submitted letter dated January 23, 1974)

CREPS: The Outdoor Circle seriously questions this request for -
a change-in zoning in the Diamond Head ai-ea, as we did the earlier
request for an amendment to the General Plan, when no development
plan for the entire area has been adopted and while the Diamond Head
Historic, Cultural and Scenic District Ordinance is pending in the
Planning and-Zoning.Committee of City Council.



We would like to point out that in the newly attopted Charter fori the City and County of flonolulu, effective Jttly 1973, Section -

5-112.3 states: ¯a

"No public improvement or project, or subdivision or zoning
ordinance shall be initiated or adopted unless it conforms
to and implements the development plan for that area."

Ït would appear that any rezoning without an adopted development
plan is in conflict with this City Charter provision and we respect-
fully ask that a legal opinion be obtained from Corporation Counsel.
The Circle finds it difficult to justify the recommendation for

i approval by the Department of Land Utilization when this request
for zoning change does not meet the stipulated proposals outlined
in the original request for amendment to the General Plan, staff
report dated November 8, 1972: i as
a, "The applicant has stated that the proposed structures will i gR

have a roof profile under 25 feet in height in conformance i li
with the proposed Diamond Head District Ordinance.
Staff report now describes structures of 33'6" to 37'6" in
height,

b. "Projected rentals of $190 to $210 per month would serve
families or individuals with a minimum income of $9,000 per
year.

Staff report now states that the present applicant proposes
fee simple condominium apartment units starting at $40,000,
a price tag staff does not feel accomplishes the intent of
the General Plan amendment to provide for the low-moderate
income group.

Further, we question the density of 57 units per acre requested
which far exceeds both the average in A-1 apartment districts of
20 units, and the allowance for a conventional subdivision of
this parcel under the present R-6 residential district of 13-14
units for the entire parcel.

Parking conditions are questionable when no provision is made
for guest parking in a neighborhood where streets are already
carrying a heavy load of traffic and cannot provide on-street
parking.

The Outdoor Circle believes no rezoning of this historic area
should be granted until a development plan for the entire area
and the Diamond Head District Ordinance have been adopted.
(There were no questions of Mrs. Creps.)

-5-
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Questions were directed to the staff.

CHAIRMAN: The proposal of the applicant, which I recognize was a

former property owner, the proposal he made to this Commission and to |
the City Council, did the Council indicate that this was part of their [g
consideration in allowing a General Plan change--i.e., the price and
the height 3imit?

WAY: I'm not sure I can answer that question. I think the only
way to verify might be to check the record of the Council and to comment
that one of the reasons there is now a requirement for the Council to
prepare findings of fact in considering amendments to the General Plan,

- was simply to bring out what the Council considered significant in
arriving at a decision. At the time this General Plan amendment was g
considered, I don't believe it was the custom of the Council to record g
in that fashion a basis upon which it would arrive at a decision. I
think the only way would be to find out what sort of discussion ensued.
Even then, it would take some interpretation to decide what might be

¯ the findings of fact, if you will, upon which they based their decision.

CHAIRMAN: I wonder if the staff could look into the Planning and
Zoning Committee report.

WAY: Yes.

CRANE: Along the same line, however and if I understand it
correctly, the recommendation was sent over. The information we had
was 25 feet or less, originally.

WAY: Yes.

CRANE: Why is it changed now to 33½ to 37? E

WAY: I might comment on it. I believe the situation in terms of g
height was reviewed and what actually happens is the basis for the
measurement-situation which comes into.play here. Even though it is a

height limitation of 30 feet in the A-1 zoning district, it is possible
for a structure from a point on the ground to the highest point of the
structure to exceed that because of the method whereby it's measured.
In this case because of the slope of the land, it is possible to achieve
these heights-of 33 to whatever's been indicated. I guess that's also
a known in the sense that the Council did adopt the zoning ordinance
that permits the-measurements to take place in that fashion.

I-might also point out, this is one of the concerns that we had in
respect to-the Diamond Head ordinance where we said no, it's time to
change that method of measurement and have an absolute 25-foot height
limitation.

CRANE:- That's my very point. All these things come together.
Wasn't that also on the Council at the time?

WAY: I would say yes but that's speculation.



CRANil: lii the absence of any other evidence, wo would luive to
M assume the took that into consideration.

SULLAM: In my mind, and correct me if I'm incorrect, if t11ts
zoning ordinance is adopted, there's no reason why apartment zoning
could not be made to conform to that ordinance; t hat is

, the height
stipulations of the Diamond lead ordinance would be the he i ght that.
would have to be conformed to, even though the underlying zoning might
allow a greater height.

WAY: Yes .

SULLAM: The height of the ordinance is in conflict with the height ¯

of these apartments. Is that not so?

WAY: The hei Iht of the oro aosal recommended in the Diamond Head
ordinance, that is correct. The present ordinance would permit heights

I in excess of 25 feet. The proposal in the Diamond Head ordinance which ¯

is still before the Council, would have an absolute height of 25-foot I;

level, ¯

SULLAM: There are no controls that we have when we grant the zoning
here as far as color or architecture or any other factor relating to
design.

WAY: Yes , In terms of the rezoning under the present requirements
of the law, that's correct. Again, one of the reasons for having the
Historic-Cultural-Scenic district is to review those matters of design
concern.

SULLAM: I don't find fault with this particular proposal. I think
it's very attractive. I do realize it could be implemented in a com-
pletely different manner once you grant the zoning. I think we should
bear that in mind.

(There were-no further questions of staff.)

3. Letter from Walter K. Collins, President, dated January 22, 1974,
presented by Mrs. Robert Creps of the Outdoor Circle.

CREPS: The Save Diamond Head Association is very concerned
about the pending request to change the zoning from R-6 Residential

. to A-1 Apartment district on Tax Map Key 3-1-25: 8 at the Kapahulu-
Kanaina Avenue site adjoining the Waikiki. Elementary School, The
current applicant is Rebma Hawaii Three, Inc.

There are several reasons for this concern of the Save Diamond
Head Association:

a. The "Historic-Cultural-Scenic" district for Diamond Head,approved· by the City Planning Commission and transmitted to
the City Council many months ago, calls for a height limita-
tion of twenty-five feet in that area. According to the
staff report of the Department of Land Utilization it would



be possible under the requested A-1 zoning to cons truct build-
ings as high as forty-five feet if that zoning were granted.
That would tend to defeat one of the maior objectives of the

- "HCS" district for Diamond Head, namely, the limitation of
new construction above the trees on the slopes of the landmark.

We believe it is important to stress once again that this is -

not just another piece of real estate in flowaii. It has been ¯¯

officially designated by the Federal and State levels as a
landmark that deserves special consideration.

b. No Development Plan exists for the area despite the fact that
approval of this proposal would add 116 dwelling units and
would certainly have an impact on sewer, water and street g
facilities. We note the proposed handling of the latter two | -t
as proposed by the applicant, but are still concerned about
the impact on the surrounding community, On this matter, --.

the objections of the local residents were voiced at the
public meeting held in the area and should be given serious
consideration by the Planning Commission and the City Council.

c. The previous applicant for similar zoning requested the zoning
change in order to develop rental housing to meet the needs of
the.$9,000 and $15,000 per year income group, The present
applicant proposes condominium apartment units which would
start at a selling price of $40,000. Since that is the begin-
ning price, not the maximum, it appears highly doubtful that amr
the income group for which shelter is most needed would have
its needs met by the current request. This raises doubt about
the justification of overlooking the "HCS" objective in favor
of meeting the housing crisis, when this proposal would not
satisfy the latter objective either. M

For these reasons, the Save Diamond Head Association hopes that the g ¯=:

City Planning Commission will not give its approval to this applica-
tion until the Development Plan for the area is prepared and the
proposal can be evaluated in that context It is also our hope that
favorable City Council action on the proposed "HCS" district cover-
ing this area will occur by then. ¯¯

4. Mr. Willard Doering, Resident, 3665 Diamond Head Circle (No written
testimony submitted)

11r. Doe.ring concurred with the objections of the previous
opponents concerning increase of the height limitation, increased
traffic and density.

Testimony in SUPPORT EU

1. Mr. Sidney Hashimoto, Attorney for the applicant (No written ÑÊ
testimony submitted)

2. Mr. Desmond Brooks, Project Architect (No written testimony
submitted)



llASillMOTO: Much lias been said thus far about heiglit limitations,
- 25, 30, 35 feet and the point in which you nicasure it. I th:ink the H

true test, and if it is the purpose to save the visual plane of
Diamond llead, is to examine eucli project on its face. I think our
model clearly indicates that we will not disturb the visual plane --E
of Diamond llead. I believe the staff has taken ttiat factor into -

consideration when they recomiliended this project for approval.

In our design of the building, our roofJ.ine is at the 21, 22, 25-
foot level. The area that exceeds that particular area is parapets

| that is for presenting a design architecturally, and an aesthetic
E design to the building rather than have a flat surface.

I'd like to point out that within the present A-1 zoning we are i Bil
substantially below what is now permitted. Ë ÌÑi

In talking about the 116-unit density, open space and relation ägs

i thereto, if this land was in fact carved up into 15 or 16 lots, I --

believe you have a heck-of-a-lot less open space than what is
proposed by this development as they would occupy less than 50%

- g of the buildable area.

The design of the building is such that most of the parking will be il
underground so that it will be an aesthetically pleasing development. gg

Mr. Brooks will now explain the design of the project from the i GUI
model on display here, I ti!

BROOKS: One thing about the drawing on the wall, it does show
the high parapets. One might get the impression that these run
the full length of the building. One should remember, we could come
back and design a flat roof maybe lose 30 or 40 units and satisfy
the Outdoor Circle and the residents. But, there would be an acre
of black top on this project. We did attempt to break this up
being aware of some very nice houses, to give the overall impression

of a residential development rather than the straight flat top
apartments at Pualei _Circle. These large parapets are an added
expense-which we talked the applicant into providing to help break
down the overall effect of this mass of building. We've bent over
backwards to develop what we thinR is a beautiful development.

About 95% of the cars are under cover. I'm sure if we drive around
our project of 116 units, and drive around Diamond Head Circle with .

its 25 or 30 units, you will see more cars in that development than
you would driving by ours because we have gone to the particular
trouble of hiding them all.

The height., at the moment we can legally come to the orange mark
(referring to plan displayed). The green mark is what the world
would like us to do. We have come in between. It's a compromise,
I admit, but I think life is a compromise. We have done everything
to have the least amount.of obtrusion on the Diamond Head plane.



JAN 23 1974 . -

Mr. Desmond was questioned by the Commission, a-

DUKE: It's hard for me to imagine a unit of 350 square feet,
personally, but 1 know they do exist. What would you estimate the
area of this room, Sir?

BROOKS: About 20 by 30 .

IDUKE: 600, that 's what I thought,
BROOKS: You mean we can't sell you one of these?

DUKE: Well, I was concerned about the $40,000 and what you get.
CHOY: There's an average unit size of 560 square feet. I think

there's a psychological impact that most of you developers have
overlooked. I have an office in excess of 560 square feet, and by
Wednesday or Thursday, I feel a tremendous amount of claustrophobia
feeling. How can people live in an area of 560 square feet? This -
is a question which needs answering, I'm sure if we did a study as
to why our streets are so cluttered after 6:00 p.m., I'm almost sure gthere are apartment dwellers that can't stand the apartment and gthey're out in the streets. Have you people done a study in this
area?

BROOKS: Oh yes .

CHOY: May I have an answer, please?

BROOKS: This has been the problem with the rest of the world,
the social environment of the development. We hope with this gproject here that we can come and congregate in any one of our
three little recreational areas we're developing on the site. I
only wish the world had living rooms of 350 square feet. I think
we - do have houses in Waianae that have four bedrooms that are in
the- 700 - square- feet. I'm surprised that these figures shock you.

CHOY: Well, I may sound naive, but it did strike me that you
people are- architects and you just want the maximum amount of units
to be developed and then sold.

-BROOKS: No, please give us--we'vewon architectural awards.
We take pride in our work, as a doctor may in his work. It 's our
aim to provide- the best environment we think the clients can afford.

CHOY: Can you tell me when the developer had acquired thisproperty· from Mr. Thomas Sofos?

HASHIMOTO: I don't know the exact date but about a year ago.

SULLAM: I don't have too much objection to having some of
these small studio apartments at this particular location because ...

I think it would serve a person that would want to live alone.
There are many people who want to live alone and this would accom-
modate them. It ' s near a Sark, close to the ocean and in a very

10



desirable locat ion. It also depends on how it 's des i gned . I t canhave a feeling of spaciousness in it.

ßROOKS: Each unit has a very largo liinal which is not part of5 the calculations. In every unit, the living room opens up and- there's a lanai there. The actual living area is more than thefigure that's shown on the density calculation.

HASHIMOTO: That 's the question I think Dr. Choy was trying toget you to answer. There are architectural features in each one ofthese units that would alleviat:e the feeling of crampness and thepsycological difficulty facing a lot of our apartment residents.
| Mrs. Sullam has brought out a point. The developer has and I have

-¯ g independently talked to three different real estate firms trying toevaluate whether there would be a market for this type of unit inthis particular location. It seems this is the sort of thing that'sneeded or wanted in that particular area.
CHAIRMAN: The market study, was a breakdown given on how manyof these will be bought by people who are going to live in them?
HASHIMOTO: No it was not.

I CHAIRMAN: When the property was purchased from the formerowner, was that after the general plan had been changed?
HASHIMOTO: Yes it was.

CHAIRMAN: Were you aware of the supposed promises that hadbeen made to this Commission and to the City Council by the thenproperty owner?

HASHIMOTO: No. We found out the constraints on the roadwaya.little while after the purchase so we were placed in the positionof being in the position of deeding away 10 feet of our property,but which improvements the developer knows is needed and was willingto do,

CHAIRMAN: The cost $40,000, that's starting with the studioapartments?

HASHIMOTO: The $40,000 figure was thrown out at a neighborhoodmeeting. It is not the result of a firm contract price that we havereceived from a contract. It was a figure that Desie estimated tobe. I assume it would start from the studio apartment. We mustremember that this is a fee simple condominium. Unfortunately, theplans are:not here inyt there are quite a few amenities to theproje.ct.

CHAIRMAN: So people will own 1/116th of the property?
HASHIMOTO: Of 2.08 acres, yes.
CHAIRMAN: And in effect pay $110+ per square foot.
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HASHIMOTO: I liave not calculated the price . Ë R

I f L might make one more comment wi th reference to the bond. Ï
think our insurance people have been in touch with the staff on
the bond, An interim letter has been filed or will be filed
shortly. One of the partners in the project unfortunately lives
on the mainland and his signature is necessary on a certain
contract, That's the only thing that's holding up the delivery
of the bond.

CHEE: Yes, this is correct, We have received the letter;
however, the Director feels he would still suggest that you hold
the matter in abeyance until the bond is actually in and approved
by the Corporation Counsel,

(There were no further questions from the Commission.)

iThe public hearing was kept open, and the matter was held in abeyance
for receipt of the performance bond from the applicant, on motion by
Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

L ¯ UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held December 19, 1973
¯ GP/DLUM AMENDMENT was closed January 9, 1974. The Commission

CEMETERY TO RESIDENTIAL deferred action for two weeks in order that
AND PRESERVATION USES the applicant and the staff might resolve
KAHALUU areas of disagreement.
VALLEY OF THE TEMPLES,
WAIKIKI DEVELOPMENT The following transpired:
COMPANY, S CENTEX
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY WAY: Briefly, Mr. Chairman, the -
(FILE #184/C1/25) applicant's representatives met with

staff. My .understanding is that there g
is a statement that they wish to present. EL
Essentially at this point, there has not
been presented to us additional data,
information, that might cause us to change
some of the criteria or positions having
to do with this project

It might be in order to ask the applicant
to present his position or viewpoint.

JACK PALK: I do have a brief statement .to read into the record.
Under letter dated January 10, 1974, we received notice of deferral of
final action by the Planning Commission on the subject application for
a period of two weeks from January 9, 1974, pending meeting between
the applicant and planning staff to resolve areas of disagreement.
On January 14th, a meeting was held with Mr. Ray Yamashita and Mr. Ralph
Portmore to review the areas of disagreernent, At that meeting, we were
advised that the staff cannot change its position on the boundaries

II
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I establLshed for the resi.dential areas (45 acros) unless we can. prove to
their satisfaction. that they woro inconsisten.t En theLr applicattori of
such criteria. Bocause the sub ject lands are trans:I tional areas between

i steep mountains and lower coastal flats which are characterized by rising
flat lands interspersed with slope conditions capable of d1Fforent
interpretation in terms of contrasting uses, the work of drawing land
use boundaries on maps becomes one of technical judgmont. It is there-I fore difficult for us to disprove the planning staff's work based on
their own criteria. Accordingly, we have not been able to resolve any
areas of disagreement. E -

¯

Based on criteria established by our planners, our original site plan
submitted to the planning staff showed for General Plan amendment a

i total of 77 acres designated for residential use and 32 acres in
preservation. Under a subsequent review and reconsideration, we reduced
the residential use areas to 57 acres and increased the preservation
area to 52 acres, This is approximately 12 acres more than the 45 acresI recommended by the Chief Planning Officer. We respectfully ask your
recommendation to the City Council that the 57 acres be designated for
residential use.

I We continue our objection to the Chief Planning Officer's recommendation
that the 29 acres currently zoned for residential use be redesignated
preservation as part of the General Plan amendment. Our objection isi not without merit:

1. The 29 acres had been designated residential when the present
General Plan was made an ordinance in 1964, along with other

- adjacent lands with physical similarities which have now been
developed for housing. But for the inclusion of this acreage
in the site plan for possible development under the PDH ordinance
(made on the recommendation of the planning staff to control
density), the 29 acres would have been routinely developed for
single family housing.

2. When we filed the application for General Plan amendment over two
years ago, it was with the intent of meeting a need - housing.
The 29 acres offered for the PDH plan were intended to provide suffi-
cient controllable density to meet price range proposals previously
filed with the-planning staff. Removal of the 29 acres would affect
the feasibility of the project - less density to spread development
costs.

3. At the very minimum, part of the 29 acres located makai of the
plateau of flat lands designated.residential for General Plan amend-
ment, should remain in residential use. As noted on the site plan,
this area was planned for construction of a major access road and
utility lines, a recreation center and some housing units. The
entire area - mauka and makai - should be treated as a single physi-
cal and economic unit; Our planners have examined the area carefully
in terms of location of all improvements. They have undertaken the
field trip for slope analysis, prepared plans for location of
improvements, including cross-sections, to minimize extensive grad-
ing and destruction of vegetation,



Based on these considerations, we respectfully ask that the 29 acres be i -
excluded from any recoinmendation by you for General Plan amendment.

(The Commission had no questions of Mr. Palk.)

Mr. Dan Ostrow, Developer, testified next..

OSTROW: Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, I've been out
of this for a long time, and I thought maybe I could put my two cents
in today to see what could come of it.

The one thin that I wanted to brin out that m men who I've hired--
engineers, architects, land planners--are just s smart as the people in

- the planning department and vice versa They're just as smart as my
people. Th.e reason why I'm saying that, I want to bring it out that at
anytime anybody that I hire to work for me could be working for the plan-
ning department and vice versa. Any of the planning department could be
working for me on the outside at any date because they're supposed to
have the same amount of education, background and knowledge, and I think 8
they do, I think they both meet up to do a good job. So, I think we
have a push there, We have very good men on both sides of the sea. g
The second thing that I think ought to be brought out now is I've put
up four planned unit developments. I don't know if I have put more than
anybody else, but we've done a lot. I do say at this time that we've
been helped a lot by the planning department. We've had a lot of fights
but that's immaterial. We've had a lot of help. Financially, they've
made me a lot of money. As a builder-developer, they've made me a great |
name because everybody thinks that the four jobs that we've done are E
really terrific and beautiful, including the Planning Director, Robert -

Way, and his staff. They think we've done a good job. I like them for g
that. I think they really are nice fellas.

In the meantime now,-we come along where we have the slope situation. I
feel they have a right to say that's the way it's going to be, take it
or leave it. If you don't like it, get the hell out of the business.
But, they don't have the little consideration that you have to have when
you're a businessman, if they were on the other side of the fence. Now,
if they-were-working on my team going out and saying, listen, we gotta get g
this thing through, we gotta build houses, we gotta bring costs down.
The reason I say that, we've been working on this thing for two years.
After we get-through working on it for two years, they come up with this
20% slope. Now·I say from now on there should be a 20% slope. That's
terrific, but they should give us a little consideration on this point
and not stand pata I know they hold the whole four aces but they ought
to give in a little.

The-last thing I want to bring out, I have anywhere between $7b0,000.and g
a million dollars tied up right now. For a businessman, that's a lot of g
money. For a government man, that's nothing, peanuts, what-the-hell the
government goes on for years. It don't mean anything. Me, that's my



ilife. Tlion, I havo $100,000 tied up in my architect and engineers which
I expected thom to use some knowledge and some brains to bring this thing
to a head. Ï feel they should bring it to a head. I think they should

I look it over. I feel they should givo us some consideration, especially.
Because, I built across the stree t, and my four suhdivisions, if they
didn't consider it good or if they had this 200 slope I wouldn't haveIbeenable to build one. But, in the meantime, I've built nearly 1,000
houses.

Now, here I am right across the street, through here (referring to map

i displayed) I didn't have a 20% slope and I built 350 houses. Right in
here (referring to map), we built 449 and I think I have 149 left to go
and we didn't have a 20% slope. It's beautiful in here. People all

g like it. People raved about it, I came out with a house for $36,000,
gplenty of room, over 1400 square feet. I came out here (referring to map)

with a house for $36,000, lost $4,000 on the first 50 just to get it
started going. People realized it and sold it for $10,000 more afteritheybought them.

What I'm trying to do now is get back in here. Again, this is the most
beautiful piece of ground on Oahu. We have schools, roads, sewers, water,

¯ Meyerything right here. Now, I'm trying to come out with a house that's
cheaper, $10,000 cheaper than I'm building now. After building three

gyears in here, I'm going to come out with a house $10,000 cheaper. Lot
¯ gof people-say well, we've heard that before but I have done it. Every-
- thing that I've-said, I've done. If I can come out with a $45,000 house,

I come out with it. But, if I say I'm going to sell it for $65,000, I
sell it for $65,000. I'm still cheaper than anybody else in town. So,
I need a little consideration.

Now, I'm coming to the end. When I talked to Bob Way, he talked real
nice to me. He said that he would talk to his people and see what they
could do to help. I felt they're going to get together and do something.
I said okay cause I got to be realistic too. I'm a businessman. If I
can't get 700, I'll fight for 600. If I can't have 600, I'll fight for
500, But, when you beat me down to the ground, I think I'm being taken
a little advantage of. Then they really hurt me.

I could cut this (referring to map) all out, taRe this all away and make
this into a park. Cut this out where he's got the yellow cut this all
out. Do .me one favor and tie this together right here. That's what we
got bulldozers for. We've got bulldozers to move dirt. All these
environmentalists and all these people don't know a damn thing about
bulldozing. All they know is how to raise hell, In other words, every-
body living here now should live here, Everybody else get-the-hell off
the island. But, that's not the way to do business. We got to make room - Ei
for everybody. : Ë

So, I asked to push a little dirt in here (referring to map), take away
that, take away any of this ground in here, 30 acres. I think I asked
for 11 acres out of 30 acres. Okay, give me thïs in here and this in
here (referring to map) for a reason. I ot to put a big monstrous road
in through there that's going to cost me 200,000. Give me a few houses
in there. Let me grade. I've been grading for 25 years I haven't had
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nothing fall in or fall down.

Well, you know Bob said maybe you got some thing right here and maybe wecan do something on this side, but I don't know about that side. Then I |told all my men to go back and go to work - And, all l've got back from Mthem is nothing. And, I don't thi.nk that's fair. I think somebody oughtto help me. If they can't, they ought to send me up to Council. Maybe gthe Council can help me If they can't do that, we don't have a good gball game here, and I'm trying to build houses. I'm a businessman, I'mtrying to make money. That's my job, to make money, to build houses,and there's nothing against the law to make money cause that's what --this country is made of, the pioneers to get in and fight. I'm askingBob Way and his group to have some consideration and stop looking at abook and help me out besides a book. I've done a good job.

WAY: I'd just like to comment. I think Mr. Ostrow's comments gacross the board are fairly, reasonably well representative of his gposition, and certainly the points of discussion we had. I agree thatit was in this area that we might take a look at it and yet, the problemwas something in the way of what's being presented. We're still not con-vinced otherwises Now, there are ways to do this. Among those would besome way to show how it's possible to actually minimize the extent ofdisruption, if that's the right word, in that particular area. Because, |I would concede on the portion where the recreation center is. This Bterrain, subject to the analysis that we were able to give it in termsof slope, is questionable as to (1) whether it should be included or gshould not As-you can see from the slope analysis, there are patchesof 20% or less than 20% or in the 20%-25% category. Yet basically, myfeeling is that there really wasn't any kind of indication in the way ofpositive proposal that showed how, not all of the area but at least por-tions of it, might be suitable for development. I think this, from ourperspective, was kind of a basic-problem.
In effect, I think Mr. Palk has conceded that the basic criteria are notall that challengeable, that the application has been uniform, and theposition that we-take-is one of consistency and reasonable, at least wethink, basis and maybe this is arguable. Other than that, I thinkMr. Ostrow's representations have been fair and accurate.

CRANE: Mr. Ostrow was talking about the upper right portion of thesite (referring·to map displayed) about doing a little grading. Couldyou tell how much grading would be involved?
WAY: I don't know precisely either.

Ralph, from the map could you see if it's possible to get some indica-tion of the magnitude and extent of that slope area.across the roadway.Actually, they would be permitted to be linked together by a roadway.In other words, it's possible to put the roadway in the Preservationdistrict, but crossing that slope, that was the point I wanted to getto, to show you the difference in grade between the top and the bottomof that. slope It seemed to us to be quite an undertaking that in fact,the placing of that kind of a structure showing there as a parkingstructure., across that slope is somewhat questionable.



Ralph, you have any idea what the dif Forence is?

PORTMORE: 30 to 40 feet and 70 to 80 foot horizontallv.

WAY: So it's roughly maybe as much as 50" slope, really, a bluff
literally of 30 to 40 feet in height. Ït's just difficu:lt for us to
feel that's a satisfactory building sito, or for purposes of computa-
tion of the urban boundary should be included and allowable.

CRANE: Now, down where he 's got his road drawn (referring to map) ,above that he 's got some units, below is the recreation center which
you said perhaps is all right, but not the top side.

WAY: That's correct,

CRANE: Why would the ones below be okay, and the ones top side not?

WAY: Just simply looking at the map, you notice that the lighter
green show through more predominantly than the darker green in the two
areas. I think it's on that basis, purelv and simply. Unless we can
get some more positive demonstration in t'erms of a building type that
adapts itself to the site, or a grading plan and road profiles that show
very much a minimization of extended disruption in there is then again--
we're saying look, we're going to apply the criteria uniformly as best
we can, and that's what comes out.

CRANE: As I understand it, your position is that where the grading
would have to take place would be in violation of the grading ordinance.

WAY: No, I don't think that so much. It's a question of whether it
should take place or not as extensively, it's extent. This goes above gyand beyond the grading ordinance consideration. It's trying to define ggthe area suitable for urbanization, urban development, which would permit ¯F"

grading,
Grading, incidentally, could still take place in that Preservation area.
For example, the entrance road would be allowed. It would have to be
very sensitively treated, even if there were no buildings or parking lots
adjoining it - The Department of Land Utilization, I'm sure, would look
at that very carefully. The point is that if it's only a road, that's
the very minimal amount of disruption in the area. Once you start put-
ting the buildings in, the parking lots, the rest, then it opens it all

- up again, - ame

CHOY: In the event as Mr. Ostrow stated he would be permitted to -

grade over--say you gave him one acre out of this four--and that the -

grading would be 30 to 40 feet in that area, and a proposed parking
structure were to be constructed in that area, assuming this was to cometo pass, and there were a shifting, who will be responsible? Will the
City be liable or would the developer be liable?

WAY: I really don't know. It seems these days, I must observe,wherever there's been s.ome sort of City relationship, the courts
have been bringing us :~ui, and we've been paying our share, or sometimes
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I guess and from my perspective, even a little bit more. Although, I -

don't think it's entirely that kind of a problem. There's even a ques-
tion in my mind whether this plan represents tlie current thinking for
development of the area. This again l.eaves us in a quandry because g

¯

it has been, and Ï believe Mr. Ostrow can verify th3s, represented, well gthat maybe there would be even a d if Ee rent building type in that
location. That being the case, it's a little different ball game again.
That ' s what part of our dilemma is, full information isn ' t always
imparted or at least it doesn't get back to us.

OSTROW: We don't intend to build in there. It's just to bring it |
together. They can enforce it on us that they don't want us to build E
in theres In fact, we are changing the types of building types. We're
not going to do it that way anymore because the cost went too high. The g
buildings came to about $40,000 or $50,000 at cost, I wouldn't think of
starting anything that cost that much from the very beginning. But,
that would be perfect. We could find other building spots to build in
that they'll allow us to build. All I want to do is bring it together.
I'd like that, We could work on that but if they said no, you shouldn't
build in there, that's right, I feel they're right because there's a
park-like setting in here I don't see nothing wrong with taking out
all of thiss They say don't build nothing on it, that's right. But,
like here (referring to map) with a flat like this, we might use that
for parking.

DUKE: What was the slope of the developed area when it started?

WAY:- I don't know that I could answer the question. I'm sure by
reexamining the subdivision files we might be able to pull out a topo-
graphic map that might show the original topography.

The other thing is we could compare that with the aerial photogrammetry
which I believe was taken following development of most of the area.
That might give another indication of the extent of change from the
original-survey topography and more or less the present situation.
Generally though, that valley does broaden out.. It probably was less
severe in the beginning, but again to prove that point, we'd have to go
back into the file.

PALK: Could I spend one minute to clarify a couple of taings that
we had requested-in Mr. Way's statement, and it goes to waiting for
something to be offered.

When.we met with Mr Yamashita on January 14th and Mr. Ralph Portmore,
we spent nearly one hour and a half trying to find a basis upon which
we can come close to-the intent of your letter, namely to try and .a

resolve differences. We were prepared to make the very same kind of
offering that Mr. Ostrow made today. But, the difficulty of doing it
was the use of the-term compromise, and that was a very negative term
in the mind of Mr.-Yamashita, and I don't blame him. He was looking at
his criteria and he felt that anything we do must necessarily .have to be
involved with the application of their criteria, Hence, my letter speaks
to that points Not that the Planning Department's criteria is letter
perfect, but that it was difficult for us to say this is wrong on the
basis of your criteria. Because, if you use this criteria, it is
correct If we use our criteria, we are correct. That's poînt one.
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Point two, As I said, we were trying to find a basis, I suggest that
- maybe a field trip to take a look at the land. Ï put the question to

Ray, have you been to the area to look at it, he said no. Now, I'm
telling it like it is,

Ray, I believe, is the chief architect of the J i.ne. I felt that he
should at least take a field trip bocause if I look at the letter and ¯

the report that comes out of the planning department, they talk of the
sensitivity of applying the criteria to the transitional areas, and
they agree. We agree, because we have spent many, many hours in the -

field trip--not me personally, except to look at it--but by a team of
¯ qualified, technical people that have done so. I feel that because it --

is that sensitive an issue, how well it would be for maybe a member or
two members of the planning team, I know Mr. Way has seen the area.
I know Ralph Portmore, by his own admission, has seen the area. But,
I put the question to the chief architect simply because it was that
important that there should have been a field trip. We'll take themI out to the field trip. It was on this kind of basis that we felt we
could not offer.anything which might be interpreted as a compromise. -

We felt that our best case then is best stated before the Commission.
That's why the letter I have filed for the record.

Brian Gray our Engineer is here and he perhaps could answer some
¯

questions on the original topography.

GRAY: I'm somewhat familiar with this area back 10 or 12 years.
This whole area (referring to map displayed) is characterized by the
folding type-of terrain. The general slope from the ocean going mauka
is one of gradually increasing slope. If you took a perfectly level
field and plowed it, and you made a slope analysis of it even though
the furrows weren't particularly high, you come up with a slope analysis
showing 20%. That's somewhat analogous to the situation we have here.
The grading necessary to develop this type of area is never terribly
extensive The danger comes when you start to push against the slope
and start cutting and you do get large embankments.

(There was no further discussion.)

II
The Commission deferred action on this matter for a field trip to
the subject-site, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy and
carried.

STREET NAMES The Commission recommended approval of
the following street names, on motion
by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and
carried:

1. Waipahu Terrace Subdivision, Unit 1, Waipio - Waikele, .Ewa, Oahu, ~¯

Hawaii, Tax Map Key 9-4-02: portion of 24.

HIAPO STREET Extension of an existing roadway running
westerly from Niulii Street and termina-
ting at the proposed Paiwa Street extension, --
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same being the westerly end of the proposed |Waipahu Estates Unit 3-2- - -

Meaning: First born chi Ld.

2. Lot 100 Subd.ivision, Lualualei, Walanac, Oahu, Hawai i, Tax Map Key
8-7-03: 10.

OHIGHT PLACE Culdesac off the easterly side of
Kulaaupuni Street.

Meaning: To growvigorously, flourish, of plants.

The Commission authorized scheduling of the following public hearings,
on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried: E ¯œ

BILL NO. 75 (1972) 1. An Ordinance to amend Chapter 21, Revised 6 -T
(RELATING TO HEIGHT Ordinances of Honolulu 1969, as amended, i i
REGULATIONS) by amending Sections 21-013 and 21-624 K-

relating to height regulations in A-2, A-3,
A-4, and A-5 Apartment Districts .

¯¯

GP/DLUM AMENDMENT 2, The request is to amend the Makiki-Kewalo-
(1) DELETING PROPOSED Ala Moana General Plan-Detailed Land Use

EXTENSION OF KINAU Map and Development Plan by (1) deleting
ST BETWEEN WAIAU PL the proposed extension of Kinau Street
4 PUNAHOU ST.; AND between Waiau Place and Punahou Street, and -

(2) REDESIGNATING THE (2) redesignating the right-of-way to Hospi-
RIGHT-OF- WAY AREA TO tal and High Dens ity Apartment use . gHOSPITAL 4 HIGH g

¯

-

DENSITY APT. USE.
MAKlKI
ALFRED A, YEE 6
ASSOCIATES
(FILE #225/C3/13)

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 3. The request is to amend the General Plan
RESIDENTIAL TO PARK USE of the City and County of Honolulu by
WILHELMINA RISE redesignating approximately 30 acres of
DEPT, OF RECREATION Residential lands to Park use to accommodate
CSC OF HONOLULU the proposed Kahala Heights Community Park.
(FILE #253/C2/19)
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 4. The request is for an addition to the
APPLICATION Easter Seal School.
EASTER SEALS SOCIETY
(FILE #74/HCD-1)

-- -

-20-
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CZC AMENDMENT 5. An ordinance to amend Chapter 21, Revised
SECTION 21-110 RE Ordinance of Honolulu, 1969 (CZC) as amen0ed,DEFINITION OF KENNEL; by amending Section 21-110 relating to defi-
SECTION 21-501(b) llE nition of kenne:1, Resident tal and amending
ACCESSURY USES AND Section 21-501(b) relating to accessory uses
STRUCTURES IN RESIDENTIAL and structures in Residential Districts.
DISTRICTS

CZC AMENDMENT 6. An ordinance to amend Chapter 21, Revised
SECTION 21-110 RE Ordinance of Honolulu as amended (CZC) by
DEFINITIONS OF SPECIAL amending Section 21-110 relating to defini-
YARD; STREET SETBACK tions of special yard; street setback line;
LINE; YARD, FRONT, YARD, yard, front, yard, rear; and yard, side; amend-
REAR; AND YARD, SIDE; ing Section 21-202(a) relating to dimensions of
SECTION 21-202(a) RE yards; deleting Section 21-202(b) relating to
DIMENSIONS OP YARDS; other yards; and adding a new Section 21-202(b)
DELETING SECTION relating to use restricted in yards.21-202(b) RE OTHER YARDS;

MADDING NEW SECTION
21-202(b) RE USE
RESTRICTED IN YARDS

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:55 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. L man
Secretary-Reporter

-21-
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PLANNING COMMISSION --

INDEX TO MINUTES -

I BOOK NO. 135

i COMPREHENSIVE ZONING CODE, AMENDMENTS PAGE

February 6, 1974 Bill No. 75, 1972 amending Sections
21-613 and 21-624 relating to height
regulations in A-2, A-3, A-4, and A-5
Apartment Districts . 1

¯¯

I February 6,,1974 Amending:
(1) Section 21-110 re definitions of

I special yard; street setback line;
yard, front, yard, rear; and yard,
side;' (2) Section 21-202(a) re dimensions of
yards;

(3) .Deleting Section 21-202(b) re other
yards; -¯-

(4) Adding new Section .21-202(b) re use
restricted in yards 4

i March 6,-1974 Repealing Section 21-1301 of Article 13,
Miscellaneous Regulations re setback from
zone of wave action 63

March 6, 1974 -do- 64

March 20, 1974 . Amending Sections 21-701(a) re principal
uses and structures; 4 21-707 re off-street
parking requirements in Hal Hotel District. 121

May .29, 1974 Amending Sections 21-401, 501, and 601 re
golf courses as a use in agricultural,
residential, and apartment districts 202

August 7, 1974 Delete private utilities as conditional uses 341

September 4, 1974 Amending Section 21-1013 re minimum lot area
for PUD 404

September 18, 1974 Off-street parking requirements for commercial
recreational facilities, athletic clubs, 4other uses in apt., hotel, business, 4 indus-
trial districts 418



COMPREHENSIVE ZONING CODE, AMENDMENTS (CONT.) y all

September 18, 1974 Amending Section 21-1013 re minimum lot area t 125
for PUD 454 Ë AME

II
i CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/STATE SPECIAL USE PERMIT

February 6, 1974 Pupukea - TV Microwave communications
station. Oceanic Cablevision, Inc.
(73/CUP-26 6 73/SUP-2) 37

February 20, 1974
-do- 41

i \ --

February 20, 1974 Punaluu - Private STP. Leroy R. Allen EÑ
(73/CUP-23) 44 e ==

I March 6, 1974 Haleiwa - Animal Clinic. Guy S. Tucker --
(73/CUP-9 4 73/SUP-3) 63

i March 20, 1974 Punaluu - Private STP. Leroy R. Allen
(73|CUP-23) 118

March 20, 1974 Haleiwa - Animal Clinic. Guy S. Tucker
(73/CUP-9 4 73/SUP-3) 119

March 20, 1974 Pupukea - TV Microwave communications
station. Oceanic Cablevision, Inc.
(73/CUP-26 4 73/SUP-2) 120

April 1T, 1974 Haleiwa - Animal Clinic. Guy S. Tucker
(73|CUP-9 4 73/SUP-3) 149

June 26, 1974 Kuliouou - Film Studio Facility. Oscar
Studio City (74/CUP-6) 231

July 10, 1974 Wahiawa - Phone Company Baseyard.
Community Systems Corp. (74/CUP-ll and
74/SUP-4) 271

July 24, 1974 Aiea - Child Care Center. Foster Village
Community Assn. (74/CUP-14) 278

August 7, 1974 Halawa - To continue existing quarry use.
Lone Star Industries, Inc. 4 Director of
Land Utilization (74/CUP-8) 338

August 7, 1974 Wahiawa - Phone Company Baseyard.
Community Systems Corp. (74/CUP-11 and
74/SUP-4) 342

September 18, 1974 Kalihi - Off-St. parking facility in
residential district. Mr. 4 Mrs. Hesos
Asentista (74/CUP-18) 417

ii-



GENERAL PLAN/DETAILED LAND USE MAP/DEVELOPMENT PLAN (AMENDMENT)

February 6, 1974 Makiki GP/DLUM (Alfred A. Yee 4 Associates)
(1) Deleting proposed extension of Kinau St.
between Wa iau Pl. 4 Punahou St . ; and
(2) Redesignating tho right-of-way area to
Hospital 4 High Density Apt. use. '

7

February 6, 1974 Kahaluu GP/DLUM (Valley of the Temples,
Waikiki Development Co. , 4 Centox Development
Company) Cemetery to Residential and Preserva-
tion uses \ 36

March 6, 1974 St. Louis Hts.-Palolo GP/DLUM (St. Louis-
Chaminade Education Center) Quasi-Public to
Apartment use 62

March 20, 1974 -do- 65

March 20 , 1974 Kaneohe-Kualoa GP/DLUM (CSC Dept. of Recreation)
School to Park use 122

- April 3, 1974 Kahala Hts. (CSC Dept. of Recreation) -

y
Residential to Park use 124 : R

April 3, 1974 Wahiawa GP/DLUM (DAGS, State of Hawaii)
Commercial to Public Facilities 143

April 3, 1974 Kahuku GP/DLUM (Hawaii Shopping Center
Corp. 4 Blackfield Hawaii Corp.) Industrial

Park to Commercial use 143

May 1, 1974 Whitmore Village-Wahiawa GP/DLUM (DAGS,
State of Hawaii) Commercial to Public
Facilities 151

May 1, 1974 Kahuku GP/DLUM (Hawaii Shopping Center
Corp. 4 Blackfield Hawaii Corp.) Industrial
4 Park to Commercial use 153

May 1, 1974 St. Louis Hts.-Palolo GP/DLUM (St. Louis-
Chaminade Education Center) Quasi-Public to
Apartment use 182

May 15, 1974 Kaneohe-Kualoa GP/DLUM (CSC Dept. of
Recreation) School to Park 6 Residential;
Residential to School; Park to Open Space
6 Apartment; Apartment to Open Space. 195

May 29, 1974 St. Louis Hts.-Palolo GP/DLUM (St. Louis-
Chaminade Education Center) Quasi-Public to
Apartment use 203



GENERAL PLAN/DETAILED LAND USE MAP/DEVELOPMENT PLAN (AMENDMENT) (CONT.)

June 12, 1974 Kanoohe-Kualoa GP/DLUM (The McCormack Land

i Company, Inc.) Commercial 6 Street to Medium
Density Apt. 210

I June 12, 1974 Wahiawa-Whitmore GP/DLUM (Margen, Inc.)
Deleting planned street connection between
Kilea Place and Royal Palm Drive. 220

June 26, 1974 St. Louis Hts.-Palolo GP/DLUM (St Louis-
Chaminade Education Center) Quasi-Public to
Apartment use 251

July 10, 1974 Waikiki GP (Wong/Wong 4 Palmer/Turner
Architects) Resort to Commercial use 255

g July 24, 1974 Kahaluu-Koolaupoko GP/DLUM (Land Research
4 Investment Co., Inc.) Open Space to

i Residential use 281 -r
UR

August 7, 1974 Waipahu GP/DLUM (Oahu Sugar Company)
Industrial, Commercial 4 Civic Center to
Residential, Apartment, Industrial, and
other uses 303

August 7, 1974 Kahaluu-Koolaupoko GP/DLUM {Land Research
4 Investment Co., Inc.) .Open Space to

September 4, 1974 Kah

unt 1/D

Ut (Land Research and Investment

342

Co., Inc.) Open Space to Residential use 346

September 4, 1974 Waipahu GP/DLUM (Oahu Sugar Company)
Rearrangement of land uses--Industrial,
Commercial 4 Civic Center to Residential,
Apartment, Industrial, and other uses 348

September 4, 1974 Moiliili GP/DLUM (Hausten Gardens Associates)
Commercial to Apartment 392

September 18, 1974 Aiea/Waiawa-Halawa GP/DLUM (DAGS, State of
Hawaii) Industrial 4 Neighborhood Playground
to School use 419

September 18, 1974 Wahiawa GP/DLUM (a) Arthur S. K. Fong 4
Jack H. Mizuha (b) Community Systems Corp.
Light Industry to Medium Density Apt. 426

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT ML

February 6, 1974 (Easter Seal Society of Oahu) Application
for second floor additen 8

February 6, 1974 (Hawn. Electric Company, Inc.) Application



I HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT (CONT.)

for the addition of a Microwave stationto the Honolulu Power Plant. 37

February 6, 1974 (Anderson/Johnson/Reinhardt, Ltd.).Application
for a 5-story office building 37

February 20, 1974 (Hawn. Electric Co.,Inc.) Application for
the addition of a Microwave station to thei Honolulu Power Plant 39

February 20, 1974 (Anderson/Johnson/Reinhardt, Ltd.) Application
for a 5-story office building 40

February 20, 1974 (Standard Oil Company of California)

I Application for landscaping and a sign in
the roadwa setback 44 : - =

February 20, 1974 (Alexander Bros., Ltd.) Application for i-ri construction of a sign 44

February 20, 1974 (CSC Board of Water Supply) Application
to do re-roofing work 44

March 6, 1974 (Standard Oil Company of California)
Application for landscaping and a sign in
the roadway setback 46

March 6, 1974 (Alexander Bros., Ltd.) Application for
construction of a sign 47

March 6, 1974 (CSC Board of Water Supply) Application
for re-roofing of existing buildings 61

March 20, 1974 (American Brewing Company, Ltd.) Proposal
for demolition of the Royal Brewery Bldg. 110

_-

March 20, 1974 (City Bank) Application to construct
building signs on existing building 122

April 3, 1974 -do- 143 gg
April 3, 1974 (Pacific Sea Transport tion, Ltd.)

Application for installation of canopies and
signs 144

April 17, 1974 -do- 146

August 7, 1974 (James K. Trask, Jr.-Kawaiahao Plaza Office up
Bldg.) Application for an office complex gyup to 4-stories high over a 1-1/2 story
parking structure 315

¯



HAWAI I CAPITAL DISTRICT (CONT.)

August 7, 1974 (Hawaii Land Corp.) Application for
construction of an 18-story, 102-unit
condominium at 944 Prospect St . 319

Septembor 4 , 1974 (Peter lisi Associates/HRA) Application for
construction of an 11-story apt. Complex --

(King Pali Apartments) 403

MISCELLANEOUS

March 20, 1974 Ordinance to amend Chapter 22, R.O. 1969,
by adding a new article, Relating to Dedication

i of Land by Right-Of-Way or Easement for Public
' Access of Pedestrian Traffic to Shoreline and

Mountain Areas as a Condition Precedent to
Approval of a Subdivision. 122i April 3, 1974 -do- 138

July 10, 1974 Election of Officers 254

July 10 , 1974 Adoption of Rules of Parliamentary Procedures 254

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT-HOUSING

February 20, 1974 Sunset Beach (Real Estate Finance Corp.) 44

March 6, 1974 -do- 47

April 3, 1974 Wahiawa (Franklin C. Tom) 144

May 15, 1974 -do- . 198

June 26, 1974 Wahiawa (Margen, Inc.) 250

July 10, 1974 . Kaneohe (The McCormack Land Co. , Ltd.) 261

July 10 , 1974 Waipio--Mililani Town (Mililani Town, Inc.) 269

September 4, 1974 Kahaluu (LR$I, Dev. One) 356 .

September 18, 1974 Kahaluu (The Homes Corporation) - 438 -

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT-SHOPPINGCENTER .

April 3, 1974 Kahuku (Hawaii Shopping Center Corp. A
Blackf ield Hawaii Corp.) 144

May 1, 1974 -do- 154

STATE LAND USE COMMISSION

August 7, 1974 SLUC' s Rules of Practice 4 Procedure
(Petition submitted to SLUC by Life of
the Land) 343



STREET NAMES E -¯5i - ,

February 6, 1974 Nuuanu (Wong Subdivision) 37
-g

February 6, 1974 Kahaluu (Fukuda Subdivision) 37

i February 20, 1974 Puuloa, Ewa (Sato Subdividon) 45

March 20, 1974 Kalauao, Ewa (Aiea Kai Subdivision) 122

March 20, 1974 Moanalua (Camp Catlin Naval Reservation) 122

March 20, 1974 Waimanalo (Waimanalo Residence Lots, 5th Series)123
March 20, 1974 Kaneohe (Malia Terrace Subdivision) 123

i May 29, 1974 Kaneohe (Apuakea-Nana Subdivision) 204

May 29, 1974 Waimanalo (Inoaole Subdivision) 204

May 29, 1974 Waikakalua and Waianae-Uka, Ewa (Melemanu
Woodlands, Unit II) 204

May 29 , 1974 Waiawa and Manana-Uka , Ewa (Momilani Villa
Subdivision) 204

August 7, 1974 Lualualei, Waianae (Pokai Bay Estates
Subdivision, Unit II) 344

August 7, 1974 Aiea (Halawa Hilltop Subdivision) 344

August 7, 1974 Niu Valley (Niu Valley Highlands, Unit 2) 344

August 7, 1974 Kaneohe (Malia Terrace Subdivision) 345

September 18 , 1974 Lualualei, Waianae (Pokai Bay Estates
Subdivision, Unit II) 455

September 18, 1974 Niu Valley (Niu Valley Righlands) 456

September 18, 1974 Aiea (Halawa Hilltop Subdivision) 456

September 18 , 1974 Kahuku (Kahuku J- 2 Condominium Pro j ect)
(Kuilima) 456

September 18, 1974 Wahiawa (Wahiawa Subdivision) 456

September 18, 1974 Kaneohe (Malia Terrace Subdivision) 456

V11"



i ZONING -- A-1 APARTMENT DISTRICT

February 6, 1974 Waiau - Lear Siegler, Inc. 8

March 6, 1974
-do- 62

March 20, 1974
-do- 121

May 1, 1974
-do- 182

May 15, 1974
-do- 199

May 29, 19T4 -do- 203

June 12, 1974 -do- 229
-----

I July 24, 1974
-do- 301

ZONING - A-2 APARTMENT DISTRICT

May 1, 1974 Kapalama - Auyong Family Trust 162

July 10, 1974 Heeia - Kihalani Investment, Inc. 260

ZONING -- A-3 APARTMENT DISTRICT

May 1, 1974 Central Business District - CSC Director
of Land Utilization (Queen Emma Gardens) 161

ZONING -- A-4 APARTMENT DISTRICT

March 20 , 1974 Pawaa - Yit Ing Lum 122

April 3, 1974
-do- 138

ZONING - B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT

March 20 , 1974 Ala Moana - Blackfield Hawaii Corp. 121

April 3, 1974 -do- 137

April 17, 1974 Waipahu - Crown Properties, Inc. 145

July 10, 1974 Kaimuki - Tom G. Murphy dba Tire Warehouse 271

ZONING -- I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT

February 6, 1974 Aiea - California 4 Hawn. Sugar Co. 9

February 6, 1974 Kaneohe - Kenneth Ishimoto 32



I ZONING -- P-1 PRESERVATION DISTRICT E .
K.

May 1, 1974 Central Business District - CSC Director

i , of Land Utilization (Foster Botanical Gardens 161

May 29, 1974 Various areas on Oahu (Certain private golf
courses) - Initiated by City Council 200

June 12, 1974 Ala Wai 4 Kahuku Golf Courses - Initiated
by City Council 221

June 12, 1974 Various areas on Oahu (Certain private golf
courses) - Initiated by City Council

.

228

August 7, 1974 Aina Haina - Initiated by City Council 322

September 4, 1974
-do- 409

ZONING -- R-6 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

May 1, 1974 Maili, Waianae - Kaiser Pacific Properties
Corp. 164

May 15, 1974 -do-

'

199

Ma 29 1974 -do-

'

203 -¯Y
---

July 24, .1974 Waialua - Oceanic Properties, Inc. 273

-1X-
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I Meeting of the Planning Commission

Febru
nu s1974

i The Planning Comm:i.ssion held a meeting on Wednesday, February 6, 1974 at
1:30 p.m., in the Conference Roomof the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Eugene B. Connell presided.

I PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
James D. Crane, Vice-Chairman
Dr, Wilbur C. Choy gg
Charles W. Duke E =U

Donald K. Hosaka ! ËË

I Randall Kamiya
Fredda Sullam - --

ABSENT: Antone J. Kahawaiolaa e amt

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer EN
Andrew Sato, Deputy Corporation Counsel --

Jack Gilliam, Head, Zoning District Changes
Branch

Ian McDougall, Head, Plans Division Branch
Henry Eng, Staff Planner -L

Stanley Mofjeld, Staff Planner --

Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of January 9, and 23, 1974 were
approved, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CZC AMENDMENT proposed Ordinance {Bill No. 75, 1972) to
(BILL NO. 75, 1972) amend Sections 21-613 and 21-624 of the
AMENDING SECTIONS CZC relating to Height Regulations in A-2,
21-613 4 21-624 A-3, A-4, and A-5 Apartment Districts.
(RELATING TO HEIGHT
REGULATIONS) Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/

Advertiser of Sunday, January 27, 1974. No
letters of protest were received.

14c. Jack Gilliam of the staff presented the Director's report. The bill
provides for a maximum.height in the A-2 Apartment District of 40 feet
with the provision that additional height may be permitted to 120 feet -

through the Conditional Use Permit process. The additional height of --

120 feet was determined through .a review of building permits from 1968 -

to the present time; The median height for buildings during that time
was 13 stories. The 120-foot figure is a result of assuming a floor-to-
floor height in apartment buildings of 9 feet.

The regulations concerning height in A-3, A-4, and A-5 districts are
proposed to be 120 feet as a maximum in lieu of. the existing 350 feet



I
maximum. It would be necessary for a person wishing to exceed the 120
feet in an A-3, A-4, or A-5 district to apply for a Conditional Use
Permit.

If the bill is adopted, it would add height flexibility to apartment
development replacing t:he stringent 40 feetor 350 feet height option
now available in the Comprehensive Zoning Codo re gula t ïons .

The Director recommends approval of the proposed bill.

The Commission had no questions regarding the Director's report.

No one spoke AGAINST the proposed amendment.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mrs- Fred 0, Young representing the Amercian Association of University
Women, and herself as an interested citizen (Presented letter dated
Feb. 6, 1974 signed by Mrs, Jack Forsberg, President, AAUw Honolulu
Branch)

2. Mr. Aaron Levine, President, Oahu Development Conference (Submitted
testimony dated Feb, 6, 1974)

LEVINE: .As the Oahu Development Conference testified two years
ago at the City Council public hearing on Bill #75, it had become
apparent to the ODC when it reviewed the Comprehensive Zoning Code
prior to its adoption by the City Council, that too wide a gap
existed between the 40-foot maximum height limitation of the "A-2"
Apartment district and the 350-foot maximum of the "A-3" district.

Although it had been hoped that the Floor Area Lot-Area Ratio and
Land Use Intensity ratings of the new Zoning Code would help produce gbuildings at.an intermediate height range, those ratios sometimes
permitted incredibly tall structures totally out of scale with their
environment and the nearby lower profile buildings.

Therefore, the purpose of Bill #75, to permit greater flexibility
and buildings of intermediate height, appeals to the ODC. But it is.
important .that the measure be administered with proper planning safe- |guards to.make certain that the .intrusion of an apartment structure E
as hijgh as 120-feet in a district.containing buildings of only 40-feet
will not adversely affect the general character of the neighborhood. g

The relationship of the proposed tall structure to other buildings,
to cpen space and to the total urban scene must be considered. As
Honolulu becomes more developed, those urban design implications
become more critical. Drive along Prospect Street or Ward Avenue
and you can see the three dimensional examples of the chaos which
can otherwise result.

It is not coincidental that section 21.242 of the Honolulu Zoning
Code listing the General Standards for Conditiona Use permits ,

includes many of the same factors underlying the San Francisco Urban



i Design Plan, namely the traffic implications, utilities, open space,
height, bulk and location of structures.

I The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors of that city offi-
cially adopted height limitations and building bulk regulations in ¯

accordance with a city-wide Urban Design Plan prepared by their
planning department - Practically all of the residential districts
in San Francisco, and that means all types of housing, now have
imposed on them a maximum building height limit of 40 feet, with p
some selected spots in which the height of structures may range up i

i to 88 feet. A still smaller number of locations are permitted to Ë
have structures rising to 160 feet, and a few, very few, spots are -

permitted to climb to 240 feet. In the downtown area, of course,
still higher structures are permitted. But throughout the city,
the 40 foot height limitation is predominant.

The significant thing about San Francisco is that the city is demon-
strating how height limitations and building bulk regulations can be
devised and administered. They also furnish the rationale for the
granting or denial of building requests and, in the end, can help

- | attain the urban form desired by the community. Just as the CIP is
E recognized as a strong tool for accomplishing community objectives,

so too, can the Urban Design Plan be of equal assistance.

There is another reason for relating the height limits directly to
an Urban .Design .Plan. You may find that the prospective developer
of a site within the conventional apartment district zoned for
structures allowed to go as high as 350 feet if a conditional use
permit were issued, will expect.to receive permission to build as
close to that maximum as possible. Even though our City Charter
has been revised to eliminate reasonable economic yield as a reason
for granting zoning variances, it may prove difficult for the City
to withstand the pressure for the issuance of a conditional use
permit when.the purchase of the property rested on that expectation,
or when other properties in the vicinity have been permitted to
reach that height. The Urban Design Plan furnishes the objective
basis on'which the City's decision can be formulated.

- Honolulu has the enabling legislation to apply height limitations
¯¯

and building .bulk requirements so necessary to implement any Urban
Design Plan. However, we lack the Urban Design Plan on which to
base those determinations. It will taRe time to prepare that plan
and it should receive considerable public and legislative review
before it is adopted.

If the Planning Commission agrees with the ODC that an intermediate -

height designation of 120 feet is needed to bridge the gap between
the present 40 foot and 350 foot apartment limits, it might consider
immediate enactment of an interim measure until the Urban Design ==¯

Plan is prepared. It could establish a new Apartment district with NË

a 120 foot maximum height limitation mapped in appropriate areas.
Then the public would be immediately aware of the permitted building
heights, rather than speculating on what may be granted in the i i
future when the overall Urban Design Plan is completed or whether a

¯

!
conditional use permit will be issued or not.



The Urban Desib>n Plan could then take over when it is ilnn11y
adopted, Otlier ci ties have followed this type of orderly procedure
with considerable success, instead of debat ing for ye:Irs while con-
struction occurs.

(The Commission had no quest i.ons of Mr. Levine )

There being no further testimony, the public hearing was t..losed, and the i
matter was taken under advisement, on mot ton by Mr. Crane, seconded by -
Dr. Choy and carried
ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation and

recommended approval of the proposed amendment, on motion by
Mr, Hosaka, seconded by Mr, Crane,

Discussion followed, Commissioner Sullam expressed concern over - ¯d--

the additional height which would be permitted to 120 feet with- i $Ë!
in the A-2 Apartment District. She felt this additional height | i

¯

should be permitted only where A-2 Apartment abuts A-3 Apartment, E i 255
and that a phrase pertinent thereto should be included, - agg
The Chairman pointed out that this is not an outright privilege
to an A-2 Apartment owner but that it must proceed through the
Conditional Use Permit process which he felt has adequate
controls. Additionally, lot size, setback requirements and
floor area ratios also govern

The motion to concur with the Director's recommendation for
approval carried,

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearin was held to consider
CZC AMENDMENT an Ordinance to amend Chapter 21, R.O.
AMENDING: of Honolulu as amended (Comprehensive
(1) SECTION 21-110 RE Zoning Code) by amending Section 21-110

DEFINITIONS OF SPECIAL relating to definitions of Special Yard;
YARD; STREET SETBACK Street Setb.ack Line; Yard, Front; Yard,
LINE; YARD, FRONT, Rear; and Yard, Side; Amending Section
YARD, REAR; AND YARD 21-202(a) relating to dimensions of yards;
SIDE.; deleting Sectior 212202(b) relating to

(2) SECTION 21-202(a) RE o.ther yards; and adding a new Section
DIMENSIONS OF YARDS; 21-202(b) relating to use restricted in

(3) DELETING SECTION yards
21-202 (b) RE OTHER
YARDS; Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/

(4) ADDING NE SECTION Advertiser pf Sunday, January' 27, 197.4. No
21-202(b) RE USE letters of protest were received.
RESTRICTED IN YARDS

Mr. Jack Gilliam presented the Director 's
report of the roposed amendment. The



i bill redefines and clari fios the required yard areas and adds a new
section which prohibits business, occupation or marchandising displays,
other than tlio daily newspapers, in required yard or street setback areas.

I The Director recommends that this amendmont be approved.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director 's

tes t imony followed

i No one spoke AGAINST the proposed amendment

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Donald A. Bremner, Executive Vice President, Waikiki Improvement
Association, Inc. (Submitted letter dated Feb, 5, 1974)

BREMNER: The 3200 member Waikiki Improvement Association
endorses this proposed amendment and urges your favorable recommenda-
tion to the City Council E 155

The proposal will properly close a loophole in the present CZC. A i dit
loophole that is producing a disorderly and "slum-like" situation to -

deteriorate the appearance and desirability of Kalakaua Avenue and à 125elsewhere. A loophole that is contrary to the purpose of requiring Ë EEE
yard setbacks for buildings. !$
That .intent is set forth in the CZC - (Sec. 21-110 - Definition) by -¯
the statement that a "yard is a required open space unobstructed by
any structure..,," The justification for yards on building lots
lies in the .need to provide unobstructed open spaces around buildings
for emergency access, maintenance, light, air and aesthetics.

The undermining of this intent occurs because a "structure" is
defined as something "fixed" to the ground. Consequently, an overly
pedantic interpretation of these definitions results in the cluttering
up of yard areas with structures such as amusement machines, sales
stands, snack bars, display racks and other paraphernalia which are
allowed because they are not fixed to the ground. Consequently, we
have the ridiculous situation in which structures - although prohi-
bited in yard areas - exist with the sanction of the City because
they are "not fixed to the ground" with a bolt or other fasteners.
I can assure you that they are, nevertheless, permanent.
Front yards on Kalakaua Avenue also 1Lrve provided additional pedes-
trian areas since most all such front yards have been converted to
sidewalks, The placement of structures such as machines, stands,
etc., obstructs pedestrian flow and tends to congest the sidewalk
where otherwise there is ample room. This is.getting to be a serious
concern as pedestrian flow increases.

In addition, it is just plain ugly and seriously mars the appearance
of Hawaii's major visitor area - an area which we want all residents
to be proud of.



These yard areas are created by the CZC and we be.l leve theroforo that. -

they should be properly contaolled by zonirig provisions, Lt i.s
entirely within the const itut ional powec of t.lto City Counc.il to 4.

)TOperly CO111TOl 1.Ìlt.'¾t/ yLild arCBS SO 1Ì10Í file lUlldalilentlii pilTpOSO Of
"yards" is aclikeved E

Er

iZoning - per se - h:ts been held const i.tut tonal a inte ¡920, when the
U.S. Supreme Court reviewed and 1.ai.d the question to rest.

Ït was clearly established at that time that local governments have
the power and obligation to regulate private property in the publ.tc -

interest The only legal question that can be prope-cly raised in
regard to a zonnig amendment is - is the amendment a reasonable
exercise of the zoning power in the interest of the public. The
legality of yard requirements has also been se ttled long .Ln the past
Consequently, since this amendment is merely to re--establish the
intent of the yard aiea provision as an "unobstructed open space,
there should be no valid question about its reasonableness and no - 2question about the City 's ability to approve it.

-g

We ask you to do just that · approve it in the interests of public
well-being to eliminate the problems that we have experienced in
Waikiki

Responding to questions by Counsel, Mr. Bremner stated that although
there has been comment that the Waikiki Improvement Association could -
control sidewalk activities within the Waikiki area, their organiza-
tion has no authority to do this. However, since the sidewalk
(setback) areas are privately owned, they are asking private owners
to incorporate such prohibition into their leases, rental agreements,
and rules and regulations.

There were no further questions of Mr. Bremner.)

2. Letter dated Jan. 31, 1974 from Mr, L. M Johnson Vice President
and Manager, Bank of Hawaii

3. Letter dated Jan 31, 1974 from Mr. Ian I Harris; Wimberly,
Whisenand, Allison, Tong & Goo Architects, Ltd

4. Letter dated Jan 31, 1974 from Mrs Lyman J. Blank, Owner and General
Manager, .Tropic Isle Hotel

Comments contained in the above-mentioned letters concur with
preceding testimony by Mr- Bremner.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director 's recommendation and recom-
mended approval of the proposed amendment, on motion by Mr.

¯¯ Kamiya, seco11ded by Mr Hosaka and carried



AYES - Choy, Crano, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
AßSENT Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAlNED Connell

PUßLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

i GP/DLUM AMENDMENT request to amend the Makiki-Kowalo-Ala
(1) DELETING PROPOSED Moana General Plan/Detailed Land Use Map

EXTENSION OF KINAU and Development Plan by: (1) Deleting

i ST, BETWEEN WAIAU the proposed extension of Kinau Street
PL, S PUNAHOU ST,; between Waiau Place and Punahou Street,

(2) REDESIGNATING THE and (2) redesignating the right·of-way
RIGHT-OF-WAY AREA TO area to Hospital and High-Density Apart-

I HOSPITAL 6 HIGH ment use, at Punahou, Makiki, Oahu-- 2 Bië
DENSITY APT. USE, proposed extension from Waiau Place to i ilŸ

MAKIKI Punahou Street, Tax Map Keys: 2-4-7: 3, Ë $EE

I ALFRED As YEE 4 4, 1; and 2-4-10: 37, 38.
ASSOCIATES
(FILE #225/C3/13) Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/

I Advertiser of Sunday, January 27, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Nh. Ian McDougall of the staff presented the report of the Chief Planning | Sit
Officer. The purpose of this extension is to provide a connection from i SEE
Keeaumoku Street to Punahou Street, and to improve the street pattern ggof the area, The applicant's report states that-the extension of Kinau Eg
Street would create extremely undesirable problems at the interesection -

of Punahou and Kinau Streets. The linkage would cause undesirable addï-
tional traffic congestion on Punahou Street which already has heavy
traffic volume, The traffic entering the intersection from Kinau Street
would find right turns hazardous, and left turns dangerous. Traffic
lights may help to alleviate part of the problem, but may also cause
congesti,on on Punahou Street, The applicant fails to substantiate these
observations with traffic impact data.

It can be concluded that the extension of Kinau Street will not be
constructed due to City Council action permitting improvements within
the planned right-of-way, The Department of Transportation Services
concurs that the -road is no longer needed. Based on the applicant's
report and-.subsequent analysis by the Department of Transportation
Services and Department of General Planning, it is recommended that
the Kinau Street extension be deleted as proposed and that deleted areas
be redesignated for Hospital and .High Density Apartment uses.

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the report of the
Chief Planning Officer.

No one was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried, gi
ACTION: The Commission concurred with the recommendation of the Chief

Planning Officer and recommended approval of the request,
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.



AYES - Choy, Crano, Duke, llosaka, Kamlya
,

Sullam | g
NAYES - None (

*==

AB.SI.iNT - Kabawatolaa , i
ABSTAINED - Connell

I ¯¯

PUBLIC HEARÏNG A public h.eari.ng was held to cortsider a

HAWAll CAPITAL DISTRICT tequest for approval of plans f or second
APPLICATION floor addition W,Lth elevator, st.air and
(2ND FLOOR ADDITION) ramp facility to the existing bul.lding, E
EASTER SEAL SOCIETY w.ithin the flawail Capital Distr tet, Tax --

OF OAHU Map Key: 2-1-39 19
(FILE #74/HCD-1)

Publication was made in the Star-Butletant
Advertiser of Sunday, January 27, 1974. No
letters of protest were received-

Staff Planner Stan Mof eld reviewed the Director's re ort indicatin thej p g
applicant's plans. The building, including the proposed addition, meets
the 40-foot height limit and 50% open space requirements of the district. -
The addition is compatible with the existing building and the Hawaii
Capital District The Director recommends approval of this application.

The Commission had no questions of the staff regarding the Director's
Nrep

ne was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the application.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement, Ë 25E
on motion by Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr Duke and carried. - - 2-E

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
¯¯¯¯

recommended approval of this application, on motion by Mr.
Hosaka, seconded by Mr Crane and carried

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from AG-1
AG-1 AGRICULTURAL TO Agricultural District to A-1 Low-Density
A-1 LOW-DENSITY APT- Apartment in Waiau, Tax Map Key: 9-8-02:
WAIAU portion of 3

LEAR SIEGLER, INC
(FILE #73/Z-16) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser of January 27, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

The following transpired



i WAY: Mr. Chairimin, Ï would add a note that the DLroctor of the
Department of Land Utilization has advised that the appl i.cant in this
case, Lear Siegler, Ïncorporated, wishes to cont inue the examination of

I the question and some of the tssues raised in the Director 's report,
and would feel that a period of approximately one month would be an
appropriate time to exuatine tliese questaons. Thev would like then to

. | respect fully request , and the Director of the Department of Land Utiliza -

IE tion agrees, to hold the public hearing open for a period not to exceed
the next two meetings of the Commission. I therefore suggest that we

i defer presentation of the report, findings, and recommendations.
- Possibly it may be changed materially in this period.

Further, u ge to eitlies
c)

yny
ith r

ca 1 for a yone who is

i The Chairman then called for public testimony either FOR 01 AGAINST !
jg¯

the request No one appeared. ig-

I The public hearing was kept open, and the matter was deferred for a

period not to exceed one month, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by
Mr. Choy and carried

i
PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to I-1 Light Industrial
I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL District in Aiea, Tax Map Key: 9-9-05: 10.
DISTRICT
AIEA Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
CALIFORNIA 6 HAWAIIAN Bulletin/Advertiser on January 27, 1974.
SUGAR COMPANY Letters received OPPOSING this request
(FILE #73/Z-46) are included in testimony AGAINST the

proposal,

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the request,
The applicant, California and Hawaiian Sugar Company, has stated that
the Hawaiian Sugar Planters' Association is interested in relocating its
facilities onto a portion of this site.. Plans have been submitted show-
ing retention of the existing sugar refinery buildings and operations.
Should the Hawaiian Sugar Planters' Association relocate to this site
as proposed, the plans indicate that they would expand an existing office
building to approximately three stories, CSH would then build an addi-
tional one-story, 3,200-square foot building for their offices on the Ewa
side of the existing refinery buildings.

A discussion of possible courses of action on this request for a change
in zoning follows:

a. Alternative One: Applicant's Request: Change the entire 19.5+
acre site from R-6 to I-1 in accordance with the Detailed Land Use
Map.

b Alternative Two: Chan e the zonin to I-1 or the a roximatel
.three quarters of the site which lies on the Ewa side of the



stream. This would allow all immedt.ate changes proposed by the
applicant. it would preclude changes on the 01,nnand flend si.de of ' as
the stream where the Aien Intermod tate School parking lot expansion g i

is proposed. This is also the area which fronts on Kulawea Street g i
and presents the greatest potential annoyance to Lhe restdents on i
the other side of the street m

¯

i ! SiThis alte rnat tve part ial ly implements the oxïs t ing General Plan/
IJetailed Land Use Alap If it is concluded that LilE ÌJlamOnd lead
side of the stTeam is inappropriate for any future industria.L use,
this alternati.ve suggests a probable need for a General Plan, E
Detailed Land Use Map review and amendment.

This alternative would allow continued operation of the water tower i di
and wells on the Diamond Head side of the stream which would remain Ë
in R-6 zoning, It would preclude any substantial enlargement of ¯

these facilities -

c. Alternative Three: Change the zoning to I-1 on the approximately em
Ewo thirds of the site lying on the Ewa side of the stream and makal | -

of the mauka boundary approximately 200 feet, This would allow all -
immediate'.changes proposed by the applicant, It would also provide
for development of a buffer strip between the industrial zone and
adjoining residences on the Diamond Head and mauka sidess

This alternative also suggests a corresponding change in the Detailed
Land Use Map to reflect the need for a buffer between industrial
and residential areas Under this alternative, the large raw sugar
storage warehouse on the mauka side of the refinery would remain
in the R-6 zoning district buffer area as a nonconforming structure
and use

d. Alternative Four: Change the zoning to I-1 on the approximately
one quarter of the site lying on the makai side and Ewa of the
stream This would allow only new construction on this corner of
the site It would accommodate the proposed new HSPA building but
little else This alternative also suggests a possible future
Detailed Land Use Map change

e Alternative Five: Deny the request This would leave the entire
site in the R-6 zone Existing industrial uses would be allowed to
remain as nonconforming uses The zoning pattern would be in
conflict with the General Plan/Detailed Land Use Map, thereby also
suggesting-General Plan Detailed Land Use Map review.

f. Contract Zoning: in reviewing the alternatives, the possibility
of invoking contract zoning (if.adopted) should be considered.
Any of the alternatives could be granted with additional controls
through a contract attached to the zone change ordïnance.
The zoning for the site (or a portion.of it) could be changed to
I-1 as requested but with condi tions for protection of the public
welfare and surrounding.residences Conditions could (1). requìre
heayily landscaped buffer areas adjacent to residential neighbors
and (2) permit access to industrial uses only off Aiea Heights
Drive on the Ewa side of the site



Tlie 1Jirector recolmnends that the request be approved in accordance with IB
¯

Alternirt i.ve Two, clianging t.be zon.ing of approx:Imately threo quarters of ¯

g
tile s i.te on tf6 Ewa side of the stream. Th.is alternat ive, in tIle --T

, JJirector's view, permi.ts the implementation of the applican.t's request,
- preserves the opt ton of providing needed parking for Aiea Intermediate

School, and protects the interests of t.he abutting residents,

It is further recominended that should contract zoning be approved, that
it be appiled to (1) require heavily landscaped buffer areas adjacent to
resideritial neighborhoods; and (2) permit access to industrial uses
only off Aiea Heights Drive on the Ewa side of the site.

- Questions were raised by the Commission

i SULLAM: In the report, it mentions contract zoning. What's the
status of that?

ENG: It's passed second reading and is presently up for third
- reading.

SULLAM: Wouldn't you recommend then that perhaps we ought to wait
and see whether it will be adopted, and if it is, then we could make
an evaluation of these various alternatives more intelligently.

ENG: I believe the Commission could make this as its recommendation.

KAMIYA: How would Alternative 3 affect the applicant as compared to
Alternative 2?

ENG: Alternative 2 would restrict the industrial zone to the area
on the Ewa side of the stream which is currently vacant, whereas
Alternative 3 would also delete this area (referring to map) from con-
sideration for Industrial zoning. There presently exists a substantial
raw sugar warehouse in this area. It's felt that since the policy has
been established, and since this is an existing use, and in likelihood
this would not be further developed because of the existence of the
warehouse, the simplest way to.implement the policy would be to grant
the industrial zoning.

CRANE: Alternative 3, that knocks out the mauka.

ENG: That is.correct. The warehouse would then continue to be
nonconforming,

CRANE: Right, and it's very close to the school.

ENG: Right.

CRANE: At the community meeting, was there any objections raised
relative to noise, dust, pollution?

ENG: I think the concerns were more related to what could be
developed if we were zoning a vacant site to industrial. I think that



because of the existence of t:he refinery here for some tame, there have
been a minimum of problems invol.ved with the operation of the refinery.

CRANE: Then I assume that al joining land next to the school wi.11
remain resident ial but noncon forming, and there foi e they couldn ' t do
anything else with 1.t .in the future, righ t ?

ENG: Right.

HOSAKA: If the upper left portion (referring to map) abuts residential
lots and if we did go with Alt.ernative 3, with contract zoning we could
make some kind of landscaped buffer zone aTound that warehouse area.

ENG: You should be aware that if the Commission decided to select
- Alternative 3, that portion would be deleted from consideration. You

would have no powers of contract, Whereas, if it were included, you
could put in some conditions for buffering. The area is quite critical
because if you maintain it in residential zoning, it can be developed
only for residential uses There is a stream there which serves as a
present buffer,

HOSAKA: Were there any particular objections from those four or
five homes abutting there on the left (referring to Alternative 3

displayed)?

ENG: As I recall in reading the staff file, the objections were
related to concerns-over possible other uses which industrial zoning
would permit, I don't thinR there were any strenuous objections
leveled at the operation as it currently exists. The stream is approxi-
mately 100 feet from the property liner. The warehouse is a fairly
substantial building of concrete walls one or two feet thick. It seems
unlikely it would be torn down

HOSAKA: -Still, with Alternative 2, there's nothing to stop them
from knocking it down and putting up another structure.

ENG: That's true

CHAIRMAN: Has any considexation been given to a buffer zone for
these homes in here (referring .to homes along Hakina Street), bringing
the line further back, allowing a setback?

ENG: Because of the distances involved here, the applicant would
then be seeking rezoning simply of its existing facilities, and since
they've been in existence for some time except for the necessity to
locate two additional buildings, they would not ask for the rezoning.

IlCHAIRMAN: And once the rezoning went in, it would not preclude using
this land for other purposes, therefore no buffers

ENG: That is correct, except tus the code provides.

CHAIRMAN: And what does the code require in terms of setbacR?

ENG: I think the setbacks are stricter where the industrial zone



abuts the residential zone, as opposed to industria.1/industrial or
industrial/comme re tal .

CHAIRMAN: llow many foe t- 1s that ?

ENG: It's a fivo foot minimum side yard and height wl-thin
residential Ïn other words, 15 feet at the setback and progressively
up

CHAIRMAN: So five to ten feet,

ENG: It would be either five or ten depending on the yard situation.

HOSAKA: Where are the existing driveways on this lot right now?

ENG: The plans don't indicate that. We could got that information

i from the representat ive of the company who is here ,

SULLAM: Which of the alternatives has the HSPA indicatect they would
be inclined to approve of?

ENG: The applicant and HSPA have an interlocking corporate
¯- situation -- The applicant is proposing to rezone the entire site.

Subsequent to receipt of the application, DAGS is interested in extend-
E ing the parking lot, We have transmitted copies of the report showing

our recommendation for Alternative 2. As far as we know, the applicant
will accept Alternative 2

(There were no further questions of the staff.)

Public test imony followed

Tes timony AGAINST -

1, Mr. AlfredoRacoma, President, HalawaHills Estate Community
Association (Submitted Petition containing 521 signatures , and
testimony, undated)

RACOMA:. I am President of the Halawa Hills Community Associa-
tion representing 600 members and am testifying against the rezoning
A committee was formed and opinions were solicited from the Aiea
Intermediate School PTA Gus Webling Elementary School PTA, Alvah
Scott Elementary School'PTA, Aiea Elementary School PTA, the Aiea
District Council, and the Halawa Hills . general membership meeting
and they were in support of the following views:

a We consider it poor planning to have an industrial area
adj acent to the schools because it would increase the danger
to our children who walk to and from the schools,

b Proper zoning of an industrial area should leave adequate
buffer zones between industrial and residential areas . For



example, t.n the Wa]pahu Industrial aren, thoro is a transi- E
tion between indust rial/to business/to resident tal, ln
contrast, the Mapunapuna ladustrtal distiict 1.s zoned away
from school.s and l es tdent ial arens

e Heavier traffic density and heavier type of vehicles would apresent adda.t.lonal problems to our already congested road
system J.ead tng to the resident ial areas,

d Some of the roads are not properly cons tructed to carry the
heavier equipment perm3.tted in industrial areas. Many lack -
proper sidewalks for our children walking to and from schools.
The location of the CSH Sugar Mill site is unique in that
there are six schools within a 1/4 mile radius

e. Rezoning of the area to industrial would have an adverse
increase in noise, fumes, and other types of pollution to

. the adjoining areas,

f, The maximum height limitation in an I-1 zoning is 350 feet |high, This would not be compatible with the adjoining resi- -
dential areas,

.In view of the above-mentioned statements, we are appealing to your
good judgment and experience in making the final recommendation.

Mr. Racoma was questioned by the Commission.

KAMIYA: Do you understand the alternatives that were presented?

RACOMA: Yes.

KAMIYA: Do you have any opinion of the alternatives?

RACOMA: I think Alternative 3 would be sufficient.

SULLAM: The testimony at the moment doesn't indicate that you
approve of Alternative 3, You say it's not only the lack of a
buffer zone but you're against this whole idea of having industrial
in residential areass As a matter of fact, I was lead to believe
at first that if we could possibly buffer this zone properly, that
everyone would be satisfied, but apparently that's not so.

RACOMA: Alternative 3 is my own opinion on it.

SULLAM: I have a question of the Directors Would you know
what kinds of industrial work will proceed in here other than the
present milling that goes on? Is there going to be a great deal
of additional traffic generated?

ENG: Perhaps I can answer that. The rezoning, if granted,
would result in the development of two structures to house the
offices for CtH and HSPA A traffic impact study has been submit-
ted to' the Department of Transportation Services They find that
the existing streets would be adequate to serve the proposed uses



I .SULLAM: ßut that 's for the inoment. Once the zoning is changed,
and in future years, al course, they could go ahead with a different

i type of Industr tal uso.

ENG: That is cor rect. They havo represent.cd to us that th.i s is
the extent of developinent planned on this site

SULLAM: What projection Ls this, to what year? Would that be
as far as the foreseeable future is concerned?

ENG: As far as I know, There is a representative here. Perhaps
he could clarify this.

CHAIRMAN: In your second point, you say there should be adequate
buffer zones between industrial and residential areas, What does
your group and the various groups feel is an adequate buffer zone?

RACOMA: For example, if you look at the Waipahu industrial area,
you have the industrial area, then your super markets, and then the
residential area We feel that is an adequate buffer zone area
where you have the super markets, shops, department stores taking
the shock from the sound of the industrial area where it won't
interfere with the residential area.

CHAIRMAN: So you would feel buffer zones represent more blocks
than feet,

RACOMA: Yes

(There were no further questions of Mr. Racoma.)

2, Letter dated Feb. 4, 1974 from Ruby L. Hargrave, Chairperson, Aiea
District Council

"I am writing to convey the stand taken by the Aiea District Council
regarding the request by California 4 Hawaiian Sugar for a zoning
change

The District Council, representing eighteen community organizations,
is-opposed to granting a zoning change for the entire 19.565 acres.
It is the District Council's understanding that the reason for
requesting a zoning change is to accommodate the relocation of the
HSPA office/laboratory facilities now located in Makiki. It is
also understood that the area needed for this facility would be
that area directly opposite Hi-Land Service Station and in the
vicinity of the present CSH office. The District Council is not
opposed to .rezoning that area needed for the relocation of the
HSPA facility.

The District Council contends that granting a blanket zoning request
for the entire 19.565 acres would allow non-compatible growth next
to the Aiea Intermediate School and opposite a newly developed
residential area Actually, the CSH refinery is surrounded by
residential areas and as it now exists would continue to be accepted
by the community



- It is the District Council's convtetion that Aiea has changed
_-

considerably since 1898 when Holiolulu Plantat ton came into beine ¯

and built the mill, and s1'nce 19.16 when CGH converted the m.i.l.1. 'to .
¯.

a refinery. The change, trom a small plan tot ion village sut rounded
by sugar cane f ie Ids to a populated community that includes al I.

types of land uses, should be taken i.nto considera tion. A look
at the zoning map wt11 show t.hat the residents of this comuninity
have tried to plan a community that served the needs of its people
and in most instances have done it compatïbly.

- The District Council would hazard a guess that Mr. Nax Lauritten
- would react quite strongly if the possibility of warehouses being

built across the street from his windward home was proposed.

The District Council asks that you seriously consider our ob3ection
to the blanket zoning of a 'grand-fathered' area and remember that
we live here everyday "

Testimony in SUPPORT-

Mr. H M. Lauritzen, Manager, California and Hawaiian Sugar Company
(Submitted letter dated Feb, 6, 1974) E

LAURITZEN: Mr. Chairman, I am going to deviate from my prepared
text because obviously, there's some questions that should be
answered before I go through with the text.

Like all other areas, we were there first, We are the outgrowth of
the old-Honolulu Plantation Company which was founded in 1898. The
plantation company existed until 1946 at which time, at the result
of the World War II encroachment of the government requiring property,g
the cane fields are gone. The Honolulu Plantation Company could no M
longer economically exist without these cane fields, but because they
had a portion of their mill which we in the business call refinery-
in other words, taking raw sugar and raw it to the juice and making
it to white sugar--were able to supply the islands with white sugar.
In 194T, it was the decision of most of our owners which are the
growers, to assume the management and control of the Aiea Mill, and
only in particular, the refining of white sugar which we have done,

Since 1947, things have been focused around us, We have two housing
areas, new schools, and new problems which we are here to answer
todav

I believe--and you'11 excuse me because I am new to Hawaii--but in
1963, you enacted statutes governing property in Hawaii which placed
us in Aiea in nonconformity That means we cannot expand, put :Ln a

new building, and if you really want to interpret the law, we can't
even maintain our buildings correctly.

This year, our cousins-.the BSPA which are a non-cooperative associa-
tion of the Hawaiian Sugar Planters, must leave their Maktki
property They have looked into all sorts of alternate

.sites,
and
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I because we do have available spac:e, it's been doctued tlant this was
the best spot for them So, through a study by tiie Paik Engineering

i Corporation, they have clecided to build a building on the site -i f
any of you are famiIlar with it, where our oftico biialdang is now
for the refinery structure. We wi.11 demolish our extst Ing oifice
building and flSPA wi ll build a lar ge bu.i.l.d ing that wi ll house thei t

laboratory, service and adm.i.ni.stiat ion offices.

There would really be no need for us to be before you except for

i the HSPA moving to out area- We have been there s.ince 1898.
Obviously, we have not caused confusion within the community before
then because we were there first

There has been concerns about our future, and most of the civic
organizations I have talked to have felt very secu1e within what
I have told them.

Now, I'd like to return to my prepared text.

First, I'd like to commend the planning staff for the excellence of
their presentation report. I'm sincere in believing that report is

extremely objective, concise, and covers almost every conceivable
facet with respect to resoning of our property in Aiea.

Our position for requesting a change of zoning has been set forth
in the staff report, and our satisfaction is concurred. But, I
would like to add certain details right now, For the past 25 years,
CSH in Aiea has been of considerable importance to the economy of
the community It has been the largest single employer. I believe
during that time, we have lived in harmony with the community.
Without rebuilding, however, we would be hard-pressed to continue
operations in the maintenance and replacement of existing structures
by continuation of nonconformance of our property, without expan-
sion of our annual output, Existing ordinances would make it almost
impossible for us to maintain the present building, and certainly
we would not be allowed to add or replace the existing building.
Should this situation continue, we find the operations might have
to be moved to lands .zoned in accordance to our needs, But if

¯E

we move to lands zoned in accordance to our needs, it would'cause in
considerable hardship to commute and considerable hardship for our ÑË
employees, HE

Let me also clarify several minor points in the staff report to keep
the record straight. The building plan by HSPA at this point and
time appears to be four story, Functional development of this build-
ing is still in progress but in all likelihood, four stories will be
required. This will be for administration, laboratories, laboratory
services, library, and Filipino affairs.

If the.building requires the site of our existing offices, CSH must
be demolished prior to construction of the HSPA building, We then
must have new office spaces on the property prior to that demolition, gy
Plans for this structure are nearly completed Our.architect has BE
duplicated nearly as possible, the appearance of the residences in

17-
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the area. Thell, we 're t.alking about two st.ories because most of
them around that slope are two story. We fool such a structu:te will
enhance the neighborhood, and En fact, wit.h a little rehabilitatlan,
could be sold as a private residenc.e

Other points oF clar.iEicat:ion is the agreeinent between CGli and HSPA. | --

I'm not sure whether all of you real)2.e, but the members of each of gthese organizati.ons 1.s ident.ical. We have the same owners.

The HSPA is a nonptofit organization operating on funds contributed
by the planters to advance the size of sugar cane growing, harvest
ing and manufacturing Taw sugar CSH Sugar has the same membership
However, our function is to refine, package refi.ned sugar, and sell
that product The ma3ority of the Board of Directors are .tdentical -
Hence, we have an agreement- There was a point in the s taff report
that there could be some adjunct feeling that we could not agree. g
But the fact is, there is an internal agreement now within the two | ¯

pgy
Board of Directors which are essentially the same which can make : BRE
the arrangements for the construction possible. Í SÑL

- I would like to point out that we are faced with a very critical
time period of the HSPA from the existing Makiki property. A court
ruling on the condemnation case from the City and County of Honolulu |
against the property held by the HSPA has given the HSPA until the E
end of 1975 to vacate their existing premises. Therefore, construc-
tion of the new facility must start with this enormous building by g
July of this year to meet this critical timetable. It's essential
then that a separate office facility for our staff of CSH be started
immediately for occupancy prior to demolition of our building so
HSPA can start their facility.

Finally, let me state that CnH Sugar is sympathetic with those home-
owners on the Honolulu side of our property, and can appreciate their
wishing a buffer zone between industrial zoned property and their
existing homes We too are concerned about the traffic problems
entering and leaving the Aiea Intermediate School, We've always
tried to be cooperative with the administration at that school, and
have been of assistance to several projects to make it easier for
children to come and go along Kulawea Street. For these reasons,
CSH.Sugar is agreeable for the acceptance of Alternative 2 in the
staff plan, that calling for the.rezoning only of the property Ewa -

of the Aiea Stream However, we could not accept Alternative 3 or 4

for the,previous mention I made of the maintenance or replacement of
existing structures

Mr. Lauritzen was questioned by the Commission.

CRANE: Your main concern seems to be the lack of immediate
action relative to meeting deadlines and destruction of the Makiki
property and building of a new office.building between your two
groups

LAURITZEN: Yes, there's considerable pressure on me.



CRANE: I understand and I appreciate that. Could you tell me,
is there anything in Alternativo 5 if we were to adopt that alterna

i
tive, i:o prevent your building that of Erce building?

LAURITZEN: I don't really see what /\\ternative .5 woul.d either do
for you or for me. That inakes a space beli.Ind otir refin.etl sugar ware.

I house R-6 It's a roadway Ï don't see where it would help et ther
one of us.

CRANE: That didn't answer uly question. Ïs there anytiling tri
Al ternat ive 3 that would preven t: your building the of t ice building?

LAURITZEN: No. May 1 counter the question?

CRANE: Certainly

i LAURITZEN: Why would you want to accept Alternative 3?

CRANE: Well, I could choose to debate with you but there's
several reasons whv I'm asking this question

LAURITZEN: Well, I'm just curious

CRANE: One of them is the intermediate school there, We've
had testimony and a petition handed us containing 500 names of
parents and people in the community, There's six schools within
a radius of a quarter of a mile. The Planning Director told us that
the area mauka of Alternative 3 is R-6, nonconforming, and you do
have a structure there So, I have several reasons for being con-
cerned about this-

LAURITZEN: I'm sort of glad I asked the question because I think
T can clear the air a little

Plan 3 shows a strip beyond our raw sugar warehouse which would.be
left R-6, of which we would have no need for either R-6 or
Industrial, It's a roadway It has nothing to do with the school.
We would never sell it, exchange it, or put homes in there.

CRANE: Let me ask a question of the Director. Is that all road-
way or is it not now partially a sugar warehouse which is a non-
conforming usage?

LAURITZEN: The warehouse is a nonconforming use. The boundary
of that chart you see on the mauka side (referring to Alternative 3, -

displayed) is where that begins. Outside of that.is bare land
between the warehouse and homes .adjoining it.

CRANE: That's precisely my point, and I wish to make my point
very.clear. We deal here with very permanent things. Once we rezone
this place- one way or the other, then we have absolutely no control
with what you do with it industrially. You can say to me I will
never sell it, but that won't change things 20 years from now next
to that school We have to keep this in consideration. I'm -

primarily concerned, and I appreciate very much your concern about -¯



building that office building, if we were to grant you Alternativo . -

3, could.n't you do that and still have the nonconform.ing usage mauka?

LAURITZEN: Yes s i r May 1 put out additional re for ma t ton,
however Plan 3 has no bear ing on the school because the schools
are right or left, east or west of that area The mauka area has
nothing to do wi th the school

i
ENG: If J may clarify, Mr. Chairman, Alternative 3 as developed i

by staff indicates that the mauka strip would remain in R-6. What
it would do would have the warehouse remain in nonconformity, and
that it is not simply an area which is roadway, There is a structure
within that area,

HOSAKA: I come back to my original question, where are the
driveways located right now and how many do you expect?

LAURITZEN: Two types of trucks come into our property, the i 2 |
raw sugar trucks and then the trucks taking out the refined sugar. ¯ gig
The trucks come in.off Aiea Hei hts Drive

HOSAKA: The second part of my question was would you have
further ingress/egress out of your property after it is rezoned?

LAURITZEN: No sir, because we're talking about the same amount
of sugar going in and out. We have no plans to increase, decrease
or expand the present volume

DUKE: About how many people .from HSPA will you be using in your
area when you build those new facilities?

LAURITZEN: About 150, Not all ož them will be in that
location, Some will be at the other location.

SULLAM: Do you see this site being used to a greater capacity
in the foreseeable future? Is this site being used to its full
capacity right now, and you don't intend to increase it through the
years?

LAURITZEN: Yes that's a very good question. Our plant has
the capacity of 60,000 tons per year. We have been operating at
almost half of that for the last ten years, normally around 30,000
tons a year,, This last year because of increased sugar demands, we
have built up the capacity to 40 ,000 tons a year., leaving two-thirds gcapacity, I don't really think we will increase a great.deal over
what we are now We would like to but I don't think we will. We
have absolutely no plans for any of the other lands on the property
which may be vacant except .for the construction of the HSPA buildin
and our own building

HOSAKA: Taking either Alternative 2 or 3, what are your feelings -
on contract oning?

LAURITZEN: I'm sorry but I'm not familiar enough to know an
answer about contract onîn .



HOSAKA: Well , the re would be ce rt ain condit i.ons with t.lio
approval of the zone. One for exeunple might be a lan.dscaped buffer
zonel,AURITZEN:

Well, I like landscaptng but a t takes money.

I BOSAKA: I realize that but this was one of the staff recom-
mendations and I thought you were familiar with this.

LAURÏTZEN: No sir , I'm not

CHOY: Will you have a choice then to accept Alternative 3
_ _1

instead of Alternative 2 in view of the fact that you may be asked i gi if we -o into contract zonin to extend a small little aortion for 2BE
landscaping.

I LAURITZEN: That's a tricky question,

CHOY: It's loaded, yes.
¯ LAURITZEN: I'm not prepared to answer that sort of question

since I don't know enough about contract zoning. I do know that
the City and County of Honolulu has condemned the property of HSPA,

¯ and say they must leave by the end of 1975. This is a very critical -

time period,

CHOY: I realize that, but our questions now center on the
mauka side of Alternative 3 where you have your sugar warehouse.
You call it a roadway and we know there's a nonconforming structure
there now, If you were given a choice to accept 3 without any
further expense into landscaping that area adjoining and abutting
the residential area, or accept 2 with a possibility that we may

- ask you to spend a little portion and landscape that.

LAURITZEN: May I ask for clarification? What's the definition
of little portion?

CHOY: I don't know, so I'm giving you a choice. To me, you
people will accept Alternative 2 and not Alternative 3. It seems
to me that there's a question about this little strip of land.

LAURITZEN: It seems to me just logical that the area on the
Honolulu side of the stream, we have not used since we took posses-
sion of the land in 1947, and we have no plans for it now, The only
plan available is from the Department of Education because they want
to make additions to their parking lot. We have absolutely no plans
for that. It's quite agreeable to us to say let that go, leave that
R-6 if that's the best idea the City has. I would put that burden
on your shoulders and say is that the best use of that land, R-6.
It seems to me kind of shallow to talk about that little piece back
of our warehouse I can't quite understand why you would even con-
sider that.

AMIYA: You did receive the staff report?



LAURITZEN: Yes.

KAMIYA: On the recommendittion which comes under Al.ternative 2,
it is further recolmnonded for the landscaping and access on Ai.ea
Hei.ghts Drive What 's your opinion on that? First, I'd ask the
staff, where would. they requiro the heavily landscaped arca?

ENG: Under Alternative 2 where the industrial zone abuts resi.-
dential area, we think 1.andscaping would be appropriate.

KAMIYA: Mr Lauritzen, what i.s your opinion on that?

LAURITZEN: Believe me, I'm all for landscaping because I think
our property is very pretty now. The area on top (referring to
Alternative 2) now is a wall.. There's a 10 foot differential from
our neighbor's to our property. It's very difficult to landscape
that The trees would have to be awfully high.

Down on the left, we would landscape very well, We would be
perfectly willing to beautify that area as much as possible.

CHOY: Assuming that the Commission were to select Alternative 3

and we know there's a nonconforming structure there, are there any
vehicles existing that the applicant can use to maintain the present
structure?

ENG: I think the code is fairly specific in what a person can
or cannot do with nonconforming uses. I think some points to ponder
might be the Commission might take it upon itself to suggest possible B

_g

revision of Alternative 3 to include the warehouse but not zone the gbalance. The other thing is that with contract zoning, if we include a
that portion then we have some control on it. If we exclude it
then we have no control.

DUKE: Have you received community complaints from your present
operation?

LAURITZEN: No sir, because a good many of the _community worked
with the company s They worked there for many, many years .

CHAIRMAN: How would it be helpful to you to have a roadway
rezoned?

LAURITZEN: I'm sorry I don't understand the question.

CHAIRMAN: Allowing a fîve foot setback if you've got 80 feet
running from here to hete (referring to Alternative 3, warehouse
strip) , what would be the necessity of having that rezoned?

LAURITZEN: There is absolutely none.

CHAIRMAN: Therefore, if the lìnes were changed to allow for
some buffer and allowing this nonconforming to become conforming,
this would meét your purpose?

22



LAURITZEN: Yes s i r. E

v -um

CHAIRMAN: The same woulgl hold truo in this general aron for

i those properties next to resi.dential lots (referring to sido boundary
abutting Hakina Street)?

I LAURITZEN: No sir, that's different because that ts a steep
wall and our t ruck roadway goes immediately ad) acent to it . We

could not maneuver trucks with the buffering.

(There were no further questions of Mr- Lauritzen, )

REBUTTAL i -¯Ð

I
--

1. Senator Joseph Kuroda, representing Aiea residents (No written testimony -

submitted)

KURODA: I did not come forward when you asked for someone
speaking for- I wanted to hear both sides before I spoke on behalf ¯¯

of the residents of the area. I have my counsel here with me , .

Mr. Wakatsukis He also represents the people here, just as Mr.
E Lauritzen has his counsel here by the name of Mr. Park.

I seek some information before I proceed to express my points of
view, First, I heard the response the Council has it for second
reading, taking it up for third reading. What did you ask?

SULLAM: That was with regard to contract zoning. Are you
familiar with contract zoning?

KURODA: No , Is that to permit contract zoning? _¯¯g

SULLAM: Yes .

KURODA: Okay, let's go beyond that. I just wanted to know what
was asked.

I'm surprised to learn that this area is R-6. My question is what
is the zoning for Waipahu Sugar Mill and. Ewa Mill?

ENG: I don't know offhand.

KURODA: Would you suspect they may be R-6 also?

ENG: That's possible, yes.

KURODA: Is there any reason why Aiea was left R-6? I ask this
because is it possible that during the time the general plan had
been formulated, that perhaps the people making considerations for
developing a permanent or semi permanent general plan, may have had
in mind that this particular area may not be suitable for industrial
use, and perhaps inaybe through attrition or through some exception,
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I Fperhaps thLs would return to residential, l just pop this questiort
Now, if it is dosirable that this be industrial, why has not the -¯¯

applicant come Eorward before? Was there some other purpose in the ·¾

past? L'd like to raise that. -

I wouldn't Itke to belabor the point that "we were there (:rrst"
because I believe the people were there firs t. ¯¯

I'd like to ask the ques1:ion that i_> really in the people's minds,
should it be zoned industrial? What controls are inere that there i
may not be undesirable elements or undesirable portions of that per- § g
mitted in industrial zoning to appear just as Mrs Sullam raised the R E =
question, and I don't think you have the answer l don't think any ¯g

gggof us whether we live there or whether we're in a decision-making y gg;
position have any control unless, perhaps this contract zoning is di
applied, What we must bear in mind as we seek the balance between
providing economic opportunity for our people, we also must consider
perhaps the undesirable part of that which accompany industry that
may not be compatible with the residential area,

I have read this so I know the recommendation is Alternative 2

Perhaps we could consider the choice between Alternative 4 and 5.
I would think if I were representing Mr. Lauritzen, that if I were
given the choice between 4 and 5, I would choose 4 because accord- ging to this write-up, Alternative 4 provides the organization the
opportunity to accomplish what he's asking the zoning for; that is,
the spacerfor HSPA, If it is the right thing for this place to be
zoned industrial, I think there should be certain constraints if
the time is not now to zone it industrial, or perhaps it may never
be applied, or perhaps it should be given more study before a defi-
nite decision

Senator Kuroda was questioned by the Commission.

CRANE: Are you recommending a choice between Alternative 4 and
5, or are you recommending Alternative 4?

KURODA: I would go along with Alternative 4, however, keeping
in mind that the residents are requestîng no industrial zoning, I , -
thînk if.4 is granted, there should be some constraints. Any indus-
trial zoning of this particular site should have constraints where- gupon in the future whether it's 5 or 10 or 20 years, the facilitîes g
that .go in there will not be obnoxious to the residents.

CRANE: It's my understandîng that .the residents there.-now really
don't have any complaints about the existence of the nonconforming aus
structure. If they were to accept Alternative 3, that would be the ***
least punitive on the company and still be in conformity with the me
wishes of-the community, and would still give protection by the B _¯

City and County for any future development which may prove obnoxious
to the community or to the school which is adjacent

KURODA: Are you saying if you go Alternative .3, you would
provide constraints?
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I
CRANE: Well, they're there in that the ex.isting stinctuto is

a nonconformi.ng structure in an R-6 aren.

KUROllA: livery t.h:llig .t.s nonconforming now because i L
' s R- 0 ,

CRANE: That 's right. Alternative 3 would g.i.ve them t.he .space

i to build it The one concern I have is that the school is next to
i t and in the future, you never know what may go in there, noise,
dust oa: whatever, and it would allow them to keep their structure

i and use it :LH LtS pTOSent USage

KURODA: Under the present situation where it 1.s R-6, and .
-

there are nonconforming facilities there, should there be a request i &
or desire on the part of the occupants now to expand facilities i (I
within that facility, can the occupier do this? i NER

I ENG: No,

KURODA: This gives me an answer to a question in mind. Right
now, there is an automatic restriction on any undesirable facility
to occur Should you go Alternative 3 and zoning this industrial,
and if you don't have the constraints through maybe contract zoning,
now the residents do face the possiblity that in the future some-
thin -other than that ma be there,g y

CRANE: My only point is that Alternative 3 does leave the

i mauka portion in residential, and as a nonconforming structure, my
concern is that mauka portion connects to the school ground,

KURODA: If I'm correct, a part of that mauka portion connects
to the school ground and another portion of that mauka portion is
as Mr. Lauritzen described, cliff. So, you have an automatic buffer
I use to work in that sugar refinery,

DUKE: I agree it's certainly not residential. It's certainly
industrial with the smokestack, the refinery, and I don't know why
they didn't apply for industrial some time before. But, do you
have any objection to have everything remain as is, if they receive -

permission to put HSPA out there, to 150 people working out there?

KURODA: I don't because the residents from the meeting I
attended had no objection to permitting the HSPA facility out there.

(There were no further questions of Senator Kuroda.)

2. Representative James Hi Wakatsuki, representing Aiea residents

WAKATSUKI: I thank you for giving me the opportunity to express
my views on this subject matter. I am assuming that the views I
express are somewhat the same views expressed by MT, Racoma repre-
senting the community.

When I.listened to the representative from sugar plantation, it
really chagrined'me and .appalled me when a person who has lived
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here as I understand for two years, could c.orne before this Conun.i.s· Ë
sion to ask for a rezoning wh ich is in controversy wt th some of the ! -

people living there, come here with an attitude that we were there | yi
first and therefore we c.an dainn well do what we want t.o do. That's -

the impression I got, at least. If these corporate bodtes or 1.anded
gentry come before a legal governmental body :ind take that kind of
attitude, that what's good .Ear t.hem should be good for the comuntt.y, -

then what are the people going to do? I think this kind oi at.t Ltude .

should have been put aside years ago, but in t.his day and age people B Ë
continue to reflect inuscles more than compassion.

: It's my understanding that the community associat.con, Mr. Racoma, had
- met with the gentleman f rom CSH on one or two occasions, attempting

to resolve this particular problem, but the same attitude expressed
here terminated such meeting, that they owned the property, so we're
going for the whole hog.. It's my understanding that the community
association is willing to coexist but they would like to exist in i um¯L

harmony, Ï understand that there are people who live there and work | ¯¯

there. It's my understanding also that the work force is 90 plus. B . lit
I've had relatives who worked for Aiea Plantation and who are still
living in retirement. They have put theïr heart and soul and

¯ supported the plant, Eeing retired, I think the corporation should F
¯ also reflect on the years they have served, to extend to them the ¯©¯

best living conditions they could provide for, EL

It's also my understanding that the community association is not HE
objecting tor the required land area necessary for the HSPA building
and the office building, They do object, however, that the entire g
acreage be zoned at this time light industrial, because after it's
zoned, it's a field day as Mr. Crane had explained, Who knows what
goes in there It's my opinion that the area required.for the
particular building and necessary facilities be on a contract zon-
ing basis, This in my opinion is the most equitable solution to a
growing situation that you and I may not be here when the community
or the corporation changes its plans or attitudes,

If you can reflect to the recommendations made by the Director, on
the last page Alternative 2, they make specific view to the preser-
vation of the option of providing needed parking for Aiea Inter-
mediate School, and to protect the interests of the abutting residents
That goal or objective can be achieved in contract zoning because in
the future, if and when the applicant desires to use more acreage
for a.particular purpose, then the community could participate with
them in working out a harmonious solution, This is what we all
should be looking for because as I indicated to all of you, the
community realizes that CSH provides economic avenues for the
residents. They are not out to smash CSH or deny them the requested
facility, All they are s.aying is look, why don't you use what you
really need., preserve the rest until such time as you need something
and until such time as the community may want something also. But, gg
let's work in harmony This is what they're requesting. I don't NE
think that's an unreasonable request myself.

I'.d b.e
.happy to answer any questions



Representative Wakatsuki was questioned by the Commission.

IlOSAKA' Are you saying you favor Alternata.ve 2 with contract

WAKATSUKI: 1 don't know whether an aJ.ternative must be tied in
with contract zoning but contract zoning is what I think would in

my opinion satisfy all parties concerned because you can contract
the zoning requiring specific protection or amentties that would in
my opinion sat isfy the community, the rest of the acreage can remain
as is, and if the corporation wants to use the acreage for other
uses than residential, they could come before this Commission again.
The gentleman from the corporation says R-6 is tidiculous, it's not

- compat ible and so forth. This is why he 's making: this kind of -..

application It's zoned there now If he thinks it's ridiculous,

I he has the control of the land so he doesn't have to get into resi- -

dential. The fact that it's R-6 doesn't mean that he must get into JUE

KAMIYA: Who do you represent?
WAKATSUKI: I represent the group through Mr. Racoma and I also

speak in the capacity of my governmental office

DUKE: Taking Mr Racoma's objection, I agree it might be
preventing industrial zoning in the center of six schools, but ---

it seems to me this is quite opposite, It seems to me the sugar ---

mill was there and we built six schools around it. Is that not
true?

WAKATSUKI: That's right

DUKE: Now as far as the sugar mill itself is concerned, when
we say that'roads are not properly constructed to carry heavier
equipment, aren't you usîng sugar mill equipment presently on that
road?

WAKATSUKI: I explained, Mr. Duke, that my appearance here in
general was, in essence, to explain why the community association
appeared to be against this particular zoning. I also explained to
you that this was the result of the attempted meeting with the
company representative, Mr. Lauritzen, to try to reach a harmonious
solution to this, which as I understand was not taken too well by
the plantation individual. They don't object to the HSPA moving
there but they do object to the entire parcel being zoned at this
time not knowing what is going to be put in there.

DUKE: Do you object strenuously to Alternative 2? ---

WAKATSUKI: The question which comes to my mind is, is three-
quarters of the entire site required for this particular office pug-
building and the HSPA laboratory. If it's not, then personally,

- that parti.cular area should be reduced. I want to emphasize this

-27-
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l'iil not sayin.g that. in the Euture tlicy ought not to be granted
any kind of changjes tliat tlie cor poration mtght want for a pa1L.i.cu- -
lar use, but certainly It's difficult for many of us here to predict "
what the need may be But, because of this

.l'm asking the Comm.is
,sion to give the company and the communitv a ebance t.o review that

particular issue when it arises and. not at Llir st ime.

Cll0Y: Would it be ac.c.eptable if Alternative 2 were select.ed
and condition of contract zoning per se was wr Etten into it?

WAKATSUKI: I would certaini.y be pleased if contract zoning
would be included in any of the alternatives that you finally decide
on, But again, I emphasize that Alternat ive 2 suggests that
three-quarters of this be zoned for light industrial. Based on
the testimony that I've heard, I'm guessing now, I'm not surewhether three quarters of the 19 acres will be required for whatthey intend to do

CHOY: From how we understand contract zoning, it will give ¯¯

the Department of Land Ut11ization and the Planning Department
greater control,

WAKATSUKI: Yes, that 's why I'm in favor of that.

CHOY: And under these conditions if contract zoning were --

written in as a condition to any of the alternatîves for that
matter, would it be acceptable, because then the residents in thatarea will have their day in court,

WAKATSUKI: If the contract provision in the zoning specifically
states that any other use other than what is going to be presently g iused must be again reopened for consideration, I'm sure the commu- | |nity would look towards that favorably; however on this one here, ¯

speaking of f the cuff, I don't know Mr. Racoma is here. You might -

ask him that ,
¯

CHOY: Question of the staff, If Alternative 2 were selected
and a condition of contract zoning were written into it, and if the
applicant in the future wants to develop any of that parcel, will -they have to again reapply for permit with the Department. of Land
Utilization and.the Planning Commission?

ENG: Neither the rules nor the procedure have as yet been
established So at this point, I am not in a position to say,

CHOY: Thank you,

KAMIYA: Do you feel if this matter was deferred for two weeks
or a month, do you think the community association can get together
with the plantation to reach some solution? Apparently, there hasbeen no meetin of the minds between the two

WAKATSUKI: I'm not quite sure
KAMIYA: The reason I brought this up is Mr. Racoma personally

thought Alternative 3might be all right, then the Senator came up
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with 4 or 5, and you came up with contract zoning, and the planta-
t ion has Alternative 2 and 3 again. We keep go ing round and round.
We've spent a lot of time here.

WAKATSUKI: I understand. Maybe the technicalities of the
alternatives and contract zoning may not have been fully understood
by many of us here. I think I'm expressing the real intent and

M desires of the community.

CHAIRMAN: Would you say the community has any objection to the
present structures on the property?

WAKATSUKI: I believe not.

CHAIRMAN: Is the community aware of the constraints that are
on an owner of a nonconforming building?

WAKATSUKI: I believe they are.

SENATOR KURODA: I would say no. We didn't know ourselves.
May I respond to Mr. Kamiya's question?

CHAIRMAN: Yes but let me get back to my question.

KURODA: One major thing this Commission wants is, is that
area suitable for industrial or not. If the answer is yes, then
that's going to be zoned industrial in the future. Now, the ques-

- tion is, what is the community's attitude? Now, I would answer the
question if I were living there, that I would want to control any
kind of an industrial zoning within a residential area of that type,
to facilities that would be compatible with the residents and the
community, If it's to be left alone, the minimum thing that I would
recommend to the community is to permit construction of the facility
to take care of an immediate need. Now, if they were to go with
Alternative 2 but knowing there are restrictions as to what they
can do in the future, I don't see why they wouldn't buy that either.

CHAIRMAN: What I'm trying to get to is the question has been
raised, why recommend rezoning three-quarters of the property. If
we accept the given land use, and disregard zoning for a moment,
which from what I've heard in the testimony is acceptable--given
that the new HSPA building is acceptable, given that the new CSH

office building is acceptable, and given that there can be certain
restraints in the conditional zoning--it seems to me we have
covered three-quarters of the property. Isn't that a fact?

WAKATSUKI: If those are the facts, I agree with you. It's my

understanding that the community association does not object to the
applicant to refurbish or redo its plant or existing buildings.
This is where the contract zoning comes in, I believe.

SULLAM: The first order of business really is to familiarize
the applicant with contract zoning. My personal view is that he

- could probably satisfy his needs to a greater extent under contrac
zoning than under the kind of zoning he's asking for right now,



because there's inore flexibi.!aty., fle can get what he wants, the
commur11ty can go t what they want , ra ther t.lian loc kin g himse.l f .\.n

to a situati.on he might not be happy wi.th ;.it. this moment because
with zoning, we wi11 desig,nate t..ertain poiti.ons to industrial,

- continue to leave others to resident i.al, and he st.I11 will not be
happy

CHAIRMAN: Well, it. would be helptul not. only to the applicant
but to the various community organizations 1E they had one, a better
understanding of contract zoni.ng, and in terms of the comniuntty
organizations a better understanding of the constraints that are on
CSH Sugar by having a nonconforming building, which many people
don't know unless they happen to have a nonconform.i.ng building.

- CRANE: That's the point I wanted to bring out.. There's a big
-

¯ difference between having a nonconforming build:i.ng, and turning
around and zoning that industrial, There's a good deal of 6"
difference. There are concerns there, That's why I'm favoring __¯

-

- plan 3 there thre are constraints

CHAIRMAN: There are constraints both ways, in terms of the
owner not being able to perform maintenance which creates a bït of E
a problem.

WAY: One point that we should note. The question has come up El
as to what is the policy for the use of the land and it's clearly !Ë
for an industrial purpose, That has been.designated on the !!
Detailed Land Use Map for that particular purpose, I think it's ¯

now a question of the implementation of that, but the reasons
behind its not having been previously zoned, I don't know that it
would even be possible to reconstruct them based upon the history |
of zoning through the years in the community, We've gone through M ÑË
a number of ordinances 40 years and more, we've gone through a ¯"

master planning stage, a general plan stage, a detailed land use g - 25
map stage, comprehensive zoning code with transitional sections,
there is as I'm sure our legislators will appreciate, an extensive
legislative history .æl the issue and one I don't think we could
reconstruct but I point out it's possibly even a.little bit irrele-
vant when viewed from the perspective of the City's policy adopted
by the City Council for an industrial classification of the
property,

DUKE: We can't really talk truly intelligently on contract
zoning at the present time because it is not an ordinance, How
it comes out when it becomes an ordinance, we don't know what it's
going to say or what rules or regulations will govern it Is that
not true?

WAY: That's true One key point in the Director's report, the R
point was made.that-

DUKE: I understand, approval by City Council, Ei

WAY: Änd aside..to the application, it was felt that contract

- 3 0
¯¯¯



¯ zoning ought to be taken into account when and :if, if appropriato,
such contract zoning becomes effectivo.

HOSAKA: I am wondering whether the tq)plicant wants Alternativo
2 only because he would want that area the warehouse is sitting onto permit him to fix up his building as need be.

WAY: Could be. It would seem to me the aoint was made by theChairman if we drew the line of Alternative 3 above the build'ing,included the building in the industrial zone, maybe this is the
point which could be raised with the applicant.

While we have Representative Wakatsuki, we might also ask him if
this is an acceptable alternative as he best interprets the commu-nity's position, that would be say Alternative 2½, something between
2 and 3 that would allow the inclusion of the warehouse into an
industrial classification and would also provide the buffer on theHonolulu side?

WAKATSUKI: The community indicates it would be reasonable.
WAY: So then we're approaching a solution basically because

my next question would be, what would be wrong with having all ofthat area in industrial classification? Are there other apprehen-sions in terms of the change of use to other industrial?

WAKATSUKI: I think the apprehension is the type of light
industrial use, height, smoke emission, kinds of activity. They'renot against that kind of activity so long as it's reasonably
controlled.

CRANE: I hate to muddle up Alternative 2½ but I have to ask,if we were to accept Alternative 2½ and draw the line at that ware-
house, I'd like to know what would prevent CSH next year or someoneelse who-could take that light industrial zoning and put in somethingother than a warehouse that might prove obnoxious to the community orto the adjacent school?

WAY: Nothing.
CRANE: Did I hear nothing?
WAY: That's right. Once zoned into the industrial classifica-

tion, whatever would be the permitted uses would be allowed in the
district with a possibility that there may be more stringent controls
applied through the so-called contract zoning.

CRANE: Precisely why I favor Alternative 3 or contract zoning,
WAKATSUKI: In that situation, I must concur with Mr. Crane

regarding the contract zoning. It's past second reading in Council --

and I don't know when Council will clarify the language.
(There were no further questions of Representative Wakatsuki.)

31



FEB 6 1974

LAURLTZEN: MI. Clutittuan, may l make furt.her C.laiification?

CHAIRMAN: We're going to end up by getting into a debate.
LAURITZEN: Ï '

m sor r y, 1 dan.' t inean to do that.

CHAIRMAN: Well don't because I hate having to leferee.

LAURITZEN: The po.int is, we've been talking about schools.
We said we had accepted the staff's report of not :ezoning the
land on the Honolulu side of the stream, There are no contiguous | ¡schools there. If you would like to cut off a strip and make that - I a
a boundary for these homes (refert ing to map displayed) and there -

--

aTe approximately 10, there 's a very high rock wall over in our g
property, please do so. I can't see what it would really gain. | ;

----g

- We're not going to allow that to be anything else because there's | gno other way to ge t in there than here (referring to map displayed) .

¯

-

We've been using that for maintenance of our large warehouse for 25
years and we'll continue to do that. We're not oin to build a car
wash, a steam bath or anything else. Please don't ctit off a hunk of
our warehouse because as was pointed out, we have to maintain it, gWe're going to have to have a new roof, and it's very vital to our g
operation and to the sugar supply of the State of Hawaii,
(There were no further questions of Mr. Lauritzen,)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
on motion by Mrs - Sullam, seconded by Mr. Crane and carried

ACTION: The Commission recommended approval of Alternative "2½" which
would include the mauka portion of the site occupied by the
currently existing warehouse building with appropriate side
yard setback, and exclude the balance between this area and
existing residential development. This reserve area owned by
the applicant would remain in R-6 zoning. The motion was
made by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mrs Duke and carried.,
AYES .. Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held on this matter
ZONING CHANGE on November 8, 1972, at which time the
R-4 RESIDENTIAL TO Commission acted to keep the public hearing
I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL open and to defer action until a later

- DISTRICT date Basis for deferral was to allow dis-
KANEOHE cussion. of the request between abutting.
KENNETH ISHIMOTO prope.rty owners and the department staff.
(FILE #72/Z-51)

The former Planning Director's. recommenda-
tion indicated that- if a satisfactory
solution cannot be arranged, the Director
wi ll withdraw the zoning request and deny
the application



The JJirector believes that reasonable time has passed and that reasonable
attempts liave been made to resolve the improvements. The results, how-
ever, have not been satisfactory. The1)cpartment of Public Work; lui.s
been unable to secure agreements fromall owners involved to parti.cipate
in the improvement district needed to servo the requested zoningt.
Accordingly, subject to corporation counsel, the Director would consider
withdrawing this zon.ing request.

Public testimony followed,i No one spoke AGAINST the proposal

Tes t imony in SUPPORT -

I l. Mr. Ed Jones, Executive Secretary, Kaneohe Business Group (No
written testimony submitted)

JONES: I am representing the Kaneohe Business Group, the
Ishimoto family, and the other family involved ìn this rezonino.
The business groups feel that if the property owners in that aÊea
are not allowed to develop their property as they need to do, they're -

being penalized, The feeling is strong that this rezoning should be ; 2"
allowed, and not to withdraw the application. We realize it's been ¯

a long drawn out affair, i EUR

There are other implications in this too. I questioned the Planning
Department now and I found out that there's a road up there on the

¯ ËÑÑË
map that doesn't exist, From what I have been involved in the past I

six months wearing two other hats, Chairman of the Kaneohe Recrea- -

tion Council and past president of the Kaneohe Community Council
just recently, we've been involved in the planning for the dam for il
the past four or five years. We've been involved in the planning for edik
the reservoir park, Recently for the past six months, we've been
involved with the controversial Kaneohe Intermediate School site.
As far as we know and from what we've been told and what we've seen
on maps, Luluku Road which enters at Kam Highway is the major and ¯

the only access road that will be allowed to go through the dam, to
the park and to the school site. As I understand, there's a road on
the map that will be opened, We have no knowledge of that road what-
soever. If it's on the.general plan, the Corps of Engineers don't
know anything about it -

As a result of the Keapuka Community Association objecting to Luluku
Road being that major road because of the school children and
because of no sidewalks all the way up to the deadend of Luluku Road,
it deadends right into the proposed site of the Kaneohe Intermediate
School. The road leading into the dam and into the park goes right
through the school site, So, the Corps of Engineer department people
have agreed to burrow that road off to the left in order that it will
not go through the school site in order to get into the dam and the gg
park site. Eg

While I was president of the Council, I met with the Corps or Engi-
neers in their office, with Rom Duran, Deputy Director, and with
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Il
tlie Kaapuka Community Associat ton president We discussed th to plan.
The feel tng of the Corps of Engineers wi th Colonei ßrown, Deputy
Director was that he would propose, in view of the fact that the

-g

Keapuka people objected t.o the school. be ing 111 t.hat area, that the
Traffic Department or the City and County make a topographical study
of the entire Luluku Road, f rom Kam Ilighway all the way in, for a

possible improvement district, He contended that possibly the entire '
_-

improvement should be t i.ed tu with the Corps of Engineers plans and .

-¯

with the recreat lon plan of the City and County. When he made that BI
recommendation, we went down and met with the Traf fic people and made
this recommendat ion to them in the presence of Pat DeCosta, City and g i
County Deputy Director , who went with me over to the Traffic g i B
Department: They d idn ' t consider it f easible, that the community .

would have to ini tiate the improvement district.

Now this is when 1 ot involved and found out that this aarticular a....

zoning had been held up and still held in abeyance and mtght be =-

brought back to your honorable body again, My feeling is, and the --

business group feels this way, that the City and County should M
initiate an improvement district themselves, work with the Corps
of Engineers to tie it in with that total project. I feel the
property owners should not be assessed with that improvement because
it's going to be the major arterial to that dam and the reservoir
park which is going to be open to the entire residents of Oahu.
I don't feel it's fair for the property owners to be penalized
because one property owner doesn't want to agree.

I understand the only objection is from the property owners on the
Kailua side of Luluku road, there's a guava factory and the Koolau -
farmers, because it will take part of their property and they don't
want to be assessed for the improvement of it. I understand that g
the property owners on the Kaneohe side are all in agreement.

I was under the impression from some time back from the City Council
when we were trying to get an improvement district in the Kapunahala
District in 1968, that as long as two-thirds of the people agreed,
an improvement district could Ins made and the others would have to
go along with it So if you have two property owners that say yes,
and one that says no, I think there's two thirds of the people that
say you can do that.

There were no questions of Mr. Jones )

2 Attorney Philip T. Chun,-representing the applicant (No written
statement submitted)

CHUN: Going back to tive history of this application,.the appli-
cation was made back in October of 1972 At the public hearing of
November 1972, the Director's recommendation was that the matter be

di¯R

deferred pending a possible solution to the improvements of Luluku
Road. Luluku Road for the first 300 feet from Kam Highway into
Keapuka Subdivision is unimproved After that it becomes Keapuka
Subdivision which is totally improved with curbs, gutters, sidewalks,
a much wider street than Luluku Road Subsequent to that public

34-



hearing, a meeting was hold on November 24 , 1972 wa th motiibers oE
- the planning staff, members of the Public Works Department, myself,

and represent:at ives of the other two property owners Subsequent
to that time, the other two property owners on the Kaneoho side of
Luluku Road did submit letters to the Department of Plamiing indi-

cating its favor and support of an improvellient district. Mr. lienry
Mau who was the agent for the property owner on the Kai.lua s:ide of

El Luluku Road was present, and orally indicated favor and support of
an improvement district. Although he had not submitted a letter in
writing because the party he represents is an absentee landlord and
could not be reached at that time, a letter was submitted by the
lessees of that property indicating again that they were in support
of an improvement district,

In August of '73, I received a copy of a letter addressed to Mr.
Hirata, Director and Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works,

I from the Planning Department, giving him this information and asking
them to look into the feasibility of an improvement district for
Luluku Road Since then, that's the last I have heard. Now, I
understand there has been a recent meeting between Public Works and
some of the property owners. The indication to them was because of
fiscal conditions of the City and County by the fact that there is
no money at the present time in any Capital Improvement budget for
an improvement district in this area, they were not willing to

- initiate it,

For a private property owner to initiate an improvement district,
would require a petition to the City and County, present it to the
City and County's preliminary plan for improvement district--by
this I think we're referring to preliminary engineering plans, the
front money for the improvement district. This is where we reach
disagreement, I don't feel that the property owner should be
required to do this with respect to this improvement district,
which although required for the zoning of the applicant's property,
actually creates benefits far in excess of the three lots involved.

Again as Mrs Jones has brought out, Luluku Road is one of two roads
to Keapuka. The other is major access to Keapuka off of Likelike
Highway, a second access into Keapuka, Keapuka, if I am correct, is
a residential subdivision encompassing approximately 500 home sites.
In addition to that, there is the proposed school site at the end
of Luluku Road; Now, consider this planning wise. There is at the
present-time only one decent access into Keapuka. The second access,
and I agree with the Planning Department the one off Luluku Road is
substandard, because merely of the fact that the last 300 feet had
not been properly developed,

Members of the Commission, I think you'11 agree that under the CZC
today, should Keapuka come in as a brand new subdivision, I believe
the Department of Land Utilization would require that not only would
the interior road of Keapuka Subdivision be improved to proper stan-
dards, .but the opening of Luluku Road into Kam Highway also be
required to be widened to the standards of the CZC. While we cannot
condemn the authorities in the past who permitted Keapuka to .be

cono
structed with only that one access, it is there today I think it
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138 acre site, witti t.he add).ta.onal luclusion in the Residantial
designation of the makat land located on each side of tlie .

principal road wllich will provido act:ess to the kaneolie end of
the subject site, as shown on the appliennt's latest proposal.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, llosaka, Kamlyn, Sullain
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawalolaa
ABSTAÏNiiD - Connell

The Commission authorized scheduling of the following public hearings,
on mot.ton by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mrs. Sullan and car ried:

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 1. The request is the addition of a

i APPLICATION Microwave station to the Honolulu
[MICROWAVE STAT ION Power Plant.
ADDITION TO HONOLULU
POWER PLANT)
HAWAIIAN ELECTRIC
COMPANY, INC,
(FILE #73/HCD-27)

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 22 The request is for approval of plans -

APPLICATION for a 5 -story office building at
(5-STORY OFFICE BLDG.) 1067 Alakea Street.
ANDERSON/JOHNSON/
REINHARDT, LTD
(FILE #74/HCD-2)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/ 3, The request is for a Conditional Use
SPECIAL USE PERMIT Permit and Special Use Permit for
(TV MICROWAVE COMMUNICA- Television Microwave Communications
TIONS STATION) Station--Pupukea.
PUPUKEA
OCEANIC CABLEVISION, INC.
(FILE #75/CUP-26 6

#73/SUP-2)

STREET NAMES The following street names were recommended
for adoption, on motion by Mr. Hosaka,
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried:

1. Wong Subdivision, Nuuanu, TaxMap Key 2-2-49: 62.

OLAA PLACE Culdesac situated on' the southerly side of
Kahawalu Drive.

Meaning: Village and land division in Puna,
Hawaii

2, Fukuda Subdivision, Kahaluu, Tax Map Key 4-7-32.



i .

Amend Resolution No 4 , adopted on January
8, 1974, by deleting the name PAWALE PLACE
and subst i tut:Lng the following name for
the roadway within the Fukuda Subdivision,
Kabaluu, Tax Map Key 4-7-32 hecauso of
simi 1.arity of anot.her st rect name in Manoa.

PAKAl PLACE Culdesac situated on the easterly side of
Ahuimanu Road. M

Meaning: A weedy, tropical herb that looks g
much like spinach.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p .m.

Respectfully submitted, i

Henrietta B. man
Secretary-Reporter

i
I
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The Planning Comliiiss.lon held a meeting on Wednesdav, Fabritory 20, 1974

PRESENT: Eugene B. Co:Ine11, Chai.rman
James D. s rane, Vice-Chairman r -

Dr, Wilbur C. Choy

i Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka
Antone J Kahawaioiaa
Randall Kamlyai Fredda Sullam ·-

- STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer
Andrew Sato, Deputy Corporation Counsel g-
Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner
Henrv Eng Staff Planner --

Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner -

MINUTES: The minutes of February 6, 1974 were
approved, on motion by Mr . Kamiya,
seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an
- HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT application for construction of a Microwave

APPLICATION Station addition to the Hawaiian Electric
(MICROWAVE STATION) Company's Honolulu Power Plant, within the
HAWN. ELECTRIC CO., INC- Hawaii Capital District, Tax Map Key:
(FILE #73/HCD-27) 2-1-14: 6,

Pub licat ion was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of February 10, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director 's report of the
proposal. A microwave station structure approximately 12' wide x
12' deep by 10 ' high with a disk antenna on top is proposed. The
structure will be of aluminum siding and painted to match the existing
building. A variance from the 65-foot height limit was granted by
the Zoning Board of Appeals on January 24, 1974, The small structure
and microwave disk addition on the existing lower roof will not be
noticeable from the pedestrian level The addition is compatible with
the existing building and the Hawaîi Capital District.

The Director recommends approval of the application.

No discussion followed,

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.







i Staff Plainier Lorrie Chee reported the receipt of the performance
¯ bond, and its approval by Corporation Coimsel. Regarding the General

Plan amelubilent from Residenti.al to Apartment uso, the Council.'s Pl;in-
ning Comillittee report i.nd lentes a recolonendat.i.on foi tipproval of the
amendment without any conditions or reasons for approval Mrs. Choe g
pointed out that the Council's act ton was prior to the Charter requiring
Findings of Fact as a basis Ear approving a General Plan timendment.
Discussion therefore, on the General Plan amendment regardinp density,
price of housing, and the right-of-way width is discussed in the staff's
report to tlie City Council

Discussion followed.

SULLAM: The Commission should be reminded that when we made our
recommendation to the Council when the application to change the General
Plan from Residential to Apartment was before us, we brought to the
Council's attention that this A-1 request might interfere with the posi-
tion of the Diamond Head Cultural Scenic District. I think we should
bear that in mind. I'm of the opinion at this time that we ought to
hold this application up until the Council moves on that ordinance.
They 've had it for quite a long time now. They should maKe a decision 15
one way or another so that we know how to proceed. Matters such as this
will come before us again and we will have the same problem. I think
this is a very fine proposal but if we move on this proposal, we will
have to move on all others, and we really don't have guidelines yet.

¯

DON CLEGG (Acting Chief Planning Officer) : Question of Counsel.
Isn't there a legal question here in terms of holding this application
up in terms of a future ordinance?

COUNSEL: I don't know the status of the Diamond Historic Cultural
Scenic District Ordinance, but to hold anything unreasonably for any
length of time without any justification will be unreasonable. That
is the only way I can answer that question,

CRANE: We've run into this in the past, I'm not totally in
disagreement with Mrs, Sullam, but I think at some point, we must
consider the rights of the people who hold the property. I don't
think it s their fault that the City Council has held this ordinance
for a year. They may hold it another year, I don't know what burden
that owner must bear because of the lack of action of a body other than
this body. It ' s an iffy kind of a thing.

SULLAM: Well, that 's exactly the way I feel, I thought that we
were. going to hear from the Council today as to whether they were going
to take action on the Diamond Head District ordinance or whether they
were just going to sit on it, Of course, if they're going to take IE

- action, then we should certainl,y wait for them. But, if they're not,
then of course we have to make a decision. I thought that was the
question we asked of them

CHAIRMAN: Was there any specific time when this was going to be
reported out of the Planning and Zoning Committee?



CHÏE: No. I might comment that if you should decide to hold it
here, it might be a good idoa to send some sort of transmitta.t to City
Council to say that you are hold:i-ng it for this reason. Otherwise,
they really would not be aware,

CHAIRMAN: Wouldn't the decision and the final analysi.s of th:is
particular applicat ion really be in the hands of the Council, who also --

have to make the decision of whether or not to pass the Diamond Head
ordinance? I have a fooling that holding on to this or not hold:i.ng on
to this really is beside the point when it is the Counci.L who makes
the decision, They've had one year on the ordinance. If we send it
up, they're going to have to make a decision one way or the other.
Perhaps there may be problems they are having to look into in re.Lation-
ship to the Diamond Head ordinance and those that have grown out of the

- Civic Center ordinance. We have no communication as to when they're
going to act or how much longer they're going to need, and it seems to
me, somewhat unfair to the property owners in the area,

CRANE: Could we not send this on up with a note attached of our
concerns relative to the delay of the passage of this ordinance, perhaps i &

E of even the pressure on us on this thing. | gig
- CHAIRMAN: We could put on the same concerns we put on the General

Plan change. We noted the relationship of this to the Diamond Head : 95
- ordinance at the time, and the Council agreed to change the General

Plan. So, it would seem to me we have one, the policy, which has been
put forward by the Council in change the General Plan; secondly, we
have the policy of the City and County in the Comprehensive Zoning
Code. We have two operative policies over against what may become a

policy at some point and time down the road, mainly the Diamond Head
ordinance. Our function is to follow policy and be guided by it.

SULLAM: Actually, we did approve the Diamond Head District
ordinance. We sent it up to the Council, So, we could use that as
our guideline in evaluating this particular application. This appli-
cation does conform to the Diamond Head ordinance except for the
height which actually isn't too bad, really, I'm sort of inclined to
feel that it wouldn't be too detrimental. It's unfortunate this wasn't
kept strictly within the limits of the Diamond Head District ordinance.
Do you recall what machinery we had when a variance was required from
the Diamond Head ordinance?

CHEE: I think we have had some applications that have gone through
a variance procedure under the Hawaii Capital District. I don't know
how many of them have been approved or denied or on what basis.

CHAIRMAN: We had one today.

SULLAM: The one today, there's a requirement of 40% open space
and they are only granting 30%. So, there are some deviations from
the hard lines that are written within the ordinance. What I'm tr in .-

to do is be consistent with our past actions gË

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, is a motion in order?



CHA Ï RMAN: Yes

CRANE: I movewe approve the D.tract.or's recommerulation, and
attach thereto, our concerns to the City Council relat tve to the
passage of or lack of passage of the Diamond Head ordinance .

KAHAWAIDLAA: Second.

(The motion carried. )

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
AßSENT - None
AßSTAINED - Connell

The Commission authorized scheduling of the following public hearings,
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried:

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 1. The request is for a Conditional Use
(PRIVATE STP) Permit to construct and operate a
PUNALUU . private sewage treatment plant.
LEROY R. ALLEN
(FILE #73/CUP-23)

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 22 The request involves landscaping and
APPLICATION a sign in the roadway setback,
STANDARD OIL COMPANY
OF CALIFORNIA
(FILE #73/HCD-2) -

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 3. The request involves construction of a
APPLICATION sign.
ALEXANDER BROS., LTD.
(FILE #73/HCD-23) iPLANNED DEVELOPMENT 4. The proposal is for development of
HOUSING sixty-two, 2-bedroom and 3-bedroom
SUNSET BEACH cluster houses.
REAL ESTATE FINANCE
CORPORATION
(FILE..#73/PDH-10)

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT 5, The request involves re-roofing work.
APPLICATION
CSC OF HONOLULU, BOARD
OF WATER SUPPLY
(FILE #74/HCD-3)

STREET NAMES The Commission recommended approval of
the following street name,. on motion by
Mr Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Duke and
carried:
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I--

Sato Subdivision, Puuloa, Ewa, Onhu, llawai t:

PULOULA PLACE A enldesac situated on the north sido of
Pohakupuna Road between Pohakupuna Road
and Aikanaka Road .

Moaning: Name of a s to r .

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 2:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. L an
Secretary-Reporter
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i Meeting of the Planning Comiiussion i M-
Minutes

March 6, 1974

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, March 6, 1974 at
1:30 p.m., in the Conference Roomof the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Eugene B. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
James D. Crane, Vice-Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C. Choy
Charles W. Duke

i Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Randall Kami ay

i ABSENT: Donald K. Hosaka
Fredda Sullam ÑË¯

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer =F
Andrew Sato, Deputy Corporation Counsel -

Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner
MINUTES: The minutes of February 20, 1974 were

approved, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT application for landscaping and placement -

APPLICATION of a si n in the roadwa setback withinYSI
STANDARD OIL COMPANY the Hawaii Capital District, Tax Map Key:
OF CALIFORNIA 2-1-31: 15 and 16.
(FILE #73/HCD-2)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of February 24, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of the
proposal. The request is for approval of a 4'-4" high x 4'-11" wide
red, white and blue plastic Standard Oil sign 10'-4" high with wood
trim and support, the provision of landscaping along South and Queen
Streets, and removal of existing signs and poles. The existing Standard
Oil Company station, including the proposed sign and landscaping, meets
the 65-foot height limit and 50% open space requirements of the district.
A variance from front yard setbacks for the subject site to permit alter-
ing existing structures and construction of a ground sign was granted by
the Zoning Board of Appeals on June 14, 1973, on the condition that
planting strips be provided and the plants be at least 30 inches in
height. The sign and landscaping are compatible with the Hawaii Capital
District. The Director recommends approval of this application.

There were no questions of the staff regarding the Directór's report.

No one appeared to spea either FOR or AGA1NST the application.



The publ le hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisernent, .
on mot ion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and carr Lod.

AC'l' EUN: The Commission adopted the Director 's recommendat ïon and
¯¯ recollimended approval of the application, on motion by Mr.

Crane, seconded by TJr. Choy and carried. Li

AYES - Choy, Crano, JJuko, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka Sullam
ABSTA1NED - Con11ell

i
PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPI'IAL DISTRICT request for construction of a sign within
APPLICATION the Hawaii Capital District, Tax Map Key:
ALEXANDER BROS., LTD. 2-1-32: 15.
(FILE #73/HCD-23)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of February 24, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of the
application for approval of a 3-foot high x 5-foot wide illuminated
plastic sign with the name "Alexander Bros." below, to be placed on the g
wall above the entry door and below the existing marquee. The sign is gcompatible with the Hawaii Capital District. The Director recommends
approval of this application.

There were no questions of the staff concerning the Director's report.

No one was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the application.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
on motion by Mr Crane, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred vdeth the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the application, on motion by
Mr Cr ane , seconded by Dr , Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT . Rosaka, Sullam
AßSTAINED Connell

PUB1IC HEARING A public hearing was held.to. consider a
PLANNED DEYELOPMENT Planned Development Housing proposal for
HOUSING 62 two- .and three-bedroom cluster homes
SUNSET BEACH :. in Sunset Beach, Tax .Map Key: 5-8-03: 13
REAL ESTATE EINANCE
CORPORATION Publication was made în the Sunday Star-
(FILE #73/tEDH-10) Bulletin/Advertiser of February 24, 19T4.

A letter from Sayda B. Hoogs dated February
24 1974 was received OPPOSING this application.
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I Staff Planner Stan Mol'je ld presented tJie Utractor 's report of the
proposed development. Following is a summary oE the 1)irector's
conmients and recoimliandations of the subject appi ication:

The site plan selected from ourlier alternatives coems acceptah.lo.
Desirable features of the proposal are: Clusterinp of tiliits,
raising units above the flood plain .level,

provis.ion of recreation

i open space areas, landscaping, and a swimming pool-

It is recommended that the application be approved with the

i conditions enumerated in the report. Among spec:ia] conditions
for approval are:

a. Construct ion of a private sewage treatment plant , accordingi to the State Department of Health requirements.

b. Installation of water services according to Board of Water .

I Supply's recommendations,

c. Fire hydrant placement shall be in accordance with and subject

i to the requirements of the Fire Department. dE

d. Provision of tot-yards according to the Department of Recrea-
tion requirements.

e. Pedestrian pathways to be of concrete, asphalt or other hard
surface material acceptable by the Building Department.

f. The homebuyers through deed covenants be advised that the site
is in the Federal Insurance Administration flood hazard area.

The Commission had no questions concerning the Director's report.

Public testimony followed

Testimony AGAINST-

Miss Evan Hoogs, appearing for her mother, Mrs. Sayda Hoogs,
owner of property identified as Tax Map Key: 5-8-03: 22.
(Submitted letter dated February 24, 1974 from Mrs. Sayda Hoogs;
memo dated December 14, 1972 to Mr. Barry Chung, Prosecuting
Attorney from Edward Y. Hirata, Director and Chief Engineer;
letter dated September 10, 1971 to Mr. William B. Rathburn from
Albert C. Zane, Director and Chief Engineer)

HOOGS: Since 1967, my mother and myself, have variously been
going to the Department of Engineering in City Hall for the last
five years because Mr. Rathburn who sold this property to Real
Estate Finance Corporation started to excavate the sand in front
of our property without a permit in '67. I went down there for
about four months before they finally admitted he had no permit
and at that point they made him get a permit.

Then, the next year he started to excavate right on our property
line We are on the ocean and all our property is sand. So
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- nutura1ly, our property is )ust collapsing. 110 made 20 foot
excavations. Instond of staying back 12 feet, I think you're --

required to stay back before you start any sort of excavat i.on, he
excavated right on our line, Well, I'm not an enga.nect so i.t took

- me a while to discover this is not. what you should do. Ï kept
going down to the utvisionof Engincors. I didn't get too much
satisfaction This continued until about 1971. At that point, Ï -

went to my attorney and said we 'd just have to do something because ¯¯¯

this had gone on too much, too long. The attorney wrote a letter
to the Division of Engineers. Mr. Zane wrote a letter back stating
that they were going to start to prosecute Mr. Rathburn.

This condition continued until 1972 when I went to Mr . Loomis at
City Hall and told him this has been going on and I don't understand .

it. My mother's property is collapsing. I said - I didn't say this
to him but I'm asking this now, who is this Mr. Rathburn? Well, it -
seems Mr. Rathburn is the head of the Berkeley City Bank. This
organization must have quite a bit of pull at City Hall because g
Mr. Rathburn then sold the property on the front. | 5

-

Now, this property on the front, the Division of Engineers told me § ig
one time when I was there in '67, could never be developed because

¯g

Mr. Rathburn had never put in a plan for the water which rolls down ¯Œ

the hillside on the subdivision across the street from these lots.
Now, this water goes into these lots. During the rainy season, that :RE
is completely filled with water. Well, this condition has never been
corrected but in 1972, the permit was pushed through the Planning
Department-in a week's time. Rudy Tong - Randy Tong, I guess it is,
and his partner got that subdivision in there in a week's time. So,
that subdivision is there.

Now, in '72 when I went in to see the Division of Engineering, the
head of the Division of Engineering, Mr. Hirata, sent a letter to
Mr. Barry Chung, Prosecuting Attorney. Mr..Chung got this letter in

'73, In '73, I went in to see Mr..Chung and my mother did too, we
said Mr. Chung, what's going to happen? Well he said, we're going
to prosecute Mr. Rathburn. I also in '71 got a letter from Mr. Zane
saying that Mr. Rathburn was going to be forced to put the sand
back. But, Mr- Zane left the Department of Engineering and then I
went to see Mr. Hirata. Well., at the present day, last week, I went
to see Mr. St. Sure. I said well, there's a proposal to put a

permanent development in a lot in front of us. I said what's going
to happen. He didn't say but he indicated to me that the City was
still pursuing this matter with Rathburn.

Well, if this development goes in with the elevations as they are is
now, we're now 10 to 12 feet above the plan as you see it. Our -

-

sand is all collapsing on.to this property. We are what was called
in the testimony, the sand dunes, but part of that sand dunes is
also our property. We own the property clear out to the water.
This is cui old land court title.

Now,.if this is allowed to continue, if this is put in just as it's -
shown here, .our property will continue to collapse.. Eventually, we
will have no property whatsoever. I feel if you people accept this

4
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I proposition without allowing the City to do something about correct- ¯

ing this, I don't know how this will - whether this is the suit
against Mr. Rathburn or whether this is - what it is. But, I do

i feel that you should do something about this situation beforo you
allow this unit which has elevations which are not the formar
elevations - the former elevations were 15 feet abovo where you

i see that green (referring to site plan displayed) , our land is now
15 feet in tho air.

Another thing is, if this is allowod, I don't think anybolv will be

i able to get in there to correct it with trucks because how are they
going to do it?

Another thin is - I submitted a letter to rou - this lot has two
20-foot acces easements. This property is 30 years old. One is
clear to the left (referring to site plan displayed). This property
that you see the picture of, also has an interesting easement 93,

I that's the one clear on the right. They have a half interest in
that property. Now that property, we have an easement on that 193
which is the road clear to the left - excuse me, clear to the right -

and we have an easement on 191 which is that easement there. Now,
M Mr. Rathburn has been given 24 feet next to that easement on the

Haleiwa side, and 24 feet plus the 20 feet makes the 40 feet required
for an easement road- We have 20 feet right now. But, if we were
given the same privilege that Mr. Rathburn has, namely easement over
that extra 24 feet, we would have our entrance. Now to subdivide,
I think you need two exits and entrances and 193 we have an ease-
ment over 20 feet of 193 on the right. We need another 24 feet to
get through to our property. So, we request another 24 feet above
where you see the road (referring to site plan displayed) leading up
to our property. We would like to request that the easement be given
us so that we are not landlocked, because at the moment we are
landlocked. We can't subdivide our property.

Miss Hoogs was questioned by the Commission.

CRANE: Where's the property on the map where he took the sand?

MOFJELD: Well, I understand the applicant is also the owner now
of this particular property.

CRANE: They got it from Mr. Rathburn?

M0FJELD: Yes, and the dune area is here (referring to site plan).

HOOGS: No, excuse me, that's our property.

MOFJELD: This is the dune area here. Apparently from the
testimony, they've been taking the sand from this area where the
NOUndS OCCUT.

CRANE: Along the property line.

MOFJELD: Along the property line.
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I
CRANE: The peop.lc applying didn't take the sand, right?

MOFJELD: No,

HOUCS: lle may have taken sand off our property but. that has
never been surveyed and found out Ït's on the line or over the
line

CRANE: I've got a question of you, what do you want us to do?

HOOGS: I feel that you should hold up this application until g
the situation i.s corrected either by the City or by the Real Estate |
Finance Corporation,

CRANE: How is it corrected, to do what?

HOOGS: To put it back to where the former elevation was . See,
according to the law, they were supposed to stay back 12 feet from |
our property line which they didn't. That's why Barry Chung's B
office is prosecuting,

CRANE: This is under litigation in other words.

HOOGS: Yes

CRANE: And you don't want us to punish these people because
something's held up in court,

HOOGS: I don't want you to punish them but I want the situation
corrected, I don't feel that to put this plan through with elevations

t
ya nee trrele 'formedrbeeleavami nakewhich are the elevations we are

DUKE: It's not quite clear in my mind whether it's the removal
of the sand or this first subdivision that created flooding condi-
tions on this application? -

HOOGS: .The first subdivision that was made out there was
across Kam Highway on the other side of the street. In that subdi-
vision, Ah Rathburn was supposed to put in a drainage canal along
side the road or under the road, That drainage canal was never put
in, It was supposed to somehow not drain along the roadway, the way
it now drains When I went to talk to the Division of Engineers,
this was about 5 years ago, he told me we'd never grant them that
variance for those houses because this flood condition does exist.
Evidently this was granted and these houses were put in on the
highway, During the winter, all those front yards are going to
have about two or three feet of water in them.

DUKE: 150, the lack of drainage or the flood conditions that
exist because of the lack of drainage, is that under litigation
presently?

HOOGS: I didn't do anything about suing them and I guess
nobody did anything about it That permit was put through at that
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time to build all those houses, I didn't go in to fight it. ßut, ¡ g--
- if the elevation is not corrected, the water will just go and settle ¯ ¯¯¯

on those lots and won't go any further, I don't know.

MUFJELD: The drainage report submitted by the applicant is i
acceptable to the Department of Public Works. We have a letter from i
them to that effect dated February 4, 1974. The applicant, for his -

subject site has to work and get approval on his drainage proposal |
¯

from the Department of Public Works. I
¯

DUKE: Yes, I appreciate that, I am concerned about the property
makai of that and what might happen if something isn't done. ¯

-

CRANE: I don't know about that one, but what does it have to do
with the one under discussion here today? The Department of Public
Works says the drainage is sufficient. Your testimony would be, it -

1S ROt.

HOOGS: According to the Division of Engineers when I saw them
five years ago, it wasn't.

CHAIRMAN: The water that's presently collecting on the front
area of the old subdivision might drain back?

HOOGS: My concern was to start with, that those lots were going
to get lots of water,.and since I am on the adjoining piece, I like
to see things get done correctly and right, and I thought it was

I incorrect. I don't believe it's going to drain in my property. My
property is 15 feet up in the air.

CHAIRMAN: So, your concern--

HOOGS: My concern originally was that this was incorrect, that
these people who bought these houses were getting a bad deal.

CHAIRMAN: The question I still have is the relationship of the
drainage problem now in terms of the application before us.

HOOGS: I see. Yes, over across the street, that's a high hill
and that water comes down, rushes across the street - the street is
like a funnel, right into the property. I imagine the whole left
part of that property (referring to site plan) would be pretty wet too.

CHAIRMAN: On the old elevation, what kind of rise do we have
from the street level up to the property going makai?

MOFJELD: Well, there will be fill there now as opposed to the EE
existing elevations to take the land elevations for the houses above
the flood plain level. It possibly arises six feet or so.

HOOGS: No, this is water and rain, not flood.

MOFJELD: But, in order to be assured that the first level of
the houses are going to be above a flood plain level, fill will be
brought in to that end of the site in order to raise the site and



the housing pads above the ilood-plain elevation. Sa, that woul<.1
also help allevi.ato other kind of water runoff prohlenis ilt raising -

the clevation of that end of t:he s.i to

1100GS: Well, the 1:lood plain clovat kan is the he).oht of oul
property. I've been out there after the .last three tidlil wiives.
The water goes up to the eglge of our prolacrty. We're 14 feet abovo --

Real Est.ato Finance Corporation's property. So, that is the flood
¯¯

plain level. These people, Ï'd say, are 14 feet: below the flood il
-- plain level . This property use to be the sanio heaplit as our property

- but Mr. Rathburn took all the sand out.

WAY: Mr, Chairman, according to the site grading plan proposed,
it appears that the maximum elevation along the boundary line
separating the two properties is at elevation 20, As you move to the
left-hand side of the site that little cluster of units off the
single access (referring t site plan) are setting at about elevation
20. It appears that there's a low spot of around elevation 16 which |
is four feet below the maximum height along the dunes. The property B
immediately back of the dunes is setting about elevation 18, Right
opposite that is a swale at about elevation 16 which looks like it
takes the water away. There's a kind of pocketing and a swale at
elevation 15 which appears to be lowest as you approach the Kahuku
end of the parcel, It seems like the maximum elevation on the site
is 20, the minimum is at about 15 near the middle of the site,
roughly a difference of 5 feet. I would point out that as you enter M
on the Wailee side the roadwa elevation is at 26. That comes down
but it would seem the average site elevations or contours would be
on the order of 15 and 20.

DUKE: It's not really clear in my mind whether she is truly
talking against this proposal or whether she is truly citing a

battle for the existing development that's already there. Maybe
you could clarify that,

HOOGS: The existing development, what do you mean?

DUKE: That flood area there

HOOGS: Oh no, I just mention that because of what happens I
guess when a situation isn't corrected where flooding or anything
like that happens. Right now, I don't know what this elevation
14 or 15 is Is that land, this new PUD, going to be filled up to
where our land is?

WAY: Yes, one of the points I was trying to make is in the
center of this property where it immediately joins your parcel,
your elevation appears to be at about 20 feet above sea level,
approximately.

HOOGS: That's what I don't know. I've never checked it.

WAY: Well,.based upon the topographic survey that we have.
Immediately adjoining your property, there will be filling taking
place that will raise the heights of these buildings - and we might
just go down the line Stan, would you put the pointer on the



end units (re forr Lug to s.i to ¡>Ian d i.splayed) . Now, those buildings
are going to be set at olevation 20+.

HOOGS: But, I don't care about those buildiny. Nhat I'm
I worried about is our land, that the land that adjoins our .land is

the same height as oui land, becauso they-

WAY: All right, let me take you down the property line and
we'll try to explain that. So again, the next set of buildings at
about elevation 20 or so; the land in between then is - well , the

i buildings are set at 20, it drops off for drainage purposes to a
low point of about 16 right in by the swimming pool, then going back
up again to 20 on the procerty line. So, there is a differential of
about 4 feet-

HOOGS: Well, right now if you go out to the property, there's
a differential of about 14 feet,

WAY: So there is a 10 -foot fill then,

HOOGS: I'm wondering if that's going to happen.
1 -

WAY: Well, this grading plan will be made a part of the
ordinance

HOOGS: Well, I haven't had anybody check this plan with my
property so I don't know if this plan does come up the elevation.

WAY: That's what I'm telling you- It comes very close. And,
as you move along - let's take a couple of other check points as
we go. That next cluster (referring to site plan), for example, the
buildings will be setting at about 18 or so, and immediately opposite
that is elevation 20 on your property line. Then, the next cluster

- sets at 18+, and the elevation at the boundary line is 18. Then,
let's take the farthest one which sets at elevation 18, and at the
property line it appears as though it's at 14 or so, so it's 4 feet
above.

HOUGS: Has this elevation - I know when Mr, Rathburn vou know
this law suit business, when I went in and checked his ele'vation
map at the Division of Engineering, it seems his brother had made
the map. He had the elevations, for instance for the 20-foot holes
that he 's got, that was the elevation of his land, that he hadn't
dug those holes. So, I'm wondering if this map were made from that
engineering map, which is completely erroneous because our property
is way above his elevation map, But, I would have to have an engi-
neer check that to see if this map does correctly show the existing
site.

WAY: Well, the one I was referencing is a proposed map. Those
elevations are not there now. This is a finished grading map after ggthe project would be developed. I was trying to address your ques- ggg
tion about the relationship of what the property would look like dig
after development in relationship to your property. I think we can 3E
generally conclude that it will be filled rather substantially,
based on this grading plan that has been presented
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ilu0CS: Well, our property is not tile way Mr. Ak,[ic1d says,
sand dunes. l..hit property is way ;tbovo t lie beacit, an<1 the sand -

¯-_ oxtends about 30 foot down to tlie watei . The 16/18 was or i,trinally .
a land court rallioad right of-way Wo bolight that from Kaliuku
Plantation- The rest of the property on the he ich ;tnd oEF the ibeach was bought originally in 194]. m .

Also, we've had the problern an awful long time about out property
having two inadequate access roads which is the reason we 're in
the situation we're in right now.

So I feel if this is correct - and I don't know if 1.t is I'd have
to have an engi.neer check it out - then we're all right. There 's -
nothing in the world you can do with that property because it's all
collapsing, So, if this fill isn't put in to the right 1.evel, we gwill just continue to collapse on to their property. They won't
have the sand dune in front of them, They 'll have the sand on their
property

CHAIRMAN: I would suggest in terms of the landfill, that you
do have an engineer check it. As Mr. Way has tried to point out
to you, much of the concern that you have presented in terms of
sand which was taken away, and collapsing of your property, will M
still be taken cared of in terms of this gradine plan.

So if we can, I'd like to move to the next issue you presented in
terms of the right-of-way, Now, those rights-of-way, are those to
your property?

HOOGS: Yes,

CHAIRMAN: Who has the title on those rights-of-way?

HOOGS: The one on the right (referring to site plan) belongs to
the Real Estate Pinance Corporation, but Mr. Rathburn has been given
an easement over that which we've got an easement also. He's also
been given an easement to an addì tional 24 feet on the other side of
the 20-foot easement which is a total of 44 feet. So, we would also
like to have permission to use that additional 24 feet so that we will
have a 44-foot easement into our .property.

-

CHAIRMAN: Have you discussed this with the applicant?

HOOGS: This has come up very quickly and I don't think we 've
had a chance to In the past we have discussed this with Mr. Rath-
burn and as you can see from $y testimony, there hasn't been a very
friendly situation,

CHAIRMAN: Well, I can't see - the concern of Mr. Rathburn
really at this point is his tory

10-



llUUGS: My inoLiter tlid asl. Litem, the Ranl Estate Pinance
Corporation, i.f they wcnild be interested in bityinp our land, and
they didn't indicate too much interest. So tlint's the conversation

I we have had w i. Ch thein
L

CllAIRMAN: Woll., I don't want to get into that.

WAY: Do you have any other access to the property?

HUUCS: Yes, we have the casoment on the right over a 20 -foot

roadway there.

WAY: Is that shared with others?

I HOUGS: This Real Estate Finance Corporation has one-half
interest in that right-of-way.

I CHAIRMAN: Further questions?

HOOGS: My mother says to say we think we're landlocked and EÑ

I we would like the additional 24 feet to make up the 44-foot so that si
in the future we can subdivide.

I CHAIRMAN: Well, I think in terms of landlocked and 44-foot
rights-of-way are really two different issues. You have an easement
presently out of the property, so the property is not landlocked.
Now, in terms of the 44-foot right-of-way, this is an entirely
different issue.. I don't think this is really under the purview of
the Planning Commission,

WAY: If I might, Mr, Chairman, I certainly agree and would
og simply add, that if you feel it's desirable to have the 44-foot

right-of-way, I think this is something that would have to be
discussed with the owners to obtain that 24 feet additional.

HOOGS: I thought it was the policy of the state and city to
prevent situations like this. See, if those people build that
development, for instance in the past we alwavs had an out, We

didn't know the person that was going to buy that property would
also buy our propei-ty, and therefore the whole thing would go
together and the situation would be corrected. But, if this
development happens, in effect we have only two 20-foot easements
and we can't subdivides .

WAY: That's right

HOOGS: Doesn't the Planning Department consider that that
situation should be corrected?

WAY: Well, we have a .Inunber of those kinds of situations that
¯¯

do come up- It isn't something that generally the City intervenes
in, in terms of forcing property owners to sell or to make their
property available to someone else. _ I do think that if you haven't
yet pursued that thought with the present owners, that it might very
well be something you would want to at least discuss with them. But,



the Ci.ty's position is not generally to interiore in those kinds
of situations.. It's true that your property would he less likely
to be subdivided because of the access probleni not inoet.t 18 the
standards in ot.her words.

CilAIRMAN: Wall, l'In sure the Cornilission e in at lenst raise the
question with the applicant, but as the Ulrecior pointed out, i t's

certainly n.ot within our purview to put condit tons on to take land
away from anybody

HOOGS: The land tight on the right (referring to site pltui) will g
not be taken away since it's already an casement arid 24 feet has |
already been given to Nr. Rathburn.. There's in effect 44 feet there
which if we were given the right to use, it's not taking land away
from anyone, They 've already made Mr. Rathburn an easement over it

on his deed-

WAY: That was his free choice. The point is at this point, |
it's your interest in his land that we're talking about. You're -
trying to obtain an access right or use of somebody else's property.
I think that's something you and that owner get involved in.

HOOGS: Well, I don't know- I'm not a lawyer. It does seem to
me you people are giving them the right to this PUD which is a right ,

¯ that you also have the power to lay down some condition, and I think
this condition of correcting our property, unless we 're going to sit -

out there for the next 100 years, it would be good to correct this
situation that exists at the moment, We didn't discuss the road g
because we didn't know anything about this until a week ago when we i
read the notice in the paper, We had no knowledge that they were
doing this

(There were no further questions of Mrs. Hoogs.)

2 Testimony in SUPPORT- -

1. Mr. Daniel R Matsukage of Real Estate Finance Corporation (No
written testimony submitted)

MATSUKAGE: I'm here on behalf of the applicant, Real Estate
Finance Corporation I merely want to state for the record that

I have here with me our architect and the rest of his consultants
to answer any questions any of the members of the Commission might
have regarding our pro ject

CilOY: . I wonder if you could have your engineer explain the
question that came up as far as collapsing of the property.

(At this point, Mr Matsukage called upon Mr. Roy Fukunaga, project
engineer, )
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I
2. Mr. Roy Fukunaga, Civ ti Engineer, Ful:unnga and Assoc.tates (No

written test Imony submitted)

FUKUNAGA: We are the civil enpineers for the dov:Inpar. As
far as this developiiiont i.:. concerned, we had a f I.old survoy ninde
immediately beforo emi>aiking into the project.. So, ii has nothing

i to do with any previous surveys. li:'s an .indei>audent study made
by our surveyor. So, tito inap we sliou as Exhibit 2 in the study
showing the exist.i.ng site plan represents the latest available data
per our field survey I don't know the exact dnte but it's within
a year.

This siteplandoes
.indicato that there are several lowareas,

i I would like to point out that tjicse low areas are a solated low
areas. There is one low elevation we show of 10 which is near the
central portion of the property near the makai property line.
This, I presume, is what Miss Hoogs is referring to 1'hen she says
there is a low area that might have been mined.

Now, our proposal as far as grading the site is that we will fill

I these isolated low areas to bring the floor elevation above the
flood plain level. Now, our filling operations will not be indis-
criminate. We have gotten Dames and Moore Consultants to prepare a
soil report. We will follow their recommendations as far as filling
operations are concerned. The overall site in the low areas will be
raised. Our grading will extend in the vicinity of the property
line but we will not be doing any grading within the adjacent
property. All grading will be field tested and checked.

WAY: Mr. Fukunaga, as I see on the site plan, probably two
areas, low spots if you will, of elevation 16 and 15. One, at

- elevation 16, it appears as though you are or will be closing
contours. How do you propose to collect and drain the water from
that pocket which appears, maybe I'm misinterpreting the contours
but--

FUKUNAGA: I think one thing is that we owe an apology to the
Commission, This site and grading plan has been revised somewhat.
Our latest grading plan is one that was submitted to the Department
of Public Works as part of our drainage report, In that drainage
report, we did provide for a total drainage system to drain the

E site. Now, this site and grading plan does not show any drainage
facilities The actual inclusion of the drainage facilities were
on another plan which we had submitted and had gotten approved by
the Department of Public Works.

Basically, what we propose to do is to the left-hand portion of
the site if you look at Exhibit 3 (referring to staff report), the
left hand boundary of the site is bordered by Kaunala Stream. You
can see on Kam Highway there is an indication that there is a bridge

i there at the very left-hand extremity of the project. Kaunala Stream
is the major stream in that area. The major portion of the drainage
from the site and from the mauka subdivision will be diverted to
Kaunala Stream. They will not be going to the adjacent makai property.

-13-
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WAY: Just for further clarif tt..ation, are you intending to
- install catell bas.ins and drain li.nas tlien to da rect the water to

¯ tluit point?
¯¯¯¯

FUklNAGA: Not catch basins or drain lirtes, drainage ditch.,
an open ditell, a drainage faciltty basically.

WAY: Will any of the runoff go to any other port ions of the
site, other proporties; for example, wt1L any of the drainage bo mi -

directed to the house lots along Kam Highway or to the far right -

hand side of the property?

FUKUNAGA: No drainage will be going to the house lots fronting
Kam Highway. Their high point is at Kam liighway now and they're .

sloping back toward the property in question. There is an existing
dry stream bed that flows off to the right to another unnamed
stream. Some drainage from that end of the site might be expected
to go to that end of the property. We are Installing five dry
wells at the Kahuku end of the site to take care of normal runoff. E

WAY: Will there be any surface runoff directed to the makai
property, along the makai boundary line?

FUKUNAGA: None whatsoever. You see actually, there's a

barrier there, There is a strip of property, an abandoned railway
easement. That was the location of the former railway line. The
railway line was built up, So actually, there is a makai barrier
We can't drain through that property, so we're draining to either
end of the property,

Questioning of Mr. Dan Matsukage followed

CHAIRMAN: You have not been ap roached bv the Hoogs' in term
of easements to your property?

MATSUKAGE: Mr Chairman, unless you had raised the question,
I was going..to leave that part out. Actually, I was approached
yesterday about 4:00 p.m by their attorney regarding the two
additional easements, .to the effect that unless we had come to
some kind of arrangement, that they would make an appearance today
objecting to out project. I had a further conversation with their
attorney this morning, and indicated to him that granting of any
easement along the Kahuku end would be almost impossible because
the drainage plan was already finalized, and it would be a hardship
on our part, Insofar as the granting of an additional easement on
the Haleiwa side, I mentioned to him that when we had purchased the

- property from Mr. Rathburn, he had reserved a 24-foot easement. It
di wasn'.t a grant from us, but he had reserved the 24-foot easement in

his favor. Therefore, I felt personally that we couldn't give.away
something that the owner himse.1f had reserved prior to his selling
it to us. I checked this out with our attorneys, Chuck and Fujiyama
this morning, and we are of the opinion that. if it's legally possi-
ble, we have no objection to Mrs Hoogs or anyone else enjoying that
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easomont along with Mr. Rathburn. But, we feel that legally,
- Mr. Rathburn would have to consent to any gr;ints of any easement

on our part to Mrs. Hoo.rts or anybody else. Overall, we feel that
it's a private matter

WAY: In connection with the casement sittultion just for my

I better understanding, do you mean to say that Nr. Rathburn still
has a right in the 24-foot casement on the far side of the property?

NUkTSUKAGE: Yes, on the lialeiwa side.

WAY: I see, and that's a 20 or 24, do you recall?

MATSUKAGE: 24. His easement runs along side Mrs. Hoogs'
20-foot easement.

WAY: He still retains an access right even though he's trans-
ferred the property to you?

MATSUKAGE: Yes,

WAY: Are there any other property stipulations, encumbrances
on that land?

MATSUKAGE: No, that's the only one.

WAY: Now, how about at the other end, you seem to feel that
because of the advance stage of your engineering work this would
be a principle difficulty for you?

MATSUKAGE: Yes,

CRANE: That 24-foot easement Mr. Rathburn owns that runs
side by side the Hoogs' easement, where does it go?

MATSUKAGE: To the Hoogs' property.

CRANE: In your negotiation with Mr. Rathburn, did he explain
why he wanted that easement?

MATSUKAGE: I think he has some concern over the fact that
there is another large landowner on the highway side of his property.
He was afraid that he might be landlocked. I guess he wanted to
retain whatever easements or rights-of-way he could retain.

CRANE: So your last statement that this is a private matter,
but you have the 24 feet, The 20 feet would maRe it 44 feet
which would solve the problem, if Mr. Rathburn and these people
got together?

MATSUKAGE: Yes,

CHOY: Wouldn't Mr Rathburn still be landlocked because his
easement stops at property 22?

-15-
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M1\TSUKAGU: Yes, the fact that he gave liimself tha.t easoinent is

not a cure for lii.s potential problem. He might sttil have to negotiate

Mr. Roy Fukunaga, Civil l ngineer, was recalled foi further questioning.

WAY: On the survey map, I don't see the seal of the surveyor.
- Do you recall who did that survey?

FUKUNAGA: The survey was done by Tadaka Nakahata. I think the
absence of the seal was probably just an oversight.

WAY: The reason I raise the question is because it is uniden-
tified as to who was in fact the surveyor, and it raises the question
as to whether or not in their research they did or did not come
across this easement. I'm sure they did some kind of property search

- here, They seem to have picked up setback lines on the proposed
¯_ scenic roadway, and I wondered if in fact that they had inspected the

deed or looked into this question, It seems that where the map is

not quite as complete as it might be, raises the question.

FUKUNAGA: Well, as far as we know, the map as given to us was
complete.

WAY: I think you might, if he was engaged by you to undertake
the survey work, make some inquiry of him on that particular point,

(There were no further questions of Mr. Fukunaga.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mrs Crane, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the application, subject to the
conditions contained in the Director's report, on motion
by Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Sullam
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT application for re-roofing of the existing
APPLICATION Board of Water Supply Engineering Building
CSC OF HONOLULU, BOARD and Public Service Building situated
OF \ØvfER SUPPLY within the Hawaii Capital District, Tax
(FILE #74/HCD-3) Map Key: 2-1-36: 4

16



II
Publication was made in the Sunday Star-ßulletin/Advertisar of February
24, 1974. No letters of protest were received.

I Staff Planner Stan Mal jelti presented the l]1rectna 's repo11 a.1 the
application. l'he bul.ldings, including the proposed re-roof ing, meet
the 100 foot height limit and 100 open space requirements of the

i district. The renovations are compatible with tho exl.stLnu buildi.ngs
and the Hawaii Capital. JJistrict. The Director recommends approval of
this application.

Tleiere were no questions from the Commission concerning the Dircetor 's

No one was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the app3ication.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,

I on mot ion by Mr - Crane , seconded by Mr Kamiya and carr ied .

ACTION: The Commission adoated the Director's recommendation and
recommended approv 1 of the application, on motion by Mr.

I Kamiya, seconded by JJr, Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya

i NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Sullam
ABSTAINED - Connell

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing on this matter held
ZONING CHANGE February 6, 1974 was kept open. At the
AG-1 AGRICULTURAL TO request of the applicant, the matter was

E A-1 LOW-DENSITY APT. deferred not to exceed one month.
WAIAU
LEAR SIEGLER, INC, The Chief Planning Officer reported that
(FILE #73/Z-16) the applicant has requested a two-week

deferment, and the Director of the Depart-
ment of Land Utilization is in agreement.

The Commission, in accordance with the request of the applicant,
deferred the matter for two weeks, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried-

The Commission authorized scheduling of the following public hearings,
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried:

GP/DLUM AMENDMENT 1. The request is to amend the General Plan
QUASI PUBLIC TO and Detailed Land Use Map for St. Louis
APARTMENT.USE Heights-Palolo from Quasi-Public to
ST. LOUIS HEIGHTS- Apartment use gg
PALOLO |¶
ST. LOUIS-CHAMINADE Eh
EDUCÄTION CENTER
(FILE #236/01/17) di



MMS 1974

CONB1TIONAL USE PERMIT/ 2- The request ts for simultaneous review
SPECIAL USL PERMIT of a State Special Use Permit and a
(ANIMAL CLINÏC) Cond.itional Ùso Parmit to establish
HALElWA and opelate an animal clinic.
GUY S., TUCKUR
(FILE Il73/CUP-9)

il73/SUP-3)

CZC AMENDMENT 3, The request is an ord in anc : to amend
REPEALING SEC, 21-1301 Chapter 21 of the Comprehens tve Zoning
OFARTICLE13, MISCEL- Code, R.O. 1961, as amended, by repeal-
LANEOUS REGULATIONS ing Section 21-1301 of Article 13,
RE SETE CK FROM ZONE Miscellaneous Regulations tolating to
OF WAVE ACTION setback from zone of wave action.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 2:55 p.m.

Res Jectfull submitted

Henrietta B Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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IIMeeting of the Planning Commiss ton
Minu Les

March 20, 1974

a The Planning Collimission held a meeting on Wednesday, March 20, 197<\ at -¯¯¯

I 1:50 p.In., in the Conference Room at the City llall Annex. Chairinan
Eugene B. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B, Connell, Chairman
--

James D. Crane, Vice-Chairman -

Dr. Wilbur C. Choy
Charles W. Duke

---Donald X, Hosaka --
Antone J, Xahawaiolaa

i Randall Kamiya
Fredda Sullam

g STAFF PRESENT: Robert R Way, Chief Planning Officer |||Andrew Sato, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Ali Sheybani, Assistant Director, ¯¯¯¯

Design Division
-

Jack Gilliam, Head, Zoning District Changes
Branch

Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Charles Prentiss, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of March 6, 1974 were approved
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy
and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
¯¯

CZC AMENDMENT proposed ordinance to amend Chapter 21
REPEALING SEC. 21-1301 of the Comprehensive Zoning Code, R.0.
OF ARTICLE 13, MISCEL- 1961, as amended, by repealing Section
LANEOUS REGULATIONS 21-1301 of Article 13, Miscellaneous
RE SETBACK FROM ZONE Regulations relating to setback from
OF WAVE ACTION zone of wave action.

Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/
Advertiser of Sunday, March 10, 1974. No
letters of protest were received.

Mr, Jack Gilliam presented the Director's report of the proposed
amendment, In a legal opinion to the City Council, the Corpora-
tion Counsel has ruled that the 10-foot setback requirement of
Article 13 ",..has been superseded by the subsequently enacted
Act 136, Session Laws of Hawaii 1970 and Act 107, Session Lawsof Hawaii 1973, upon which the State Land Use Commission and the
City and County.Planning Department promulgated its Rules and
Regulations." This amendment is, in essence, a housekeeping
amendment to delete a regulation which has been superseded.



No discussion followed.

No person was present to speak either for or against the proposed --

amendment.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Kamiya nild '

-

carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendation
and recommended approval of the proposed amendment, on
motion by Mr. Crane seconded by Dr. Choy and carr led.

¯-- AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
Sullam

NAYES - None E
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING Before proceeding with the hearing,
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT Mr. Hosaka disqualified himself from
QUASI-PUBLIC TO participating in this matter as he is me
APARTMENT USE president of the St. Louis Community EË
ST. LOUIS HEIGHTS- Association. He filed a conflict of
PALOLO interest for submission to the Mayor,
ST. LOUIS-CHAMINADE
EDUCATION CENTER A public hearing was held to consider a
(FILE #236/Cl/17) request to amend the General Plan and

Detailed Land Use Map for St. Louis
Heights-Palolo from Quasi-Public to
Apartment use, Tax Map Key: 3-3-01: I ame
portion 6. I ËEE

Publication was made in the Sunday Star- -
¯

Bulletin/Advertiser of March 10, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Charles Prentiss presented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer. The applicant is requesting that a portion of
the Chaminade College Campus site be redesignated for Apartment
use. They plan to construct 320 two-bedroom units in five
buildings varying from four to nine stor.ies in height. Based
upon the analysis contained in his report, the Chief Planning
Officer concludes that the requirements of the Dalton decision -
have been met; the applicant has submitted long-range studies
which indicate a need for the proposed development; and thatthe site is not needed for the use for which it is currentlydesignated. Department of General Planning review of the data
submitted, plus a review of housing need studies previously
prepared by. the department, indicate that the applicant 's data
is a reasonable assessment of the situation based upon long-
range criteria rel.ating to population increase, housing supply,
student enrollments and attitudes, and Chaminade College space
needs.
Public agencies concerned with the provision of public facilities. -¯=

- have raised no majo.r objections to the. proposed amendment. -T



The applicant did not specify whether his request was for low
or medium density apartnient use . The General Plan designation -

of "medium density apartment" would permit buildings up to e
i 350 feet in height to be constructed on the site. Build ing s

of this height would be inappropriate since the maka i views of
existing single-family houses in St. Louis Heights would be

i blocked. The "low density apartment" designation wou ld permit
building heights up to 30 feet above the high point oE the site.
The applicant has shown that buildings of this height would

I not block the view from t.he exis ting homes .

Therefore, it is recommended that the General Plan designation
for the site in question be changed from Ouasi-Public to Low

I Density Apartment use.

Questions were raised by the Commission.

I CRANE: These condos are being built primarily for Chaminade
students?

PRENTISS: That 's the stated intent of the project. It
would be a leasehold condominium, however .

CRANE: Would they have any priorities listed? In other
words, do Chaminade students get firstpriority inrental of
those units?

PRENTISS: The.only thin that was indicated to us was that
their housing office would assist in locating Chaminade students
in those units ,

- CRANE: How firm was the commitment on $75 a month rental?

PRENTISS: That was the estimate that they gave us.

CHOY: The condo as expressed, would it be wholly owned by
the Chaminade Education Center or would it be sold to investors
and then rented out to the students?

PRENTISS: The intention is to sell the apartments to
investors .

(There were no further questions of the staff , )

Public testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST-

1. Christine D. Miller Resident and Member of the St. Louis
Hts. Community Association

MILLER: Firs t of all, the change in zoning is supposed
to benefit the community as a whole. I don't really see
why this is benefiting the community as awhole. I'ma



resident of St. Louis lits . One of my fears and l think
many of the St. Louis Hts , residents is we onl y have one
road to get out, particularly in the morning and coming
home at night when most of the people froill this condominium
would be traveling in and out. I just can't see how there si
won't be a traffic jam there overy morning when you're
trying to go to work and every nite when you're trying to
come home. It just doesn't seem to make sense that we
should have a high rise in such a congested intersection.

Also, they say.this is just going to be for students. Is
it just going to be limited for students? Are investors
going to buy the apartment and rent them to students or
is just anyone going to go in? If anyone goes in then
they're not really benefiting students.

(There were no questions from the Commission of Mrs. Miller.)

2. Mr. A. Bernard Bays, Vice-President, St. Louis Hts. Community
Association (Submitted report of St. Louis Community Associa-
tion's Objection to the Zoning Change Application made by - - ==
Chaminade College of Honolulu for their proposed St. Louis- : seeChaminade Project and Petition containing signatures of g i EEEresidents against'the application)

BAYS: I represent the St. Louis Community Association me
which is the association that represents the residents of
St. Louis Hts, and Chaminade Terrace which are located
immediately above the subject project. It might be helpful
to refer to the aerial photograph (aerial photograph on file)

The only access to St. Louis Hts, and Chaminade is through
St. Louis Úrive which would pass directly by the subject
project and where the means of ingress and egress to the
subject project as it is proposed would be. There is
approximately 1300 residents in St. Louis Hts. and Chaminade.
The St. Louis Hts. Association represents those residents.

Initially I would like to discuss what is really being
requested by this proposal. The proponent of this project
proposes to develop a 320-unit condominium project in what
is essentially a single-family residential neighborhood.
He proposes to do this on land that has been set aside under
the.current general plan for educational purposes. I think
initially the Commission would agree and conceive the
private landowner attempting to obtain approval on a
condominium project in an area zoned for single-family
dwelling use would not even be given serious consideration
by this body. The question here we must face initially
is what makes this project different from an individual
who is able to acquire 4 to 6 to 8 adjacent lots on_St.
Louis Hts. and come to you for approval of a condominium
project on that lot?



The project will be inconsis tent wi.th the development in
the area as it stands tight now for single-Etimily dwellings.
It's going to be located limitadiato]y on St. Louis Drive
where it's going to be a conspicuous eyesore to the residents

a who are going to drivo by it on a daily basis.

In support of this project, Chaminade in its request dwells
upon the fact that the project would increaso the supply
of housing. I think initially we can reject that point as
a italid argument in favor of this proposal. That argument
is true in the case of any multiple-family dwelling project.
In other words, any developer would be able to obtain approval ¯

-

if he could show there's a shortage of housing in Hawait and
his particular project would help to alleviate that shortage.

The other argument is that the project would be devoted to
student housing and somehow would be related to the educa-
tional uses that this land has been set aside for to a1ve
you the impression that the change they are really asl ing
for is not really very much. In other words, what they i -

really want to do is house students but instead of doing' it '
-

- in dormitories, they want to finance it by way of a condo-
minium project. On this particular issue in Section 3 of
our submittal in writing, we analyze a typical sale of a
condominium unit priced at $42,150. Now many of you might
ask what unit that would accommodate 4 students and would
contain 2 bedrooms could possibly sell for $42,150? I
join you in asking that question.

I believe that estimate is conservative and I think any units
actually constructed in this project would range in price

E from $45,000 to $55,000, If this were the case, you could
increase the fieures accordinalv that are shown on that
submittal. ButÎ just running tÍ1e figures through here, the
total is $409 in monthly expense, It would have to be paid
by one of the investors who purchased one of these units.

I'm sure you all noticed in reading the request that it is --

proposed to sell these units in what is called investor-purchasers which.are going to be people that will buy these
units to either live in them or rent them out to someone
else. Needless to say if someone makes this kind of invest-
ment he is oin to want to recover his cost from it. The
figures here ind cate--and these are taken from the Pavilion
At Waikiki which I consider to be a typical example--at
least $100 per student.

But, I think even more important than evaluating that these
units will be occupied bv students, we .have to look at astatement on page 9 of tÍ1e request for this change where
St. Louis Chaminade Education Center states "students are
now willing and able and are paying $100 or more per student
for housing in the area.
Now any investor who purchases one of these units is going

68



to want to obtain the maximum return he can and the highest
rental he can. Obviously if students are able and willing -

to pay $100 a month for housing in the area, the investor is
going to demand that much from them. So in fact, there is
a serious question whether any or all of those units will be B
in fact occupied by students. I think that question will be
easily answered if the developer is asked the question whether g

¯¯

or not he is willing to put restrictive covenants in the
leases for those apartments requirin r that they be rented
only to students and at the rate of 75 per month. I think
that one question will dispel any elusion that anyone might
have that the developer really intends to provide low-cost
housing for students as a part of this project.

The developer also makes the statement in the request that
the UH has no further plan to expand housing for its students.
I have been informed that the UH plans to build dorms con-
taining facilities for 1500 students in the next few years
in the same area behind the circular dorms that are located
on the campus now, and that they plan an additional 300
separate housing units in that same area adjacent to Kanewal
Park.

The entire request before you speaks and addresses itself
only to the two issues--the shortage of housing in Hawaii
which has no particular bearing on this project, and the

:- proposal to provide student housing which I think you will
¯¯

_ agree is really only an D1usion. I think we can say that
the only connection between this condominium project and
Chaminade College will be its geographic proximity and the
$1 million which the college expects to gain from the initial
sale from these units, and the $150,000 a year rental they
expect to obtain. I think the economic factors demonstrated
in our submittal and which most of you are probably already
aware from the housing cost in Hawaii, will agree.

On the next to the last page of their proposal, they finally
bring themselves around to address the problems that might
be generated by a 320-unit condominium development in a
residential area. They devote half a page to an analysis
of those.problems and what they do is mention them--water
and sanitary sewers are available to serve the 320 units•
That is the extent of their analysis. Our submittal on the
other hand addresses itself to the traffic problems that
will be generated by the proposed development, the suffi-
ciency of present recreational and educational facilities,
and water and sanitation problems.

First I would like to address myself to the traffic problem
and to help me with that, Mr. Dan Hakoda will discuss with
you the traffic survey which he had conducted himself, a
copy of which has been given to each of you (copy on.file)
and some photographs which he has taken to demonstrate the --

traffic problem that will be developed the way it's planned
now.



3. Mr. Dan Hakoda, Board Nomber, St. Loui.s Hts. Community Assn.
HAKODA: Before Ipresentiily tostimony, I'd 1tke to -r

stato iny posit lon. I aili against the project but only f rolli
M the standpoint of poor planning, no long range tornis the

way I see it and I believe I think alonp the same lines as
Commissioner Sul lam in that I 'm al l for Oducat ion. 1 think
I have more right to stop any property owner f rom ut.ilizing
their property to the maximum production. Ï served on theHonolulu District Board and the State Board each for twoyears. I'm all for improving facilities for education but
I think we should take into consideration what would happen

- with this pro ject if we don ' t consider the traf f ic and otherthings that evolve around this project.

(At this point Mr. Hakoda submitted the following traffic
information conducted by himself and two individuals in the
vicinity of St. Louis Drive-Waialae Avenue intersection,from 7:00 a.m. to 8:30 a.m.)

Traffic turning from Waialae Ave.
mauka on St. Louis Drive 1260 cars
Traffic turning out of St. Louis
Drive onto Waialae Avenue 873 cars
Traffic coming out of Dole Street
onto St. Louis Drive 571 cars
Tour buses turning from Waialae up
St. Louis Drive and left on Dole St. 7

Bicycles utilizing any of the
above intersect ions 12

Miscellaneous motor vehicles 2

2725

Accident report at Waialae and St. Louis Drive obtained
from the Honolulu Police Department:

1969 - 19
1970 - 13
1971 - 14
197 2 - 7

1973 - 6

Accidents at Dole and St. Louis Drive:

1969 - 5

1970 - 9
. 1971 - 8

197 2 - 15
197 3 - 5

7



HAKODA: This is a total of 93 reported accidents in
a 5-year span.

Adding to the pictures and the traffic here, at time it's
much heavier than what you see or count. With the gas plan W
you will notice that the cars are not as heavy on the road.
I think we all know that fact.

This traffic condition on Waialae/St. Louis and Dole/St. Louis
dates back to April 7, 1959 where we have correspondence
asking the City to do something about the traffic problem
there. That was submitted by James Shigemura. Attached to
that I have here Jimmy submitted a resolution that same
year concerning traffic. At one point they suggested that
we make an overpass and underpass at St. Louis/Waialae.
This is how bad our traffic condition was at that point.

- Mr. Hakoda was questioned by the Commission.
- CRANE: You heard the staff's report and other major

departments of the City reported that there were no -
objections to this project, including the Traffic Department.

HAKODA: I do not agree with that Sir.

CHOY: From your testimony and if the 320 units were to
be constructed, you feel the traffic generated by this
development will further the traffic congestion?

HAKODA: Definitely. I might add to that. When you're
talking about 320 units and if you rent out to four students
per unit, I think we can easily assume that two or three -
out of the four will have cars. If you go to any high
school today, even intermediate--I went up to Paul Jarrett
and there are students with cars there. If we look from
the other standpoint and have these units sold to families,
I think here again we can say we have two cars per home.
I know my neighbor has four and he brings his truck home
from work. So if you lunre two cars per home, you can double
that 320.

CHAIRMAN: Question of staff, do we have any kind of
eport from the Traffic Department indicating capacity

of the streets, a traffic count on them?

PRENTISS: The data we received from the Department of
Transportation Sefvices gives us their specific recommenda-
tions for changes in the circulation pattern in the area.
They also review the traffic impact statement submitted by
the applicant and they concurred with the findings submitted.
There were specific counts there.

CHAIRMAN: Were you able to compare those counts with
the traffic counts submitted by Mr. Hakoda?



PRENTISS: No.I
HAKODA: Mr. Chairman, when I took those counts, I

i had two others with me I'll stack my integrity over a
stack of bibles that my count was accurate.

CHAIRMAN: Your neighbor with the four cars , was he ¯¯

down there?

HAKODA: I didn't see him pass by, incidentally.

CHAIRMAN: That may be part of your traffic problem. E
¯=

I (There were no further questions of Mr. Hakoda.) i igi

4. Senator Tennyson K. W. Lumi SEN. LUM: I'm representing myself here as Senator of
the area. I'd like to·point out a few things that I think
you should be aware of in making your decision.

I'd like to record myself against this project at this
particular time, in view of the many things that are
happening at the state level which has to be considered
in the overall planning of our city, One of the things
which I'm very concerned about.is what's goîng to happen
to the traffic pattern in this area when we finally decide

- where the routes for mass transit is going to be and how
it's going to affect this particular area. I know they're
looking at the Manoa area and they're concerned about the
congestion already there. Whether they cut off the access
on to the freeway and force everybody to go by way of
Waialae Avenue, I don't know. These are things that are
pending right now. It'll take at least 12-18 months for
them to decide.
Another thing is the area just.back of this educational
center is presently one of the projects the state is :

thinking of possibly condemning and turning into a
residential fee-simple lot. If that happens, we have
allocated $5 million already. That would be in the
so-called endowment that the school would be receiving if
we did do that, if we did condemn. Because of fiscal
problems, that's why they haven't initiated it. The
other thing is that the Chairman of the Human Resources
Committee comes from Kauai. The Hawaii Housing Authority
is under the Human Resources Committee. Kauai has a
pro3ect so I think their project will be before the St.
Louis Hts. project. But, I think this is one of the
things you have to consider.
I have not seen the overall plans for this particular
institution. We do know that every private institution



that is in existence today is in financial trouble. They
might be planning in the future to have further expansion
just to keep the numbers up there so that they can in fact,
charge a per unit cost back to the students instead of
making it reasonable to go to the school. So, I'm not
saying that. I do know there's a possibility there will
be more money coming in. I just wonder whether this
particular section of land is not the appropriate area
for them to expand and to build the facilities so that they
would be able to have additional buildings or maybe
additional onsite dormitories.

The other thing I must say, I commend them for the fact
that they are trying to solve some of our state problems.
We have had many, many discussions and looked at many, manyproposals to possibly build additional housing in the
University area. Just adjacent to the dormitories, we'reconsidering putting parking lots and other dormitory
structures. We contemplated buying the whole area adjacent
to Cooke Field in the quarry area and turning it back intostudent housing. They're even thinking of using the
mountain adjacent to the faculty housing for possible -
housing projects. There's an area behind that being
considered. There are many, many state projects we've
been looking at the past five years I've been in office.

I really question the fact whether they can build andconstruct a condominium unit.which will in fact make hous-
. ing available to students for $75 a person. I think this

is a project which probably is a business project and is
going to give some money to the educational center,
probably not enough to take care of their needs in years
to come. I imagine if they could have the question of .
whether Chaminade Hts . will in fact give them an endowment
of 5, 6, or 7 million dollars, whether that would change
their thinking about what they would do with this piece of
property. I know they haven't made a decision as to what
they want to do with that land. It!s probably 2, 3 years
away before we finally act in this particular area. But
when we do, we will be giving them an endowment of 5 to 7
milliondollars if it holds up in court. I don't know if
that will happen.

I would suggest that if you need any more information, I
would be more than happy to provide you with the current
status on all of these particular projects to make it
easier for you to make a decision. I would ask you to
defer any action on this particùlar matter at this point.

Senator Lum was questioned by the Commission.
SULLAM: As far as the main transportation route proposed,

don't you think this is a desirable place to încrease the
density?

10



LUM: I think I understnad your question. Youi: Question
is this is an ideal place to live i.f you' re goinp to be
going to the University.

SULLAM: If you're going to take mass transit.

I LUM: I lived in Palolo for 15 years and I use to go
to the University, come down Waialae and go back to St.
Louis Hts. Ï know that time several years ago i.t was quite r
heavy and difficult to get to the University. We use to
park all along the drive just to get to the campus- I'm
just wondering whether a project like this won't add
to congestion, If they do close off a particular area and
they do make it sort of the freeway, if it becomes trulyI a freeway, how it would afEect the traffic pattern in this
area I don't know, We may be pushing more cars au Waialae
because it's the only one of two ways to get to the
University. They must just cut off the access to the
University on the freeway rune because it's back up traffic.
If they do that, there's only going to be two ways to get

- there to get off on the King St, cutoff or to go through
. E Waialae, When that happens, you're probably going to be

overburdening the area of that St. Louis Hts, area. I
would say until those two questions are solved, at least i g
we have an idea of where the arteries are going to be, we i HE
should not even allow housing projects like this to occur.
That's my position.

CRANE: Is it your position that we should have some
sort of moratorium on condos until such time plans are
finalized for mass transit system on this island?

LUM: No it isn't. I'm sayin this area which has-a
traffic problem already may have a compounded traffic
problem, and this idea of trying to provide housing for
students is a guise in my opinion to try to get housing
there. We do haveprojects that we have been discussing
at the University and because of our fiscal problem, we

- cannot initiate them. So once we solve that, we'll hope- sig
fully be taking care of the problem we're talking about 955
here. The fact that we'll probably be settling the
problem of the Chaminade estate is going to help the
fiscal problem of the education center. That's why I
say until those two questions are really solved, I think
it's premature,

DUKE: Were you going to assist the f.iscal problem of
Chaminade by taking some land back of that to put in hous-
ing, then we get back to the same problem of the more
houses you out in there .the more cars you have and traffic
would be

thie
same, would it not?

LUM: There are existing houses up there. Maybe I
didn't make myself too clear. They're on lease land now
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and they have a request to have that land converted to
fee simple. In order to do that

,
we would have to condemn

the land owned by this particular centor and then convert
it to fee simple and then sell it back to the residents.
So we're not adding any cars. We're converting from lease -
to fee simple,

CHAIRMAN: How many of the 1500 units we build at the
University for student housing is presently funded?

LUM: I don't know exactly how many but I could get
that information to this committee.

CHAIRMAN: You don't have any idea then how many are ggactually going to be built? E Mi

LUM: I can get you a timetable as to what the thinking
of the present administration is in that particular area· i 3ië
I say present administration because the assumption is that i 652
there's going to be a change in November.

So,~I
can give

you a thinking, an idea on the timing of construction, ggRemember,we haven't solved the problem as to what we're going ei
to do with the Honolulu Stadium site either. That's another
problem we're facing in the legislature.

CHAIRMAN: The legislature I imagine has a lot of
problems. It would be nice not only to get a report from
the administration but a report from the legislative branch
whom I understand still controls money of how many units are
going to be funded. You have said there has been talk
about any number of units going in at the University. I
think the question is how many?

LUM: I assume your question is the University area.
CHAIRMAN: Yes, the University area, housing which will

be put in .for students in or around the UH Manoa campus,

(There were no further questions of Senator Lum.)

Following Senator Lum, Mr. Bays gave further testimony.

BAYS: I might attempt to answer the question concerning
the traffic survey. It's my understanding although I have
been unable to obtain a copy that a study was done in July
of '73 concerning the traffic problem at the interesection
of Dole and St. Louis Drive. Again as I said, Chaminade
Terrace and St. Louis Hts. are the two single residential
areas immediately above the project area. .The.only access
to these two areas is through.St. Louis Drive. In the
analysis of July '73 concerning the traffic problem that
already existed at that intersection in connection with a
request by Chaminade to have Dole Street extended on into



i
i the campus, this request was lintdo at that time. The Traffic

Department took a look at it, The thirig tluit has been
glossed over hora a s the provision that they tacked on to

i this extension wou ld be r i :ht turns only would be al lowed
into the highway back ontrance to the col lege.

I Now, that sounds f ine but if you think about it , the people
coming out of there, where are they going to want to go?
Are they going to want to dr ive on up in to St . Louis Hts .?

No. They're going to want to get down on Waialae or go on

i across to Dole St. Now, under these provisions as I under-
. stand, both of these have been prohibited. You couldn't

have made a left turn on to St. Louis to get down to Waialae,
- g and you couldn't get straight across to Dole St. So what a

person is going to want to do to get where they're going is
¯ to go up to Kaminaka or one of the other small residential

streets and begin making U turns. I think iE you've looked
at Mr. Hakoda's pictures, the intersection at Kaminaka and

- St. Louis Drive is about as dangerous already than any inter-
¯ section you can imagine. The turn is completely blind
¯ g looking up the hill. Somebody coming down St. Louis cannot .

E see a merging car. Immediately where they propose to put
the second driveway, there's a large rise of ground so you
can't see around the corner, That will be another blind
corner,
So I think when they say this can be improved with some
stipulation, those stipulations are really in effect, and
it all gets around to the same problem, The traffic at this
intersection of Dole St. and St. Louis Drive is already too
heavy without 320 units,

I'd like to put that 320 units into perspective.here. The
residential area is served only by St. Louis Drive. It
now has approximately 1300 dwellìng units. So you're talk-
about one development increasing total usage on this roadway
by 25°«.

You heard the Senator mention the Chaminade lease land.
This land was originally owned by the same religious order
that owned Chaminade College. In order to generate income,
they approved a development of Chaminade Terrace of which
they still receive lease rental from the residents there.

When this development was approved, no access on Waialae
Avenue was provided. It was done in the cheapest way
possibly by again pouring all the traffic from this entire
subdivision into St. Louis Drive which already had to
serve St. Louis Hts, and was already inadeqaute, What
they will do is pour all this traffic from 320 units .into

St. Louis Drive. I submit to you that is not sensible
planning. Anybody who lives there and is personally acquain-
ted with the traffic situation knows that section of road
is already dangerous and overly congested.
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One other point is they havo proposed 400 parking spaces.
If the condominiums are indeodoccupied by students, there's
going to be a lot more than 400 cars. Where are all these
cars going to be parked? The answor to that , I have ques-
tioned the people that put this project together. They
admit it 's going to be on the private roadways . Ï f you've
been in St. Louis Hts., especially on that lower section,
there is no room for any more onstreet parking. It blocks
off half the roadway now so it makes the streets dangerous.
That 's another drawback on this development .

If they were to build a project like this, the only logical ¯

solution for the traffic problem is to provide a decent .¾

access onto Waialae Avenue. That's where the traff ic is
going to end up anyway instead of bottlenecking it all
into St . Louis Drive .

= So when the statement is made that none of the various - -

branches have submitted any objections to this project,
¯

that 's really not quite true. I think the Traffic Depart-
¯

ment had some fairly strenuous obj ection to pouring all
this traffic into St. Louis Drive.

The statement was also made that the water supply is adequate.
It has been my experience from living in St. Louis Hts, that
the .water supply there is already inadequate without an

¯ increase by 320 units . Pressure is so low during peak hours
in the morning and afternoon that it 's impossible to run a
sp.rinkler or even take a shower in the evening.

I'd like Mrs. Pauline Seto to make a brief statement
concerning her own experience and of her neighbors concern-
ing the water problem up there.

5. Mrs. Pauline Seto, Resident and Member, St. Louis Hts.
Community Association

SETO: At present , if I am washing dishes and someone
flushes the toilet I have very little water in the kitchen.
My friend My Chun on the St. Louis side cannot do washing
until perhaps 10:00 A.M. after the peak use of water. This
is generally felt throughout the heights
Will the proposed 320 unit be rented to st.udents at $300
per inonth?

In applying for
.rezoning

the developer is specifying that
planned condos will be to fulfill the need for student
housing. The speculation being that buyers .of these units
will in turn, with the help of the school, rent to students
including those at the University. The rental being esti-
mated at $75.00 per month with fou students per 2 bedroom
unit. This would be rather unreal because even at an esti-
mated $40,150 per apartment the niortgage payment on 80%

14



filutncing, including property t lxes, lease lent tind mainte-
nance would be at least $359 00. This is a conseivative ¯¯¯¯

- samefigure. Also, parking would be one snace nor una t and
lily specul;tt.t.on i.s t hat al l o.C tiicse s teldeills cottid ver ywell have cars so where does the excess go? In ::i conversti-
tion with ßrother Stool, he aint t both apiced LL would go
to public streets. Even assuming one space ¡>cr unit for
owner occupied units, there is still lio guest parki.ng.
My conclusion is that it is purely speculat Jon that this
planned area is for student housing. These condos will
be sold as any other units to the public, and no one can
guarantee what they wil1 be used for . . . I see these as
a benefit first for the developer , second to the education
center and of absolutely no benefit to the community It
will only create more problems to our already overloaded
facilities and if the school continues to expand over the
years I ant icipate the loss of the leasehold homes in the
Chaminade area.

It has been assumed that the project will be used for
housing for hi her education students and that this will
not be a strai on the schools in the area, However , if
the units by chance are used for 320 families or even half
that amount, it certainly will throw Hokulani School into
a turmoil.

Will building a large condominium project in the St. Louis-
Chaminade neighborhood give other developers the right to
develop similar projects? The arguments which are presented
in favor of this development would be equally applicable to
any other proposed development in the area.

Following Mrs, Seto, Mr. Bays continued his presentation.

BAYS: As the members of the Commìssion have alreadv
gathered from the statements I have made, the St. Louis
Community Association is of course violently opposed to
the granting of the request.

I have been authorized to state for the record that
Representative Pat Saiki, Representative Ted Muraoka,
Senator Percy Mirikitani and Senator Keìth Brown are all
opposed to this proyect.

CHATRMAN: How many members of the St. Louis Community
membership?

BAYS: The membership varies between 300 and 400
households . Each household is permitted as a whole . As
I said there are 1300 people there. A good portion of
those people receive the St. Louis Hts - newsletter. It's
a tight-knit community .and probably one of the strongest



MAR 30 \S74

community associat:l.ons on Dahu at this tiple.
CHAIRMAN: The action by the St. Louis Colluilunity Asso-

ciation against this application , this decision was made
by the Board of Directors or the general membership? U

BAYS: The decision was made by the ßoard oE Directors
Et in conjunction with several public meetings at which time

there were a lot of people there,

I have been told by some that you ladies and gentlemen are
impressed when the room is filled with people who seem
somewhat angry and very vehement in their opposition to these
projects. We evaluated that and decided that personally
you would not look favorably on that or that it would be of M
any benefit to you. I can assure you that there are many
people who are violently opposed to this and can come here gand be very angry about this project. From the meetings I
went to, there were people that went to the meetings months

¯- ago and their response to this project was not favorable.

WAY: A matter of clarification concerning the traffic
situation where you concluded there would be an additional
25% of traffic on St. Louis Drive. Is this based upon your
analysis of only right and left turn movements being EE
permitted or on the basis of a full intersection with all
turning movements and access permitted?

BAYS: My analysis was a rather simplistic one. You me
have one access to an rea of 1300 residents, you're going
to add to that 320 households which roughly increases that
by 25%.

I'd like to address myself now to the problems that would
be generated by this project with the recreational and
educational facilities in the area. i gas

The only recreational facility in the area is Kanewai Park
which has the misfortune to be located between two educa- '¯

tional institutions, the University and St. Louis High
School and Chaminade College. Needless to say, that park
receives an inordinate amount of usage. In fact, St. Louis
High School uses Kanewai Park for their football practice.
You can see them running across the street to football
practice at that park. They also reserve the tennis courts
for their practice. Unfortunately, the City and County hasmaintained the courts so well and resurfaced them that the
University and Chaminade students elect to use those courtsin lieu of the courts on campuses which are almost unusable.
So, all of the students attempt to use Kanewai Park for
their recreational activities,

The next question is can that park tolerate another 320 units
with proposed 1280 human beings especially if these people



are students witli great nood for ren:reat i.on:ll activity
a- because they're young.. It has been said here that none of
-e

the departments raisel tiny question concerning this pro act.
Somehow I suspect that the specific recominand;ttions that are
made by departilients in the adinin istreition do not Ei.lter down
to this Columission fromwhat l've soon here t:odriv. I
obtained a report directly froin the Department of Roero:ition
subniitted in response to thisproject. Iwoul.d like to rond
it for you and you can make your decision whether thïs
project which inakes no provision of providing; any typo of
recreational diversion for these 320 units, whether this
is a favorable reaction to the project. This is a letter
to Mr. Way dated March 23, 1973:

"The population generated by this proposed project would
have significant impact on our existing recreational
facilities . The attached maµ shows the location of
our public parks in the project. Kanewai Field is the

M only 'active' recreation park that would serve the -

proposed project, and it is already inadequate to
g serve the present communitv. We are unable to provide

additional facilities in this park due to the limited
land area. We recommend that the applicant provide
recreational amenities which would serve the type of
residents in the project. Because the residen'ts would
generally be students, outdoor courts would be desirable,
especially tennis courts,

Now, you can make your own judgment as to whether you
consider a project without any recreational provision
whatsoever.

SULLAM: I gather you have seen the complete design of
the project if you say it has no provision, We haven't seen
it so we can't come to any conclusion,

BAYS: All I have seen--well I think you brought out
a very good point, The information you have to make
decisions on is probably not ample. What I have relied on
is the general plan revision request which apparently has
been prepared by the developer. I have read that and looked
at the plan in here which appears to make no provision for
any recreational facilities

When you look at this plan, what the developer appears to
- want to do is segregate a section of this campus and totally

cut it off from the campus. In other words, nobody who
lives in the campus will be able to drive through the campus
and these people will have nothing to do with the campus
and there are no recreational facilities. There's no
suggestion anywhere in the presentation that they make con-
cerning recreational facilities, I would think that's one
thing they would put right on page one, that we're donating
so much land to the City and County to supplement the public
park system in this area.



SULLAM: 1 think your points are well made and I agree
witli you on the traffic problem too, But, that too could
be resolved and I think the recreational problem can be
resolved too. I think it's wise to bring it up at this
point and if any zoning is granted, that it is absolutely
necessary that they take care of these concerns.

BAYS: The only thing I can say is there's only one
group of people that can make the corrections you seek and B
that is the developer. And believe me, if his proposed
request to this project is turned down, there will be revi-
sions made and they will begin to consider some of these
things instead of giving half a page treatment at the end
of their submittal. No one else can really force them to
do that except the Commission.

CRANE: Question of staff, did I mishear you on the
report that you gave?

WAY: May I comment on that, We had in the report to
the Commission a summarization which I think captures the
spirit of the Department of Recreation's recommendation
which "recommends that the applicant provide recreational -

amenities which would serve the type of residents in the
project...." Specifically recommended would be outdoor
courts, especially tennis courts.

I'd like to comment further too since I've heard the word
"zoning" mentioned a couple of times here today which is
not the issue before us. Mr. Bays has mentioned it on a
couple of occasions.

We in our report to the Commission attempt from time to time
to put this issue in perspective.. We're dealing with a
general plan change which talks to the matter of a policy
determination to be made by the city as to whether or not E
a land use will be of such and such a nature. The question
will have to come back to this Commission and to the Council gat a subsequent time and at a public hearing where matters
such as the-details of the specific site plan and arrange-
ment and provision of facilities are made much more explicit.
I think possibly in this sense, there may be some confusion
on the part of those testifying since as I said, I've heard
the word zoning mentioned on more than one occasion. The
report, I think, covers adequately the statements that have
been made, where we felt was a significant point or issue
such as in the case of the Department of Transportation
Services, we would provide copies of the written report from
the agency so that the Commission would have the benefit of
the full understanding of a fairly complex issue.

BAYS: If I have said zoning and interchange with the
planning decision you're to make here today, I apologize
for that. I do understand the difference but I don't
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think the act.ion you're taking today on the amendiiiont that's
requested ismaaninglass, I thi.nk that's sotimthing you
liiust consider-
Hokulani. School is a silia11 schoo.l loca ted ilmilediate ly
ad j acent to joinowa i Park. I think the school is nea r the
capacity of its facilit les I think any sigini icant ini.lux

of young children as a part of this pro ject wil l de Einitel y
put this school beyond its present physical plarmed capel.city .
The land area for that school is small, and whether it could
be expanded or not, I don't know. But from observang it

myself, I doubt it.

¯ I would liiake one statement, Brother blackey and Brother Steele -

did state at a public meeting that there was gioing to be no
provision as far as they knew, or as they said very little
provision for recreational facilities in this project, So,
aside from it not being in their submittal, it was not some-

E thing that I just pulled out of the air. There is no provi- y ig?
sion in the project as it is envisioned right now for i

EE¯

recreational facilities,

CHAIRMAN: I would commend you in presenting representa-
tives of the community association. The Commission is not
favorably impressed by angry throngs nor do we make our AEt
decisions based upon numbers who are here for or against, I ËËÌ

¯

and continual revetition of the same issues a ain and a ain I
ËËL¯Ñ

g g - am-

I sometimes causes commissioners to fall asleep. So, I would
commend you on the way you presented the community's
position.

BAYS: I would ask, if the Commission has any doubts,
that this meetine be held open. If the Commission would
like to hear from residents of the area, that a night meet-
ing be set up at an hour that would be convenient for the
residents so that you could hear their position on these
issues. What I have tried to do here today is try to articu-
late their reasons for their violent opposition to the project.

HAKODA: If I may, Mr Chairman, the enrollment at
Hokulani school is 329 right now Back in 1959 when I was
the PTA president, we tried to get more classrooms but
there's no property to build. We tried to work with the
Parks Division to try to get some park land for room to
put more buildings but we couldn't do that. So, Hokulani
is operating at its maximum right now, They might be able
to take maybe 75 more or so,

Another thin> mentioned was the number of members and he --

emphasized the fluctuation from year to year, When I was 44.

the community president, we had close to 900 paid members.
We mailed out 1200 copies of the St, Louis View every month.
That means 1200 families that we know of. There's some we
don't know about

(There were no further questions of Mr. Eays or Mr. Hakoda.)
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6. Nr. Clyde V. 13reece, Psosident and Mamber, St. Louis Hts.
Comniunity Association

7. Letter dated March 16 1974 from alt. Yasunobu Uniona
1301 St. Louis 1.)rive, Honolulu

8. Lotter dated blarch 18, 1974 from bir. William L. Wong, 1342 -

St . Louis 1)rive IS

Cominents made by bir. Preece and those contained in the -

above-mentioned letters regarding traffic, educational
aild recreational facil it les ,

were covered in blr . Ltys'
pf OSentat iOn. n

Testimony in SUPPORT-

1. Donald K. Iwai, Attorney for the applicant

IWAI: Before we make our presentation on this matter ,

I would like to make one clarification for purposes of
introduction, and that is to clarify the impression which
I believe might have been left with you that in this
application, the St. Louis Chaminade Educational Center
has used the need of student housing as a subterfuge, for
the end result to develop a simple apartment project. The

¯¯

fact is that the center has no other method of providing
housing of. any sort other than this proposed method. The
reason is that there is not available to the center any
subfidized federal financing from HUD. HUD financing is
limited strictly to your particular needs at a particular
time. .Presently, the center will have to give up its
lease of an apartment building, using it as a dormitory
for some of its students,

The center has obtained financing from HUD to put up a

50-unit apartment dormitory which hopefully will go into
construction in a few months , This will take care of only
100 students If cost keep going up, maybe it won't be 50.

The fact is, this is not a subterfuge - The center having
consulted with other people who are knowledgeable in this
area has decided that this is the only way they can accom-
plish their two objectives--one is to raise funds for their
facilities to meet the increasingly high cost of operation,
and the other to provide housing generally necessary but
more primarily for student use by method of developing a

condominium, To try to pull anything is the least thing
in the minds of the applicant in this case s

(The Commission had no questions of Mr. Iwai, )

2. Mr. Michael Coy, Project Planner

COY: I'm the author of the much maligned report you've
had tossed before you this afternoon I' d like to limit



my presentation to the report, to you by the lic¡mrtuient of
General Planni.ng, and by responding to comments made this
afternoon.

A little history why the conter is developinp this property
with apartment rather than dormitories, Ïn 1970, the City
Council approved a condit Lonal use project on the conter's
property to build student dormitories. The project never
was completed because the center was not capable Einancially
to complete the project Other caµital improvements which -

the center has been making took precedence over this . The
center has since that time undertaken a fund raising campaign
which because of the state of the local and national
economy has not met with desired success. As a conse-
quence or lack of success and rising operational costs um
the center has been incurring, they struck out for another ggg
way to successfully accomplish their project. It was Ë igt
decided at that time that the only feasible way to do the
project was to do it as a condominium. E

ag¯Ë

The desire to build apartments rather than dormitories was
also effected by HUD, They have a brochure discussing
campus dwelling units dated Oct, 18, 1971. In it they
emphasize on apartment design rather than dormitory design
to meet the desires of students. The point was raised
that by structuring the apartment as a condominium, the
center will be able to raise funds not only for the
project itself but also to support other projects of the
center. Specifically, we hope to achieve $1 million upon
close out of the condominium development and approximately
$150,000 a year in the ground lease now,

Regardless of what Sen, Lum said, I myself would be
suspicious whether the state would be in position sometime -

in the near future to afford $5 million for Chaminade
College, This approach is using land previously utilized
as a school facility, in this case the land has only been
vacant, and using the proceeds from the use of the land to
support a school is not new, The Hawaii Baptist Convention
just recently used the same approach.

Some questions were raised here this afternoon about the
subterfuge, the guise of perhaps representing that the
apartments as developed would be only for students.
That is not the intention of the center. The units will
be open to all, It is expected that they would be occupied
by people who would be affiliated with both Chaminade and
the University because of the proximity of the institution.
We would expect some staff or faculty members of the

.University to be living there full time.

It was also anticipated that the project could be developed
so as to be attracted to investors who would then in turn
rent the aaartment units the own to most likel students
as tenants The figure you've heard in this report was
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prepared in IJocciliber 1972. I would be the irrst to adm3 t
that costs have increased s i.nce then. Those figures were
based on cost at that tillio

The request that was made by prov lous persons speakiny
beEore you that a lease covenant be included I.or any
investors to loose only to students as tenants, would be
accepted by no lending institution in the world that l'm
familiar with.

There were also questions as to the need of the University
and Chaminade students for housing. The Department of
General Planning has indicated there are approximately 9500
students in the foreseeable future on an annual basis that
would desire to reside somewhere in the UH/Chaminade
environs, I talked with the University Department of Student
Housing, Mr. Burgoyne, as to the overall plans of the
University to house students on the grounds and he said
their long-run plan would allow for approximately 6250
housing units on the campus. The calculations we made in
determining the need for this housing took those figures
into account. I think that would answer the question to
Sen, Lum as to the number of units the University would
eventually consider,

CHAIRMAN: My question was when?

COY: -I'm sorry, I can't give you that answer. I
don't think any one can.

We, in attempting to satisfy the requirements of a

general plan revision request, took a one-mile radius
around St. Louise Chaminade Education center, approximately
a.20-minute walking distance as our target area to look
at other available sites to see if this were the best or
only site available Within that one mile radius of E
approximately .2,000 acres, there are 168 acres general
planned-for multi-family use, Ninety-one of those acres y
are already in multi-family and another 67 are presently
in single-family dwellings There is no indication that
the acreage now in single-family dwelling will be rapidly
developed.for multi-family use. Nost of the lots are held
by small owners.and you're all aware of the problems of
attempting to assemble land for development.

There's also been question as to other uses of the project
site by St. Louis/Chaminade. The college and high school
plan to limit enrollment of both schools--the college
specifically to no more than 1200 students, For its own
purposes, it desires to keep the school small so as to
maintain a certain teaching philosophy they have there
In their opinion, the total 62 acres will allow them to
accommodate other foreseeable buildings and facilities

-¯ that they will require and the 7.4 acres under considera-
tion today will not be necessary for any other use.



Ig Some other considerations I'm go Ing to address myself to is
-- one thing we Eeel strongly speaks for the need for student .

:- hous.ing or any housing for tlint imitter in the area we're
suggesting is a decrease in the transportat i.on overload that
is n.ow felt into tlic University area as soine 17,500 students
who comniuto on a daily basis arrive at school . Needloss
to say, people living in the area would he ah te to walk or
ride a bike. Asido from a saving on gasoli.no, there would
be a significant reduction in the transportation overload.

One last question I'd like to address myself to ts public
facilities. There were some implications that perhaps
St. Louis/Chaminado was not concerned about overload of
public facilities, ptrticularly water and sewage . The
center hired the environmental consulting firm of Sunn,
Low, Tom and Hara to appraise the existing facilities
with respect to sewers and water. It was the opinion of

I the consultants that existing facilities were adequate.
So, this was not something we've attempted to overlook at
all.

SULLAM: What provisions are you making in this proposal
for recreation and are you providing any particular bike
path walk that will facilitate getting to the University?

COY: Without attempting to answer that question,
Mr. Lipman will be presenting the plan and outline some of
the recreational areas set aside in the project.

CRANE: You say cost has gone up since the initial report.
Approximately per student per month, how much does it cost?

COY: I cannot answer that question fairly, We're
looking at low to moderate by contemporary standards as
far as our total housing cost. Let me put it this way, it
would equal to the amount that students .were paying on
the average in 1970 per the survey run by the University
Student Housing Office, I would assume those costs have
also increased over the last three -ears

SULLAM: Is there any way we could be assured this
preference would be given to students since you say no
lending institution will guarantee a loan that made such
a require?

COY: I may be speaking out of turn and feel the
question should be directed to Fr. Mackey. But, the
Chaminade Housing Office has already stressed its desire me
if investors are to buy into the project to give them
names of students that want to live there, and they are sur
in close contact with the University Housing Office which ËEË
has also indicated a desire to do the same. As to whether
a guarantee can be given, I'm not in position to say.
I'm not an employee of St. Louis/Chaminade Center.
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CHOY: What plans or alternattves do youpoople have
on ingross and agress to elim.inate this increased tiaff ic
load?

00Y: I'd like to refer that question to Mr. Pickett
who will be adressing you after Mr. Lijnnan llo is our
transportat i.on analyst and has done a detailed transpor-
tation study. Ho's a qualifled person to answer that
question, not me.

WAY: In terms of the cost I'd like to pursue that just
a little bit. You indicated you're not certain on the rental
aspects but how about the actual cost of units for this? Is
there any kind of a range that you have for this, what might
be the sale price?

COY: My understanding is that it would be in the low
40s and 50s area.

WAY: You mentioned the ground rent arrangement with
the educational center that grossed on it $150,000 which is
something less than $500 per unit , if my calculations are
approximately correct. That's the lease rental per unit?

COY: That's m understandin ,

CHAIRMAN: To the total cost , are you going to include
maintenance fees and so forth within the rental figure so
it would be more than $75

COY: I haven't gotten myself in the position yet where
I own any real estate that I lease to other people. But ,

I assume if I were in a position to do so, that I would
attempt to include all those costs in there myself.

CHAIRMAN: "At this point, you haven' t come up with
probable construction costs of what you're going to sell
these for?

COY: I'm not aware of that Mr Lipman may be-

(There were no further questions of Mr. Coy,)

3. Mr. Jack Lipman, Project Architect

LIPMAN: My name is Jack Lipman, Vice President of
Daniel Mann Johnson 4 Mendenhall, architects and engineers.

We have been retained for a considerable time to develop a

conceptual plan for the center. At this stage we 've done
just that We haven' t gone into details . I would like to
describe the project in general at this stage.
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The part you've ul.ready licard is there are 320 units,i These units are divided into five separate buildings, the
locations and configurations of which are all conceptual

I right now based on the terra.in and topography we have
today, lntormingled in that are parking areas that serve
cach of tlie fivo buildings Bu:iJdings rwnge in hoicht from
from 3 to 5 to 9 floors

i As you've heard, there's 7.4 acres in the area which we will
develop. The terrain runs downhi ll toward the stream. The

i development of thi.s property, we feel, will enhanco the
environment of the notghborhood part icularly over and above
the rough unkept field that's been there for year o and years.
We will have landscaping, recreational facilïtïes all within i M
the site, generally hidden by the landscaping . This will "g i
be totally landscaped and developed from the standpoint of g i [
Iandscaping and beauty. So, it will definitely enhance the a liä

I area,

Traffic wise, I'm not going into details of traffic count
because Mr. Pickett who follows me will do that. Generally,
our traffic pattern runs going up St. Louis Drive, turning
right into the property, or going further up near Kaminaka
and turning right into the property there. There will be
no left turns or egress at all out of Kaminaka Drive. That
alleviates the problem up there of having a bad intersection
there that is blind. The only ingress at Dole would be
right turns.

Arrangements with the center are such that these areas will
all go out through the internal access road. We feel the
access to vehicular traffic will be at a time when ingress
of students occur and vice versa in the evening, The major
amount of egress will be at the signaled intersection at
Waialae and 3rd Avenue,

The comment on the 25% that was noted of additional traffic
on St. Louis would be greatly exaggerated due to the fact
that ingress will be at a time when students will be going
out.

As far as parking on the site, we have followed the CZC
codes and 1-1/4 cars per unit will be provided which is 410
cars. There's no question some units will have 2 or 3

There's also the question that if the majority of students
at either the University or Chaminade are tenants, many of
them will not have cars, or if they do, I'm sure those going
to school at the University would leave their car and walk
preferably to driving over on Dole and finding a place to
park. Right now, there's cars parked 7:00 a.m. all the way
down Udb just for the University students.

The maximum amount of interference of view which is one of
the points brought in the past is minimal. (At.this point
Mr. Lipman presented a view plane study indicating height
relationship of the proposed buildings to the view.)
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As far as the utilities are conterned mainly water and
sowers, we do not const.itute thi.s a problem of the
development, We have checked with the various depar tments
of the city, the Board of Water Supply who incidentally are
going to take over the sewers very shortly There's
presently a 4' x 5' tunnel for the sewer going right
through the area now. I t's about 25 to 30 feet down lt
tics on to Dole and runs all along Dole. The city aLroady
has plans completed for a parallel tunnel to go ad jacent M
to the area to plek up the need for additional sewage at
other locations outside of the community area, They tell g
us as late as this week that they're not concerned at all
about adding another 320 units to the facility

By the same token, there's a 20·inch waterline that runs
in St, Louis between Waialae and Dole serving the area
and going up St Louis at a different size We would cap
into the 20-inch which according to the engineers of the
city does not affect anything from this point on up (refer- U
ring to site'plan displayed), I asked them about the comment
that I heard relative to the lack of water pressure at the
top of the hill, and they said if there has been complaints,
none of them has been filed in writing and they hadn't
any complaints at all about pressure This is the comment
I got, Anyway, they said if there was, there wouldn't be
any assessment to anybody up there because that would be one
of the things required by them to do, But, it has nothing
to do with drawing off the 20=inch main serving this piece
of property which I think is certainly worth indicating.

From the standpoint of surface drainage and how that might
affect the property, the city does require that any cost
affected by a development to increase city facilities
would have to be paid for by the developer. In other words,
you cannot overload or tax the existing storm drain system
without taking care of it as the developer .in his own costs,

Consequently, we find and they say this too, that the Palolo
Stream is sufficient to carry off any runoff from this area
providing that we control the runoff in such a way after
paving the area which of course kills that much absorbtion,
that we design the runoff in such a way that it is controlled
to the Palolo Stream and does not affect the neighborhood.
In general this is our planning to date

We have the layout of the structures but I don't think that -
affects the hearing today, For recreational areas, we have
a pool, we have lot of passive recreational areas which.we
will provide in between the buildings. There will be the
use of_the tennis courts The tennis courts will be
resurfaced and redone by this developer or Chaminade, I
don't want to get into this at this time, but there will
be active recreational areas planned in here when we get
into more detail and see how the contours work with that
particular development.
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I Mr. Lipuu1n was questioned lyy the (:ommission.

SlJLLAM: Ïn relation to the traffie, i.s there any possibility -

of closing that entrance to Dole Street cong:1etely and coming out
on Wai.alue Avenue?

LIPMAN: It would be a littl.e difficult right now, Wo're

i anticipating ingress only If you will not.ice the number of cars -

and which way they come in, you notice the right lane is fa.trly
empty and that would be the only lane used by the people coming

i into the oronert".

CHOY: The ingress only at the end of Dole Street, that would
be limited to right turns only into the property?

I LIPMAN: That's right,

i CHOY: In other words, if students or residents in your
new development happen to use Dole Street entrance, they will not -i-

be permitted to cross over into the ingress there? They will
have to go around and make a right turn into the development?

LIPMAN: Yes, This is one of the fine points that hasn't
been settled with the Traffic Department, Right now I would say
you re correct.

CHOY: It may be that in the final plans, people may be
permitted to cross St, Louis to that ingress into the development?

LIPMAN: I appreciate what you're saying and I don't really
think I can answer that except to say possibly. It would depend
on the final interpretation and acceptance we have from Traffic,

CRANE: The ingress with a right turn off St. Louis, you're -

submitting that right lane would be practically empty because
people will be turning left on Dole Street. I want to address
myself to St. Louis Drive, Going beyond that entrance, wouldn't
all the traffic going on up into St. Louis Heights and Chaminade
Terrace be in that right lane? They wouldn't be in the left lane
turning left on Dole

LIPMAN: That's right, that's true

CRANE: Well, it would hardly be empty then.

LIPMAN: Well, that's right, Let Mr. Picket talk to that. He
has the count.

WAY: Another question on traffic aspects . The proposal you
have then meets the recommendations of the Department of Transpor-
tation Services as best can be defined at this time?

LIPMAN: That' s correct
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CHOY: You ment ïoned 420 parking stalls for your development, g -

Quite concei.vably students will be coming in from other points on |
¯

the island to the area Wha t would h:rppen to tho overload of cars -

that would be coming in i.f you don ' t have enough pa rking in your
facility? Would they be parkin.g on privato streets like earl.icr
mentioned? What provisions have you made?

LlPMAN: That gets into more de tailed plaiming, even to the
possibility of our recent thoughts of havïng a mult 1- level ter rat.ed! U
garage structure on the site setback in to a point where it could
contain more cars. There's no question about additional cars coming
in

SULLAM: Can you tell us what percentage of the site is
covered with hard top which is going to be used for parking?

LIPMAN: The total building land coverage is about 13.5% of
the site- The total parking at 14 per unit including the recrea- |
tional area we have tentatively set aside is 37% of the site, M

WAY: In terms of subsequent presentations or review, is there g
any thought at this time that the proposal could be submitted to
the Commission and the Council as a planned development or do you
rather intend that the direction would be more along the line of
conventional zoning approach?

LIPMAN: That's been discussed in the group, I'd like to defer
that to Mr. Iwai in his summary

WAY: Second point, in relation to your site line analysis do
you consider that represents the maximum condition of the view
interference from private property?

LIPMAN: Yes sir

WAY: That's at wlurt location?

LIPMAN: It was either the second or third house from the
corner of Kaminaka Street, taken on Chaminade property right on
the crest in front of the house

WAY: -As you move along on Kaminaka--

LIPMAN: As you move along it gets higher so the view gets
better

WAY: Well, I'mnot so sure and that.'s where my.questìon lies,
As you move. along, the view changes The view you've indicated
is toward Diamond Head and Waikiki. I expect another view would be
toward central Honolulu, downtown if you will, as you move further
up the hill Is there any interference or to what extent might
there be interference from that point?

LIPMAN: My feeling is it would be lessened The further you
went up the hill, the greater sweep youfd get because the buildings
do not go higher but you go higher as you go up Kaminaka. R
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I WAY: Roughly what would be the d i Eferenco I.n elevii t.l on say
from the first lot to about nulyhe 15 lots further uphi.11?

LIPMAN: If you c;tn see frotil here (roferring to si.to plan),

I the contours are 10 feet apar t . If you want to take this l i.ne
which is about six lots up, i ts about 270, going up 280 innx inntilii
then it levels off.

WAY: Yes, I expect though that isn't the buil.ding at the
same time turning so you're gott i.ng rather an end elevation condi-

I tion, more of a side condition?

LIPMAN: That's true, but I think you're still at the same
view or higher so I really don't think that's a problem at all.

CHOY: Wouldn't the view of Diamond Head from the homes on
the lower end of St, Louis Drive be blocked?

LIPMAN: Yes, you're looking right into them, So if they look
directly across the street, and right now they're looking at a

wheat field, then they'd be looking at a landscaped area with the
buildings in them, yes

CHOY: Well in relation to a specific location on the Ewa --

side near Dole Street there are four or five homes there.
Their front door is directly in line with Diamond Head,. Wouldn't
their view be blocked?

LIPMAN: It would be probably, It's difficult to say till
you lay the configuration of the building out with respect to
that particular house, But, I think even school buildings and
dormitories would block someone's view. But, we feel from here
(referring to site plan) up, will not be blocked at all.

CHAIRMAN: The report states this housing will be used for
- students, the figure mentioned is $75 per month. Using 1972 as

your base, recognizing rising construction costs, what kind of
-figure are you aiming at now?

LIPMAN: I think it's only fair to say that since we have not
gone beyond this point relative to design and planning, except
for analysis with the city traffic and utility companies, and
haven't done anything to analyze construction cost on today's
market based on a final design, it would be difficult for me to
quote a differential. We're still shootino like one of the
comments earlier, $40,000 or $50,000 as a sale. The sale cost of
course reflect the construction and I certainly don't dare tell
you what it looks like until we've made a scheme that we felt was
totally workable.

CHAIRMAN: So then we could eliminate the cost per student 25E
and so forth, TEC

LIPMAN: Relative to the $75, es
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CilAlllMAN: ßecause if we're going to project and say there's |
¯- a 25%-30% increase in mater _ial.s and construction from '72 to -
- construction in '75, we're probably talking about 130, 140 So

it might be better to si.iliply clim.inate all cost reference.

LIPMAN: Ï think rou will find that students who would want
to rent here would f ind it comparahle to the type of place they 'd
like to have if they could find one in Manoa Valley 1.ike the <
University students, and I'ni sure soille of thein are paying consider
ably over $100 right now,

CRANE: I'm not so certain that we can have a developer come
in and state unequivocably he's going to build something for a
certain amount of money. However, when people come to us with
that figure, I start paying attention. If you're saying to me
now that because of the uncertainty of finalized plans you cannot
project a figure, how could it have been projected in the begin-
ning on less finalized plans? This is very important to me.

LIPMAN: This really should be deferred back to Mr. Coy who
made the original survey of the area. I'm mousing around from
the standpoint of constructional cost and I don't mean to be
But, we can design as any architect can as near as possible to a
market or a budget you're given if it's within reason, The budget
has to be prepared by the developers who have to pencil the whole
project out that they're going to come out otherwise they couldn't
do the project,

CRANE: Then in other words, we can agree with the Chairman,
we can eliminate the previous testimony relative to $75 per
student.

LIPMAN: $75, right.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Lipman.)

4. Mr, Rodereck Pickett, Transportation Planner for the
applicant

PICKETT: My name is Rodereck Pickett and I work for Alan
M, Voorhees and Associates, We're transportation planners.
We undertook to do a traffic impact study for the Chaminade
development in May 1973.

What the traffic impact study consists of is a review of the
impact which the development will have on the.existing traffic
conditions in the area. What we do is we first review the exist-
ing conditions, go out and make traffic counts if that's necessary
or if the City already has sufficient information available, we
don't do that, In this case, we did make traffic counts. The
numbers are on this chart (chart displayed). We then look at the
trips and travel generated by the proposed development, overlay
that on the current situation and see what that does to the
traffic
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Thl.s chart here shows the specif.t.c .intersections--St.. Loul.s a

E Heights Drive/Dole, St. Loui.s lleights Dra.ve/Walalae Avenuo, and E -

WaialacAvenue/Third Avonue the entrance to Chaminnde
¯

--

At t.bc time we did the study, we did not make the count up at
Kamiirika but we do have soine datn on it.

What wo found with our counts seems to agree pretty cl.ose.ly with
Mr. Hakoda's count, It's not easy to comparo because he counted
for 1 hours and we counted for 3 hours. The da ta T have with me
only reflects the peak hour because that's when the problem is

; E most severe. The other periods tend to take care of themselves,
-.

We made our counts in blay 1973, blr. llakoda made his a few days
ago, and the City made their count in October of last year.
Those also agree. So, we're all in the same ball park on that.
The question is what does it mean.

The accidents we also look at. As Mr. Hakoda stated, there's
been a significant drop in accidents at St. Louis/Dole--in 1972
we had 15, in 1973 only 5.

One of the things he didn't mention was the accident count at
Kaminaka Drive, It is not an ideal intersection at all. You
don't have good sight visibility there. However, you have no
accidents there for the last couple years.

Of the four intersections, the most severe problem is at Dole/
St. Louis Hts. The worst period is the morning period. The
volume there is such that it puts this intersection about
service level C which is a design capacity. It's not anything
that's excessive, It's heavy, there's no question about that,
but it handles the volume adequately, The service level that I
talk about is caused by people coming down the hill, out of the
heights going to work, and people going up to the University.
So, you have this heavy left-turn movement which is about 680 in
the morning cutting across 610 going down the hill, In all
cases, the street capacities in between these intersections are
adequate, The problems are at the intersections So, this is

- the worst intersection (St, Louis/Dole) and the worst intersec-
tion is in a satisfactory condition, at least an acceptable
condition at the design level whìch is service level C. EEE

Now, when we project the.trips for the proposed development, we
did that using what we considered to be a conservative approach. u¯E

We did not assume that the development would be full of students ŠËË
because we felt if it was full of students, we would have had most
of them walking to school to Chaminade or to the University. We

felt the conservative .approach was to assume a normal population
in those dwelling units.

Our projections were based on using the OTS equations for trip
generation. We did assume that a percentage would take the
transit facilities available, There is pretty good service to
that area to various parts of the city. So, we felt we would get
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i B
--

something like--I believe we used the 25% split on work trips and | .

10% on the non·work trtps.. This is a little higher than you'd i
find today-but with the rate of improvement in the City's bus
system, we thi.nk tluit a perfectly reasonable number . What all
this works out to is about 2,250 additi.onaldaLly tiUps 10 000 L

out of the center and about 120 vehicle trips in the peak hour.

When we made the study, we assullied ingress and egress at the upper
Kaminaka Street entrance, You have about 34 vehicles operating M E

during the peak period, and about 90 at the Dale entrance The
34 vehicles is not a very big increase and could be handled by g
the intersection but it may be a problem because you do get at
certain periods some stacking. It makes for compounding a diffi-
cult problem. We recommended that Chaminade either change their
plan and allow ingress or another alternative we considered was
installing another roadway here, putting in another entrance or

-gg

driveway up a little farther where.it wouldn't conflict with the Big
intersection, Chaminade people have elected to use only ingress
there. - MER

We really haven't discussed the details of whether we would allow
ingress from Dole Street across. I believe the intersection

-g

capacity could handle it if it's not too large and I don't think =¯

it would be very large, I think that's a problem that could be
worked out with the Traffic Department without too much trouble.

About peak periods in the morning the traffic from the develov-
ment is leaving. Waialae has the capacity to handle the additional
vehicles without any trouble, There are three coned lanes inbound
in the morning and three coned lanes outbound in the afternoon,
The heavy movement on St, Louis Drive going up is in the morning.
The ones going up are going to the University. The ones coming
down from St. Louis Hts, are going to work, So in the morning
there is no conflict with the people in the development, People
in the development will use the egress on to Waialae.

In the afternoon the St, Louis/Dole intersection is not as
congested as it is in the morning because the traffic on Dole will
be going down and making a right turn so there's no conflicting
movement. There may be a conflicting movement at St. Louis/Waialae
because the majority of them may be turning left at that inter-
section, mp

The Commission questioned Mr. Pickett ¯-

SULLAM: When you say an intersection has a C rating, what do
you mean by that?

PICKETT: We have.a series o:E definitions provided by the
Federal Highway Administration in the Highway Capacity Manual
which range from A to F

A is where you hardly see a car
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ß is you are not constrairled in anyway by the other traFT ic.I
C is where you l ind you can't go exactl.y the speed you'd
l ike . You some times have to ma ke al l.owance foi someone to
speed up or you have to slow down in order to change Lanes,
It's not an unacceptable .level. Ït's actually a level where
you begin to make good use of tiie road.

U is a level when you begin to have some di.fficultv. You
begin to feel it's heavy traffic.

E is where you get to the point where an accident or some =-

unusual situation causes a real traffic Jam.

F is the point where the normal operation is unstable. You
can get a traffic jam 3ust because somebody is not feeling
good that day and doesn't do the right thing at the right

i moment,

So C is the design level, You don't want to build roads that
nobody's going to be using. Service level C for this intersection
maybe something around 1200 conflicting moves an hour in this
intersection and still have another 500-800 still going up the
hill without a problem because the street down here could handle

SULLAM: Going back to that Dole/St, Louis intersection I
do feel that is a very dangerous intersection. Is there anyway
of redesigning that intersection

PICKETT: The heavy movement is Dole down St. Louis, from
St. Louis up and over Dole, rather than people going up and down
St. Louis Hts. One possible and obvious thing for a traffic
engineer to say is we'll give this major movement the right-of-
way and let that be the through movement, That would mean letting
the left turn have the through movement and putting a stop on
St, Louis Dr. for people coming down the hill

WAY: Could you describe a little bit more specifically the
situation on St. Louis Drive relating to the right turn movements
into the project discussed earlier. It's not entirely clear to
me what is the impact on the section between the intersections,
if you will, Waialae Avenue, your No. 2 circle (referring to
traffic chart), the Dole Street intersection with St. Louis Dr.
Does this project add significantly to the volume for example,
to the condition on St. Louis Drive, to what extent, and describe
that a 1-ittle bit more.

PICKETT: Let's take it morning and afternoon.

In the morning we have really no impact because the people in
the development are coming out on Waialae Avenue. They're not
coming up St. Louis to any extent, We have 810 vehicles in the
peak hour coming up St. Louis, 680 going to Dole, 200 going up
St. Louis Hts,--150 from Waialae plus 50 joining them at Dole.



II
I.n the afternoon we have 610 coliting up St. Louis Dr. a.s opposed gto 810 in the morning. So we have 200 por hour less in the

ÏOrllOOD

Now, if all of the peak hour traffic of the development coines
this way (referring to traffic chart), we projected that at 120
vehicles per hour, even if we're off by a sa gnif Leant factor
and its 200 vehicles an hour, we still wouldn't have anymore
that come up here that come up in the morning. The ones for M
the development are not making this left turn to Dole, they're
merely turning right- The throat here (referring to char t) is g
fairly narrow and you can't widen it too easily because you have gthe bridge. But, it already can handle 810 so it certainly can
handle the coming home traff ic in the af ternoon -

IWAY: When you made the assignments, it seems that sort of a
logical choice of residents who are destined to the University
would be to come out on Waialae Avenue, go up St. Louis Drive and |
make a left turn through on to Dole St- in the morning. To what B
extent did you make these kinds of assignments in terms of volumes
per hour at the peak? Do you recall that?

PICKETT: Since I was not projecting that these were students,
I didn't project a split at this point, I do think students or
even staff, depending on whether they have a parking space at
the University or not, will be walking.

WAY: Do they ever do that any more?

PICKETT: I think a lot of the students who live here will
take bicycles

CHAIRNAN: This is the present count or what you expect?

PICKETT: This is the present count.

CHAIRMAN: How many vehicles are coming off Waialae to St,
Louis in the morning?

PICKETT: 640

CHAIRMAN: 640 . So of the 680 turning on Dole, I assume are
turning off of Waialae Avenue.

PICKETT: Probably not the whole 640.

CHAIRMAN: Probably a good number.

PICKETT: Something like that, yes.

CHAIRMAN: What's going to keep the ones coming on Waialae,
turning on to St Louis, coming across Dole?

PICKETT: Nothing will keep them from doing that.
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- CllAlRMAN: So tluit would increase the count.

PICKETT: It would i.ncrease the conf1tets too.

CHAIRMAN: Ït might even move that si tua t i.on out of C into D.

PICKFl"l: Probabl.y not because it's not up to C vet and could
handle another 50 more cars

C11]\IRMAN: Assuming this happens and assuniing that the
volume of that intersection--one thing I found on the l'lanning
Commission when the traf fic people talk about vo lume they don ' t
talk about elongation of time which is what realLy cause people
to get irritated, which stretches out the peak period.

PICKETT: Well, if it stretches the peak period it means the
people are adjusting their departure time to a later time, That's

I what stretching the peak period does You're talking about
increased travel time.

CHAIRMAN: What will it do? How much will it elongate this?
My basic assumption on traffic not using A, B, C, or D is that
most traffic people don't feel there's a real traffic problem
until the traffic doesn't move

PICKETT: Well we're a far way from that. Unless we know
exactly how many people work at the University, where they're
going, we don't really know where they're going down and up on
University Avenue or through Dole or take the bicycle . We do
know the parking costs at the University are high and going
higher. So to the extent that students are in here, I think we
can say a very small percent are going to be driving, 10%.

CHAIRMAN: But your assumptions were not based upon student
population.

PICKETT: That's correct
DUKE: You're going to .permit a right turn ingress from St.

Louis into the area, but people coming down from St . Louis Heights
,

they will not be permitted to turn left into that ingress area?

PICKETT: We haven' t discussed that oint. It certainly
wouldn't be a very large number It's

gpoing
to be someone living

up there who wants to visit someone living in the development.

DUKE: It does cross traffic which does create a problem.

PICKETT: I think you could permit that because the heavy
move is to Doles The turn movements wouldn't conflict. These
are things which the Traffic Department can handle.

CHOY: Presentl durin school session the St. Louis students
are parking on both sides of St. Louis Drive. Wouldn't parking
on St Louis Drive create further hazard?
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PIClŒTT: l'lii not sure I understand your question. Nuinber one
parking on St , Louis Drive I believe is closer to Kaminaka . Our
biggest activity is further below so tbc impact above is fairly
small. They're already parkLng there so I don't see why it would
liiake much of a d if fe rence.

CHOY: What plans have you people taken to e i iminate the
hazardous condition of students parking in the aren thn t is

already hazardous? Would you people be provading extra parking
on campus for the students?

PICKETT: l'm not the right person to speak for Chaminade on
that point, I do beli.eve they have adequate parking on campus,
and that students park there for other reasons than that there
isn't a space on campus, I'm not sure that I can accept that
that parking is hazardous thoúgh. E ¯

(There were no further questions of Mr. Pickett.)

[Mrs. Sullam left the meeting at this point.)

5. Father Robert Mackey, Chancellor, St. Louis Chaminade ¯ EE÷
Educational Center

FRa MACKEY: Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, Brother
Steele will follow me giving testimony. Brother Steele is a member
of the St. Louis Heights Community Association, He is also Vice
President of the Marianist Province of the Pacific. The Marianist
Province of the Pacific is the owner of the land on which those 214
units of Chaminade Terrace are located, the portion of land that ¯-

Senator Lum spoke of.

It might appear this afternoon that the opposition to this plan is
the St. Louis association or the community people who live there, but
really we·have always considered ourselves a part of that-community
In fact, in the 1920s we purchased from the Bishop Estate about 200
acres of land and later sold 80 of acres that now constitute ,St Louis
Heights, Some years ago we developed 40 more acres that constitute
Chaminade Terrace.. So, we.really feel that we're part of that
community I would like.to see the testimony today interpreted as
being the opposition within the community itself, one part .of .the
community being contrary to the other part.

In fact about three years ago, the Marianist Province of the Pacific
deeded over to a new corporation called the Chaminade Education
Center 60 acres of land, So, the 60 acres of land on which St Louis
Chaminade is .located and on which this proposed development is located
belonged to the St. Louis-Chaminade Educatíon Center This is not a
religious group. It is governed by a board of trustees that includes -
lay people and religious. The Marianist Province of the Pacific that
owns the Chaminade Terrace is a religious order If that land were



ever sold, the proceeds would go to the roligious order artd not to the
St. Louis-Chaminado Education conter -

We do need this developinent for two reasons Une reason is to take
care of tilo market for housing right now, and in that area the inarket .

is largely students and faculty and other staff alt the liniversity and
at Chaminade and St. Louis. Plc need a t for another reason, to gaaerato
income,. As has already been suggested, the premium of the developmenL -

might run to a mil.lion dollars and the annual incorne from the 1.and E
rental possibly $150,000. We need that kind al money to cont inue to
operate. All that money will be invested in our property It will .go

"

nowhere else . So, we see this as another attempt on our part to
improve that whole community by investing in that c.ommunity $150,000 -

--

and investing also the million dollars or if that's put into an endow
ment, the income from that endowment every year. E am-

Just one other point about the parking There is sufficient parking ¯

+

i on campus for our students. I don't know how we can oblive students -

to park on campus though, I don't quite understand how wË can do
that. I think we're a bit embarrassed just as some of the residents
on the Terrace are embarrassed when the students park up along there. -

It presents a control problem for us, We'd be very happy if they
parked on campus but I don't really think in these days that one can
obligate students to do this especially since we do have a parking fee
We need the parking fee, of course, to provide security for those cars

I believe that is all I have to say, Again, the development is needed
for two reasons, to take care of the housing market and to generate .

income for the St Louis High School and Chaminade College

Father Mackeywas questioned by the Commission

CHOY: You mentioned that there are sufficient parking facilities ¯=

on campus but you lack the control in forcing students to park on ÈËË
campus because of a fee. Am I to understand that because of this one WWe

reason that the students will continue to park on St, Louis Drive
without trying to alleviate the condition on the part of the school?

FR. MACKEY: Yes, The students are free to vark. We really don't
know whether a student brings a car to school unless he has that car
registered and parks it on campus. So, he's free to park where he
wants, on 3rd Avenue, on Harding well not on Harding but around there
That's a privilege he has as a private citizen that we really can't
touch. The City could do something. The City could put no parking
signs around there but I think they'd have an awful hard time doing
that because when that whole Terrace was developed, St. Louis-Chaminade

.

dedicated to the City large pieces of land that now constitute and WEBwidened St. Louis Drive between Kaminaka and the bridge. There's quite ;¯
a bit of land in there that came from us, I must say we got something ä¯=r

in return.. The City and County lined the stream for us which also is
an improvement for the community,

WAY: In connection with provision of housing for the students, to
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what extent t.s thoro a program that you would have that mip,ht assist
students in obtaining housing in the project?

FR. MACKEY: Thoro's only one possibility now and that is through
our housing off.ice making arrangements with the people who would own
the condominium units, asking them to let us know i.F the tr's wmild be -
available, and we could act as i.ntermediary between thern and our E -

students. ¯¯¯

The other possibility is one which we've been th.tuking of but we
haven't decided on and that. is we would reserve a certain number of
units ourselves. In other words, we would reserve 5 or 6 or 7 units,
10 units or whatever it is to be sure we would have a certain number ¯

This is within the realmof oossibility but we haven't decided yet. ;

CHOY: As far as the student assignment referral to the apartment,
I would assume then there will be a definite segregation aside ftom
a coed-type assignment?

FR. MACKEY: Doctor, we've faced that problem already. We have a
women's dorm on campus, We lease the Waialae Villa across the street.
We don't mix the men and women in any one apartment but there might ggy
be four boys living next to four girls. The student apartment that 3EE
we are planning campus above the present women's dorm, incidentally a sm-r
low-rise building, is an apartment. There again, we've had men in
one unit and women in another unit, This is the way they live off-cam s

anyway, in reality.

CHAIRMAN: It's.understandable that the problems that many of the
small colleges has been having is money. But, I think one of the
problems that comes to us is we can see no ability for you and Chami-
nade and Marianists Brothers to control who is going to get the apart-
ments, who is going to live in them in terms of rental, Secondly, up
really at this point we can see no control in terms of cost, for the
fact that the price factor that has already been presented to us has |
already been admitted is not true, Therefore, I think in a sense we i
are in a bit of a quandry because how can we say this is student hous-
ing when there seems to be so little evidence of the fact that there
can be student housing. I don't know how this can be taken cared of
by your planners working on it in college, but I think this presents a
real problem to this Commission.

FR. MACKEY: I think Mr, Don Iwai could address himself to this
point. But, more and more we find that in student housing we are in
a regular housing market. The student market is no different from
any other market. The only difference is that housing is close to
Chaminade and close to the University and therefore would be much
cheaper than living elsewhere where they would have to.use means of
transportation. So, it's where the market is. Today a 3% money for -

student housing is out.
WAY: Any.idea of the market, if you will, from the student group

that might be able to participate in such a project, might actually -
be able to live there?
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FR. MACKEY: I really don't know. Obvi.ously, most oE the students
wlio would live titore would come from out of state or certainly from -

-

off this island. There is presumption that many of those students who g
¯

-

do come from the mainland and from the other islands, do have suí E l.ciellt L

money to travel here and to enjoy t.ho kind of education that students
from bere would enjoy when they went to the mainland, and they're talk·
ing in terms of $4,000-$5,000 a year when they go to the mainland to an

i institution. With the tuition as we luive it at Chaminade and at the
University, I think it would be somewhat competitive coming in this
direction, but I don't know the numbers.

(There were no further questions of Fr. Macke.)

6. Brother Steele, also representing St. Louis Chaminade Ë $
Educational Center Ë E

STEELE: I was going to explain that question of the --

ownership of property above St, Louis/Chaminade but I y g
think Fr. Mackey's done that. I think it's a rather strong e a
point because it was a strong point of Senator Lum. It ' s

not a fact.

Theotherpoint I'dlike tobringout is the statementwas
made previously that there was wholehearted approval of the
Board of Directors of the community association in condemn-
ing the property, Well, I'm a member of the Board of
Directors. Unless I'm blind or deaf and dumb, I don't
agree with that, There was quite a few that opposed this,
I mean they approved the actual project. So, it's not a
question of a unanimous approval of the Board of Directors
or a unanimous approval of the association,

One other point on parking I notice that came up. You were
concerned about student parking. The present men's dorm
held 54 students, and at present there are only 8 to 10 cars
used by those students There's a girls dor on the campus
occupiedby 80 girls and there are 7 cars So, there's not
an overwhelming population of automobiles because of the
dormitories on the campus,

That's all I have to offer.

Brother Steele was questioned by the Commission.

CHOY: I'd like to address myself to the parking problem.
Not specifically talking about your boarding students, but
regarding your day scholars that drive to the campus .

According to photos, these areas are cluttered during the
school period.

STEELE: You mean on campus?

02



CHOY: I'm talking about day scholars commut.i.ng Eram
hoine to campus, tlutt they a ro parking on botli s I.des of St.
Louis Drive and on Kamirulka. What provis.ion would the -

college or the high school have over the control of parki.ng
in a danger area? Is it because of the fee being chareed
where the student can' t afford the fee? If he cannot
afford the Eco then he shouldn't be abl.e to afford a car
to drive to St. Louis Drive. Could there he any kind of
control by the authorities to give the boys a pep tulk?
I know you can ' t force them to park on the campus but
couldn ' t you talk to the student s to use the campus f aci.l i -

ties which I was lead to believe to be quite adoquate?

STEELE: That could be done but again they stil.l hold
the freedom of doing what they want like anv other citizen.
I suppose if the residents up there would p'ark their cars
in their garages and not use the streets, it would alleviate
the problem too.

HOSAKA: Mr. Chairman, although I had declared my
intention on this, may I have the Chairman's permission to
clarify a point that he made?

CHAIRMAN: Are you speaking as a member of the community
association?

HOSAKA: Yes, as a member of the community association.

CHAIRMAN: I will extend that privilege for you.

HOSAKA: Well, being the president of the St. Louis
Community Association, I remember at that meeting there
were several members on the board that were absent.
Unfortunately, you were not at that meeting, Brother
Steele.. It was acknowledged that the ad hoc committee
would continue the investigation on this condominium
proj ect and that the board was in favor of what they were
doing. It's in the minutes.

(There were no further questions of Brother Steele, )

Mr. Coy (Traffic Consultant) was questioned further by the Commission.

COY: Mr. Crane addressed the question of the representa-
tion in our revision request of $75 a month assuming four
students living in a 2-bedroom unit The price figures for
this report was done in December of 1972, We estimated
the target price of an apartment at that time was approxi-
mately $35,000, It was the belief of the developer that
$300 a month would adequately cover the investors cost and
afford him an equitable return. That was the basis on which -

those numbers were generated. We recognize that the price
has changed since that time and I don t pretend to know how
much b -
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Mr. Way, the question you raised, do we luivo any ide:i of tho¯F market for the students to participate, did you viioan as
¯ [nvestors or as tenants?

CDY: Based on the inEormation at the Un tvers tty llousin ,

I Office provided us plus the student survey that was run bv
. Chaminade College, we estimated that there was a inarket oE

-.--
approximately 9500 students who indicated a proforonce to live
in apartment-type dwellings were there one available

WAY: I recall the fee you mentioned earlier, of course, and
. it was in our report, I was thinking more specificallv defini- Ë ik;

tion of the market in terms of those who mi ht in fact" lie able ! E
to afford a rental by the current, whatever that means, value, šÑ$

I COY: The only information I have on that is the University
Student Housing Survey from 1970 and they indicated the range of
rentals being paid by students they surveyed at that time was
between $75 and $150 with the average being $100, 1970 cost.

WAY: Also and the reason I mentioned it to Fr. Mackey was,
from Chaminade College were there any specific indications of
the extent of students or the number of students who might be
able to participate? SE

COY: On a can-they-afford-it basis or on education--

WAY: Any-- Well, the ones that could actually get in.
COY: There's on-campus housing for 136 students at the

moment. At the present rate, 525 students or 44% come from
off the Island of Oahu, mainland or other islands. An
additional group that live across the street in housing that's
currently leased by the center on which it loses money at
present would indicate that there was about 725 students
additionally to those 136 that can already be accommodated
who would like to live in such a .facility, not necessarily
that project but an apartment type complex.

WAY: What might be, you mentioned their losing money on
the facility being leased. At what rate, that is to say what
are they charging students?

COY: I don't know the answer to that question.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Iwai, you want to make a summation?

IWAI: I believe it's incumbent upon me to answer a couple
of questions of Mr. Way, I believe.

I believe Mr. Way asked in his explanation of his procedures
between the general plan amendment procedure and the zoning
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procedure. There was a quest.ion whether the applicant in
this case had in mind, in his zoning application to come in for
the conventional zoning or a Pull zoning. Ï can say that l
believo when this matter was originn11y brought up with the
planning department staf E tlio i.ntent was that the project
be based upon a PDH. I th Lnk your report so re Elects . I
think the thinking has been the same, I believe that factor
alone would answer many oE the quest ions which took so much
of the Commissioners time regarding tiie various detaLIS OË
this project.

' Of course, there is the area of traffic Much has to be worked
out with the Traffic Department but in all of the PDH projects,
satisfactory solutions have been reached before any matter has
been brought up to the Commission.

I would like to address myself also to the question of student
housing, It is a question in some of the minds of some of
you that there is no absolute assurance that this will be set
aside for housing. Under the circumstances if we could, we
would like to do so. But as was stated earlier, HUD financing
under which we can come up with a pure student housing program
is no longer available. This is the only avenue available for
the center-

I suppose that if the present situation, although I don't know
whether it will continue, where nobody knows what the cost

-

of construction is next week, I just hazard to say anything as
to the cost or whether this in the long run will be a viable
project, As-it is now, we still think this is a viable project.
I believe the presentation made here today presented sufficient
facts for you to make a determination as to the question of
whether for the purposes of the general plan, this parcel
should be redesignated for apartment use.

CRANE: Do you still in light of what was testified here
today, still think this is a viable project.primarily designed
for student occupancy?

IWAI: I tend to think so, Mr. Crane

CRANE: Given the fact tlurt the most eneralized kinds
of figures have a $10,000 fluctuation?

IWAI: Well, if you are saying that this :'us not a viable
project unless the rentals are $75 a month, then I say fine.

CRANE: That isn't my question I think we've already
thrown that out the window.

IWAI: What I'm saying is this, $75 a month rent is
obviously out of the question. But, every place else for
everybody else, cost is rising. I believe that this project
can be constructed, developed and that the rentals can be
competitive.
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CRANE: No, Mr. Chairillan, he hasn't got my point yet.
- You see, I don't see tinything wrong with Chaminade want ing to

get rid of part of this land :in order to cont.l.nue educa t i.on
up there. The question roma:ins here I think, wiion you First
sat down you said don't misunderstand, there's no subter fuge
about student housing. If in fact it's true, I want to know
do you still believe as primarily for student occupancy, you

il think this is a viable project given what you've licard here
today?

IWAI: Yes, on the basis that I said so, the rentals will
be competitive.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Iwai.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa
and carried, Dr. Choy dissented.

AYES - Connell, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
--

¯ NAYES - Choy
ABSENT - Sullam
CONFLICT - Hosaka

In deciding what action it should take, the Commission had the
following discussion,

DUKE: I'll start it off by stating that I don't think the applica-
tion was properly presented. It is not a student dormitory housing
setup. I thinkreally they should - I can't tell themwhat to do, but
resubmit their application and get a change in zoning so that they can
make a million dollars ,

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, can we have a motion first and then go into
discussion.

DUKE: Well, I so move that the application as presented is not
acceptable, if that will start it off.

CRANE: I'11 second that for discussion,

CHAIRMAN: Discussion,

CRANE: I couldn' t agree more with the maker of the motion that
this was also not presented correctly . However , I wonder if our denying
this, even though they know this was not presented correctly, will really
change anything here, In other words, if they were to come back and say
yes, we intend to do this to make a million dollars, $150,000 a year from
the lease thing, for the continuing of education of Chaminade College,
would that really change it by denying it by making them say we 're sorry
we presented it wrongly.
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KAMIYA: l'd like to go along with Jim and speak in favor of
denying tliis. From what was presented, we didn't look at .!t as a

CP amendment, taking into consi.dorat:ion wllat the legislator talkad about ·

as far as the Ull is conce rned, I don ' t thin k we '.11 get tha t in forma t ion I
i.n a month. I think the GP amendment would he promaturo

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, i.ts a matter of procedure and lack of arguinents *

I wonder i.f we might rather than out.right denying th Ls, I wonder i f the
maker of the motion would be acceptable to an amendment to the motion - i
that we delay or postpone this until such time as we get full informa-
tion presented the way we want it.

DUKE: Maybe the staff can answer this, If it is not a housin
project for students, then would it qualify to even make a request for
this change?

WAY: Yes, We looked at it as meeting a housing requirement, whethet .

it be for student housing or other housing. We feel it is a reasonable
request and on that basis we would still make the recommendation, M

DUKE: Well, I thought you did an excellent job ìn your presentation g
to the Commission.

WAY: Oh?

DUKE: I enjoyed reading that. There was a need for student housing
and that's what you centered your whole recommendation on. If it doesn't
serve that purpose, then I wonder if you truly are recommending the
chance

.

WAY: Yes,

DUKE: Then I'll have to discount some of the things you put in
there .

CHOY: Being that there's not any logical figure on the
construction cost and the possible rental to the students and that
whatever was presented to us was admitted by the applicant to be dated,
I wonder now whether the student would be able to afford such an apart -

ment in excess of $100, A figure was given in testimony that most of
students attending Chaminade or the University do proceed to school with
at least 34,000 in their pockets, To me, this is just picking $4,000
figure out of the clear air because there is nothing substantiating that
amount, Because of this I have a tremendous amount of reservations of
whether the students iir fact will be able to partake as transient resi-
dents in this particular development. Because of this, I object to the -
development and the granting of the amendment.

CRANE: Mr. Chairman, I too object to the development. if it is -
to be portioned out as primarily oriented to student occupancy. My
point, however, is I think we have to look beyond that. I think all
of us realize what has gone on relative to that one issue. The back
up question that remains, however, is if that were not the issue, if

- it were simply a request for condos there, we have never on this

44



i -.....

I Commission gotten in the busi.noss of di.ctating c:xactly what the price
of a condo would be We never cons idered that to be a part of our
kuliana, if you discount that issue, and I havo discounted it, then
Ï wonder if we should shoot this down simply because a t was presented
in such a way to bo in iny opi.nioil, devious That is the question I

- see. Now, i.f there are any other questions that need to be answered
rather than throw out the thing, then I would still ap,ain of for tlio
amendinent that we pos tponc :i t and ge t: the informat ion we need , a nd
look at that issue s4uarely rather than bring in the peripheral issue
of student housing.

KAHAWAIOLAA: I'll have to agree with Crane on the basis that I
don't think this condominium will be student residents It's just a

condominium and we have to look at it on that basis. I think this
should be re-filed and filed in the proper way.

CHOY: Clarification. If the applicant were to resubmit the

i application, then it will open up the hearing again.

CRANE: Point of order. I am not asking that he resubmit his
¯ application. What I am asking here is two things. I am saying if

we're going to vote on this, then let's vote on the real issue. That's
primarily what I'm saying. And if we're not going to do that, if we're
going to let the student issue phase our voting because of lack of other -

information, then I'll back up to the next position and that is let us
E postpone this hearing and get the information that is sufficient for

you to make a vote on the issues.

Now, if you're asking him to resubmit he can come back here and say -

all right, forget the student issue and go back to the other issue.
Then we'd have to make a decision on that, and we would not be asking
what the price of the condos would be, I'm saying either vote on the
second issue and disregard all the stuff about student, and if we're
not going to do that, then let's postpone this thing and get the kind

_ |
of information we really need, look at traffic and whatever else, ¯¯¯

CHAIRMAN: Because of the fact that I have to sign the findings of
fact, I would be somewhat hesitant to sign that findings of fact if we
rejected the General Plan change based upon zoning issues. In a sense
when we talk about the project which is preliminary, we're talking
about traffic problems, Certainly there is a relationship to the
genera1·plan change but these fit neatly under zoning , So, I would

- have to concur with Commissioner Crane that this has to be faced on
the basis of is this a good GP change, i.e. apartments, whoever lives
in them, and let us accept the fact that sometimes planners and archi- -¯

tects are dumb and make stupid presentations. But, the issue before
us is whether this should be changed in terms of use to apartment, If
we can find definite reasons to say that it should or shouldn't, those
are what go in the findings of fact. I would plead with you gentlemen
let's vote on that basis so I don't find myself in court.

KAMIYA: Would you consider the findings of fact what the UH plans
are and what the stadium site plans are as part of the findings of fact?
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CIlAÏRMAN: I would imagine the staff in reviewing the Dalton decision
lookod at the whole issuo regarding tlie need for housing. They didn't
look at it simply in terins of student liousing. We know there a s a fact
that there are somewhere between 30,000 and 50,000 units short So,
this happens week after week, i t's a spoken fact that there's a need Ear
housing on this island.

CRANE: Actually, what the leg i.slature is go ing to do about the
need for housing we discovered this afternoon, has nothing to do with M
this issue because this issue has nothing to do with student housing.

C11AIRMAN: I think the Commission should be aware of the fact that
there was a previous application that came to this Coimnission about
two years ago for student housing in this precise area, and the reactions
were negative from the community on that regarding height and traffac.
Those were the two main concerns. It was a straight student-housing
application.

It's a known fact again, Obviously, they need the money, Can we
substantiate reasons for sayíng this area should not go apartment,

DUKE: I must admit that maybe my thinking on this application has
truly been oriented around the possibility that it would serve a purpose
for student housing, I'm convinced that's not true now, I'll go along --

with Commissioner Crane and suggest that we defer this as the amendment
says. At least it will give me a chance to do a little constructive
thinking on just a condominium deal there, and what I think of that,

CHAIRMAN: As a matter of procedure then, will you withdraw your
motion on the floor?

DUKE: I withdraw my motion.

CRANE: I withdraw.

Mr. Chairman, I move we defer action on this for one month.

KAHAWAIOLAA: Second,

WAY: Any reason for deferment?

CRANE: The reason I made the motion for postponement was I didn't
want to vote on a non-issue, basically. There se.ems to be some concern
by a.couple of Commissioners that because of what certain witnesses
said, they needed more information when this is seen in the new light,
in the light that it really is. If that's the case, I would hope that
one month is sufficient time to get that information. The maker.of
the.original motion said he would like more time to look at it from
this angle; This is simply to give the time to consider it.

CHAIRMAN: I think in all fairness to the applicant and I think
we've already laid it out pretty clear that we are somewhat dubious
because there seems to be no control or guarantees of students that
might be in there; and we're somewhat dubious about what was presented -
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to us in terms of cost, At least this give the applicant the opportu-
nity of coming back and justifying that you really can do these things .

¯ There are questions on the traff ic issue, water pressure.

CHOY: Can we request from Sonator Lum, the find i.ngs timt he had
B promised us, and can we also request for representatives from the

Traffic IJepartment and the Board of Water Supply?

WAY: I don't know what additional kind of data those two agencios
would be able to provide except to say that we could give you the
letter from the Board of Water Supply, and the letter from the Dopartment R

of Transportation Services Beyond that, are you asking for some
reconfirmation or appearance of someone? ¯

CHOY: Yes, so that we can get some answers from some of these
experts from the various departments to ask specific questions to
clarify our thinking.

CHAIRMAN: All in favor of the motion?

(The motion to defer for 30 days was unanimously carried.)

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT proposal for demolition of the Royal
APPLICATION Brewery Building, situated within the
AMERICAN BREWING Hawaii Capital District, Tax Map Key:
COMPANY, LTD. 2-1-31: 21.
(FILE #73/HCD-18)

Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/
Advertiser of Sunday, March 10, 1974. No
letters of protest were received.

Mr. Ali Sheybani of the staff presented the Director's report of
¯ proposala The proposed demolition of a historic building in the

Hawaii Capital District runs counter to the Legislative intent
of the district. The Brewery building is not on the list of
historic and-cultural structures enumerated in the Hawaii Capital
District Ordinance, but it has been added to the State and
National Registers of Historic Placess. It was once proposed as
Hawaii's Bicentennial Building and Heritage House by the Hawaii
Bicentennial Commission but due to lack of funds, the idea has
since been abandoned by the Commission. Although the building
may be potentially suitable for remodelling and use as a special
retail center similar to the Cannery Building in San Francisco,
no such plans have been disclosed for the building either by
private parties or the applicant.

Since there has been no official proposal for the reuse of the
subject building site by the applicant, and.since the building
in its present state of upkeep does not pose a threat to life
and/or property of the residents in the area, it is recommended
that the application be approved with the following condition:
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No demolition permit for the Royal ßrewery 13u Liding shallbe issued until a certificate of appropriateness for there-use of the site has been obtained from the City Councilby the applicant and/or assignee.
There were no questions of the staff regarding the Director'sreport.

Public testimony followed-

Testimony AGAINST-

1. Mrs. Nancy Bannick, Chairman, Historic ßuildings Task Force(Submitted letter dated March 19, 1974 to the Commission,and letter dated February 27, 1974 to The lionorable Richard BKawakami, Chairman, Committee on Water, Land Use, andDevelopment, House of Representatives)

BANNICK: The Historic Buildings Task Force has workedfor years to get this building recognized and to get some-thing imaginative done with it
We are aware that the building's owners have been given thenotification to demolish and observed the waiting periodState law requires of owners of properties on the HawaiiRegister of Historic Places and that the Director of theDepartment of Land Utilization has given his okay to thegranting of a demolition permit, But one of the mainpurposes of establishing our Hawaii Capital District - aspecial zoning district under Article 12 of the CZC - wasto protect historic buildings. And that protection certainlymust include the Brewery which is also on our NationalRegister of Historic Places,
What's more, there's fresh hope for the Brewery, I haveattached a copy of my testimony of a few weeks ago ìn supportof House Bill 1868 which calls for the appropriation of$50,000 for a feasibility study on the Brewery's becomingHawaii's Heritage House or Bicentennial Building. The billwas introduced last year and figured to be a dead issue.Because the Legislature didn't start the ball rolling thenand given the State's financial condition and the unlikeli-hood of much Federal aid, the Hawaii Bicentennial Commissionhad to turn away from the Brewery and look instead to somebuilding already in government ownership such as the U.S.Immigration Station or the Kamehameha V Post Office fordevelopment as our Heritage House which would include thelong-needed Hawaii History Center and an orientation centerfor visiting our Capital District

But since the February 27 hearing and partly as a result ofour discussion there, the House Committee on Water, LandUse, and Development has reported the bill out favorably
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i and sent it to the Fi.nance Committee and I've had some
conversat lon with its chairman, lloprosentat ive Jack Suwa,
and feel be is at least sympathet ic

Furthermore, the llawaii ßicentennial Commission is no longer
forsak:ing the Brewery, Its members and staff still prefer
it as our proposed IIeritage llouse and agree wi th us that =

- | no matter what , government has a respons tbility to help
- this landmark survive and be put to new use.

The bicentennial commi.ssion is considering new ways to
swing a Brewery project. It is looking at various possi-
bilities for Federal aid, at getting help from the Nature
Conservancy, at selling Hawaiian Heritage Center certifi-
cates, at just getting restoration started by 1976 (rather
than finishing it) and spreading the job over some years,
and at putting together a government and private enterprise

i Partnershia to do the "ob,

Perhaps the feasibility studies we hope the Legislature
- will fund this year will show the Immigration Station to

have the best structures and layout to turn into a Hawaii
History Center. But certainly the Brewery--and I think
all hands agree--is the building best located for an
orientation center for Capital District visiting, a center
that would be a headquarters for guides, would provide
space for school and tour buses to unload and park, and
would include-restrooms, book and gift shops, restaurant,
and exhibits, The Brewery would be the best place for
people to start from to walk to the Mission Houses,
Kawaiahao Church, Aliiolani Hale, Iolani Place, and the
State Capitol.

An orientation center would combine well with other
functions people would like to see developed here--a home
for the Hawaii Opera Theatre and the Honolulu Theatre for
Youth and some new dining and shopping spots

Our handsome civic center needs some liveliness, some fun
and games-, and the Brewery and its environs would be the
perfect location, So once more, we ask you to stay the
execution.

2. Mrs. Gertrude Humphries, interested citizen (Submitted -

letter dated March 21, 1974)

"This is simply to say that I enjoy looking at the Royal
Brewery and hope it will remain a part of the Civic Center
scene. It may not be great architecture, but it has
charm. It stirs the imagination- The red brick color
is beautiful. One could make up a fanciful story about it çato amuse a child, or even an adult. I wonder if it could 25
in any way be used for children--as a theater or something
of that sort.
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At any rate, Lt is a dash of color and romance in a world
that is overbalanced w.ith somber facts and cr tses, and I
hope it can be saved.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1, Mr. Hung Lum Chun, President of American Brewing Company,
Ltd. , owner of the old Royal Brewery ßuilding located a t
547 South Queen Street.

CHUN: The old Brewery Building has been vacant for
some twelve years since American Brewing ceased brewery
operations because of unprofitability. The building is
not generating any revenue that would defray the costs of
attempting to maintain the building. On the contrary,
the physical condition of the building renders it increas-
ingly hazardous and yet American Brewing Company cannot ¯¯¯

affort to maintain watchmen to keep intruders out, Over --

the last several years vandals, thieves and intruders of
various kinds have broken into the building and attempts
to render the building secure against such intrusion
have been fruitless.

The building was cited on July 20, 1967 by the City and
County Building Department for an extensive number of E

¯

building, plumbing and electrical deficiencies found to
endanger the persons and property of the public or
occupants of the building.. Other structures in the
brewery complex were similarly cited and in response were
demolished. The main building was not demolished, simply
because the costs of demolition at the time were beyond
American Brewing's resources. American Brewing instead
disconnected all utilities and, as I said, has endeavored

_¯

to keep the building locked to prevent the unwary from ---

entering the premises and endangering themselves,
- Although the building has not generated any income in a

dozen years, it presents a continued tax drain to the
owner. Taxes have been running in the neighborhood of _-
$7,500 to-$8,000 a year. The empty portion of the lot
on which the building is located yields some revenue from
parking spaces for cars. After demolition and while plans -

are being developed that would be appropriate for location
within the-Hawaii Capital District,.additional parking
spaces will be developed and more revenue will be generated.
Since American Brewing first started through the process of
attempting to get a permit to demolish the building, demoli-
tion costs have increased significantly. The building of .
the Kakaako Fire Station addition immediately adjacent to
the Brewery Building has further increased the hazards of
leaving the building standing and the expense of effecting
its demolition.
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Various public agencies have expressed a dosi re to see the
build ing preserved. I ut.i gh t poin t out that the orig ina l
draft of the Hawa l.i Cap i.tol I)is tr ict ord inance named the

..

Royal ßrewery as a bul l.ding of arch itectural si gnif icance
wit.hin the Ulstr ict to be preserved, 11awover, the Council

- subsequently deleted the Royal Brewery from the list of
buildings to be preserved because it was "not worthy oF

i protection, preservat ion, enhancernent and perpetuat lon".

As the Commission staff luis pointed out, the building was
once proposed as Hawaii's ßicentennial ßuilding and IIeritage [ g
House by the Hawaii Bicentennial Commission but due to lack [ gof funds, the idea has since been abandoned by the Commission, | --

The Historic ßuildings Task Force has expressed an interest ! ===
in the preservation of the building but has no funds with Î ËËÊ
which to acquire the building to effect its preservation. mËË
The Department of Land and Natural Resources has pointed
out that the Brewery Building has been added to the State ==

and National Registers of Historic Places but the 90-day
notification period to the Department that the applicant
was seeking a demolition permit has expired without any
action being taken by the Department to institute condem-
nation proceedings to acquire the building in order to
prevent the demolition,

It has been suggested that the building would lend itself
to private-commercial development analogous to the old
Del Monte Cannery or Ghirardelli Square in San Francisco.
This avenue-of development has been thoroughly explored.
As long ago as 1966 American Brewing entered into negotia-
tions with a developer that lead to the granting of an HE
option for a period of one year within which the developer
investigated the feasibility of attempting to develop the
existing-building into a complex of shops, restaurants,
museum, exhibits, and so forth, Neither that developer nor
any of the numerous ones who have since come forward with
a similar suggestion have found the project to be econom-
ically feasible as soon as they have studied the question.
The physical characteristics of the building do not seem
to support a viable concept of a market complex. The
building is 25 feet wide, 4 stories high, with different
floor levels inside. It cannot be compared to Ghirardelli
Square-or Cannery, which has vast floor spaces at common
levels. I assure the Commission that had we been able to
interest a developer to lease the building in order to
develop-a cannery-style complex, it would have been done
long ago and we would not.be -here seeking a long-delayed
demolition permit
We respectfully ask-the Commission to recommend to the
Council that the aemolition permit be issued to demolish
the old building without any conditions whatsoever. The
building is a-hazard to the publ.ic and a drain on the
resources of the owner and does not seem to have the impor-
tance or significance to wairant any public agency



appropriating the money to acqu i.re the building for the
¯ use of the public general ly. O y

Mr. Chun was quest ioned by the Commission.

CRANE: You don't agree with the condition placed by
the Director?

CHUN: Yes, Ï don't agree, If we get this permLt, at
least we won't be liable for any person getting hurt in
the place. We'll take the building down and at least make
a parking lot to generate some income to support the property.
$8,000 a year for 12 years is a long time to support taxes
that we don't even generate anything from.

I don't think we need any plans to use the area to get a 9-r
demolition permit. Wìthout the building being demolished, g
there's no way we can draw plans for it. We have to get i 4-!
approval first before we can even move, gg
(There were no further questions of Mr. Chun.) Ek

2. Mrs: Fred 0. Young, interested citizen

Mrs. Young indicated that the brewery building is
an eyesore, and that it would be poor economics for
a state agency to take over remodeling an old building. ¯

--

Her main objection concerned traffic problems which
could result if setback requirements for the subject
property are not implemented for future widening of

ueen Street as one of the main cross-town arterials er

3. Mr. William F Quinn, Attorney for the applicant

QUINN: I'd like to take a moment to address myself to the
condition that's been placed on the staff action recommending
approval of the demolition permit, Before I do that I'd like
to just state if I may that I don't think anybody admires Nancy
Bannick's efforts to preserve what is worth preserving in this
City than I do, and the efforts of the Historic Building Task
Force have been extremely worthwhile. I think at some point
particularly when it's a dubious question.on a commercial
building that the interest and rights of the owner, the long-
suffering owner has to be considered.also.
That brings me to the matter crf the staff's recommendation which
really gives with the right hand and takes away with the left.
It says we recommend approval of the application, but however,
you can't have it until you file another application for some-
thing else you're going to do and get that approved through a
Certificate of Appropriateness by the Council in which case we
will then allow you to demolish. This is not an approval.
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It ' s a disapproval. Ï would 1 Lke to point out thrit l don ' t
think i.t's called for ei.thor in tlic Capital Distr ict ordinance
or in the laws of the State.

Fi.rst of all, Nancy d id po int out quite righ t ly that the
building had been registered with Llic state and nat iona l reg is-
try, which is a matter oí tilling out tli.e appiopriate larms and
having the appropriate admi.nistrator saying this as something

M that should be done. But, under our state law and I guess it's
Section 611 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes as amended, when
there is an application to amend, modify, reconstruction,
demolish by implication such a building, then the Director [ g
of Land Utilization must be given three months notice of that ¯

so that he can then protect that historic building, if you R 1Ë
will, that's on the historic regìstry. His means of protection
is by condemnation, or his alternative is as far as the state is

concerned, the owner does what he plans to do. If those three L.
months came and went, the Director of Land and Natural Resources -

I think would like to see the building preserved but is unable
financially to take the steps necessary to relieve the owner of
the burdens that he has in order to preserve the building for
the public, so he says as far as the State is concerned, we can
do nothing. It then comes back to the Planning Director and this

- Commission

As I view the capital district ordinance, it very specifically
points to the different types of application that can be made.
At one end of the types of applications is construction and
at the other end is demolition. These matters are not coupled -

together in anyway that you can't get a demolition permit
unless you also get a construction permit. Beyond that then
this is just a practical matter.

At the time American Brewing first set out to apply for its
application, it applied for.the permit, it didn't go about it
the right way. So very considerately the planning staff wrote
him a letter and advised him how he should go and what the
requirements of the ordinance were, and says you can apply
for a demolition permit or you can apply for a construction
permit. If you want you can put them both together and save
two public hearings, But if you apply for a demolition
permit alone then this is what you do, and this is exactly what
they did.
I think if we start looking at the capital district ordinance,
we do have to look at the history of that ordinance. Because,
the objective stated in the ordinance itself is to preserve that
which is historically significant, architecturally significant
and-so forth, and then goes on later in the ordinance to say
these are the things in the capital district which are historic-
ally significant and are architecturally significant.

At the first draft of this bill, the Royal Brewery was in there
as an architecturally significant structure in which case they



- couldn't demolish it unless somebody, and they were required to
maintain it and preserve it and so forth. However, and this is
quite interesting, the Council i tself after debate cons:ideration
to delete the structure from th is des i gnat lon, since it was- -

and I'm readin> Eram Mr- Akahane's letter of Mav 3 1972 to
Mr. Chun-

"Since in our con.sidered opinion, th i.s building was not
worthy of protection, prescrvation, enhancement, perpetua-
tion as required in the original bill."

Now subsequent to this, there was enough interest expressed that
they had further hearings on the question of whether it really
should be preserved in accordance with the capital district
ordinance or not. After all those hearings were over, the
Council decided to leave it out-

As far as I can see then, the objectives of the capital district
based upon which the council will, if this Commission acts
favorably, will then issue a Certificate of Appropriateness.
Those objectives will all be carried out because those objectives E
are to preserve those things which are worth preserving, and

- those things worth preserving named.

I don't know that I quite agree with Mrs, Young it's an eyesore.
There's some very interesting things in the front wall of that
building. But on the other hand, it is very definitely a hazard.
The City has now taken the steps to move a fire station addition
right next to it so that it becomes increasingly difficult to
demolish and causes additional hazards with regard to any
structural deficiencies that may appear.

My request on behalf of American Brewing to the Commission is
that they grant the application or recommend that the Council
issue a Certificate of Appropriateness without placing a
condition on it, that you can do it but you can't .unless you
also apply for some other use, In this connection Mr. Chun
said at·1east they could get the building down, get rid of the
overhead and the cost and expense of that, and perhaps generate
some-revenue by parking.

We are-quite cognizant of the fact that the ordinance requires
some landscaping in connection with parking, and that is
specifically required in there. Of course, any use would have
to comply-with the ordinance. But, I have to think that the
type of conditional permit which is urged or suggested to
this Commission by the staff is not contemplated by the law.
To delay this permit by saying you must get another one would
be something that is outside the contemplation of the ordinance.

' For that reason, I would also ask that the permit be recommended
for issuance without any condition.

Mr. Quinn was questioned by the Commission

CRANE: If we were to pass this with no conditions, how
soon would you contemplate demolition?
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i QUINN: I would say that alter iull admini.strat ive -

und legislativo actions were taken that probably the contract
would be let as soon as possible to go forward with donoi.i.tion.

CRANE: Ïn your opini.on how long would that tako?

QUINN: Let's say if it takes this Commisatoli 50 days,
the Council another 30 or 60 days, I would say lust guessing

15 within 30 days after that sowie e Efort would be made to go
forward, As a matter of fact, the questions of the amount of
expense of demolition had been brought into the matter of the
condemnation of the f:ire station extension. The cost of the
land has already been agreed upon but there is a question
whether there is additional severance damage because it costs

- more to demolish after vou put a bu:ilding next to :I t than
before . I th ink one re'ason why t he City and County has been
reluctant to sett le any issue of severance is because they

I weren' t sure whether we would ever be allowed to demol:i.sh .

(There were no further questions of Mr. Quinn.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advis ement , on mot ion by Mr . Crane, seconded by Dr . Choy and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission in concurrence with the Director,
recommended approval of the application but changed
the condition of approval to read as follows:

"The applicant ,
prior to issuance of the demolition

permit, obtain approval of the Director on method
of demolition site clearance and landscapin of
the site according to a time schedule "

The motion was made by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Crane and carried,

-AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Sullam
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit
(PRIVATE STP) to construct and operate a private sewage
PUNALUU treatment plant in Punaluu, Tax Map Key:
LEROY R. ALLEN 5-3-8: 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10.
(PAT ' S AT PUNALUU)
(FILE #73/CUP-23) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser of March 10, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.
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Stal'f P1tinner Henry Eng gresented the Director 's report of the
ro4uest. The applicant has submitted plans and an appl.ication
for a Condit ional Use Permit to construct and ope rate a pr:l va te
sewage treatment systelli at Pat's at l?unaluu to support the 124-
unit 9-story resort hotel. development now be Ung constructed on
the sito, l.f granted, the appl.icant would be allowed to R
install a central sowage treatment anti disposal system
underground with convent lona.\ , collecti.ve plumb ing and
effluent disposal via two or three injection wolls in l ieu

of the previously approved 62+ individual cavitettes.
The proposed central plant plans a Hanna Enterprises
underground aerobic sewage treatment plant with a total
capacity of approximately 55,000 gallons

The Director's recommendation ïs for approval, subject to the
conditions contained in his report.
Questioned by the Commission, Mr. Eng stated that the sewage
treatment plant proposed is required today by the State Depart-
ment of Health, and is considered superior to the cavitette
system.

No one spoke AGAINST the request,

Testimony in SUPPORT- -

Mr. Jo Paul Rognstad, Project Architect, indicated that the
proposal replaces an adequate system with a superior
system.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director ' s recommenda-
tion and recommended approval of the request, subject
to the conditions contained in the Director 's report,
on motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Dr. Choy and
carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Sullam
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/ request for simultaneous review for a
SPECIAL USE PERMIT State Special Use Permit and a Conditional
(ANIMAL CLINIC) Use Permit to est ablish and operate an
HALEIWA animal clinic in Haleiwa, Tax Map Key:
GUY S. TUCKER. 6-1-8: 24 and 30 .

(FILE #73/CUP-9)
#73/SUP-3) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser of March 10, 1974.



Letters received 0Pl'OS.lNG the request ara .i.ncluded in t.estimonyi AGAINST the vro aosal,

Staff Planner Henry 1:ng presented the .Dtreetor's tepor t f the

i request « The applicant , a vote r i.nu r i on, proposes t.o es ta blish
an out-patient animal cl Unic on t.he sub ject proper ty lii a

revised plans dated Februar y 11, 1974 shoW a LWo s tor y Cl in i.C

building with the examination and surgery facil i t ies on the -

ground floor and the office and supply room on the second floor.
The revision provides an overall development plan for the subject

i property which includes a "large anintal" unloading corrni, "large
animal" treatment and exercise arena, and a future res tdence.

The Director recommends approval of the request , sub ject to

i modifications and conditions enumerated in this report à EE-

Questioned by the Commission, Mr. Eng indicated the following:

I 1. The applicant agrees with the conditions imposed

2. Parking provided by the applicant is adequate,

3. Noise concerns raised by two residents will be controlled
by the conditions being placed upon the applicant, It
should be pointed out that the applicant proposes an
out-clinic, No animals will be boarded, only under
emergency circumstances, i :-

4. Regarding the exercise area, the subject parcel ís zoned
AG-1 where animal grazing is a permitted use which allows
animals in that area

Testimony AGAINST-

1. Letter received from Mr, and Mrs. Sunao Kamisugi, 61-437
Kam Highway, Haleiwa

2. Letter received from Mr, Richard Van Etten, 61-479 Kam
Highway, Haleiwa

Main objections of the above residents were noise, and
health and sanitation problems Also, there should be some -¯

business-sites available in Haleiwa Town, 5.5

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was deferred for 5¯±;

a statutory requirement of 15 days, on motion by Mr. Crane,
seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing on this matter was
CUNDITIONAL.USE PERMIT/ held and closed February 20 1974
SPECIAL USE PERMIT Action was deferred for a statutory
(TV MICROWAVE COMMUNICA- period of 15 days.
TIONS STATION
PUPUKEA ACTION: The Commission adopted the
(cont.) Director's recommendation and
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OCUANIC CAßLEVÏSION, recommended approval of the
INCORPORATED request, on motion by Mr. Crano, -

(PILE It73/CUP- 26) seconded by Dr , Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kaluiwalolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None B "

ABSENT - Sullam
AßSTAINED - Connell

UNFINISHED BUSINESS Public hearings were held February 6, 1974
PUBLIC HEARING and March 6, 1974 and kept open. At that
ZONÏNG CHANGE time, the matter was deferred at the
AG-1 AGRICULTURAL TO request of the applicant.
A-1 LOW-DENSITY APT,
WAIAU The Director has requested a deferment
LEAR SIEGLER, INC, to the end of April 1974. A memo, dated E
(FILE #73/Z-16) March 13, 1974, received from the Board

of Water Supply, Division of Sewers, g
indicates that the Department of Health is reviewing the matter | ---

of allowable flows to the Pearl City Sewage Treatment Plant. The
Division of Sewers is hopeful that by April 1974, the Department ¯

of Health will indicate whether the flow to the plant will be
permitted to exceed design capacity and if so, under what conditions.

The Commission, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy and | -

carried, kept the public hearing open and deferred the matter to E
the end of April.

The Commission authorized scheduling of the following public
hearings, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mr. Kamiya and
carried:

CZC AMENDMENT 1. The request is an ordinance to amend
AMENDING SECTIONS Chapter 21, Revised Ordinances of
21-701(a) RE PRINCIPAL Honolulu 1969, as amended, by amending
USES 4 STRUCTURES; 4 Sections 21-701(a) relating to princi-
21-70T RE OFF-STREET pal uses and structures, and 21-707
PARKING REQUIREMENTS relating to off-street parking require-
IN H-1 HOTEL DISTRICT ments in H-1 Hotel District.

ONING.CHANGE . 2. The request is a change in zoning
I-l LIGHT INDUSTRIAL from I-1 Light Industrial to B-2
TO B-2 COMMUNITY Community Business District;
BUSINESS DISTRICT
ALA MOANA
BLACKFIELD HAWAII
CORPORATION .

(FILE #74/2-5)
Il
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HAWAII CAPITAL DÏSTRICT 3. The request is to construct building
APPLICATION signs on makai and Waikik i Eacades al
RICHAltBS STllElif the existing City lu nk Building.
ClTY ßANK
(FILE II74/HCD-4)

ONÏNG CllANCE 4. The request LS ËOT ,1 (.blUgO 1.O ZOD I

M B- 2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS t rom B- 2 Communi ty Bus.l.ness to A· 4

TO A-4 APARTMENT DI.ST Apar tment District.
PAWAA
YIT ING LUM
(FILE #74/Z-4)

Er

ORDINANCE TO AMEND 5 The request is for an ordinance to '; -y

CHAPTER 22, R-0 1969 amend Chapter 22, R..0, 1969, by adding p
ADDING NEW SECTION, a new article, Relat.ing to Dedication

i RE DEDICATION OF LAND of Land by Right -of -Way or Easement
for Public Access of Pedestrian
Traffic to Shoreline and Mountain
Areas as a Condition Precedent toI Approval of a Subdivision, -¾

GP/DLUM AMENDMENT 6 . The request is to amend the General - m--
SCHOOL TO PARK USE Plan and De tailed Land Use Map of
KANE0HE- KUALOA the City and County of Honolulu by
CSC DEPT. OF RECREATION redesignating approximately 4, 0+
(FILE #232/C2/25) acres of school use to park use~to

accommodate the proposed Ahuimanu
Neighborhood Park.

STREET NAMES The Commission recommended approval of the -

following street names, on motion by
Mr Hosaka, seconded by Dr, Choy and
carried:

1. Aiea Kai Subdivision, Kalauao, Ewa, Oahu, Hawaii:

AIEA KAI WAY Culdesac situated on the makai side of
Aiea Kai Place

Meaning: Lower Alea

2. Camp Catlin Naval Reservation, Moanalua, Honolulu, Oahu, Hawaii in

CAMP CATLIN- ROAD A roadway off the northerly side of
Kam Highway traversing in a northerly
direction within Camp Catlin Naval
Reservation,
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ARIZONA ROAD Extension of existinp Arizona Road
travorsing from the north end of Camp
Catlin Road and terminating at Salt
Lake Blvd.

3. Waimanalo Residence Lots, 5th series, at Wa tmanalo,
Koolaupoko, Dahu, llawaii

iAmend a portion of Resolution No. 95, adopted April 6, 1971,
by changing the roadway designation from Street to Place for
the following dead-end roadways in conformity with the street
name standards:

HEKILIIKI PLACE A culdesac off Nakini Street running it a
t EllW

in a southeasterly direction, E --

Meaning: A thunder of slight magnitude

HEKILINUI PLACE A culdesac off Nakini Street runnin in
a southerly direction,

Meaning: A thunder of great magnitude,

4. Amend Resolution No, 31, adopted February 5, 1974 by
deleting the street names MALU STREET and MALU PLACE; and
redesignate said roadways within Malia Terrace Subdivision,
Kaneohe, Koolaupoko, Oahu, Hawaii, because of similarity
of another street name in Waialae-Nui

MAOLI STREET Roadwa off Mahalani Circle traversin
in a southwesterly direction.

Meaning: Native, indigenous, genuine, true, real

MAOLI PLACE Culdesac at the south end of Maoli Street

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 7:12 p.m.

submitte

Henrietta B. Ly n
Secretary-Reporter
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Meetin > ol. the Plannine Commission
Minutos

Apri.I 3, 1974

. - The Planning Commission hold a meeting on Wetlnesday, April 3, 197/1 at
! 1:40 p.m., in the Conforence Roomof the Cityllal1. Annex. Chairnuin

Eugene ß. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
Dr . Wilbur C. Choy
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka
Fredda Sullam

ABSENT: James D. Crane, Vice Chairman

i Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Randall Kamiya

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer
Andrew Sato, Deputy Corporation Counsel

- Jack Gilliam, Head, Zoning District
Changes Branch

Ian McDougall, Head, Plans Division
Branch

Art Muraoka, Chief , Land Design Branch
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of March 20 , 1974 were
approved, on motion by Mr . Hosaka,
seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT a request to amend the General Plan
RESIDENTIAL TO PARK USE of the City and County of Honolulu by
KAHALA HEIGHTS redesignating approximately 29.9 acres
DEPT.0F RECREATION, . of residential lands to park use to
CSC OF HONOLULU accommodate the proposed Kahala Heights
(FILE #253/C2/19) Community Park, identified by Tax Map

Keys: 3-3-14: 15; 3-3-17: 1;
3-3-18: 56; 3-3-19: 30; 3-3-19: 5;
Board of Water Supply , CSC Honolulu
3-3-19: 2 State of Hawaii
Koko Drive (Portion of Unbuilt Exten-
sion) CSC of Honolulu; 16th Avenue
(Portion of Unbuilt Extension) CNC of
Honolulu.

Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/Advertiser of Sunday,
March 24, 1974. No letters of protest were received.



Mr. lan McDougall presented the report of tlie Chief 131anning
Officer. There is no adopted Detailed Land Uso Map or Develop-
ment Plan for the Kalulla Heights area. The General Plan of - .

the City and County of llonolulu, Ordinance No . 2 143, adopted May e

7, 1964, establishes a residential land use policy for the entire
arca including the llawailan Electric Company substation, the
Board of Water Supply's Waialae Shaft, and Claudine Street | -

property currently used as open play space by the neighborhood .
00R has requested the proposal of an amendment whi ch would | gredesib>nate the subject site from residential to park use , | Mi
According to the submitted request , the amendment would be
based on: (1) The need for a community park in this area; (2)
The desirability and appropriateness of the site chosen to M
meet this need.

Basedupon the analysis of the request, the following i.s concluded:

1. There is an unmet recreational need in the defined serv:ice
area. The unmet need is for an addit ional neighborhood
playground of approximately 6,7 acres and a playfield of

¯ approximately 10 acres . The need within the service area
for other types of recreational facilities related to beach
parks and picnic areas, "State parks," golf courses, botani-
cal gardens, etc. has not been adequately determined.
However, the need for these other types of recreational
facilities need not necessarily be located within the
service areas for playgrounds or playfields.

The existing General Plan is inadequate to the extent that
it fails to designate adequate lands for an additional
playground and a playfield,

2. DOR has generalized the total recreational needs by citing B
a "desirable" standard of three acres per 1,000 people
and used this as a basis for justifying the redésignation g
of the entire 30-acre site from residential to park use.
The fallacy is that the provision of land alone will not
meet the recreational needs . The land must be able to
accommodate the diverse types of recreational activities .

This site can accommodate activities for a neighborhood
park in an approximately 8-acre portion of the site which
lies below Koko Drive

3. The basis for designating the remaining major portion of the
site for a natural park is inadequate. There are no
reasonable criteria which reflect precedence or equity as
a basis for establishing such a use in .this particular site.
Further, there is no reasonable evidence that the proposed
natural park use tvould be the most appropriate use or be
more a fro riate than the currentl desi nated residentialPl P y 8
use on the General Plan.

The Chief Planning Officer recommends that the General Plan be
amended to redesignate app.roximately eight acres of the loiver
por-tion of the site to park use.



I
questions were raised by the Commission.

SULLAM: Who owns the portion not going to be designated to
park use?

MCDOUGALL: One portion is ownedby the Board of Water Supply,
the other by the State.

SULLAM: That land will be left in residential and not
developed in any way?

MCDOUGALL: The land is designated for residential and zoned
for residential. The Board of Water Supply declared it surplus

- and may dispose of it in some fashion. The Board may put this
up for sale.

SULLAM: Has the state any intention what it will do on its
portion?

MCDOUGALL: The indication by the legislature is they are
inclined to include the entire site for park purposes.

SULLAM: Yet if it is park, that area cannot be used for
park, would it be part of the area tlurt is used to calculate
the percentage of area for park?

MCDOUGALL: I don't understand the.question.

SULLAM: This larger area designated park and cannot be
used for park, when the planning department makes its calcula-
tions how many acres per thousand of this area would be included,
people would not be getting many acres of park use because it was
not included. Did you do a topography study as to what facilities
could be put in use there?

MCDOUGALL: The park standards call for ball field, play
areas and things requiring a level site. The parks department
has indicated the area could be developed for hiking and passive
recreation. To that extent, there would be recreation occurring
but not the kind suitable for organized activity such as soft
ball and those kinds of things.

SULLAM: The site isn't wooded?

MCDOUGALL: Portions of the site have had fire and some of
the area has grown bad. It might be characterized by rocky and
bushy.

CHAIRMAN: Would the criteria of one acre per thousand--this
is what, active recreation?

MCDOUGALL: This is the general plan criteria .for a neighbor-
hood playground.as defined in the text of the general plan. The
kinds of actiŸities would be a corner of preschool children,



apparatus for the older children, surfaco play areas for court E g
games, small field area for softhall or touch football, a shelter --a

house or perhaps a wading pool, tablo ¿;ames and .landscaping.

CHAIRMAN: So it's all pretty much active recreation.

MCl)0UGALL: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: What's the criteria for passive rocreation?

MCDOUGALL: The general plan doesn't specifically categorize
that kind of language. It mentions tot lots, passive activities
could occur in a neighborhood park because there's trees, grass,
and aeoale could use that for :i.cnickin as well.

- CHAIRMAN: Have we generally attempted to mix active and
passive recreation?

MCDOUGALL: The actual recreation programs--that kind of .

question might be better addressed to the representative of the
- parks department. Just from observations, there are various
- levels of activities that occur in a given park. Some might

be considered passive like pienicking. Beach parks for example,
have mixed uses--you have your water activities, camping and
just sitting.

. CHAIRMAN: The beach is one thing. It's a little difficult to
have a picnic in the middle of a baseball game .

(There were no further questions of the staff.)

Public testimony followed.

No one spoke AGAINST the application.

Tes timony in SUPPORT -

1. Mr. Yukio Taketa, Planner, Department of Recreation

TAKETA: I'm here to answer any questions regarding the

SULLAM: There appears to be some disagreement between
the Department of Recreation and tlie planning department in
that you people feel you should have the entire area and the
department feels it's unnecessary. Now, how would you
develop this area? This I'm curious about because you woulct
have to attract people from other parts Actually, you don't
need such a large parcel to service that immediate area. You
would obviously design it to attract people from other out-
lying areas .
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i TAKETA: Not necessarily. I think we have a population
well over 10,000 people. I think if we talk about our design
standards of 3 acres per thousand, we're coming up wi.tli that
desired acreage. Although it's not all developable for heavy LI EI active use, there are passïve recreations which is a recrea- E

tional use too. We do have standards whicli requi ro not just E ·

active recreation. The 3 acres we talk about is our ball

i field, our playground type of park. But, we have standards
also where we need 8 acres per thousand for other kinds of
park. This can also be part of this 8 acres per thousand.

SULLAM: What would you put in it, specifically, trails?

TAKETA: You mean that steep slope area? ¡ a=

SULLAM: Yes.

TAKETA: Looking at that plan, I think there's more area
that we can develop for the active recreational use, such as
courts. It doesn't require as large an area for ball fields.
Courts can be terraced and can have a little more steeper
terrain. The other areas that are not suitable even for

- courts, it would be for picnics or landscaped areas for
walkways, a pleasant area just to be in.

SULLAM: This would still be considered a neighborhood
park, even considering the acreage?

TAKETA: Basically, it would be a community park.where
we have a recreation building and organized programs. In
addition to that, you have these active areas. A lot of
our parks are suited to the area. We do have combinations
of different types of parks. I think basically we would
call it a community park but still _could have this large
passive area which is more than our ordinary community park.

CLEGG: Do you have any estimates to develop these two
parcels, the passive area and the playground area?

TAKETA: No. We haven't developed any costs. We

haven't enough plans to do it. It's just the concept of
this thing. Generally, we get concepts of a park area,
what we like to do, we know that we can fit certain things
in, and then we discuss it with the community. We have
recreation advisory councils around the whole island. We

work with them to get details of the plans for the park
and then we can develop some cost estimates . Right now,
the costs are not really developed.

DUKE: Is there any place on the island where you have a

similar area with similar terrain that you have developed?

TAKETA: I can't- think of any similar area, offhand.



DUKE: You do think it would be bancEicial to your
department.

TAKETA: It would be beneficïal to serve tlio recrentional
needs of the people in the area

DUKE: I wondered how much it would interest the public
to include that slope area and how much it might be used
because it might happen elsewhere, and how much migh t the M
public participate in there is what I was trying to bring out.

TAKETA: Well, I don't think we look at parks only for
their physical participation. There is open space, it improves
the environment, we have a lot of passive programs, even
beautification programs, This is more than just active use
of a park.

SULLAM: Question of the staff. Is it possible just to ¯¯

declare an area open space?

CLEGG: Yes, you could declare it preservation with one
alternative, the remainder of this could be designated preser-
vation and remain in open space. There's possibly a ques- ¯ ¯

tion as to whether you can make this kind of a use out of . 5 i
20 acres, if it's big enough to have that kind of a use.
I think some of the other park areas mentioned are consider-
ably larger than 20 acres for hiking, trails and this kind
of thing.

SULLAM: My reason for saying this is it seems so steep
and probably tæcostly to develop as a park that just open
space would be more appropriate because the money that would
be expended here for park purposes could be spent elsewhere
whereCL

GG

labe m rr ebenefic

signation for open space
then would have to be recommended by the Chief Planning
Officer or the Gity Council.

DUKE: So in essence you're appearing against the
recommendation il

TAKETA I didn't want to say that but I guess we are..
I'm really here to answer any questions you may have rather
than make a presentation

CHÄIRMÁN: You're appearing in favor of the application
of the Department of Recreation.

TAKETA: Right.
ME

CHAIRMAN: But not necessarily in favor of the recommenda-
tion crf the Chief Planning Officer.

TAKETA: True.
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CllAlRMAN: Is it fair to say that with the pressure tliei Department of Recreation luid on thom to provide active -

recreational facilities, tlint not a great deal oF work has
gono into planning for passivo recreational areas? g -

TAlŒTA: Wlutt do you call passive? Do you considor a

beach park active then, because we do have a lot of beach --

parks . I would say if you're speaking of mountain areas and
M recreation in that kind of areas or open space arons , we

haven't gone too deeply into that for two big reasons . One,
we had discussed with tlie state parks the responsibility for
different types of recreational areas . We have an artifi-
cial kind of understanding that the stato parks would go into
the mountain areas, tlie lar ge areas , and the city would go
into the smaller, heavily active areas and the beach areas.
For that reason, we've stayed away from the mountain areas. Also,
the pressure for development has been more on the beach

-g

i frontage which we 've had to pick up and work more than in _-

the mountain areas. We haven't had pressure to go in and
pick up mountain areas right away .

CHAIRMAN: So then I would assume you're saying the
state has taken on more of the responsibility for passive
areas , discounting beaches because this is not a beach area.

TAKETA: Right.

CHAIRMAN: But, in terms of hiking trails and so forth,
that has been more of a state responsibility.

TAKETA: That's generally the understanding, nothing
in writing. At the discussion with the state parks, this
is the understanding we had.

CHAIRMAN: And this is still pretty much the general
policy of the general division?

TAKETA: I can't say that it's apolicybut I think
this is what we 'd like to do, although we do go into some
natural areas like the Kaneohe Reservoir area above Keapuka.
We're going into this mountain type thing. We do this
when there's an opportunity for us to go in and the state
is not ready and not about to do anything. We move in and
try to provide the recreational areas that there 's oppor-
tunity for.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Taketa.)

2. Representative Steve Cobb, Ninth Representative District

COBB: I am here to testify in favor of the entire park
area in question designated for park use, not just the 8

cres on the lower part I think the gentleman from parks
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pointed out a rather long history of the rosidents feelings
on the mattor being opposed to tlio development of the R-6
designation which as now I can recall, he ing involved
personally all the way back to 1969.

I'm authorized to speak on behal E of the otlier represen to tive
from the area as well as some of our senators wilen 1 say
that we favor , and 1 think the residents favor unanimous ly

,

redesignation of this area to park use

Several questions have been raised to the relative use of the
land mauka of Koko Head Avenue, Ï think the feeling of a
number of people is that it really doesn't matter whether
it's active or passive because the primary purpose first of
all is to get the park designation. Otherwise, you sort of
have the residential designation R-6 hanging like a sort of -
Damocles, and anytime this designation remains, the threat of
a new development could come up. So, in the order of
priorities, park designation would be first, and then

- consideration of what alternatives could be put to use of
the land mauka of Koko Head could then enter the picture.

I can think of hiking trails there, Knowing the area and
walking there .personally, I could testify it's quite

¯

¯ adequate for hiking. With the area growing back following
the fire, there is a resuming hazard now in terms of the -long dry grass which could result in another fire serious
as that we had over a year ago, As far as I'm concerned,
mixed recreation would be fine. If we could develop a play-
ground or just an open field on the lower part, and have
hiking trails or anything else on the upper part, I see no ::opposition to that at all. - li
On the state level, we have provided for state matching
funds for acquisition. This year we're deleting the require-
ments that there be matching funds from the federal. In
addition, my talks with the state parks department have
indicated that there is state land available in Waipahu for
an exchange. We've inserted into the state budget a proviso
authorizing such an exchange. That budget passed the House
yesterday and we've.been told the provision will remain in
the budget throughout. I wanted to give the state as well as
the city the maximum number of options either for purchase.or
for exchange. Having checked the matter with the state parks
departmènt, the state-owned land up there will be no problem
at all

Representative Cobb was questioned by the Commission.

SULLAM: When you say the state would exchange, what do
you mean by that?

COBB: The s.tate has one parcel out .in Waipahu and another
they're

.considering on the Windward side which could be
involved in a direct exchange for .the city-owned land here,
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if the stato chose tlie option of going with the city park or
if the Board of Water Supply wanted to got involved lit tlie
exclutnge. It has not boon finalized in any senso althougIl
valuat ion of the land is relat ively similar . The pa rce l in
Waipahu lias been valtied arotind $550,000, this particular
parcel at around $600,000. We had such matching appropriu-
tions in the state budget two years ago Ear $350 ,000 with
matching for outright: purelutse if the state needed it .

SULLAhl: Would tlie residents in the area object just to
having it open space, becatise obviously it would be very
costly to develop.

C0ßB: I think your point is well taken, I'm certain
the residents would have no objection to it being open space.
I think one of the primary concerns they have is that as long
as it remain with residential zoning for any part of this

I area, the threat of development of residential units remain.
It's quite obvious from the traffic review of 16th Avenue
that there will be a com lete overload of traffic. Havin
talked with a number of ppeople

who live right on the fringes
of the area, they all favor the concept of open space or HE
even limited use, In direct response to your question, I
see no objection to open space as long as we have the park :UR
desi nation, SEE

DUKE: It's a fire hazard, you'd have to clear it, gy

COBB: We can get a clearing operation going in there even ¯¯

if it's on a self-help basis. Right after the fire, I
advised a number of the residents to clear out the long
grass bordering their houses because we did have 11 homes
damaged and three had burned down as a result of that fire. Em
So going into open space, it would then be a matter of

-gr

clearing operations either by the state or the city. -L

Just by way of addition, I think it's fair to point out ..

that after the original hearing in 1970 on the question of
whether or not highrise low-income units would or would not
go in, that most.of the residents objections were on the
development, the traffic problem, utility problems and a
number of other related problems rather than the income level,
although some ininor feelings were expressed on that. But in
a follow-up meeting and follow-up discussions, even the
concept of low-rise townhouse development was rejected by
the residents again for the same reasons. Not so much income
because this would be middle and upper middle income level,
but again because of the attendant traffic problems, and the
complete loss of any sort of open space in the area.

So, their feelings throughout this has been very consistent
in favor of open space. If it's possible to get park
designation and then put the upper part of it in preservation
use so that we can remove this threat of the R 6 designation
that exists presently I think the residents would be more than
satisfied.
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(Thore were no further questions of Representative Cobb.)

3. Mr. Robert Miller, President, East Kalmuki Community Assn.

MILLER: It is with great pleasure that I appear before
you to present our appreciat ion for your great i.ntorest in
Kahala lleights Park general p.lan amendmont. We, the community |
members, are very happy that this change luis taken place so E
soon. We recall the meeting about the proposed Kahala
Heights Park about a year ago in the City Council. You have
shown tremendous interest in and response to our affairs and
have brought this project to near Teality in a short time.
We are grateful to each and every one of you.

The land area for the proposed park is one of the last large
segments of our area within our city limits available for
park use. Presently, the whole area is covered with trees
and brush. It is in an undisturbed state and makes for an
ideal park site. There is room for games, hiking, camping
and picnicking. The undeveloped area has an assortment of
interesting birds and animals.

=- The association feels this is a most opportune time to convert
this land to park use. This is a hidden treasure in the heart
of the city with a perfect climate. I'm sure that all the -
people in the state and the city and those in generations to
come will commend you and thank you for retaining this beautiful y
area as a park. At a time when people are actually ecology
and environmentally oriented, we are happy to have park-sited
officials representing us, We are thankful to the members of
the Council for calling this hearing and taking continuing
interest in our community.

We of the East Kaimuki Community Association heartily endorse
this amendment and look forward to its development in an -
orderly manner and with the least disturbance of its natural
beauty into an area for re.laxation and enjoynient by the
neighborhood as well as visitors from other areas

(There were no questions of Mr. Miller.)

4. Mrs. Sheila Foreman, Resident, Wilhelmina Rise

FOREMAN: Um presenting testimony as a resident and as a

mother of four children So, I can testify as to the need for
more play area. My children generally have to walk up to
Maunalani Circle or down the hill. It takes about a half
hour and a half hout back.

I've also been asked by Mr. Aoki to testify as a member of
the Advisory Council on recreation which has met several times
on this issue. P ve personally been impressed by the interest
other residents have taken in getting together and planning
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botanical type activities, self-holp type of p.lantïng in the
area. A doctor recommended a physical fitness pl an for the
area. They are older residents. Apparently, they feel that
several parks don't really meet their intorosts. They're
quite willing; to get togother and plan Eor a park that would .

Mrs. Foreman was questioned by the Commission.

-|
SULLAM: JJid you attend the meeting about three years ago

when the HRA presented plans for developing that a rea?

FOREMAN: No. We moved into Wilhelmina Rise about 2 years -

ago. At the time we moved, we were told by several people that di
we probably got our house at a good price because there was gg
this plan ooina on. We moved nevertheless but I never really
did get into very much discussion over thai: particular plan.

SULLAM: My reason for asking is I did attend that meeting.
It seemed the residents at that time were opposed to what
they feared at the kind of people moving in to those residences. il
They didn't seem to feel there was anything wrong in this agg
going single-family residential. The only concern they ¯¯=

expressed was that they were fearful that too many low-income
people would come into the area,

FOREMAN: I personally would not share that kind of
feeling if it were expressed, I'm afraid I'm not .qualified

to speak on that issue. I don't know enough about it.

SULLAM: But your feelings are that it should definitely -

go park. You would not like to see it in single-family
residents. SHE

FOREMAN: I have not examined the alternatives in terms §Ñ
of residents. I do feel there is a need for more play area
and also for other kinds krf recreation that the older resi-
dents in the neighborhood would like to see, like the physical
fitness idea, setting up trails for gardening, I thought
that was a very interesting proposal.

CHAIRMAN: The plans that the various citizens had for
the other more hilly areas, have these plans been shared
with the Department of Recreation?

FOREMAN: Yes, as I recall, there was always one member
present. There was a great deal of discussion, I would
estimate at least 10 hours with parks people being present.
I have some things in writings, proposals for tlurt particu-
lar area that's been reteived right now t}uit the residents
have offered. I didn't bring them with me because I didn't
know there was a disagreement arising.

CHAIRMAN: Were any of these recoinmendations to _your
knowledge passed on to the Department of General Planning?

-11-
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FOllEMAN: I havo no inforiinit i.on to that eEfoct.
-- CHAÏRMAN: Mr. Way, do you have that?

WAY: No.

F01tEMAN: I think we woul.d be p.lcased to put thein--I
have rather complete notes on the tileet in gs . I would be
happy to put them in a form that would be presentable to M i
the Planning Commission if that were required,

CllAIllMAN: That would be he1pful,
¯_ (There were no further questions of blrs, Foreman.)

¯¯

- 5. Mr. S, L. Chock, Resident, 1734-A Paula Drive, Honolulu

CHOCK: I'm a resident bordering the park area. I've
lived there for 20 years and am one of the first residents
there, I just want to be simply quite frank and honest with
you gentlemen. We'd like to have the whole area designated
as a park area.

I wasn' t prepared to speak today, but after hearing the
gentleman from city planning make the recommendation as
to only using a part of it as park, I began to get a little
bit alarmed at the concept of parks only as a playground.
We 'd like to see the whole area nice and green. We need
open spaces, As the parks representative said, you can
have infinite pleasure just looking at the open area,
breathing the good air, and as Mr. Miller said just watch-
ing the birds. We need parks like that. We have too many
crowded cities too many buildings .

Certainly we need active rec.reation. There could be courts
on the bottom. Above, there could be beautiful trees
planted, walking areas and so forth.

We don't want it as a residential area. We've talked about
this many, many times We thought we had it pretty well
defeated But, I can see now that the general thinking is
that there are alternates left. These alternates, quite
frankly and to be honest, we'd just like to keep it open.
We do not want to have it residential in any form.

It's quite steep. Under the concept that 45 degrees repre-
sents 100% in grade, a good deal of that area is 100% in
grade. It's at least 45 degrees I know cause I walk i.t
every day .

I agree with Mrs, Sullam when she says keep it in preservation.
That's the kind of areawe want:, preservation. You don't have
to have it designated as a park if there are technical diffi-
culties. hat we want to do in the end result is keep it open.

12-
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- g We can look across the gulclioi.thor way and see my neighbors
working on tlielr garden, Sometimes we wave. It's just

- beautiful.

Somo day thero is somo possibility some enterprising developer
might want to make it highrise, oblïtorate all our low housing;.
We've built all low houses along the perimeter. Please help .

us keep it that way. -

SULLAM: I'd just like to respond only to say that if it's
left in open space that means the parks department doesn't have
to go in there and put any facilities in there. So, it may not
really be green.

CHOCK: Under the concept that you need a playground type
of park, then you need the grading, structures and so forth.
In these days of tight money and so forth, you could have a

i lot of passive, natural open areas . Lots of people have lots
of fun just walking in those areas .

(There were no questions of Mr. Chock.)

6, Letter dated April 1, 1974 from Representative Ted Morioka
indicating the following:

. . . In the interest of preserving this area as open
space and to provide this large neighborhood with
the much needed recreational facility, I support the
Department of Recreation's request to amend the
General Plan of the City and County of Honolulu by
redesignating this 29.9 acre of residential lands to
park use....

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under .

advisement, on motion by Mrs . Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by a-
Dr. Choy and carried, adopted the recommendation of the
Chief Planning Officer, and further recommended that
the remainder portion be placed in an open space or
preservation classification on the general plan and --

subsequently rezoned to P-1 Preservation District.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane , Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya

3 6
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l'UBLIC HEAltlNG A pub l ic hear i ng was held to cons idor a

ZONING CilANGE request for a change in zontng from I-1
I-1LIGHTINDUSTitlAL Ligh.t Industrial to IP2 Cominunity Busi-
TO B-2 COMMUNITY noss District for approximately 5,625
ßUSINESS DISTRIC'l' square feet of .land s Ltuated in Ala Moana,
ALA MOANA Tax blap Key: 2-3-7: portion of 105 and 107
BLACKFIELD HANAII -

C0ltPORATION Publicat.i.on was maele 1.n tlie Star-ßulletin/(FILE II74/Z-5) Advertiser of Sunday, Alarch 2/l, 1974. No
letters of protest were roccived.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant proposes an 11-story office building
(approximately 80,000 square feet) and a parking structure for
222 cars. Egress-ingress would be provided from both Kapiolani
Boulevard and Hopaka Street, Preliminary plans indicate a
building height of 120 feet with 6 levels of parking from basement
to fourmfloor. An application for consolidation of the two gparcels, one of which (107) is owned in fee by the applicant, will |
be filed. Parcel 105 will be leased br the axalicant from the š¯
fee owners who have given written authorization for the rezoning ilrequest, y am

The Director recommends approval of the request, and that it be Er
expanded to include the I-1 portions of Tax Map Key 2-3-7: 100
and 101, M

There were no questions concerning the Director's report.

No one spoke AGAINST the proposal.

Testimony in SUPPORT esa

Mr. Hisashi Tanaka, Vice President of Blackfield Hawaii --

Corporation, represented the applicant and offered to respond
to any questions the Commission might have. Questioned by
the Commission, Nh Tanaka indicated that they wish to
commence construction of their ll-story office building in
early September.

(There were no further questions from the Commission.)

The public hearing was closed., and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr..Duke and ik
carried. EË

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommenda-
tion and recommended approval of .the request , on motion
by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Sullam
NAYES - Mone
ABSENT Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya

14-
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PUBLI.C llEARING A public hoaring was held t:o consider -

ZONING CHANGE a request for a chango in zoning from -

B-2 COMMUNITY 13USINESS B-2 Community Business to A-4 Apartment
TO A-4 Al/Altl'MENT DIST. District for approximately 2,600+ square

.
¯

PAWAA feet of land located in Pawan, .iTentified
YIT ING LUM by Tax Map Key: 2-8-01: port kan of 8.
(FILil it74/Z-4)

i Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of March 24

, 1974.
No letters of protest wero received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report oE therequest. The applicant's lot is split by two zoning districts
(B-2 and A-4). Approximately 100 feet of-the front or 2/3 of
the property is zoned A-4; the remaining portion, about rear 40

¯

feet, is zoned B-2, The applicant requests that the entire lot¯

be zoned A-4 in accordance with the adopted Detailed Land Use
Map, He proposes to erect a three-story addition to the existingapartment structure. The addition will contain parking on the
ground floor and two apartments each on the two floors above.
The Director recommends that the application be approved, and
expanded to include the following:

1. B-2 Community Business to A-4 Apartment District - Tax Map
Key 2-8-01: Portions of 7, 9, 23, 25, 27 to 29, 6 62.

2. A-4 Apartment District to B-2 Community Business District -

Tax Map Key: 2-8-01: Portion of 4 4 61.

The Commission had no questions concerning the Director's report.

No person testified either FOR or AGAINST the request.
The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommenda-
tion and recommended approval of the request, on motion
by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
ORDINANCE TO AMEND an ordinance to amend Chapter 22,
CHAPTER 22, R.O.1969 R.O. 1969, by adding a new article,
RE DEDICATION OF LAND Relating to Dedication of Land by Right-
BY RIGHT-OF-WAY OR of-Way or Easement for Public Access of
EASEMENT FOR PUBLIC Pedestrian Traffic to Shoreline and
ACCESS OF PEDESTRIAN Mountain Areas as a Condition Precedent
TRAFFIC TO SHORELINE 6 to Approval of a Subdivision.
MOUNTAIN AREAS AS A
CONDITION PRECEDENT TO Publication was made .in the Sunday Star-
APPROVAL OF SUBDIVISION Bulletin/Advertiser. of March 24, 1974.
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No letters of protest woro received, e

- Mr. Arthur Muraoka presented the Di.rector's report of the proposed ,.

ordinance, Act 143, Section 46-6.5, Hawaii Revised Statutos k

enacted by the Stato I,cgis lature and approved by t he Governor on
May 22, 1973 requires each county to adopt uit ord.inance within one -
year to requi.ro a subdivider or developer to dediente land for

- public access by ri.ght-of-way or casement for pedestrian tr:ivel | -

to the coastal shorel.i.ne, the sea and the mountains, as a condi- g
tion precedent to final approval of a subdivis i.on.

Act 143 states that the purpose of this act to guarantee the
right of public access to the sea, coastal shoreline and mountains,
The legislative conunittee reporting on this act stated that access
to many of our outdoor recreational facilities is threatened by
urbanization and development. Development is occur ring along -
the shores .and on mountain ridges which blocks public access to
those outdoor recreational facilitjes enjoyed by the residents.

- The Director recommends approval of the proposed ordinance,

Discussion followed relative to posting of signs at public
accesses and rights-of-way to beaches. Mr. Hosaka expressed
concern over the present lack of signs identifying public
accesses, and emphasized need for such a provision within the

¯ Department of Recreation's guidelines and standards to be
developed under this proposed ordinance.

Mr. Taketa from DOR pointed out a maintenance problem their
department is encountering with signs due to vandalism. Signs
have been posted at various public accesses but are continually
removed. More frequent inspections of these areas will have to
be made. Their department is also responsible for clearing and
fencing public access areas

Responding to another question, Mr. Muraoka stated that the
proposed ordinance does not affect existing, privately owned
rights-of-way

No one spoke AGAINST the proposal.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mrs . Valeria Humphries , Windward Action Group

HUMPHRIES: I have a few questions regarding the prop.osed
ordinance.
We're concerned about the shoreline setbacks on the definitions.
Relating to 205 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes it appears to
provide a broader protection within the -definition when it
talks about the washes of waves and it includes the word
waters, which could be interpreted to include the bay such

16



as Kaneohe luty, Kalutna ßay, and also fish ponds. ßut in the
ordinance as 1.t is drawn up or under tlio City and County Rulos
and Regulations, it excludes tlie shoreline shal l not be estab-
lished, and among other things, luirbors, inland waterways,
marinas, inland ponds and lakes shall not be included.

On page 3, item (h) ,
shoreline is definod as de termined under

the Shoreline Setback Rules and Regulations of the C Lty and
-¯¯

County of Honolulu and pursuarit to the authority of Chapter
205, HRS, as amended, I'msaying that in the Hawaii Revised a

Statutes, the use of the word waters and coastal shoreline i
is used. In the City and County Rules and Regulations as I -

adopted, they are excluding the word waters. They are speci- ¯

fically excluding marinas, and fish ponds which are taken into
consideration under the Hawaii Revised Statutes. I feel that

- this should not be excluded. It might be a matter of inter-
pretation but I'm asking that it be clarified.

CHAIRMAN: Will Corporation Counsel take that under note.

SATO: Oka , Mr. Chairman.

HUMPHRIES: Also on page 7 of the ordinance, there's a
¯EE

question Section III(a) and (b). The question I'm asking is - ggg
if the developer--can the developer get a tentative approval ¯ gilt
in this 30-day period because if the answer is yes, isn't BER
there a probability of an on-rush of a lot of applicants to

i meet this deadline of 30-days. If this is so, then I would
say it should be effective immediately.

WAY: I might take a crack at it. First, if you talk to
the developers, any of them would think you could ever get
anything done in 30 days by way of City approval. But
certainly a subdivision of major proportions could not be
approved within a 30-day period Generally it's not the ¯

case. There may be some smaller ones that could get tenta-
tive approval in a 30-day period although that's about the
limit of what might be reasonable time that somebody could
expect to get development. I don't think we'd lose miles
and miles-of sho.relines because of this 30-day grace period
or whatever we might want to identify it as.

HUMPHRIES: I think the concern really rests in the word
application because sometimes someone gets--well, I can't say
in this state but in others--by way of analogy, a use permit.
He may have gotten it when he applied for it and then he may
not gave gotten around to it, but because he did apply for it
within that 30-day period, he can go ahead and do what he
wishes to-do even if it's six-months later. Although I appre-
clate that there as a long time problem and people don't get
all the things necessary done, possibly it could have been
spelled out a little.more specifically.

CHAIRMAN: There's actually not very much more that has igi
to be done after getting preliminarý approval of the subdi-
vision. Almost all the preliminary work had been done .

--¯¯
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MURA0KA: Yes.. Under our pre.sent rules and regulations,
we have requircinents on public access also. So the ques t.ton
on that receiving tentative approval, if it's determLned by
the Director of Land Utilization in consultat Lou wi th other
aganc.ies that public access will be necessary, he could
require it under our present subdivision rules and regulations.

HUMPHRIES: lJoes mul t i - family development include lÐ\l
such as Hawaii Loa Ridge.

MURA0KA: Yes it does

2. Mrs. Connie DeMartino presenting testimony by Dave Raney of
the Sierra Club, Hawaii Chapter

DEMARTINO: The Sierra Club was one of several citizen's
groups actively involved in the passage of Act 143 in the g
legislature last year and we are pleasedto comment on your g
proposed implementation of this Act.

We are in general agreement with your interpretation of the pg
legislative mandate of Act 143. We are pleased that you have
interpreted "subdivision" in a broad, rather than narrow,
sense.

Had we realized the technical sense in which "subdivision" is
used at the County level, we would have pressed for a much
more general term to describe projects which should be subject
to the Act.

The key concept of Act 143 is that development of either
shoreline or mauka areas should not encroach unreasonably 2:

- on public access to the shoreline or mountain recreational
_¯

areas. The need for such safeguards should be obvious to
anyone who is at all sensitive to the desires of residents M
to enjoy the natural bounties of these unique islands. In
the long run, the interests of those who would develop land
here will be best served if such development does not unduly
interfere with the public's access to the shoreline or the
mountains.

It is relatively immaterial whether access is blocked by
public rather than private project, .or whether the project
is a single-family dwelling subdivision, a planned unit
development, a commercial building, or a resort. The test
to be applied to any new project is whether that project
will result in a loss of public access to a public recrea-
tional area. If so, and if there is not public access within
a reasonable distance.of the proposed project, then the ¯¯

project should include access provisions.

We don't know whether the City and County is constrained to
remain within the scope of the legislative mandate of Act

-18
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i 143. I E not , we would encourage broader coverage tluin
just "subdivisions" to include any inajor project.

The ordinance should cover resorts, hotels, or other accoimno-

I dations for "visitors" since these complexes are typically
sited along the shoreli.no, arid are most li.koly to endanger
local resentment unless public access is maintained. It

I appears from the wording of the proposed ordinance that --

such complexes would be covered if they contained six or
more "lodging units"

In summary, we are in accord with the proposed ord inance and
would only suggest that you broaden its coverage as much as
is feasible.

I (There were no questions of Miss DeMartino.)

3. Miss Joanne M. Libkuman, Conservation Committee, Hawaiian
Trail and Mountain Club

LIBKUMAN: Continued urbanization on this and the outer i 155
islands has cut off and threatens to cut off Public Access
to Shoreline and Mountain areas. Public Access was not
limited to these areas by the Hawaiians nor should it be

- limited today by uncontrolled development. Public Access
to the mountain areas will not only provide for recreational
and hiking needs but will serve fire fighters, rescue squads
and the scientific community.

The draft ordinance appears quite comprehensive and appears
to follow the intent of State Act 143 which relates to such
Public Access. It is to be hoped, however, that the ordi-
nance also address itself to the provision of Public Access
through new resort develonment.

(There were no questions of Miss Libkuman.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mrs Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried,.accepted the Director's recommenda-
tion for approval; additionally, that a letter be
written to the Department of Recreation recommending
that guidelines and standards to be developed under the
ordinance by the Department of Recreation include
provisions for posting of signs at the easement locations.

AYES - Connell, Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawailaa, Kamiya -



PlJßLIC lillAllING A public hearing was lield to consider a
HAWAll CAPITAL DISTRICT request for building sI.gns on the maka.i.
APPLICATION and Wai.kiki lacades ol: the existing City
CI'l.'Y ßANK ßank building s.ituated within the llawait
(FILE #74/HCD-4) Capital District, Tax Map Key: 2-1-.16: 20.

Pub l.icat ion was made in the Sunday Star -
Bulletin/Advertiser of March 21, 1971.
No letters of protest were rece:ived.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of
the request for approval of two l'-6" high x 16'-6" wide signs
w:tth the words "City Bank " The signs will be of brown color
sheet metal with illuminated white letters, and will be placed
over entries on Queen and Richards Streets.

The Director recommends approval of the request. ma

There were no questions concerning the Director's report, g¯g

i a--
No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the proposal. i $ËÑË
The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and

-| Zië
carried. ama

lii
ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommenda-

tion and recommended approval of the request, on motion
by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and carried.

AYES - Connell, Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya

The Commission authorized .scheduling of the following public
hearings, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and
carried.

GP/DLUM AMENDMENT 1. The request is to amend the General
COMMERCIAL TO PUBLIC Plan and Detailed Land Use Map from
FACILITIES Commercial to.Public Facilities.
WAHIAWA
DAGS, STATE OF HAWAII
(FILE #254/C2/35)
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT 2. The request is to amend the General
INDUSTRIAL 4 PARK Plan and Detailed Land use Map by
USE TO COMMERCIAL USE redesignating approximately 11.5
KAHUKU acres of Industrial and Park lands
HAWAII SHOPPING CENTER to Commercial use
CORP. 4 BLACKFIELD
HAWAII CORP.
(FILE #259/C4/27)

20
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HAWAII CAPITAJ., DÏSTRICT 3. The request is for opprova.1 of
APPLICATION installation of canopies and signs.
TATION, LTD.
(FILE Il74/HCD-5)

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT- 4 . The request is for a planned develop-

I HOUSING mont housing project concurrent with
WAHIAWA rezoning from B-2 Community Business
FRANKLIN C. TOM and R-6 Residential to A-2 Apartment
(FILE #74/PDH-1) District,i PLANNED DEVELOPMENT- 5. The request is renovation of the
SHOPPING CENTER Kahuku Sugar Mill into a Planned

i KAHUKU Development-Shopping Center.
HAWAII SHOPPING CENTER [ ggr
CORP. 6 BLACKFIELD i jig

i HAWAII CORP,
(FILE #73/PDSC-6) à MER

! Sir
6. The request is for a change in zoningI ZONING CHANGE from R-6 Residential to B-2 Community

R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Business.
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS
DISTRICT

U WAIPAHU
CROWN PROPERTIES, INC.

I (FILE #74/Z-7)

STREET NAMES Tha Commission recommended approval of
the following staff recommendation on _Emotion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr.
Duke and carried:

1. Makiki Subdivision, Makiki, Honolulu, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax Map
Key 2-5-03: 72.

OKIKA PLACE Culdesac off the south side of Maxiki
Street between Makiki Place and Oneele
Place.

Meaning: Orchid.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:21 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. L man
Secretary-Reporter
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i
Meeting of the Planning Commi ss ion

Minutes
April 17, 1974

The Plaiining Coimnission held a meeting on Wednesday, April I.7, LD74 at
1:30 p.m. ,

in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Cliairman
Eugene B. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairnuu1
Janies D. Crane, Vice-Chairman
Dr . Wilbur C. Choy
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka
Randall Kamiya
Fredda Sullam

-miMI

-3

ABSENT: Antone J. Kahawaiolaa -

¯ STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning
Officer -

Ali Sheybani, Assistant Director,
Department of Land Utilization

Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of April 3, 1974 were approved,
on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Dr. Choy
and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to B-2 Community Business
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS District for land located in Waipahu
DISTRICT Tax Map Key: 9-4-17: portions of 17 to 23.
WAIPAHU

- CROWN. PROPERTIES, INC. Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/
(FILE #74/Z-7) Advertiser of Sunday, April 7, 1974. No

letters of protest were received.

Mr. Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the request. The
applicants proposed to sell these parcels to a purchaser who intended
to demolish the existing retail structures and construct a new retail
commercial building. Prior to the sale of the parcels , it was found
that this 45-foot strip at the rear of these parcels was not zoned
B-2 Community Business . The landowner ,

through his authorized agent,
is now requesting that this area be rezoned in conformity with the
commercial designation on the Detailed Land Use Map. (Development of
this parcel requires a consolidation and resubdivision. Tentative
approval of the subdivision application was granted on March 28 ,

1974 .)

Two other parcels on the Honolulu side of this parcel are also affected
by the split-zoning. Both property owners were contacted and they
indicated no objection to the proposal.



Tliis re4uest merely corrects an erroncous plotting oE u previous
zone change to B-2 district. Ït is .loit t|tat the boundary adjustment -
is reasonable and logical. at this tinte s.inco thoro :ire sufficient
controls which would not al low further elevelopment until the sewage g
disposal facility is cons i.dered to be adeqiut te. Whi Le rezoning would ggenerally be donied where sower facilities ire inndequate, the
circuristances of this appl icalion do not w;irrant such ti denial. IThe 1)irector recoliimends blint the request be approved. .I n addit lait,
it is also recoimilended that the request be expanded to include Tax
Map Key 9-4-17: portions of Parcels 24 and 25 owned by Mr . James T.
Serikaku and Cornet Stores .
There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director 's
report.

No person appeared to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request .

The public hearing was closed, and the matter .fas taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Crane, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mrs.
Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell -

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for approval of entry canopies
(SIGNS) and signs to be constructed at Pier 8,
PACIFIC SEA Honolulu, within the Hawaii Capital
TRANSPORTATION, LTD. District, Tax Map Key: 2-1-01,
(FILE #74/HCD-5)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser of April 7, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of the
proposal. The proposed signs and canopies appear to be compatible
with the Hawaii Capital District and are-within the 65-foot height
limit for the district. The two wall-signs on the Ala Moana side of
the building meet the CZC requirements. The three signs on other sides
of the building do not heet the CZC requirements as signs are only
allowed on the building frontage in the B-2 district. .The canopies
and flag pole on the Ala Moana side of the building are in the Ala
Moana Boulevard right-of-way.

The Director recommends approval of this application with the following
conditions:

- 1. The applicant shall. obtain approval of the Building Department for
¯ canopies and the flag pole within the Ala Moana Boulevard right-
-- of-way



I 2. Variancos be ob toined:

a. For the throc si.gns not on the Ala Moana k)ulovard side of the

i building; and
b. For provi.sion of 80 parking stalls instearl oE 102 stalls required

by the CZC.

Questions woro raised by the Commission.

SULLAM: Do you believe these three signs which do not congily with
the code are necessarv for identification of the buildine?

- MUFJELD: The applicant seems to feel so but he would have to
receive approval for his variance.

SULLAM: Shouldn't the variance have been gotten first before it i g
comes before us? i 92!

MOFJELD: We sort of handle Hawaii Capital District applications
both ways. We are stating that the design is acceptable if he can ---

get his variance. ==

CLEGG: Does the general plan permit aferry station use in this
area?

MOFJELD: It's been used as a transportation terminal and that's
continuing the use of this-

CLEGG: But that was--

MOFJELD: The general plan, there's no conflict with the general
plan. The general plan is wide in this area, but it indicates Pier 8.
It indicates the structure. The reading I got from Ray Yamashita was
that there was no conflict with the general plan.

CLEGG: I'd like to check that out which we will do further because
although the structure's there, the use is being changed. I think the il
use as an overseas terminal, cargo terminal is quite different than a il
use as a ferry terminal which has other implications for the land and
the traffic pattern, parking in the surrounding area,.and according to
our charter, the establishment of a terminal must be in accordance with
the general plan, and we have seen nothing on the general plan of ques-
tion of this·use as a terminal. So, I think that has nothing to do with
the sign at the moment which is merely a capital district thing, but the
use of the area for this terminal is a separate question.

MOFJELD: Mr. Clegg, when I talked to Ray Yamashita, he indicated
there was no conflict.

SULLAM: The signs are, of course, a part of the design of the
building. This is before us to approve the design.
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MDFJELD: Yes, that's correct. § 3
SULLAM: Well, iny personni feelings are that we shouldn't have any R

¯g

more signs than aro necessar y, if they are necessary to ident.ify the [ ¯-

bu.ilding, thon oE course thov should be there ßut, I do think this B 5

should go before the ZEA Eir'st, lf they conclude that they are neces-
sary, then it should come before us .

(There were no further questions of the sta Ef.)

No one spoke AGAINST the request.

Testimony in SUPPORT-- ! 22

Mr. Robert Dickinson, Director of Physical Maintenance for Pacific i M
Sea Transportation, Ltd.

,
represented the applicant. Questioned by y

¯¯

the Commission regarding the additional signs, Mr. Dickinson stated
"the two signs above the word Pier 8 are not essential to the
operation, llowever, the third sign is necessary because people
approaching the terminal need some direction as to where to go for
their baggage, where to get their tickets, where to check in, the -

usual areas you would find in a terminal. We felt the other signs
on the Diamond Head side and makai side of the building that just g
say "sea'flight" on them might help th.e people arriving on the i
Paradise Cruise Harbor tour or that sort of thing, to let them
know this is the place where the hydrofoils moor."

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advisement,
on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the application, on motion by g
Mrs, Sullam, seconded by Dr, Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
- PLANNED DEVELOPMENT- request for renovation of the Kahuku

SHOPPING CENTER Sugar Mill into a Planned Development-
KAHUKU Shopping Center, Tax Map Key: 5-6-02:
HAWAII SHOPPING CENTER portion of 1.
COMPANY
(FILE #73/PDSC-6) Publication was made in.the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser of April 7, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Mr. Ali Sheybani of the staff requested that the public hearing on
this matter be kept open, and that it .be deferred until May 1, 1974,
when the application for a general plan amendment by the applicant

4
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i .

I M
for the same sito is duo for corisideration by the PJunn inp Cominission, e --

ßoth items could be siliniltaneously reviewed at thn t tune. There -

was apparently an oversight in coord3nating these n.ppl tentions for
pub1ic hearing together. Al l parties involved have been liotif a ed ,

and to date, there has been no objection to the chanp.o oE schedule.

I The public bouring was kept open, aini the liiatter was deferred unt i i

May 1, 1974, on motion by Mr. Crono, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

UNFINISHEL) ßUSINESS The public hearing on this matter was hell
CONB1TIONAL lJSE PERMIT/ and closed March 2'D, 1974. Action was
SPECIAL USE PERMIT deferred for a statutory requirement of

I (ANIMAL CLINIC) 15 days .

HALEIWA
GUY S. TUCKER No discussion followed.

I (FILE il73/CUP-9)
#73/SUP-3)

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, subject to the conditions --

- contained in the Director's report, on motion by Mr, Crane,
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

STREET NAMES The Commission recommended approval of
the followin street names on motion
by Mrs . Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and
carried:

1. Mililani Town Subdivision, Units 25 and 26, Waipio, Ewa, Oahu,
Hawaii, Tax Map Key 9-4-05: portion of 1 and 23.

ALAPOAI STREET A roadway off Kuahelani Avenue running .

in a westerly direction connecting at
Hokuahiahi Street.

Meaning: Orbit of the stars. -E
HOKUAHIAHI STREET A roadway off Kuahelani Avenue running in ¯

a southwesterly direction.

Meaning: Evening star.

HUIHUI PLACE A culdesac off Alapoai Street running
in a southwesterly direction.

Meaning: Constellation.



IUPIKA PLACE A ettldesac UET A.luponi Street running
in a northwesterlv direction.

Moaning: Jupiter,

KAWLiLDALII l'LACE A cul desac off Kuwe loal t i St reet runnine
in a northwesterlv direction.

Mean ing: Naina of a st ar .

KAWELOALlI STREET A roadway off Kuabelani Avenue running
in a westerly direction connecting at
Hokuahiahi Street.

Meaning: Name of a star.

KAWEO PLACE A culdesac off Holaniku Street running
in a northwesterly direction.

Meanin I: Name of a star ,

I .

ADJOURNMENT: The Commission adjourned at 2:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. yman
Secretary-Reporter
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i Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

May 1, 1974

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, May 1, 1974 at

i 1: 37 p.m. , in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Eugene B. Connell presided.
PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman

i Dr. Wilbur C. Cho
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka

i Randall Kamiya
Fredda Sullam - -

I ABSENT: James D. Crane, Vice-Chairman --

Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer : THE

I Andrew Sato, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Jack Gilliam, Head, Zoning District i (it

Changes Branch al

i Ian McDougall, Head, Plans Division Ë ËÑ$
Branch 32&

Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planneri Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of April 17, 1974 were
appro.ved, on motion by-Mr. Hosaka,

- - . seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING - A public hearing was held to consider a
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT . request to amend the General Plan and
COMMERCIAL TO PUBLIC Detailed Land Use Map by redesignating
FACILITIES approximately 40,000 square feet of
WHITMORE VILLAGE-WAHIAWA Commercial designated lands located in
DAGS, STATE OF HAWAII Whitmore Village, Wahiawa, to Public
(FILE #254/02/35) Facilities, Tax Map Key: 7-1-066: 77 and

7-1-06: portion of 1.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on April 21, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer. The Wahiawa-Whitmore Village General Plan

- Detailed Land Use Map designates the 40,000-square foot site for
Commercial use. DAGS has requested redesignation of the subject
site to Public Facility use in order to permit the construction of
a State-County community center with provisions for a future library
addition. DAGS has estimated the total cost of the project to be
$600,000. The land acquisition cost is estimated to be $140,000



and the constructioil is scheduled to start in early 1974 rit a cost I -
of $460,000 for the facility. The development is a proposed Sta to- ¯¯¯¯

County project with the State purchasing t.he land and constructing
the facility and the County operating the facility.

The analysis of the ChieE Planning Officer indicates tlmt fliore is a
need for a community center in the residential community of Whitmore
Village and that the site adjacent to the Whitmore Superette is
appropriate for a community center in terms of location, acquisition,
size, and accessbility. These factors, as well as the fact that
there is no need for the existing commercial designation, make the
use of the vacant parcel next to the Whitmore Superette for a commu- --

nity center the most appropriate alternative use. Egi

I lii
The Chief Planning Officer recommends that the General Plan be -

amended to redesignate 40,000 square feet of land in Whitmore Village ¯

from Commercial to Public Facility use, specifically the following
areas:

Tax Map Key Land Area

1. 7-1-46: Portion of 1 3,395 sq. ft.
2. 7-1-46: 77 36,605 sq. ft.

Total 40,000 sq. ft.

The Commission had no questions of the staff.

No one spoke AGAINST the request.
Mr. Lawrence L. Gremett, Land Agent for Oceanic Properties, a subsid-
iary of Castle and Cooke, landowners of the subject property, read
their letter dated April 11, 1974 indicating in part: "...this is to --

request that in the event the Planning Commission does amend the
General Plan and DLUM from Commercial to Public Facilities, such
amendment be effective upon the acquisition of the property by the
State within one year from the effective date of Commission approval.
Such condition would satisfy the State's requirements and relieve our
concern that such amendment would be a restriction on the use of the
property in .the event the acquisiton is not finalized....

The Commission had no questions of Mr. Gremett.
The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer and recommended approval of the request,
on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell



The following public hearings weto held simultaneously.

KAHUKU--General Plan Amendment (259/04/27)

Applicant: Hawaii Shopping Center Corp. and Blackfield Hawaii
Corp.

I Location: Former Kahuku Sugar Mill Site -¯

' Tax Map Key: 5-6-02
Area: Approximately 11.5 acres
Request: To amend the General Plan and Detailed Land

i Use Map of the City and County of Honolulu by
redesignating approximately 11.5 acres of Indus-
trial and Park Lands to Commercial use.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser of
April 21, 1974. No letters of protest were received.

I Mr. Ian McDougall of the staff presented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer. The applicant requests an amendment which would
redesignate the subject site from Park and Industrial uses to
Commercial use to accommodate a museum-commercial shopping center
development. The ll.6-acre site represents a reduction in size from
the original 14.5-acre area requested for amendment. According to
the request, the amendment is based on: (1) the need for a special-
ized type of commercial attraction of islandwide significance geared
to the tourist, (2) the proposed preservation and redevelopment of
the existing Sugar Mill Buildings, and (3) the appropriateness of El
the site to meet this need. -=

The information provided by the request and subsequent analysis by
staff has shown that:

1. There is a potential market for the specific type of development
proposed. ¯

2. The commercial-historic complex is consistent with the broad
commercial and visitor facilities objectives of the General Plan.

3. The General Plan is deficient in that it fails to explicitly
address mixed uses.

4. The site selected is the only alternative available on the North
Shore to meet the identifi-ed market.

5. The industrial designation is no longer required for its original
purpose.

It :Us the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that the
General Plan be amended.as requested by redesignating the subject
industrial land and a portion of park lands to commercial use. Also,
that the remaining industrial lands be redesginated to agricultural
usage. This will result :bi the elimination of the industrially desig- SER
nated area, the creation of about 11.6-acre commercial area, and a
slight reduction of planned park from 9.8 acres to 8.9 acres.



KAHUKU--Planned Development-Shopping Center (73/PDSC-6)

Applicant: Hawaii Shopping Center Company
Blackfield Hawaii Corp.

Location: Kahuku
Tax Map Key: 5-6-02: portion of 1

Area: 14.596 acres
Request: Renovation of the Kahuku Sugar Mill into a Planned

Development-Shopping Center.

The public hearing on this matter held April 17, 1974 was kept open
and deferred for review simultaneously with the General Plan amend- ¯

ment today.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of the
proposal. Renovation and commercial usage of the existing Kahuku
sugar mill are proposed. Educational display of sugar mill opera- g ¯

tions, tourist-oriented shops, a farmer's market, and landscaped
parking areas are planned. The sugar mill operation will be recon-
structed to demonstrate sugar cane processing, combined with pictori-
cal displays to create a living museum. The large interior areas
of the mill will be used to create a combination of small shops,
restaurants and factories. In the latter, Hawaiian handicrafts will
be produced on-site and in view of the public and the production of M
pottery, printed fabrics, clothing, and carved wood items will take
place. The shops will market coral and shell jewelry, Hawaiian
perfume, sugar products, Hawaiian attire, fabrics, woodwork, and so
forth. Locally grown produce will be available at the farmer's
market. The project will also include an old fashioned general
store, and a winery.

Questions were raised by the Commission. iii
SULLAM: What buffers are proposed between the commercial estab- -

lishment and t;he school?

MCDOUGALL: There are no buffers proposed. There is some distance
between the commercial area and the existing Kahuku High School. It
would be separated by Kam Highway also. I might add, this project is
being proposed to be implemented through the planned unit development
procedures. The specific setbacks are covered in that proposal.

SULLAM: How close are the residences to the commercial areas?

MCDOUGALL: I'm not sure of the specific distance. I might point
out that the line here (referring to map displayed) being proposed
for -commercial is approximately 25 feet from the existing mill ¯¯

structure.

SULLAM: You mentioned this would not generate any more traffic. -

It's just t:he round the-island tour buses that would normally stop
elsewhere would forego stopping wherever they intend to stop and stop
h



I MCDOUGALL: Yes, the market analysis and the traf Eic impact analy-
sis implicates that the market would bo from round-the-island tours,
rental cars and buses. Thore would be some local traff te but the
emphasis is on capturing the existing tourist market.

SULLAM: Won't that take away business from other areas, let's
say the Laio establishment and, I suppose llauula doesn ' t havo veryI much but it does have shopping area.

MCDOUGALL: I don't know if they'd take business away. The idea

i is that those people are touring either on buses or otherwise , and
that this would be one additional stop on their tour. - --.

I SULLAM: In other words, your report indicates there's a need for
another tourist stop.

MCDOUGALL: No, the report in the analysis indicates they would
be potentially able to attract the round-the-island tour and rental -

car people. - EUr

SULLAM: I wonder whether there really is a need for another
tourist destination. I'm wondering whether the facilities being
proposed out at Laie would probably accommodate the need. Why make
additional tourist stops? Perhaps this could be used for some other
purpose. I'm just wondering whether commercial in this particular
spot might not disrupt the area. It brings in a totally new character -
to the area. I wonder whether this need can't already be accommodated MB
by what already exists.

MCDOUGALL: According to the evidence already submitted to us in
the form of a market analysis, it appears that they would be able to
capture a percentage of the market that they've indicated exists. Uf
course, this would depend a great deal on the developers being able
to make it attractive enough to pull it towards them. - 3¯-

MOFJELD: If I might just answer Mrs. Sullam's question about the
distances to the nearest residential areas. From the mill building
to the private road on the bottom area of the site plan, is approxi- ==

mately 100 feet. There would be approximately--if any residences
would be on the other side of that, there's some smaller commercial
types of stores, miscellaneous areas now but the closest any residen-
tial building might be would be approximately 150 feet.

HOSAKA: The park designated area, the 2.2 acres on the bottom til
part of the map, where would be the balance of the park area, adjacent dit
to that?

MOFJELD: Yes, the existing DLUM indicates an area here (referring HE
to map displayed) as the boundary line which includes going through ¯

the building. The boundary line would be shifted. The remainder of Eg
the park site would be across the road. It would be contiguous.

HOSAKA: The Department of Recreation will be losing approximately
an acre. Have they made any comments as to this loss?
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MCDOUCALL: As Ï indicated earlier, tiio Department oE Recreation
was concerned--oi iginally, there would liave been a .1.oss of the two -

acros as you indicated. The Department is interested in relocating
the park; however, without reviewing the total recreation needs for
all. of the Kahuku community at this time, we Enrinot entertain a rol.o- g
cation of the park over to the school. aren, although the owner , Camp-
bell Estate has been working on a revi s i.on to the use of the Kahuku

· area. This is not City and County policy

& - So to answer your question the loss of one acre out of a nine acre
existing park designation we felt was insignificant and would not

- impact materially on this . The county does not own this as a park at
¯

- the present time.

HOSAKA: Wel.1, General Planning felt it was negligible but what
about the Department of Recreation? Did they have any comments?

MCDOUGALL : No , they did not .
Ë .

HOSAKA: Did you ask them for any comments?

MCDOUGALL: Since we reduced it, we did not run that revised
scheme through them.

HOSAKA: You're just redesignating without letting them know,
is that it?

I
-

MCDOUGALL: That's right, and in this case, the county has no
plans to acquire this park at this time, i Ms

SULLAM: How do you get to the commercial areas, do you just
walk through the park? How 's the circulation? E

- MCDOUGALL: The only available way would be along Kam Highway
for pedestrians. The emphasis here again is on catching the tourist
market which would be in rental cars or tour buses .

(There were no further questions of the staff .)

Public testimony followed.

No one spoke AGAINST either request.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Alan C. Beall, President, ;&waii Shopping Center Corp ,
and

Executive Vice President, Blackfield Hawaii Corp. , availed. himself -
for questioning by the Commission.

HOSAKA: Could you tell us a little about the winery you're
proposing?

I
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BEALL: The winery is a tentative project. The proposed
operation is for the manufacturo of Hawaiian wines for sale
within the project on a retail basis. We will manufacture wine
on the premises and we will sell to consumers on the premises.

HOSAKA: That isn' t being produced right now, Hawaiian wine .

BEALL: Not that I'm aware of.

DUKE: What is Hawaiian wine? Can you clarify it?

BEALL: I can't answer that question with any great technical
knowledge. But, my understanding is this wine will be produced
from Hawaiian fruit--pineapple, passion fruit and so forth. I'm

- sure there will be a wine produced from grape.

I SULLAM: I am somewhat concerned about the relationship of
both the commercial areas to each other. Do you expect tourists
to go from one to the other, or just go either to the shopping
center or to the mill? You notice you have the park area
separating the commercial area. Is this all going to be on
the commercial area?

MOFJELD: This (referring to map) is not part of the proposal.

SULLAM: In other words, they are completely separated.

MOFJELD: Yes, this is mainly to serve the tourist industry.

SULLAM: This facility is not going to try to attract people
that are going to the commercial area?

MOFJELD: No, it's an entirely different type of usage.

SULLAM: Well, this has nothing to do with the applicant but
I do wonder about the wisdom in this type of planning, in sepa-
rating something like that. I somehow feel that commercial uses
should be integrated.

MOFJELD: Well, in this case it's making use of an existing
facility which is the mill. It's felt that the mill would have
an attraction suited to the tourists who may not have visited a
sugar mill and wouldn't be aware of the operation of a sugar mill.
The use of the mill is the basic attraction and what tourist-
oriented commercial facilities .could be generated from that
attraction that is proposed as opposed to the community commercial
area that would serve the household needs of the local residents.

SULLAM: Well then I misread your report. I thought that you
were going to be selling produce in this sugar mill. Naturally,
the local produce would be bought by the local residents in the
community as well. It seems to me they should be connected some-
how, these two commercial areas.
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The report states that articles will be available that will be
attractive to the local residents as well as the tourists. If
that is so, then both commercial areas sliould be connected. Ï

- don't know how you can achiove it but I think it would be desir
able if they were connected,

- BEALL: I don't think it's feasible to connect the two
projects. They are independent. I don't think there's any ques-
tion that there is some competition between the projects. The
Kahuku sugar mill project is essentially tourist oriented. There
will be some overlap. That overlap would affect basically one
facility in the existing commercial and that's the Kahuku
supermarket, We look at the produce in our project as being
basically an interesting attraction. That effect will be rela-
tively minimal, We're not selling package liquor. We're not -

selling meat and so forth. We do expect to have a general store
if you're familiar with the Sunset Beach store and those stores |
which again would compete with that supermarket in some respects, g

- But, that competition we don't think is substantial. In fact, I

would think if I were planning the overall community, it might be
healthy. Physically they're a very short distance apart. I
think a pedestrian can walk into one or the other.

As far as vehicle connection is concerned, the existing commer-
cial has ample parking as does our project. I don't think it -
would be any great effort for someone who's doing their super-
market shopping which is basically the competition we're talking g
about, go in half-a-block in their car and parking in our parking |
lot too. So as far as the question of connecting is concerned,
they're as close as any two commercial projects can be. I don't
know how else to answer that question.

HOSAKA: Is Hawaii Shopping Center Corporation leasing the
¯¯¯

land from Campbell Estate?

BEALL: Hawaii Shopping Center Corporation is now Hawaii
Shopping Company and that's a division of Blackfield Hawaii g
Corporation, Blackfield Hawaii Corporation will be the lessee
from Campbell Estate.

HOSAKA: How long is the lease for?

BEALL: .The lease will be for approximately 50 years. It's
- a long term lease.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Beall.)

Both public hearings were closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

The Commission acted on each request separately.



Kahuku--General Plan Amendment

MOTION: Mrs. Sullam moved to recommend denial of the request.
Mr. Hosaka seconded the motion for discussion.

Discussion followed.

SULLAM: My reason for denying is 1 feel there
really is not a need for another tourist destination
or attraction at the North Shore. There are adequate
facilities there presently. Still, it might turn out
to be a very successfull endeavor, I don't know. But,
since we have so little land, I think it ought to be ik
used very judiciously. If there's not a need for EE
certain facilities, we shouldn't go ahead with it.
I don't like the way the Detailed Land Use Map turns

I out. There are two commercial areas that are going '

to be separated by a park. That's rather poor ..s

planning. I think if we're going to have a commer-
25¯

cial area there, it should be integrated in a way
that will show up good planning.

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, I disagree with the motion.
I believe that this area by putting in the center that
they propose in the old sugar mill is probably the best
land use we could put in. I also disagree that we have
too much tourist attractions any place. I think that ZEL
this is a unique idea. I think it will be beneficial =¯

to the public. I think it will be interesting and
educational to the tourists. Therefore, I see no
objection to this.

HOSAKA: I concur with Mr. Duke.

SULLAM: I also think it's necessary that we look
into alternate uses for that particular facility. I
can see where it could be used for let's say a shop or
something related to agricultural education or facility
because it's so close to a high school. It's a shame
to put a commercial endeavor right next to a school.
There's a library across the street. I just think it's
the wrong use of land. Just because the sugar mill
happens to be there, we don't have to make it into a ::
tourist stopping point. 59

HOSAKA: By the same token, the sugar mill is
across the street or was across the street, and that's
no place to have a sugar mill, right across a school.

SULLAM: Well, that happened a long time ago. I'm HE
not saying that the sugar mill has to be torn down. I 1EN
think there are other uses that might be far more
beneficial to the community.

3E¯



HOSAKA: Unless you come up with soino specif:1.cs ,
--

I agree with Charlie here as to the best use, llere's
a sugar inill, it's deteriorating and it 's a beaut iful

place for a museum and comniere tal kind of center, 1

think it's appropriate regardless whether it's across
the street. It would be benef1.c.ial for the area, 1

know, and because it's across the street is really
iinmaterial.

SULLAM: ßut who would it really benefit? It
would only benefit the tourist industry. I don't even
know if it would benefit that because thev already have
places to go to. This is just giv:ing theÏn another
choice. Ït isn't really needed. I think in view of
the fact it isn't needed, why create it.

DUKE: I don't mean to be argumentive but to
determine need takes a lot of study. To make a state-
ment that there are too many there already is something
I'm not so sure of. To need, we're talking about use,
it serves a good purpose that will be beneficial
to the community, and to better the area, I see
that there is a need. So, I still think it's a good
idea.

SULLAM: The only one remark I want to make is
that it isn't geared to the community. They're going
to have a farmers market but the market will not
service the local people. There's no connection
between the commercial area which is designated for
small shops that caters to the local people.

DUKE: You don't have to have a pass to go in there
A local person can go in and buy.

SULLAM: But they don't even intend to sell the
produce that's produced in that area which I think is
unfortunate. I think it's something that's being built
and a need is going to be created once it's built.
Right now there isn't a need for it.

(There was no further discussion.)

The motion to deny failed to carry.

AYES - Sullam
NAYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawarolaa

ACTION: The Commission adopted the recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer and recommended approval of the request,
on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.
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AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya
NAYES - Sullam
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa

Kahuku--Planned-Development-Shopping Center

i ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Duke,
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

I AYES - Choy, Connell, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya a-e
NAYES - Sullam ""

ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa p e-

I
PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider the

i ZONING CHANGE following requests:
CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT
(A) A-4 APT. 4 B-2 CA) Change in zoning from A-4 Apartment

COMMUNITY BUSINESS District and B-2 Community Business
TO P-1 PRESERVATION District to P-1 Preservation District,
(FOSTER BOTANICAL Tax Map Key: 1-7-07: 1, 2, 17 4 18;
GARDENS) and 1-7-08: 1 2 4 25.

(B) B-2 COMMUNITY
BUSINESS TO A-3 APT. (B) Change in zoning from B-2 Community
DISTRICT Business District to A-3 Apartment
(QUEEN EMMA GARDENS) District, Tax Map Key: 2-1-05: 4.

CSC DIRECTOR OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF LAND Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
UTILIZATION Bulletin/Advertiser of April 21, 1974. No
(FILE #74/Z-19) letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report of the request. --

The three sites involved in this proposal are part of the Queen Emma _Min
Project Urban Renewal Plan. The project set aside Site A as a community
facility, Site B for multiple family housing and Site C for a religious
facility. Site A is split-zoned A-4 Apartment District and B-2 Commu-
nity Business District, but is fully developed as Foster-Botanical
Gardens. A botanical garden is a principal permitted use within both
districts; however, A-4 and B-2 districts would also allow uses which
would not conform to the intent of the General Plan and Urban Renewal
Plan for park and open space. It should be noted that the garden area
and its open space was one of the.major considerations in designating
the apartment uses in the area. To insure that the garden area is kept
as a park site, the most appropriate zoning would be P-1 Preservation
District.

Sites B and C are presently zoned ß-2 Community Business District, but
fully developed-as a multi-family housing complex (Site B) and a church
(Site C). The apartment use within the B-2 Community Business District
is not a permitted use within this zone; it is therefore nonforming.
The appropriate z.oning district for this use is A-3 Apartment District.
The existing project meets the intent of the A-3 Apartment District.
Churches are permitted uses within both the B-2 and A-3 districts.

-11-
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The proposed change in zoning of those parcels would not create «ny -

nonconforilling uses, rather it woul.d imp3 ement the liind use designated
on the General Plan.

The Director recommends that the request be approved.
No discussion followed.

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request.
The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. M
Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a gZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6 g 1-
R-6 RESIDENTIAL AND Residential and B-2 Community Business to --

B-2 COMMUNITY A-2 Apartment District for approximately
BUSINESS TO A-2 49,012 square feet of land located in
APARTMENT DISTRICT Kapalama, Tax Map Key: 1-6-6: 36, 131 to
KAPALAMA 134, and 138.
AUYONG FAMILY TRUST
(FILE #74/Z-9) Publication was made in the Sunday Star- - -

Bulletin/Advertiser of April 21, 1974. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report of the request.
Preliminary plans submitted by the applicant indicate 2 structures
connected by parking and a recreation deck. The structure on the mauka
portion of the site will be 4 and 5 stories high while the structures
on the lower portion are proposed to be 6 to 7 stories high. The pro-
posal includes 8 studio units, 92 one-bedroom units and 25 two-bedroom
units (total 121 units} and parking accommodations for 1-33 cars will
be provided in 2 levels below the apartments. Vehicular access will
be off Pohaku and School Streets. The applicants anticipate that this
development will be targeted to the moderate to middle income households.
It is the Director's recommendation that the request be approved.

IlThere were no questions of the staff regarding the Director's report.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST--

-12
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Mr. Allan Chun, adjoining property owner expressed concern over
the site development plans submitted by the applicant. Mrs. Chee
indicated that the plans are preliminary and are presently

I undergoing revision to include more recreation areas. More
finalized plans may be completed when this matter is presented
to the City Council.

The adequacy of sewer facilities was another concern of Mr. Chun.
Staff pointed out the comment from the Division of Sewers:
"Sanitary sewers are available and adequate for the proposed 121i units.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Bob Hampton, President of Urban Research, representing the

i applicant was called upon and questioned by the Commission.

HOSAKA: The development is geared to moderate or middle
income households. The studios are anticipated to sell for
$28,500 and so forth. What year were these figures based on?

I HAMPTON: We just have secured recently our construction
estimates based on preliminary plans from Walker-Moody. At this
point, those prices are pretty firm. The question in everyone's

i mind obviously is we're up against a situation where we're working
with preliminary plans. We have already done all of our pricing
on appliances or are in the process of completing that. We're
trying to secure as best we can, the long term prices. In other
words, the obvious construction period of up to 12 months puts
that purchasing power somewhere down the way. I have to say that
based on our pricing which has been completed within this month
that those prices are pretty positive. The only increase in those
prices would be an increase of direct costs either in construction
carpets, drapes or appliances, and other things for instance the
recreational facilities.

Currently, we're understudy for hydroponic farming on the roof
of one of the buildings. The idea is to develop a viable, you ---

might even call, a recreational facility for adults if you like .2

to grow orchids, tomatos, and various fruits. We're really sold
on this idea of putting a viable type of facility on the rooftop --

for the residents. ¯a

HOSAKA: How large are the studios going to be?

HAMPTON: At this point I think we're set at about 438 inside.
You also have your lanai. The studios are designed for a couple.
That was one of the concerns we had on the recreational facility.
The building is designed mainly for smaller families, one child or
two at the most.

HOSAKA: Since this is geared to the moderate income, will
you.be restricting your sales to that group?
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HAMP'I'ON: Its protty safe to say at this t:ime that all our
londers that have talked to us would prefer that we sell to
rosidents and occupants only. That's obviously the direct Ion
we 're going to take. In fact , the lending ratios are much greator

- for the occupants and very, very untavorable for investors.

HOSAKA: How far along are you on revising the plans for
additional recreational facilities?

HAMPTON: We're right now exploring the competition on the
site between parking and recreational decks, and what type of
recreation will occur on those decks--barbecuing, maybe active
recreation like volleyball. The problem is the actual site
planning, developing the area to integrate with the need for
parking.

CHAIRMAN: I would hope you would hold down the agricultural
adventure on the roof. We'd hate to have to zone that roof AG-1. g i ar-

(There were no further questions of Mr. Hampton.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and -
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mrs. Sullam,
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING Before proceeding with the hearing, Mr. Kamiya -
ONING CHANGE disqualified himself from any participation

AG-1 RESTRICTED in the deliberations because he is a member
AGRICULTURAL TO of the Hawaii Farm Bureau. He filed a conflict
R-6 RESIDENTIAL of interest statement for submission to the mi
MAILI Mayor.
KAISER PACIFIC
PROPERTIES CORP. A public hearing was held to consider
(FILE #73/Z-27) a request for a change in zoning from

AG-1 Restricted Agricultural ix> R-6
Residential District for approximately
71+ acres of land located in Maili
Tax Map Key: 8-7-10: portion of 2.

Publication was made Sunday in the Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on April 21,
1974. No letters of protest were received.

Mr. Jack Gilliam presented the Director's report of the request. The
subject 36+ site, now within the State Urhan District, is designated

- for resideitial uses. The applicant is proposing to build the road



L

(Kaukama Road extension 60-foot right-of-way) fromthe site to Farring-
ton Highway and develop rosidential units and a toiiiporary school on the
site. The adjacent areas designated for school and park on the General
Plan Detailed Land Use Map (approximately 10 acros also in the urban

M district) will be left vacant. The steeper lands in the Urban Distri.ct
on the Honolulu side of Kaukama Road are proposed for future develop-
ment under a Planned Development or Cluster llousing plan. At this
time, we are considering the initial developiilent of the 36+ acres which
will contain approximately 230 to 250 residential units ancT the
temporary school.

The Director recommends that the request be approved.

Questions were raised by the Commisson.

CHOY: You mentioned that a letter of credit was accepted but
there wasn't a bond posted for improvement of the road.

GILLIAM: The City would accept a letter of credit in lieu of the
bond, yes.

CHOY: Because of the AG-2 area in back of the subject site, would
all of the light green (referring to map displayed) area still be AG-2?

GILLIAM: No, there is a portion between the residential and the
AG-2 that is zoned AG-1. This kind of follows a buffer area. It's
about 1700 feet from here (referring to map) to the AG-1 area.

CHOY: In the AG-2 zoning, approximately how much AG-2 parcels do
we have on the Island of Oahu aside from the parcel in back of the

E subject site?

GILLIAM: At the pressent time not too much. There is about 100
acres in the Laie area but it's not being used for AG-2 usage. I believe
that's about the only other substantial AG-2 area at the present time.
This is the major AG-2 area that is being used within the city .

CHOY: So again, there is a good possibility of encroachment into
the AG-2 area because if I read the application correctly, this initial
application would also project into a possible 3,000 units in the future.
Wouldn' t that be encroaching into a very needed AG-2 area?

GILLIAM: Well, we are aware of the request of the applicant to the
Land Use Commission to change land use boundary. However, the present
application we considered it on its own merits in conformance with the
general plan. We also took that into consideration when we processed
and analyzed the AG-2 request because that was a separate request
initiated by the Planning Department. Buffering between the residen-
tial and the AG-2 with the AG-1 was a consideration at that time. That
buffering still exists.

CHOY: I'm not uestionin staff's recommendation. I'm lookin at
it at a humanistic tandpoint To me, this is a projection into a total
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3,000 unit development. We are only presented with a very smalt initial
application.. What I'm concerned with is this seems to be and I'm just
quoting you, a major AG-2 area, I'm just wonderi.ng whether we'll luive
any hogs for kalun pita, and liniu if we did permit such a thing to lutppen.

GILLIAM: I'm sure that would be the question that should be
addressed at the time there is any application for the aron mauka of the - -

particular application.

SULLAM: What is the progress of planned developments being proposed -

near there?

GILLIAM: The Ferguson development is under construction. That was
about 400 units. There is another by Horita for 300 units, another by
Shelter for 600 units.

SULLAM: Well, with all this new housing being introduced in the
area, I wonder if it's necessary at this time to take agricultural land
and rezone it to urban. I think we ought to hold back till we see
whether it's really necessary to put in more housing here. Has it been
established that there is a need for these additional units because

- looking at the area, so much has been projected.

GILLIAM: Depends on how you wish to establish the need for
housing. If you're looking at a type of unit, the proposal here is
for either duplex or single-family detached which is a type of unit
that is not being proposed in the planned development so it would
give a little more market choice type of unit in the area.

SULLAM: Is there farming currently going on on this property?

GILLIAM: No, there is not. It was former grazing property but -
it hasn't been used for farming since the Holt estate sold it off.

CHAIRMAN: What's the difference on the top portion of the 36 acres
to the buffer?

GILLIAM? About 1700 feet, a little over a quarter of a mile, up
to the AG-2 zoning boundary.

CHAIRMAN: What's the present AG-1 being used for?

GILLIAM: It's part of their ownership, a very steep sloped area,
vacant.

(There were no further questions of the staff.)

Public testimony followed.

1. Mr. Ernest Adaniya, Vice President of the Hawaii Farm Bureau
Federation (Submitted statement dated May 1, 1974 attached and ¯

made a part of these minutes.)
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Mr. Adaniya was quos tioned by the Coliunission.

HOSAKA: Your organization is made up of al l the farmers
throughout the state. llow large an organi.zation :is it?

ADANÏYA: Roughly about 1,000 members.

CHOY: Can you tell me how many incidents the farmers have
been encroached upon? 1 remember vaguely when they were in a

Waialae-Kahala, then a few years back the hog farmers in llawaii
Kai were moved out. Do you people feel that with the consistent
encroachment by urban development that this will happen to you
people again?

ADANIYA: Yes . I can give you mine. I was moved out of
Kalihi Valley where the low-income housing is now. The people

i from the Waialae-Kahala area, they all moved to the area we're
in now.

CHOY: How long have you been at your present location?

- ADANIYA: From Kalihi in 1950 so about 20 years .

CHOY: Is this the only large viable hog farming area on the -i

is land of Oahu? ¯g

ADANIYA: In fee simple.

CHOY: Are there other hog farming areas also?

ADAN IYA: There ' s one in Laie . It use to be Meadow Gold.
E It's lease land.

CHOY: You feel your livelihood is being threatened right now?

ADANIYA: That's right.

DUKE: One of your greatest concerns would be water . The
staff says that the Board of Water Supply indicates no objection.
You disagree with that?

ADANIYA: Yes I do because there 's one farmer who wants to
acquire land in Ewa. He can't get in because of the lack of water.
In the Mikilua area where I live, once in a while you can't flush
the toilet or take a bath, In the summer time, some of the dairies -

have to haul their own water in.

DUKE: Question of staff. On this water situation, other than
-- 3ust the statement made by the Board of Water Supply, what is the

extent to which you have investigated the situation?

GILLIAM: We have had several letters to the Board of Water
Supply because of the statement of the Department of Agriculture.
We have sent the various letters as they come in from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture concerning the water over to the Water Depart-
ment asking them to comment on the specifics that they made. Each
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\ Il
timo they send back tþe responses that they have no objection.
They feel there's no problem as indicated in the staff ,report . We
would have to depend on the experts in that field,

DUKE: I have read Mr. Erskine's letter, ot:her letters, and
now I hear this gentleman saying water is a great concern.

CHAIRMAN: You indicate in your testimony that the water
shortage in Waianae was attributed to the developers' usage of
water? Who determined that?

ADANIYA: Well, the first time they brought in the line to
the Mikilua area, there's a tank on the mountain. We use to get
adequate water. We could bathe anytime, flush the toilet anytime.
But now, the developments are coming out. Makakilo grew bigger. U
All around that area ‡s getting bigger and we're finding we don't
have enough water. Therefore I assume they're drawing the water,

CHAIRMAN: So it's not the developer's usage of water. It's · as
the fact there's more people living in the area. I ËÏ

ADANIYA: When the developers develop the homes, they're ¯
¯

=

going to use the water.

CHAIRMAN: Is your major concern the encroachment on the AG-2 95
area, encroachment on the 1700-foot buffer zone that was estab-
lished when the AG-2 area was rezoned?

ADANIYA: Yes, we're concerned about that and we have other
problems too.

CHAIRMAN: Because as I remember, the Federation agreed that -
the 1T00 feet would be suitable protection in terms of odors,
nuisances and so forth. So as long as the buffer zone.is main- g
tained for the pig farmers above, then is the Federation against gthe rezoning? See, that's still within that 1700-foot buffer zone.

ADANIYA: On that basis, we won't be against it. We need the
buffer zone.

CHAIRMAN: And in terms of relocating farmers as I understand |
it, the land that we're presently talking about, the 36 acres, E ¯

there are no farmers living or producing crops on that land at the
moment.

ADANIYA: At the moment none.

CHAIRMAN: So there's no :elocation problem concerning that
land.

ADANIYA: No.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Adaniya.)
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I 2. Mr. Alexander M. Dollar representing Mr. Frederick C. Erskine, "¡¡
Chairman, Board of Agriculturo (Submitted Statement of Board of •

-

Agriculture Chairman Frederick C. Erskine on Zone Change - Katser Ug
;¯¯¯¯

I Pacific Proporties Corporation, attached and made a part of these g :
¯

minutes)

i Mr. Dollar was questioned by the Colulission.

SULLAM: Do you think with time, this land will be put back
into use?

I E =

DOLLAR: If retained by an owner who wishes to farm it, it can ¯

---

be used for pasture and can be improved.

CHOY: Is it the opinion of the Department of Agriculture that
if the urban encroachment is permitted, there will be a definite --

erosion or loss of AG-2 zoning?

DOLLAR: The benefits of the AG-2 zoning will be lost.

CHOY: And there will be,no way of retrieving it.

DOLLAR: There is nothin left eriod.g , p

CHOY: There's no other area on the island that could be used
for such suitable activity?

DOLLAR: Not without very, very high costs. The AG park is

an example where we're trying to overcome these problems.

CHOY: Then, I assume your department has completed a compre-
hensive study in this.

DOLLAR: We're well aware and have spent quite a bit of time
trying to determine answers to the problem.

DUKE: Do you object greatly to this particular site we're
talking about right now or are you just talking about the general
situation?

DOLLAR: There is a very big problem of the number of units
developed and the water demand associated with those units. For
example, in town your water use requirements are significantly
less than your water use requirements in the suburban area. We

are concerned with the delivery capacity into that area. We are
unable to obtain water throughout that area for agricultural
purposes through the hoard of Water Supply.

DUKE: If the water situation is solved, again would the
Board of Agriculture object?

DOLLAR: The 33 acres is no problem.

CHAIRMAN: You mentioned in your testimony allowance of a
truly adequate buffer zone. What would the State Department of
Agriculture consider to be an adequate buffer zone?
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DOLLAR: Well, we were put on the spot a while back an this
hearing room We gitve you Ear a different area with a different
air drainage pa ttern, 1,000 Eeot

,
Ear the Oceanv f ew Von tures which

is essentially ;tn industrial area, zoned industrial and now being
considered for change of zone.

Now, this area has a slightly different air drainage pattern.
It's a little more open, Your velocities are poing to be different.
We are not thoroughly familiar with that but I would say we WOLild
accept the 1700 feet as being reasonable at the present time, if
our orevious statement would be reasonable, r

CHAIRMAN: 1700 feet is an ade uate buf for zone

DOLLAR: I would say it's reasonable.

CHAIRMAN: The problem on water delivery a matter of the amount
of water or a matter of piping facilities?

DULLAR: It's a combination of all of these. It's not a simple
answer. Each delivery system has a total problem--water avail-
ability, well development, pressure, size of the lines and over-
all demand in the area.

CHAIRMAN: Is the water actually available?

DOLLAR: We can't answer that because that's the Board of Water
Supply problem. They have not been able to provide water where
we've requestedit for other agriculturaluses.

CHAIRMAN: Since the rezoning of the AG-1 to AG-2 in this
area, how much more pork production has taken place in the

= Waianae area?

E
¯ DOLLAR: We've lost pork production elsewhere. I can't give

&
¯ you an estimate of exactly how much increase there would be in

this area. But, all of them have installed the facilities neces-
sary for environmental protection and are pretty close to the
limit of what they can produce at the present time. Some can
expand and there are some areas that are still available.

CHAIRMAN: Is our pork import coming up?

DOLLAR: .The price of beef went up. More pork is being
purchased.

CHAIRMAN: 1 maybe wrong but I heard it somewhere that
actually import is cheaper than it'i produced here?

DOLLAR: That depends on what time of year, which year. I
would say the past year is an unusual one for all food.

CHAIRMAN: I think it would be interesting to find out whether
or not rezoning that land has really been helpful .in terms of
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increasing the pork production, whether there are more farmersI wlto have gone into that area, what kind of use is the ME 2 land
really getting. It appears there 's a need but--

1]OLLAR: Well, if 800 of our pork production comes out oF
this area, I don't know how you can really say it isn't tliere.
I can't give you the answer as to the actual translocat Lon of
production.

CHAIRMAN: That's not what I'm saying. I'm not saying it's
not needed. The question I'm posing is, is pork import going
up and if there's any kind of uncertainty how much pork production

¯

.
is going on here, if it's remaining static or going down.

DOLLAR: We have two kinds of pork production, the chilled
pork and the hot pork. The luau pork is only available through

i local production. Some of the chilled pork production is being
supplied locally, but primarily we 're talking about our hot pork
production. It's a very real and steady market. I could give
you other figures and break it out a little better which I
haven't done up till now.

CHAIRMAN: I think that might be helpful inasmuch as this is
a recurring problem.

DOLLAR: The statement which was made, and we '11 try to give
ou some backu-

CHAIRMAN: The state agricultural park program, where is it?

DOLLAR: The site selection studies have been completed.
The environmental impact statement has been filed and approved
in general. The design characteristics have been incorporated
into it. The difficulties now are to resolve the site and the
water supply which I referred to earlier. It is a question of
where you put it , as to how you treat the water , the extent of
treatment facilities, and the cost of what has to be borne by
the leased area by the individual farmers for the type of
activity. There are farmers waiting in line for this and they
don't include any of the farmers we're talking about in Mikilua.

WAY: In connection with the agricultural park development,
is that area suitable for the type of hog production that you -

have in the Mikilua area?

DOLLAR: Mikilua is about the best area you can find for hog
and poultry production because of the individual requirements of
the animals. Dairy production is more suitable in a cooler
area.
(There were no further questions of Dr. Dollar.)



At this point, the Chairman called upon Mr. Ichiro Tanaka from the
Board of Water Supply.

CHAIRMAN: The major question that has come up is on one ghain\ it appears water is available in this area and on the other Ig
hand we're hearing it's not ava Llable. We need clarificatïon

TANAKA: Actually, this is a very complicated area . I t has
a history which is just as complicated. Maybe I should indicate
to you what the water system is in this area.

In the Mikilua area, the ßoard took over the water system that
was existing, Since the take-over, we have installed a large
main along Hakimo down through Paakea, but we have not improved
the side streets On those side streets generally the old exist-
ing lines are two inches in diameter. Naturally if you are on
the tail end of any of these deadend streets, chances are during
the peak consumption period, pressure will be low. However, if
you are along Hakimo and Paakea where we installed a 20-inch
main, then pressure should not fluctuate.

I'd like to get back to one of Mr. Dollar's concerns, He stated
the Board had stated that there's not enough water for some AG
development request. To my knowledge, we have not denied anyone
or any proposed development,water in the Waianae area. So on
this particular concern, I would like to ask Mr. Dollar what
area, what the request was, and whether it did come into the
Board.

DOLLAR: I wasn't directly involved in the request but the
primary concern is the Pearl Harbor drainage. There has been a
request and we've tried to get water into the Ewa area which is B
part of the same water supply that affects Waianae, it has not
been acted upon favorably as yet.

TANAKA: Actually, what Mr. Dollar is bringing up is the whole
water situation in the so-called southern Oahu plain. This covers
the area generally from Waimalu up to Mililani Town, Waipanu and
the whole area. Now, as far as our Board's planning department
and engineering department is concerned, we have referred Mr.
Erskine's letters--there were about three or four letters voicing
the same concern about water--to our planning and engineering
staff. They have, after reviewing the letter and reviewing our
construction program, our water system, indicated that our water
system is adequate to furnish water to, in this particular case,
the subject development.

We do have plans to improve the system. This is by adding forces
where necessary in the Waipahu area, and where necessary adding
booster pumping stations along the way. So, we do have plans to
increase our supply when necessary. As far as when that is neces-
sary, I won't be able to answer that because this is the province gof our Board's planning department.
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I CllAIRMAN: In terms of the Mikilua aren, will you llavo suffi-
cient water, suf Eicient pressure to be tble to de I tver water up -¯

into that AG-2 aren?

TANAKA: Yes, but .let ma say this. As I indicated, the Board
has a 20-inch line along Ilakimo down Paaken, and 2-inch lines on p

i tlio side streets. Now, the developer of this particular project
will be extending a main Erom tiils 20-i.nch down a long Kaukama
Stroot to the development. So, we're sayingas long as a devel-
oper is willing or will extend a main from either one of these
lines to his development then there will be adequate water as -

well as pressure.

CHAIRMAN: How large a main is going to be brought down?II TANAKA: 12-inch.

CHAIRMAN: Will it be possible to take laterals off that?

TANAKA: Definitely. So, if I can anticipate your question,
along Kaukama Street presently there is a 2-inch line. If the -

E 12-inch line is installed by the developer, naturally the water
service for the owners of the lots or farmers along Kaukama Street,
the pressure will be increased tremendously as far as the volume.
So they will benefit.

CHAIRMAN: The cost of this will be borne by the developer.

TANAKA: Yes.

WAY: In connection with this project, have you any information
that has evaluated what the impact would be on the existing water
usage in the area? Would, in fact, this development alter that
pattern of water problem that they may have now in anyway either -

favorably or not favorably?

TANAKA: Well, I would say not immediately but as a long-range
plan, I think our planning department is well aware that when we
reach X number of services or X number of developments that they
would have to come in with the next CIP improvement be it a booster
station or another source or another reservoir or what facilities : 55
would be necessary.

WAY: I guess my question more directly might be, are any of
the users in the agricultural area going to suffer adverse water
effect as a result of this development?

TANAKA: That's a hard question to answer yes or no, but I'd
say no because actually, the domestic usage in a residential
subdivision is fairly low. Actually the size of main is determined
by the fire flow requirement. Maybe at a time of fire when the
fire hydrants are in use, the pressure in the area will drop at
that time definitely.
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00LLAR: The comments have been confined to Miki lua- The
water problem is not confined to Mikilua, It includos the Waianae
Valley and the valley further ove r.

I I
TANAKA: Yes « We do have a project underway at the present

time which consists of extending the 20-inch main further towards
Makaha. Included in the improvements ts a two-nullion gallon
reservoir.

CHAIRMAN: In terms of the laterals that are going in, if they
are inadequate, is that the responsibility of the Board of Water
Supply to replace those?

TANAKA: Generally yes.

CHAIRMAN: So if the people are having water pressure problems,
they know who to go to talk to?

TANAKA: Right. Well, I jyst as well mention that to my know-
ledge up to today, I am not aware of any no-water or low-pressure
complaints in the Mikilua area.' If there are, the farmers may not
have brought this complaint to the attention of the Board,

DUKE: The Hawaii Federation Farm Bureau states here that
recently at the University of Hawaii, College of Engineers'
Conference on Diversified Agridulture Mr. George Yuen of the
Board of Water Supply pointed out tþat water supply problems now
facing the City and County of Honolulu in various areas and that =

water allocation for urban and lagriculture uses was a serious
problem. You state that it's got a problem. I don't quite follow
that.

TANAKA: I think we're talking about two different cases. I'm
directing my comments to the immediate zoning request and also a
particular area. I think Mr. Yuen's comment was directed to the
possible problems that we might face on the whole island of Oahu,
taking into consideration the total amount of water resources
available as against possibly the total amount of development
proposed. I would hate to answer something that Mr. Yuen should
answer,

DUKE: On the water situation that the gentleman testified
about earlier, he stated that at times presently, he has diffi-
culty having sufficient water to tage showers .and so forth. Has
that problem been brought to your Bqard of Water Supply?

TANAKA: Not to my knowledge.

I would like to ask Mr. Adaniya where he lives in Mikilua?

ADANIYA: At the end of Kaukama Road.

TANAKA: -Well, .I can say that relief is in sight for you if
this particular development goes through

24



Like I said earlier, for those farmers that are liv.tng at the
tail end of some of these roads, I can believe there nuty be tunes
when the pressures wi ll drop.

DUKE: Well, the question is if this development does not go
through, is he going to live out there the rest of his 1 ife with-

I out water? What are the plans for tluit area by the Board of Wa ter
Supply?

TANAKA: I should have taken a looK at our ClP before Ï came

i here, but generally, the Board's CIP as well as minor main exten-
sion program is geared to improving areas where we have had
previous complaints of no-water or low-pressure. As I said, I am

g not aware that we did have complaints from Mikilua, I'm not sure
| whether we do have improvement plans for any of these side streets.

CHAIRMAN: Perhaps out of what you've heard today, you could
go back to the Board's planning department and indicate there's
problems out there?

I TANAKA: Oh yes, I'll note that.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Tanaka.)

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. George Houghtailing, Consultant, representing the applicant.
(No written statement submitted)

HOUGHTAILING: We agree with the Director's recommendations
in the staff report. We have met with the various government
agencies including the Board of Water Supply.

I am very much interested in the question of the inadequacy of
water because it's the first problem we did look at knowing that
they had 2-inch lines and 1-inch lines. We worked with the Board
of Water Supply. Kaiser Pacific Properties now is willing to
bring in that 12-inch main to this development at no cost to the
farmers or anybody else. In working with them, they have also
provided areas where the farmers could connect to this 12-inch
water main. I think it would be a great improvement in servicing
the problem areas now. So, I feel that this development is going
to enhance the area. This is one of the problems we were con-
fronted with and we went out and worked with the Board of Water
Supply.

The plans are ready. If the zoning.goes through, we will be
ready to break ground in three or four months. We're within the
area that is now urbanized.

If you'd permit me to make a statement on behalf of Kaiser Pacific
Properties on questions that were posed by the Department of Agri-
culture, I'd like to read a memorandum that was given to me by



Kaiser Pacific Properties with reference to the tatm group, 1.

understand there were meetings held with these people, They are '; E
concerned and I think Kaiser Pacific Properties is concerned lf g -

they've got to live with them, they've got to be nea.ghbors '-¯

The immediate development of this 36 acres ad3oins a iesidential
¯¯

tract on the Makaha side of ßoise Pacific . The State Land Use
Commission is now making a review of all of the available lands
that might be put into urban including the temaining 200 acres

. that Kaiser Pacific Properties owns . Cognizant of this , the
Kaiser Pacific people--and I'm reading this because I don't want
to be misquoted With your indulgence I'll read this because
this refers to Waianae district boundaries:

"Recognizing the présence of the established farm group
in the Waianae district and the group's express concern
that proposed adjacent new housing projects pose a threat -

to their tenure in the area, Kaiser Pacific Properties
has been seeking and will continue to seek ways in which
it can participate in activities that would ease the
coexistence of farm operation close to residential areas,
Of particular importance in this regard, an agreement has
been consummated with the College of Tropical Agriculture
at the-University of Hawaii whereby Kaiser Pacific Proper-
ties will provide financial assistance and support in
project applications to the Agricultural Research Service
of USDA and other government agencies both federal and
state to demonstrate improved, economically feasible
methods of animal waste control, seeking as an end result
reduced odors and commercially salable by-products such
as fertilizer, compost, and possible methane gas. It.is B
not anticipated that this program will pr.oduce any early
or dramatic results but it will be Kaiser Pacific Proper-
ties'objective to continue to seek ways in which the farm
group in Maili and Waianae can be benefited by better ¯

animal waste control, possible increased sources of feed,
and solutions to other present problems such as access into
water supply, water pressure and fire protection, by routing
the 12-inch main servicing Maili Kai to Kaukama Road so that
the adjacent farmers have ready access to this new water
source."

So Kaiser .Pacific Properties is concerned. They have brought in ,=-

a ian from Cornell now working up at the University to study this
problem where they could be good neighbors between residents and 1E
farmers, I thought this ought to be of interest.

So what they're.asking now is within the urban area realizing that
the extension would need further study having compatibility of
agricultural and residential use,

Mr. Houghtailing was questioned by the Commissions

CHOY: Can you tell me how extensive and how soon will the
total project of 3,000 units be underway?
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llOUGHTAIL1NG: It would be dependent as I just pointed out.
- The Land Uso Coituili.ssion is now undertaking a study of the wholo

Island of Dahu what aroas would be urbanized. Ka i.ser Paci fic
g Properties is one of the areas that is being looked at. So, it

. g might be down the line a few years, maybe longer, depending what
the end result coilles out in the State Land Use Commission find-
ings whether these agricultural areas would be urbanized.

CHOY: Presently, the sub ject s‡te we're talking about consists .
-

of 36+ acres so there should be a balance of around 260+. Is this
.

¯

area above your site?

. HOUGIITAILING: Mauka of the subject site. -
¯--

CHOY: And this balance of Kaiser area is unused at the present
?time

HOUGHTA.ILING: All of it is unused. It's never been used other
than for their own private grazing for a period of about 20 or 30
years.

- CHOY: So Kaiser ' s general plan would be to develop the 3,000
units all the way up to the -entire--

HOUGHTAILING: Excepting tlie hillside which will be left in
preservation. But again, that depends on whether we get land use .

CHOY: Assuming this happens, will Kaiser then create a buffer
zone that would overcome the nuisance and the odor that would be
created by the farmers?

HOUGHTAILING: That's why they have this joint study to see
what type of buffer zone, what type of controls so that residential
and agricultural can be compatible. That's the study they're
undertaking at the University that we 're helping to finance.

CHOY: What income group will this project be directed at?

HOUGHTAILING: The medium income group. Kaiser right now is
developing that Ferguson property. They hope to meet that same
type of people because it's been very successful. They're meeting
the me dium group .

WAY: In that connection, what income levels if you know, is
the Ferguson development meeting?

HOUGHTAILING: I think they're running anywhere from about
$12,000 -$15,000 . This is heai s ay. I have no way of checking.

WAY: But it's in that income range,

HOUGHTAILING: It is a possibility.

WAY: It's .at that level that you propose this development
¯- which is predominantly single-family duplex.



HOUGllTAILING: It's in that medium income group, that's all
I can say.

WAY: Is tliere any idea what the developed cost of the s ingle -

family lot would be at this subdivision?

HOUGHTAILING: Not right offlialid. As you know, we 're go ing
in this off-site cost

WAY: It seems to me you've got some rather extraordinary
expenses there which could--

HOUGHTAILING: Right, although I think 1 have a statement that
· I can offer that Kaiser says this is the income group they want to

meet

WAY: The zoning is proposed R-6, minimum 5,000 sq, ft. lot,
Have you any indication what city standard developed subdivision
cost might be in that area? Any approximate figure?

HOUGHTAILING: They're running around anywhere from $1 50 to
$2,00 a square foot.

WAY: Plus land cost.

HOUGHTAILING:- Plus land costs. MF

WAY: I had another point to make, Mr. Chairman, not on this
subject but just so the record is complete, Mr. Houghtailing's answer
in relation to future development of that area was to the effect that
there is before the Land Use Commission, request for urban classi-
fication, and pending that then urbanization of the area could
occur. I would, again to complete the record, point out that the
area is shown on the general plan for agricultural use. In addi-
tion to the urban classification from the state, it would be
necessary for the city to amend this general plan to show an
appropriate urban designation and the zoning as well. So, and I
want to make it very clear, it isn't just state classification of
the area for urban puposes that would be involved here. So, the
issue could possibly come before the Commission on three more
occasions: one being at the time, should we be so fortunate, that
the Land Use Commission would refer it to us when they were con-
sidering the boundary review; the second at the time that a
general plan amendment for the entire area would be considered;
and the third at the time the appropriate zoning classification
would be brought before the Commission. What I'm saying is the
city will have a considerable crack at the urbanization of this
area. We'll have our chances to comment further.

SULLAM: I was under the impression from the General Plan
Revision Program that population density in this area was not
exactly encouraged. It was more toward Ewa. Now if we're going - a-
to start thinking in terms of rezoning such large portions of
agricultural lands, we will automatically be putting population
densities here.
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WAY: Yes, good point

(There were no further questions of Mr. lloughtailing.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-

I ment, onmotion by Dr, Choy, seconded by Mr Hosaka and cariied.

MOTION: Dr. Choy made the following motion which was seconded by Mr
Hosaka for purposes of discussion: "That the Planning

i Commission recommend to the City Council that they not act
upon the matter until the General Plan revision for the area
and development of the state agricultural park be attained.

I Discussion followed.

I DUKE: Mr. Chairman, I disagree, We're only considering
right now the 36 acres. It is already on the State Land Use
as urban.

All the objections that we received today which I am cognizant
about will be improved by going along with the recommendation

- to make this rezoning. It will help the farmers up on the
hillside mauka, and furthermore, it doesn't have anything to
do with the buffer zone that presently exists there, the
1700 feet. At a future time when they might want to develop Bià
the buffer zone then I might take a different look at it, but WAN
on this 36 acres, I personally think it will help rather than ¯¯

be detrimental.

CHOY: Let me clarify and expand on my motion. I am not
looking at the present rezoning being asked. I'm looking at -

the humanistic and viable standpoint where I'm quite concerned
and I have been aware in the past that AG-2 people have been
shifted from location to location because of urban expansion,
and as the Agricultural department has stated emphatically
that this is by far the last locationon the island of Oahu
that would be suitable for this type of operation.

My fear is this, that if we permit this small 36+ acre to be
rezoned, I would like to address my fear to the expansion
further mauka into the other 260 acres that these people
have, and possibly in the future through other legislative
mechanics that even the farmers in their present location
may be moved. They have been moved in the past.

My motion is one directed to the future, the urban sprawl and
the encroachment. If this body defers decision to the Council,
they would probably be in a much better position legislatively
to decide rather than this body. My motion to them is to
defer action indefinitely.

DUKE: I feel thou h that this Commission should take
changes as they come before the Commission and not guess
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I'm concerned about the farmers too, but tlie applicant has
made a request that we handle the 36 acres, and not try to g
second guess wluit lie 's going to do 10 years hence or who t the
state might do or what the city might do if something might
happen in the Euture, I think we should just stick to wha t -

the re4uest is for,

As I say, I speak against the motion because I'm for the
request and you seemingly are against it.

CHOY: I do appreciate your remark about sticking to the -

point but I also feel that as Planning Commission members
here, we do not have any quasi-enacting power, It was taken
away from us, This is just a party that would sit and listen
to--first of all we should listen to citizen input. This I
think I have taken quite seriously. It seems as though
you're taking the part of the applicant. We have heard the
dissident. You like to stick to the issue of the 36+ acres
and not go into the future. But, I think this body also has g
the responsibility to approve in whole, in part or reject |
the recommendation by staff.

DUKE: So do 1.

CHOY: Yes. So, under these conditions, I think my motion
was in order.

DUKE: That's quite all right. It's in order, definitely.

CHAIRMAN: The motion is in order.

SULLAM: I concur with Dr. Choy. I do feel we have to
look to the future. That's why Dr. Dollar was here. He's
representing the Department of Agriculture and he's involved
in this long range plan which is going to determine where
they're going to put certain types of agricultural activity
We have been told over and over again this is one of the few - :L
cap rock areas remaining.that does not have residential - a-E
development on it that can be used for agriculture.

¯

ÑÉ

I concur with Dr. Choy that we should wait until the Depart- i BEF
ment of Agriculture comes to a decision as to which land -¯

they're going to redesignate and put into agriculture. That
is their intention too in reviewing this plan. There's no
harm in waiting. There's more damage in acting quickly.
Already tremendous amount of development has been proposed
for that area. So, I don't think there's any urgency right
now,

DUKE: If we were truly taking away agricultural land, I
would seriously give it a long thought too, but we're not.
I feel I've already said enough on it

-30
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¯

i CHAIRMAN: 1 have a few observations . I think we have a
--a

policy before us which was approved by the City Council , the ' ¯

establislunent of the 1700-foot buffer zone. That buffer Ë
¯¯

i zone has been validated by the Departrilent of Agriculture
at this hearing, and at least at three other hearings before -

this on other pieces of property.

Also, the representative of the Federation indicated they
did not have a concern with the 36 acres as long. as the
1700-foot buffer zone is maintained.

I i
Now it seems to me, we have a policy before this Commission "-

which the Commission recommended to the City Council and

I the City Council affirmed that. I would certainly share
the long term concern. The Department of Agriculture
certainly has the capability of speaking to another state
department who is going to make some decisions to try to
urbanize it. Certainly the county through our general plan
change and rezoning, also has a way of taking care of the
lOn term rocess.

I think the issue before us is are we going to vote against gg
an application for 36 acres which already has the state --

I urban designation, that has not been changed by the Land
Use Commission, and which isn't even under consideration mi
by the State Land Use Commission. Are we going to vote !Ë
against that because of a piece of property which isn't
even before this group.

I think we have to make some decision why we vote on things,
and whether or not former positions taken by this Commission
are valid.

If the Chair has to vote, the Chair will vote against this
motion. ma

DUKE: Question.

CHAIRMAN: . The question has been called for. All those
in favor of the motion signify by raising your right hand.

(The motion failed to carry.)

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Sullam
NAYES - Connell Duke
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa
CONFLICT - Kamiya

- MOTION: The Commission, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mrs.
Sullam and carried, deferred action to its next meeting,
due to the lack of sufficient votes to take action on this
matter.

AYES - Choy, Connell, DuRe, Hosaka, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa
CONFLICT - Kamiya
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UNlllNlSHED ßUSINESS l'ublic hearings were held Felaruary 6, Match 6 ang
l'UBLIC Hl3ARlNG 20, 1974 At its Marell 20t.h meetirig, the Commisa
ZON1NGCilANGli stondeferred action at the request of the Ditector

¯

AG l AGRICl]LTUR/\L TO for review by the Department of llea.]th
A- J LUW-lJENSITY Al'T,
WAlAU The IJi.roctor requested a two-week defertal for
LEAR SIEGLliR, INC, further discussion with the applicant.
(FILli 473/Z-lú)

¯

In accordance with the Di.rector's request, the F
matter was deferred for two weeks, on motion by

. Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and carried.

UNFIN1SHED BUSINESS Commissioner Hosaka who luul declared a confl ict o ---

GP/DLUhl AMENDNENT interest did not take part in any deliberation of
QUASI-PUßLIC TO this matter.
APARTNENT USE
ST. LOUISHEIGHTS- The publichearing11eld March 20, 1974 was closed
PALOLO and the matter deferred for 30 days , The Comma a on
ST. LOUIS-CHAMINADE requested the appearance of representat.ives 1:om Whe
EDUCATION CENTER Department of Transportation Services and the Board

FILE #236/C1/17) of Water Supply.

Mr. Ichiro Tanaka from the Board of Water Supply was called upon to respond
to questions from the Commission.

CHOY: Mr. Tanaka, there had been some controversy on the water
pressure during peak usage hours of the people that live on the

iridge and the old St. Louis Heights area and on the top, At the last
meeting, Mrs. Seto indicated that she didn't have water pressure to
run her garbage disposal. We were told that the statement from the
Board of Water Supply states that water is adequate. Could you clarify g
what "adequate" is .

TANAKA: That low-water pressure complaint was by someone living
up on the heights?

CHOY: Yes .

TANAKA: We have a 20-inch waterline that comes down Dole Street, -
it comes down St Louis Drive. This particular development will be
served off this 20-inch line. So, we have indicated to the Planning
Department that as far as water is concerned, we do have adequate
water for this particular development.

Now, for the St. Louis Heights area, we have a series of pumping
stations and reservoirs. The system actually takes water from this
20 in successive lifts. It ,lifts the water up. We have about three
reservoirs up on the heights , Each zone is served by a particular
reservoir. So, the water service for this particular development is E
not in the same zone as the water service to the upper area. So if
we separate the two for the time being and talk about this particular
development only, as I said, because we have a 20-inch water line,
there is no problem.

To my knowledge as I said, we haven't had any complaints about this
particular problem. If we had a complaint such as that, I'm sure we
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would have made an invest igat i on to see wh at improvemen ts can be done
,

and we would eventually schedule such an improvement. But:, as of now
the way our systein is, I don't think you can connect this developriiont
with the upper area- The problems would be different.

CHOY: Since you haven't had complaints from people in the heights,
could it possibly be that residents after living there a while could
have becomo hypothetical and just learned to live wtth the problein.
This is why you haven ' t heard from them.

TANAKA: Yes, that could be possible.

WAY: In that connection if I understand you correctly, are you
saying that this development simply doesn't connect to the other

g systems in such a manner that there would be any draw down on the
water in those other systems in the upper areas? I don't want to put

I words in your mouth. I just want to understand what you're saying.

TANAKA: Yes, Actually when you really come down to it, I think
if you did make a hydraulic calculation, I would say that the draw-
down would be negligible, that there won't be any appreciable drop
in pressure because we are talking about approximately 300-400 units.
Three hundred to 400 units coming off a 20-inch line is not too big
a demand.

WAY: You have other reservoirs too.

TANAKA: Yes. For your information, actually the reservoir that's
serving this particular area, our 405 reservoir and we have successive
lifts going up 640, 855, 1100. So, the uppermost area would be served
b 1100 reservoir,

DUKE: Just to clarify in my mind, the water that you pump up to
the l'100 reservoir, then the pressure from that reservoir feeds the
houses in the area, not the pressure off this 20-inch line, and so
forth as you step down. Is that correct?

TANAKA: Well, let's say that the source for that 1100 reservoir
would- be the 20-inch line.

DUKE: Sure.

TANAKA: So when the water is eventually pumped up to this 1100
reservoir, then the service limit from this 1100 reservoir would be
the 1,000-foot elevation contour.

KAMIYA: Would the testimony from the people living in the heights
area, apparently they do have some problems that I might say they are
able to live with presently. Say if this development goes through,
and a problem comes out where the people goes over that thin line
where they have problems enough to consult you, what would be some
of the solutions that would.take care, and how long would it take to
solve a problem like that?



TANAKA: Generally the problem that would arise would he pass ibly

the inade4uacy of the size of the 1.ine in that particular aten Et
maybe that the people with the most complaints would be 1.1.ving on the ....

street with a smaller size main. So in tlutt case, the improvenierit

would be to increase the size of that lutrticular nutin. That should
solve the problein.

KAMÏYA: Would this probably come under CIP?

TANAKA: No, that depends. I would say it would come under our
so-called Minor Main Extension Program, In other words,it'ssort at
like a maintenance program where we replace mains on a regular basis
depending on--

KAMIYA: Then how long would it take for you to solve these ¯¯ ¯

¯ problems, once this problem comes about? Would it take a year to get
water back to its adequate level again?

TANAKA: No, not necessarily, It depends act.ually on the t ype of
complaint and how many complainants there are. If it affects the whole
area, I think we '11 have to go in and do something

SULLAM: I think before we make a decision on this, somebody from
the Board of Water Supply ought to go up there and test it, There
must be a mechanical way of determining whether there is adequate
pressure or not.

TANAKA: Rather than the Board testing all of the facilities in
all of the areas, where ever we have these rezoning .requests come up,
we depend more on the residents in the area telling us that we should
improve the- system. We depend on them quite a bit.

CHOY: In other words then, for the representative of the people ¯

who live in the heights and is sitting in the audience, it's well for g -

them to start calling the Board of Water Supply?

TANAKA: Yes. They should direct a letter to the Board. specifying
what the problem is and so forth. We would take some actîon on it.

CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we could ask Mr. Tanaka, in order to save some
time, if he could get some of that information and relay it back.

TANAKA: I certainly can. I'd be happy to.

KAMIYA: Maybe you can explain in your letters what you mean by
availability of water.

TANAKA: .Can you tie that in with a specific request?

WAY: If I might try. What the Commission is faced with in a

number of situations is a response from the Board that indicates
there is adequate water supply or that there is available water to
meet the requirements of a given project. In this particular case
the project involves some 320 proposedunits, apartment complex, a

34-
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t,eneral plan change, we lutva zoning requosts and changes, a siinilar
- kind of response that is normally reported back to the Planning

- Commission by way of your correspondence advising us, the Department
as of General Planning or the Department of Land Utilizat:ion, of your

f inding. I think it ' s inore in this area, if I may Cominissioner
Kamiya, that the Commission is seeking a little more understanding
of what you mean when you respond in an affirmative way with reference
to water availability.

TANAKA: Okay, Let's take this project as an example. Since we
do have a large enough main, our facilities in that aren are adequate.
We have indicated in the rezoning request that adequate water service
is available to the development.

Now, let us assume that instead of a 20-inch main we have a 2-inch
line. In that event if this request for rezoning came in for our
review, we would indicate to the Planning Department that in order for
adequate water to be made available to this particular development,
the developer would have to extend a main, probably a 12-inch line,
maybe for two miles back towards University Avenue. So in both
instances we are saying water is available to a development, and we
qualify that by indicating whether the developer or the applicant
would have to install certain facilities. It may be a reservoir or
a pumping station or a source. We would clarify our statement by
saying these facilities would be required.

In most cases, you can take just about any area on the island of
Oahu when you come in for development, it's very rare that we would
tell you there's no water available for that development, Even if
you came in for an area which is far removed from any of our facili-
ties, we would indicate first of all if there is water available in
the ground or somewhere around there, we would say that the developer
would have to provide a source, reservoir and so forth to serve this
particular development. We would not say that water is not available.

WAY: The kinds of considerations that the Board takes into account
when responding, what might they be? For example, one aspect it would
seem to me that-would be important would be fire service requirements,
another would be the actual domestic service requirements for a given
project of X number of units. Are there other factors than those that
you might be evaluating when you respond to requests for information
or comment?

TANAKA: Well, I would assume we would take into consideration
again what impact the particular development would have on the
surrounding area. Based on this study, we would indicate what type
of facility the developer would have to install so as not to produce
any .ill effects on the existing area.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Tanaka.)

The Commission deferred action on this matter for two weeks, for report
by a representative from the Department of Transportation on the
traffic situation in the subject area, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded
by Mrs. Sullam and carried.

-35-
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STREET NAMES The Commission recommerlded approval of
the following suggested street names, on
motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr Choy
and carried:

1... Kahuku J- 2 Condominium Project (Kuilima) , Hanakaoe, Koolauloa,
Dahu, Hawaii, Tax Map Key 5-7-01: 27,

(Private Roadways)

NORTH KUILIMA PLACE Dead-end roadway runni.ng in an easterl.y
direction off Kuilima Drive.

Meaning: Striking or pounding. R E &

SOUTH KUILIMA PLACE Dead-end roadway running in a north-
easterly direction off Kuilima Drive.

- SOUTH KUILIMA WAY Dead-end roadway running in a south- ( -2

easterly clirection off South Kuilima i 5-

I
-

Place.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:45 p.m

Respectfully submitted,

Cws - I
Henrietta B, Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Sth Vice President
AntoneRuis,Jr. Commission. We have commented on the general problem of urbani Secretary
J. Milton Wame encroachment in the Lualualei area in previous hearings relating
Treasurer
Irwin Higashii to Keystone Properties and Oceanview developments. Our views andHAWAII COUNTY -

Daniel Hata - Hilo . ..i::En
President concern on this rezoning have not changed . This encroachment upon I R
Masao Okumura - Kona

.I President the AG-2 zone - Mikilua - will have serious long-term detrimental ¯

Shigeru Sakata - Kohala
President

KAUAI COUNTY effects on agriculture.

I Antone Silva
Pres¡dent

MAU1 COUNTY It is necessary for those proposing to encroach on the
Mitsugl Yamamura -

President AG-1 buffer zone surrounding the AG-2 zone to provide the necessary
OAHU COUNTY

Tamotsu Kubota - South
President level of protection from odors and nuisances that may arise during
Harry Okabe - East
President advers e weather periods .

Wallace Uyehara - West
President

. . . During the past summer the water supply problem became

i Admimstrative Director
Billy Tokuda

serious in Waianae. The shortage was attributed to developer's

usage of water. Increasing development in the sensitive area willI only serve to aggravate this problem.

Recently, at the University of Hawaii, College of Engineers'

Conference on Diversified Agriculture, Mr. George Yuen of the Board

of Water Supply pointed out water supply problems now facing the

City and County of Honolulu in various areas and that water allocation

for urban and agriculture uses was a serious problem. The farm

community represented by the Mikilua Farm Bureau must recommend

that action on the applicant's request be deferred until such time
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WALLACE M NITTA
President

- gi'" du the Board of Water Supply can provide detailed analysis of demand
2nd Vice President
Wallace Kimura and schedule of construction.

- 3rd Vice President
Shigehuru Shiroma

The Farm Bureau urges that planned developments in the4th Vice President
Kazuto Takayama
Sth VicePresident Waianae DiStrict could be considered reasonable only when twoAntone Ruis, Jr.
secretary conditions aremet: 1) thewater situation is solved and 2) developer'sJ. Milton Warne

ir Šg'ashi provide protection and assistance to the farmers to reduce the risksi HAWAll COUNTY
Daniel Hata-Hilo of complaint. Before proceeding, the developer would have to- President

-

Masao Okumura - Kona .

President provide a legal system for protection of the farmer from suits or
-- im Shigeru Sakata - Kohala

- President complaints, provide proper buffer zones and/or facilities to offsetKAUAI COUNTY
Antone Silva
President effects of farm oriented nuisance and/or to arrange for relocation ¯¯

MAUI COUNTY
-Mitsugi Yamamura of farmers that are too close to the development. ¯-President

OAHU COUNTY
Tamotsu Kubota-South Historically, the farmer has been faced with urban
President
HarryOkabe-East encroachment and relocation. Presently, we have livestock farmers -¯President
WallaceUyehara-West who have to relocate due to housing developments and find very

Administrative Director
Billy Tokuda little agricultural land available to them. These farmers have

applied for the State Agricultural Park Program which has been

delayed due to acquisition obstacles and land availability.

However, we maintain that existing farm operations with their

considerable investments must be fostered to assure supply of

locally produced food. In addition, farmers will have to have

assurance that this development will not be a stepping-stone for

further rezoning of agricultural lands .

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter .

Hawaii Farm Bureau Federation
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Statement of Board of Agricultufe' Chairman Frederick C. Erskine

on Zone Change - Kaiser Pacific Properties Corporation

Chairman Eugene Connel and members of the Planning Commission:

I i iThe Department of Agriculture continues to be concerned with urban develop- . _m

ment in the Waianae District. Approval of the proposed Kaiser Pacific Properties
-g

i Development should await answers to critical questions of water supply and com-

I patibility of residential and agricultural activities.

Agr1ciultural activities in Ag-1 and Ag-2 zones are frequently faced with low i -

I .

water pressáe and poor supply. During the past year when construction activities

drew on the domestic water supply for dust suppression, serious water shortages

developed. The Department expressed its concern for water supplý in a letter

dated January 29, 19"l4 (attached).

The Board of Water Supply has indicated that a 2-million gallon storage tank

and service line will be installed by the summer of 1974. This effort could overcome

pressure problems, but not necessarily supply problems. The basic problem of

water delivery into the Waianae District to meet anticipated needs remains

unanswered. The timetable and scope of such development must be clearly defined

before favorable action on further development in Waianae can be considered.

Furthermore, the Board of Water Supply has stated that new water for agriculture

is not readily available. If this is so, a serious appraisal of the allocation of this

vital resource is needed before further urban sprawl is favored.

In our letter of January 29, 1974 we expressed concern for both the adequacy

of water süpply as weH is he probability that delivery costs will increase. These

concerns remain una e ered During the past 20 years livestock and poultry
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activities were located in the Waianae District as a result of increasing urban

pLressurebeelauewe

d elo

aa enweatreer weasœaveadilanledeal heanvenro netadac nadcedons

were favorable.

Recently, increased urban pressure on this agricultural complex has

reduced operational freedom. This erosion of freedom of action has affected not --

dBER

only the type of agricultural activity that was feasible but, more importantly, the -

availability of water at reasonable cost. Urban development on Oahu led originally

to the creation of an Ag-2 zone. in Mikilua. Intrusion along the margins of this

Ag-2 zone is continuing despite the fact that many of the developments remain

virtually vacant. Further development will increase the demands upon the water

supply system just to install and maintain landscaping until the property is occupied.

The Department recognizes that housing .is a very pressing problem for

Hawaii. However, urban development in the Waianae District is not only wasteful

from the standpoint of time required to reach employment areas, but creates a

heavy demand on energy, water resources and public services.

Residential development in Waianae will ultimately increase costs of food on

Oahu and. in Hawaii by directly increasing the costs of agricultural production and

by increasing transportation costs already at intolerable levels. Furthermore,

increased urbanization, at the expense otägriculture, will raise the cost of freight

for all imported goods because the proportion of inshipments of food and goods

will increase without compensatory backhauls. It is vital that we move very care--

fully in the Waianae area before intruding further into the last suitable areas

available lo efficient production of livestock and poultry and other foods.
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It is essential that the water problem be addressed, but the physical and

social relationships of urban and agricultural zones should also be considered.

Characteristically, livestock and poultry production results in odors, insects

and other related nuisances unless unusual care is exercised. These nuisances

can be overcome by installing appropriate facilities at significant costs, but such

costs must be absorbed in the cost of product sold or passed on to the consumer.

Essentially, the farmer in Waianae is called upon to subsidize urban

development because food products must remain competitive with imports. Further

urban intrusion into agricultural zones must recognize these increased costs and

provide the necessary protection to prevent unwarranted conflicts. Allowance of

truly adequate buffer zones would prohibit further development within the Ag-1

boundaries. Alternatively, creation of waste treatment facilities and improved

water delivery systems, as part of the cost of development, would permit closer

association of urban and agricultural activities without dramatically increasing

the costs of locally raised and imported foods. Preagreement on development of

buffer zones and treatment systems will be essential to coexistence of agricultural

and urban development.

The Kaiser Pacific Properties Corporation has not addressed these problems.

Oceanview Ventures has studied the problem relating to its proposed development

and has developed potential solutions. Group effort could reach reasonable solutions

raised by this progressive erosion of Ag 1 and industrial zones in the Waianae

District before future options are lost. The Department of Agriculture is on record

that solutions can and should be found.
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As a minimum, the Department of Agriculture requests the petitioner and

I the City to provide assurance that all lands in Waianae designated and zoned for

agricultural use in State and County General Plans be retained in such use to

avoid future problems affecting livestock operations for which land in suitable

areas is no longer available,

5/1/7&
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Jangary 29, 1974

Mr. William E. Waaket, Deputy Director
Department of f.and Utîlizatfox

i City and County of Bonolula ¯

629 Pohukaise Street
Roaola1u, Havait 96613

Dear Mr. Wanket:

Subject: Request for tone Change în Naili
Applicaat: Esteer Pacifie Properties Corp.
ï¾R: 0-7•1& Portion of 2

The Departisant of Agrien1tere has reviewed the correspondence with the Board
of Water Supply regarding water development and delivery to agriculture senes
lä Raianae. The present agrioulture demand is egginated to be in the range
of 4.5 and for the 870 acres ta uses There is a reasonable potential for
expansion of demand to 6.3 md.

The population (1970 census) of 23,090 will require en overage 3.6 ogd on
the baaia of a per capita use of 150 gal./day. Vaeent aereage reported in
1970 for residemetal development of tracts larger thea 50 acres for eingle
families was 399.35 acres and foW mattiple families wee 334.17 acres. On
the basta of low density devele¢ment of 6 /acre for single family and 22
DU/acro for usiti-tamily, and 150 gallons per day per capita demand, then for
a potential population innteese of 35,093 perseas there is sa facrease in -

demand of 5.3 agd.

In ammary, the present dessed is approximtaly 84 sad (4.3 + 3.6) with aa
apaaston poteattal to 16.3 agd without any change la approved land use. The
Board og Hoter Supply estimate of eastainable water espacity for the aianao
service area is 22.3agd *Lth a poteattal touresso te supply to 37.0 mgd in
2,020. During this ases period the projected pepelation increase to 105,900
vill require at least 15.8 agd which when som ined with as agriculture demand
of 6.5 ngd will Inorease total demand I:o 22.3 this pro jection which makes
no a11eusage for imeneeëed get capita demaûd nor for increased agricultural
use will be wtthin the 1Luite et the projected supply.

The COOCONS Gi the Department r*maine the Welighility of supply to agriculture.
It is not a questi a of an overa11 esatainable sollply but one e a guaranteed
anstataed delivesy at a workable eest to the a rieelture sene. If developments

19



Mr. Willista E. Womhet
. Pago 2

i January 29, 1974

are approved which require Lantallation of an improved storage and delivery
eyetect, will this increased cost be borne by agriculture both in direct costs
and a lost resources? 2¾e Department wishes to be assured that there will
be aa adequate and mustained level of agriculture water delivory at a reason-
dble cost with each intransat of land use change.

e would appreciate a detailed analysis of the capabilities of the water
E de1îvery system La the agriculture areas and the impact on pressure and volumes

avetlable for each incretsental incresee in arban demand. Such an analysis La

i of pritse importance for the Watanae District since shortages have developed.

Thank you for keeping as fatorised and for the opportunity to comment on this
metter.

Stacerely,

ICR C. ERSEINE
Chairman, Board of Agriculture

ee: George Yuen, WB

bee BDI
Milk
Plant
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- Meet Ung of the Planning Commiss:\on
Minutes

May 15, 1974

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, May 15, 1974 at
1: 34 p.m. , in the Conference Room of the City llall Annex. Chairman -.

Eugene B. Connell presided.

M PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C. Chav
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Randall Kamiya
Fredda Sullam

ABSENT: James D. Crane, Vice Chairman
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka

STAFF PRESENT: Ian McDougall, Head, Plans Division
Branch (representing Chief Planning
Officer)

Andrew Sato, Deputy Corporation Counsel
George Aoki. Denuty Cornoration Counsel
GeraÎd Henniger, S'taff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of May 1, 1974 were approved,
on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs.
Sullam and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT proposal to amend the General Plan and
KANEOHE-KUALOA Detailed Land Use Map of the City and
SCHOOL TO PARK 4 County of Honolulu by redesignating approxi-
RESIDENTIAL; RESIDENTIAL mately (1) 4.0 acres of School use to Park
TO SCHOOL; PARK TO use; (2) 6.4 acres from School use to
OPEN SPACE 6 APARTMENT; Residential use; (3) 2.0 acres from Resi-
APARTMENT TO OPEN SPACE. dential to School use; (4) 66.0 acres from
DEPT. OF RECREATION, Park to Open Space; (5) 11 acres from Park
CSC OF HONOLULU to Apartment use; (6) 3.1 acres from
(FILE #232/C2/25) Apartment to Open Space, for land located

in Ahuimanu, Kahaluu, Tax Map Keys: 4-7-04:
15, 22, 24, 32, 36, portion of 1.

Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/
Advertiser of Sunday, May 5, 1974. Na
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the.report of the Chief Planning
Officer. According to DOR, the request for a neighborhood park use for

¯ the Ahuimanu site is based primarily on (1) the need for a neighborhood



park in this aroa, and (2) blie desirabili.ty of the subject parcel to
inoot this need. DDR establishes tlie need for park use by examining the -

concept of a school and park complex, growth of population, and the .¯

lack of recreational facilities in the Ahuimanu.aron. The desirabi.fity
of the site is based pri.marily on the fact tluit the proposed neighbor-
hood park will be adjacent to an existing school, thereby creating n

school and park complex. I
DUR states that the existing General Plan Detailed Land Use Map does
not adequately meet the basic concept of a school and park complex in
that the existing site provides for school use only and does not take . L

advantage of the planning opportunity to provide public access to I

open space. Since a neighborhood park is primarily for children of -

elementary school ages 5-14 years and provides a complete center for g '

neighborhood activities which include indoor social activities and
recreational activities, neighborhood parks should adjoin elementary
schools which are within walking distance of most homes. Recreational
facilities proposed include tots and children's play area, tetherball,
paved courts for basketball and volleyball, and a softball field, A

comfort station would also be provided. A 40-foot strip along Kahekili
Highway will be utilized as an open field area until such time as the
planned widening of Kahekili Highway takes place.

In summary, the existing General Plan policy for this area is considered
inadequate because the Kaneohe-Kualoa Detailed Land Use Map fails to
provide a school/park complex for the Ahuimanu area despite the fact
that the provision of such combined facilities is a stated objective of
the General Plan. In addition, there are no other active public
recreation areas existing or currently planned to serve the needs of
this area.

On the basis of the data and findings submitted by DOR and the analysis
of these findings by staff, it is concluded that there is a need for
a neighborh.ood park within the service area. There is reasonable evr-
dence indicating that the designated school use of the site in question
is no longer needed, and that the proposed neighborhood park is the
best alternative use for the land.

It is the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that the request
be approved.

Questioned by the Commission regarding the recommended boundary adjust-
ment from Park use to Open Space use for the remaining 66 acres in
the 77-acre site makai of Kahekili Highway, Mr. Portmore.indicated that
the site is not suitable for active recreation because of its rugged
terrain, and its peripheral location restricts access. Development
of this .site for park use would not be practical. It might best be
suitable for hiking or similar uses which are permitted in an open
space or preservation area.

¯ Testimony in SUPPORT
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Mr. Irwin Lane, Sta ff Plannor, IJepartment of Recreation, represented the
applicant.

LANE: The staff adequately presented the situation. Ï might
add comment only to the extent that we had submitted letters of
intent and preliliiinary information for general pian amendment

I involving the area around the Kahaluu Flood Plain Project, the
¯¯

Soil Conservation Pro ject whicli will increase the supply of recrea-
tional facilities. However, it should be noted that the area is .
a distance of more than one mile from the subject area. Also,
in reference to the open space designation, we favor this since it . -

1s not possible to develop it for an active recreational type of E a-
usage. We still consider open space essential which has certain i e
recreational potential but not for active organized recreational
type of activity. We of course favor the amendment as reviewed by
the Department of General Planning.

Mr. Lane was questioned by the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: None of this planning has been done for the proposed
- park?

LANE: Just conceptual planning. There are funds available.

CHAIRMAN: The only concern I have is that I notice in the
criteria for neighborhood playground as over and against a play-
field, is under neighborhood playground there's no provision at
least noted on here in terms of parking. It can become somewhat
of a concern when you're looking at it where the park is going
to be located, being just off a culdesac.

LANE: I understand that. Might I say in connection with
that that our playgrounds are oriented toward local service
primarily. We would expect most people that would be using the
playground would be coming on foot, whereas a playfield has a
larger radius or area from which it would draw the participants
either active or spectator or organized team activity. Therefore,
some parking should be provided under those circumstances.

CHAIRMAN: My concern would be if it's used for any little
league activity for T-Ball or soft ball and so forth. Looking at
some of our parks where there is insufficient parking, on certain
days of the week would it cause great inconvenience for the people
living there.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Lane.)

No one spoke AGAINST the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.



ACTlUN: The Commission adopted the recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer and reconimended approval of the request , M -

on motion by Mrs- Sullam, seconded by l)r. Choy and carrïed.

}\YES - Choy, Connoll, Kahawa Lolaa, Kamiya, Sullani
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, liuke, Ilosaka

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ßUSINESS 6 ftESIlJENTIAL request for rezoning from Business and
TO APAllTMENT CONCUR- itesident tal to Apartment District and E
RENT DESIGNATION OF concurrent designation of Planned Develop- .-

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ment Housing 1Jistrict for approximately
HOUSING DISTRICT 2,26 acres located in Nahiawa, Tax Map Keys:
WAHIAWA 7-3-09: 3 through 13.
FRANKLIN C. C. TOM
(FILE #74/PDH-1) Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/

Advertiser of Sunday, May 5, 1974. No E
letters of protest were received.
Staff Planner Gerald Henniger presented the
Director's report of the proposal. In
summary, the proposed rezoning from Business
and Residential uses to Apartment use is in
conformance with the General Plan Detailed
Land Use Map. The site plan concept and

proposed building types are appropriate. Adequate buffering is
provided by building setbacks, existing trees and proposed landscaping.

It is recommended that the Planned Development-Housing and the
correspondent rezoning applications be approved with the conditions
enumerated in the Director's report.

There were no questions of the staff regarding the Director's report.

Public testimony followed,

Testimony in SUPPORT

The applicant, Mr. Franklin C. C. Tom, concurred with the recom-
mendations as outlined in the Director's report.

The Commission had no questions of Mr. Tom.

No one spoke AGAINST the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

ACTION: 211e Commission adopted the Director's recommend.ation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.



MY 15 1974

i AYES - Choy, Connell, Kahawaiolan, Kaniiya, Sullam
Ir -.m-

NAYES - None -

AßSENT - Crane, Duke, Hosaka

UNFINISilED ßUSINESS Conmiiss toner Kam1ya ,
who had declared a

I ZONING CHANGE conflict of :interest, did not take part in

AG-1 RESTRICTED any discussion on this matter.
AGRICULTURAL TO
R-6 RESIDENTIAL The public hearing was held and closed on
MAILI May 1, 1974 , and action was deferred to the
KAISER PACIFIC next meeting because the Commission lacked .

·

PROPERTIES CORP. sufficient votes to take action on this -

I (FILE #73/Z-27) application.

With five members present and Commissioner Kamiya in conflict, the
¯

I Commission did not have a quorum to consider this matter. The Chairman
deferred action to the next meeting,

i UNFINISHED BUSINESS Public hearings were held February 6 ,

PUBLIC HEARING March 6 and 20, and May 1, 1974. At its
ZONING CHANGE May 1st meeting, the Commission kept the

g AG-1 AGRICULTURAL TO public hearing open and deferred the
g A-1 LOW-DENSITY APT. matter for two weeks at the request of

WAIAU the Director for further discussion with
LEAR SIEGLER, INC. the applicant.I (FILE #73/Z-16)

Deputy Corporation Counsel Andrew Sato
requested a two-week deferment to examine
the legal aspects of Ordinance No. 4300
regarding conditional zoning.

The public hearing was held open and the matter deferred for two
weeks, on motion by Mrs . Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 2:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutos

May 29, 1974

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, May 29, 1974 at
1:40 p.m., in the Conference Roomof the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Eugene B. Connell presided.

PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C. Choy

i Donald K. Hosaka
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Randall Kamiya

i Fredda Sullam

ABSENT: James D. Crane 3EE
Charles W. Duke

i STAFF PRESENT: Ian McDougall, Head, Plans Division
Branch (representing Chief Planning

¯ g Officer)
Andrew Sato, Deputy Corporation Counsel
George Aoki, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Chuck Prentiss, Staff Planner
Johan Ronningen, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of May 15, 1974 were approved,
on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ZONING CHANGE request for proposed rezoning of certain
CERTAIN PRIVATE GOLF private golf courses to P-1 Preservation
COURSES TO P-1 District; location and Tax Map Keys:
PRESERVATION DISTRICT
VARIOUS AREAS ON OAHU Mid-Pacific Country Club 4-2-2: 2

INITIATED BY CITY Mililani Golf Course 9-5-1: 35
- COUNCIL Moanalua Golf Club 1-1-12: 13

(FILE #74/Z-25) Oahu Country Club 1-9-6: 1

Hawaii Country Club 9-4-4: 20
Hawaii Kai Golf Courses 3-9-10: 5, 6, 23, 25
Kuilima Golf Course 5-7-1: 16, 22
Makaha Valley Country Club 8-4-2: 5

Pearl Country Club 9-8-11: 34, 35
Waialae Country Club 3-5-23: 1, 3, 38

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on Sunday,
May 19, 1974. No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Johan Ronningen presented the Director's report. The
proposed action to rezone certain private golf courses to P-1
Preservation District was initiated by the City Council to establish
greater assurance that these areas would be retained as golf courses

00



and open space. Most of those golf courses are now assessed for
taxes at the rate for golf course use rather than at tlie higher -

rates which they would pay if the State Tax Offica considered the
other uses permitted by existing zoning. Followinst is a list oF
the golf coursos and existing zoning:

Hawaii Country Club AG-1 Restricted Agricultural
Hawaii Kai Golf Courses AG-1 Restricted Agricultural

R-6 Residential
Kuilima Golf Course AG-1 Restricted Agricultural
Makaha Valley Country Club R-6 Residential
Mid-Pacific Country Club R-6 Residential B
Mililani Golf Course AG-1 Restricted Agricultural

R-6 Residential
Moanalua Golf Club R-4 Residential
Oahu Country Club R-6 Residential
Pearl Country Club R-4 Residential

R-5 Residential
Waialae Country Club R-4 Residential

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director's
report.

Public testimony followed.

No one spoke AGAINST the proposal.

Testimony FOR--

1. Mr. Dudley C. Lewis, Attorney (presented letter dated May 28, 1974,
attached and made a part of these minutes)

Questioned by the Chairman whether the estate had any objection
to the change in designation of the golf course area itself,
Mr. Lewis stated: "We have no objection as such. We're put in
kind of an awkward position. Our counsel has advised us that
because of various implications of trust law that we can't take
a position. We're certainly not coming out in opposition to it
but we cannot support it. We have a strictly neutral position." -

2. Mr. Gene Ferguson, Manager, Land Development Department, Mililani g
¯

Town (Submitted letter dated May 29, 1974, attached and made a g
¯ part of these minutes)

3. Mrs. Audrey Fox Anderson, Member, Waikiki Residents Assocation

Mrs. Anderson questioned why Ala Wai Golf Courseves not included
in this rezoning. Mr. Ronningen of the staff pointed out that
the subject proposal covers private golf courses only. The Ala -
Wai Golf Course, a public course, will be included in a separate
bill presently underway to rezone public courses to preservation
use.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.



ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation for
approval, with the exception of deferring recommendation
on Moanalua Golf Course pending review of testimony
presented by the Estate of Samuel Mills Damon, on motion
by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried,

i AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam ¯

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Duke
ABSTAINED - Connell

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider

i CZC AMENDMENTS proposed amendments to Sections 21-401,
SECTIONS 21-401, 501, 501, and 601 of the Comprehensive Zoning
AND 601 RE GOLF COURSES Code relating to golf courses as a use in EE
AS A USE IN AGRICULTURAL, Agricultural, Residential and Apartment
RESIDENTIAL 4 APARTMENT Districts.
DISTRICTS

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on Sunday, May 19, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Johan Ronningen presented the
Director's report of the proposal. If this
bill is approved, both public and private
golf courses would become conditional uses
in agricultural, residential, and apartment
districts. In the existing Code, public

golf courses are principal uses in agricultural, residential, and
apartment districts; private golf courses are conditional uses in

- agricultural districts, but principal uses in residential and apart-
ment districts. The proposed bill was initiated by the City Council
and is sent to the Planning Commission for public hearing and
recommendation. It is a companion bill to another proposed ordinance
rezoning certain private golf courses to P-1 Preservation District
also submitted this date (preceding public hearing).

No discussion followed.

No one was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the proposed
amendments.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation --

and recommended approval of the proposed amendments, on
motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

¯

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam Ek
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane Duke
ABSTAINED - Connell



II
UNFINISHED BUSINESS Commissioner Hosaka, who had declared a conflict
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT of interes t , d id. not ta ke part i n any del i ber atioi
QUASI-PUBLIC TO on this matter.
APARTMENT USE
ST. LOUÏS HEIGllTS- The public hearing held March 20, 1974
PALOLD was closed, and action deferred to May
ST. LUDIS-CHAMINADE 1, 1974. The Commission on May 1 deferred
EDUCATION CENTER the matter to May 29, 1974 upon roques t of
(FILE #236/C1/17) the applicant.

Staff Planner Charles Prentiss requested
a deferment to June 26, 1974 for review of
additional data recently submitted by
the applicant.

The Chairman deferred the matter to June 26, 1974.

IIUNFINISHED BUSINESS Commissioner Kamiya, who had declared a
ZONING CHANGE conflict of interest on this matter, disqualified
AG-1 RESTRICTED himself from the deliberations,
AGRICULTURAL TO
R-6 RESIDENTIAL No discussion followed.
MAILI
KAISER PACIFIC ACTION: The Commission adopted the
PROPERTIES CORP. Director's recommendation and
(FILE #73/Z-27) recommended approval of the

request, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and
carried.

AYES - Choy, Connell, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Duke
CONFLICT - Kamiya

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearings held February 6,
PUBLIC HEARING March 6, March 20, and May 1, 1974 were
ZONING CHANGE kept open and deferred to May 15, 1974 upon
AG-1 AGRICULTURAL TO request of the applicant. On May 15, 1974,
A-1 LOW-DENSITY APT. the Commission deferred action to May 29,
WAIAU 1974 for examination by Corporation Counsel
LEAR SIEGLER, INC. of Ordinance No. 4300 regarding Conditional
(FILE #73/Z-16) Zoning.

Counsel Andrew Sato requested a deferral to
June 12, 1974 for an opinion which the
Department of Land Utilization has requested
on this matter.

The Chairman deferred this matter to June 12, 1974.



STREET NAMES The Commission recommended approval of thei following street names, on motion by Mr.
Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried:

1. Apuakea-Nana Subdivision, Kaneohe, Koolaupoko, Oahu, Hawa i.i,
Tax Map Key 4-5-37: 51 and portion 41.

APUAKEA STREET Extension of Apuakea Street, traversi.ngin a northeasterly direction to Halekou
Road.

NAWAHINE LOOP Extension of Nawahine Loop, traversingin a southeasterly direction to Apuakea
Street.

2. Inoaole Subdivision, Waimanalo, Koolaupoko, Dahu, Hawaii,
Tax Map Key 4-1-09: 19 and 20 .

INOA STREET Roadway traversing in a southeasterly
direction connecting at both ends to
Inoaole Street.

Meaning: Name .

3. Melemanu Woodlands, Unit II, Waikakalua and Waianae-Uka, Ewa,
Oahu, Hawaii, Tax Map Key 9-5-02: 3 and 6.

WAIKALANI DRIVE Extension of Waikalani Drive traversing
in a northerly direction and terminating
at Wikao Street.

WIKAO STREET Roadwa off the southerl side ofy y
Leilehua Golf Course Access Road
traversing in a southeasterly d.irection.

4. Momilani Villa Subdivision, Waiawa and Manana-Uka, Ewa, Oahu,Hawaii, Tax Map Keys 9-6-04: 10 and 9-7-25: 13.

LANIKEHA PLACE Culdesac off the westerly side of
Komo Mai Drive traversing in a westerly
direction.

Meaning: Legendary part of heaven; frequent name
for residences of high chiefs .

LANIKEHA WAY Culdesac off the southerl side of
Lanikeha Place traversing in a southerly
direction,

PAAILUNA WAY Culdesac off the southerly side off

04
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Lanikoha Place traversing in a south-
westerly direction.

Meaning: Heaven

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 2:07 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lym
Secretary-Reporter

i
-----
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I May 28, 1974

Planning Commissioni City and County of Honolulu
629 Pohukaina Street r

i Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Attention: Mr. E. B. Colinell, Chairman -

I Re: Moanalua Golf Course
Proposed Rezoning of Certain Private Golf -

Courses to P-1 Preservation District

Gentlemen:

We are in receipt of your notice of the Public Hearing scheduled
for 1:30 p.m. on May 29, 1974 regarding the above subject change in zoning.
The Will of Samuel Mills Damon taking effect on his death in 1924 authorized
the Trustees of his Estate to hold the Moanalua Golf Course, presently being
Tax Map Key: 1-,1-12:13, "for the recreation and enjoyment of the public. "

The Trustees also were given the "power to add to or deduct from the same. "

The present Trustees are Herman V. Von Holt, D. Hebden Porteus, Dudley C.
Lewis and Henry E . Damon. A contour map of the golf course is attached as
Exhibit "A" on which the playing area is outlined in green and a portion of
the nonplaying area outlined in red. The actual playing area as contrasted
to this nonplaying area also is shown on our most recent aerial photo map of
Moanalua Golf Course which is attached as Exhibit "B" .

-¯¯

For a number of years the Trustees of the Damon Estate have con- E W
sidered utilizing the area outlined in red on Exhibit "A" as the site for a new
clubhouse facility. As recently as 1970 in a clubhouse location study, pre-
pared by Belt, Collins and Associates, Ltd., Engineers, Planners and Land-
scape Architects, at the request of the Trustees, the area was studied as one
of three possible sites for a new clubhouse facility. Material as to this study
showing the three site recommendations by Belt, Collins and Associates, Ltd.
are on file at the Estate Office and are available for inspection. Upon the
recommendation of Ernest H. Hara and Associates, Inc., Architects, and with
the concurrence of the Directors and Officers of the Moanalua Golf Club, it
was agreed that the new clubhouse facility should be constructed at the site
of the existing old clubhouse. The new clubhouse is presently under construction



l lanrdng CComnmissioI
onolulu

- 2 - May 28, 1974

at a cost of $173,070 , which will be borne entirely by the Damon Estate.
Plans of the clubhouse showing location and design are available at the
Estate Office for inspection. In addition, at about the same time that the
Trustees authorized the expenditure for the new clubhouse, they also

I approved an expenditure of an estimated $99,000 for the installation of a

semi-automatic sprinkler system, tee to green of each of the nine holes,
thus providing for regular and systematic watering of the entire golf playing

i area. A plan of the proposed new sprinkler irrigation system is enclosed as
Exhibit " C" .

I From time to time the Trustees have been approached as to the
development of this nonplaying area. However, the Trustees did not feel
that any such plans shoul.d be considered while the use of the area might bei for clubhouse purposes. In view of the construction of the new clubhouse at
the old location, the area outlined in red has become surplus to the operation

fh fI o te gol course.

The Trustees also believe that it would be in the public interest and
that of the Estate to dispose of the area outlined in red on Exhibit "A" rather ¯ äm
than developing it on a leasehold basis. This is consistent with the decision

¯¯¯

and sale by the Trustees of large areas of the Estate in 1957 which were sold
and developed in fee simple . In furtherance of this position the Trustees
disposed of some 977 house lots at Aliamanu to a purchaser thus enabling
the lessees to purchase these lots in fee simple. The Trustees have engaged ·¯-

a surveyor to survey the area, plan to request of the appropriate government
agencies a lot designation and thereafter to offer to dispose of the same.

The acreage is estimated as approximately 14 acres. A limited
amount is considered as usable. In establishing the preliminary boundaries
of this parcel, the Trustees have made several on-site inspections in order
to insure that the final configuration of its boundaries does not interfere
or limit golf play along any of the nine fairways or at any tee or green.

The Trustees of this Estate therefore request that no action be
taken at this time with regard to the rezoning of Moanalua Golf Course,
including the area outlined in red on Exhibit "A" , to P-1 Preservation
District until they have had reasonable and sufficient time to officially
designate the unused area as a parcel separate from the golf playing area
and permit its disposition and use as outlined above.
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City and County of Honolulu

i
Should the Commission or its staff find it advantageous , the

i Trustees would be most pleased to provide an on-site inspection of the
golf course, the clubhouse facility presently under construction and the
unused area referred to above.

By direction of the Trustees,

ESTATE OF SAMUEL MILLS DAMON

R. E . Robb
Executive Secretary

RER:eh
Attachments



Milllani Town Inc

130 Merchant Street
PO Box 2780
HonoluluHawail 96803
Telephone (808) 531-8061

May 29, 1974

Planning Commission

i City & County of Honolulu
629 Pohukaina Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Gentlemen:

This is to adknowledge the proposed rezoning of the Mililani Golf
Course from its present zoning to P-1 zoning.

Please be advised that Mililani Golf Club, Inc. , the owner and
operator of the Mililani Golf Course , supports this proposed change
of zoning.

Further , we would like to go on record as advising the Planning
Comission that Mililani Town, Inc. and Mililani Golf Club, Inc.
will be seeking a General Plan and zoning change at a later date
to convert a small unused portion of the golf course to residential
use (see Exhibit A attached) . This proposed change will entail
approximately 24 acres .

The unused portion of the golf course is now an abandoned reservoir
once used by Oahu Sugar Co. for irrigation purposes . It is antici-
pated that the proposed changes in use will occur in 1974-75.

V y yours

Gene Fergus n Manager
Land Develo t Dept.

GF 'mk

attachment
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The Planning Coimnission held a meeting on Wednes lay, ,Iitne 12, 197/1 nr
1:35 p.m., in tite Conference Room of the Ci.tv flall \nnox. Dite to the
recent resignation of Chairman Eugene B. Con13ell and the absence oE
Vice-Chairman Jaines D. Crano, Commissioner Randall Kamiya was o lected
Chairinan pro tem for the meeting. w¯-

|¯
_ PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman pro tein

B
¯

- Dr , Wilbur C. Choy e a
i - Charles W. niike i ---¯¯

-- | Donald K. Hosaka
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Fredda Sullam

- ABSENT: James D. Crane Vice Chairman

STAFF PRESENT: Donald A. Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning
Officer

Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary to
The Planning, Commission

George Aoki, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Herbert Mark, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner
Johan Ronningen, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of May 29, 1974 were approved,
on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr.
Kahawaiolaa and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

GP/DLUM AMENDMENT request to amend the General Plan and
KANEOHE-KUALOA Kaneohe-Kualoa Detailed Land Use Map by
COMMERCIAL 4 STREET redesignating 1,9 acres of land from
TO MEDIUM DENSITY APT. Commercial to Medium Density Apartment
THE MCCORMACK LAND use and 1.9 acres of land from Street to
COMPANY, INC. Medium Density Apartment use for approxi-

75 et u mately 3. 8 acres of land located in Kaneohe ,

Oahu between the two mauka segments of
Lilipuna Road, Tax Map Key: 4-6-02: portions
of 1, 3 and 8 .

Publication was made in the Sunda Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on June 2, 1974. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer. The sub ject area is located in Kaneohe in the
general area of the two mauka intersections of Lilipuna Road with
Kam Highway. It is part of a 54.5-acre site currently being
proposed for a Planned Development-Housing to provide approximately



545 dwellings consisting of 386 townhouse units and 159 apartment
units . The 1.9-acre commercial area is presently vacant and
consists of sloping land. Immediately mauka of this area is a

¯¯

14-acre area General Planned and completely developed with commer-
cial uses fronting onto Kam Highway. The land on the mukai side -
of the subject area is presently vacant and forms a portion of the
54.5-acre site currontly being proposed for a planned development.
The abutting land is designated on the General Plan for Street and
Apartment uses and most of the land across the planned street from
this area is also designated for Apartment use.

The planned street is the subject of the second part of this request
and is proposed for deletion and redesignation to Apartment use. It
is currently planned as a 56-foot wide roadway connecting the Heeia
and Kaneohe ends of Lilipuna Road at points a short distance makai
of their intersections with Kam Highway. The abutting land is all E
vacant and most of it is planned for Apartment use. The abutting
commercial designated land is the previously described area requested g

- for redesignation to Apartment use.

Based upon an analysis of the request contained in his report, it
is the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that the request
be approved.

Questions were raised by the Commission concerning the report of
the Chief Planning Officer.

CHOY: The two parcels mauka-makai of the proposed roadway,
is that also owned by McCormack Land Company?

PORTMORE: Yes, and they would be incorporated in the planned
development.

SULLAM: You mentioned that in the detailed land use map of
this area there is an excess of commercial desi nation. Has the ¯

planning department considered which commercial areas are going to
be put into other uses?

PORTMORE: The excess exists with regard to the general
standard. It .could well be t1urt all of the area might still 1>e
developed. We have not resear.ched in advance whether other areas
might be changed. This might well be assessed when we go into the
process of preparing new development plans.under the new General
Plan Revision Program. At this point we have not assessed what
other areas might be clianged. It is a general guide.which isn't
necessarily to be addressed to.

HOSAKA: The DUE initially objected to the project because of
increased possible enrollment of the three schools surrounding the
parcel. Upon later review, it is indicated they have no objection
due to some kind of statistics. Do you have those on hand?

PORTMORE: Yes we do.
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KAMÏYA: Who wi.11 be devel.oping the reinainder or the ol:her 5.1

acres?

POllTMURE: The entire 54.5 acre parcal which includos llte 3 8

ac ros would ha deve loped by McCormack Land Comunny as a sinple
planned development. Thero's ilo intent ion to my W.2,wl.edpo to
develop this as a separato development. The ont i re parcel would
be olie coort.li.nated developinent. The p.l.aiineel develoinsacial is now
being reviewed by Lattd Utili.zation altitough they have not complet.ed
titelr review yet, it will be another two weeks to a month before
it comes before you.

KAMIYA: I think that's one point that should be wel I stated,

SULLAM: I think .it would be advisable for you to tell u why
DOE withdrew their ob ject Lon, How did thev analyze the si tuation?

PORTMORE: Thei.r initial objection was both to the amendment
and to the planned development. Their objection was to any kind
of chan e which would increase the oaulation and therefore the
student enrollment. Their objectio s were based on projecti.ons
they had at that time as to how enrollment in the area would grow
and what their capacities were. Since that time, I think there
is an experience throughout the island in some of the established
residential areas that enrollments are declining or not growing
nearly as fast as they initially anticipated.

The withdrew their objection based on the fact that enrollments
are not going in as quickly as anticipated. Part of this was
construction is not occurring as quickly as they had projected.
Also, part of it is more construction is going into townhouses

¯ - and apartments with a result that there are fewer children on
the average for dwelling units. This is why their projections
have been revised. Now their projection indicates they have the
school capacity to accommodate the increased enrollment which
would be generated by this .development if it were a planned
development instead of conventional single family dwelling, and
the additional students that would be generated if these 3.8
acrr tære developing with housing instead of businesses and

HOSAKA: It says here they would not anticipate an increase
in enrollment on the existing schools providing there's no signi-
ficant acceleration on the current rate of housing development
in the immediate area. What is the projection in that area in
the future?

PORTMORE: There is no specific projection. It is too small
an area, This is why the peril of trying to project that kind of
thing .is illustrated by the fact that they 've changed their
recommendation. It could well change upward again. Right now
the picture looks like they will have the capacity but it is
possible that. growth rates could go back to what they were,
Then they will have some problem and would have to readjust
schools district-wise.
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KAMIYA: Can you rightfully conclude that tho DOE's finding
would have a greater bearing on this PDH rather than this change
before us?

PORTMORE: It has bearing on both really. I wouldn't know
which is more important. The PD results in more dwelling units
than is possible under conventional development and also the fact
that no housing could occupy this 3.8 acres right now, whereas
we're putting in medium density apartment also increases the number
of dwelling units overall on this total site. I don't know what
the relative magnitude of increase is between the two. Definitely,
their initial objections are valid both with respect to applying
the PD concept and with respect to the amendment.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony FOR--

1. Mr. Bruce Duncan, representing McCormacR Land Company
2. Mr. Duncan MacNaughton, representing McCormack Land Company

DUNCAN: As was explained by the staff, this is the first EE
part of an application for a general plan change, the second gg
part being for the PDH approval. McCormack Land Company has gg
been working on this entire development for approximately -
three years. We have recognized the constraints that the site
has.as well as all the advantages that it presents. In
approaching the general plan, we felt that the way the property
in the surrounding area has developed made it reasonable to ¯

MER
amend the general plan so that the entire 54-acre site would EË
be in a residential form of designation, be it straight resi-
dential or apartment.

In our review of it, it appeared that building of the road
would serve no function. We also had taken a little bit of B
time to see whether or not it would be easy to construct the
road through there and we found that it was not.

In our review of the PDH application, it became very apparent Mik
to the staff that putting a road down there of any type be
it public or private was not feasible. Hence, we're requesting
that the road be deleted so that there.would be the ability

·

to design in accordance with the topography that already exists.

The commercial part is in the same situation in that it is
the beginning of the knoll that starts to rise right behind
the Star Market. In fact, at the_back of the Longs Drugstore,
there is already a retaining wall of approximately 6 to 8 feet
in height so that the site, the commercial designated area,
for all practical purposes has really been developed to its
full extent.

In our PDH, making use of the sloped area for housing units EF
was most attractive because it afforded a better use of the
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Mr. Duncan was 4ucstioned by the Commission ,

SULLAM: Aro you developing these three parcels in unison
or is it go1.ng to be in phases?

DUNCAN: No, the apartment designated parcels r.ipht now

I that show on the plan would be incorporated within the PD in

total, The phasing for the PD that we propose does not
coincide precisely with those lines. It coincides with the
topography and ease of construction.

- HOSAKA: You're saying the price of the 2 to 4 bedroom
- units is set for SCO 000?

DUNCAN: That is correct.

HOSAKA: You don' t give a price on the apartment units
ranging in size from studios to two-bedroom units. Are those
going to be owned by you people?

DUNCAN: Those will be owned by the McCormack Land Company
and would be rental units .

HOSAKA: How large are those s tudios?

DUNCAN: About 450 sq. ft. exclusive of the lanai.

CHAIRMAN: Understanding that this is just a GP/DLUM change,
do you have any plans further than that as to what you have
done so far for the -other

areas?

DUNCAN: Yes. We have over the last 2½ years been workïng
fairly diligently on a PD for the entire 54 acres. We also
point out that McCormack Land Company is also involved in a

much larger development in Heeia landing, the area on the
Kahaluu side of Crown Terrace.. That is the other significant
parcel of land that we're deal ng with in the Heeia area.

This proposal before you today is tied in, however, just with
our Lilipuna Hillside PD applicatïons

CHAIRMAN: Mr. McNaughton, you have anythïng to say?

MCNAUGHTON: No, Mr. Duncan has covered it very well., I'm
here to answer any questions with regard to the overall company
philosophy if you have any in that regard.
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CHOY: What is your suggested number of units on the 54.5
acres of land once these plans have been finalized?

DUNCAN: First of all, the plans call for 545 units in

total of which 159 would be the regular apartment. The remain-
der of the units would be of a townhouso nature .

HOSAKA: These apartment units, how high are these struc-
tures as opposed to the townhouses?

DUNCAN: The apartment structures are three stories and
are in the low area immediately behind Campbell Tire, Safeway
and the small shop area. The townhouses range from 2½ stories
split-level to 3½ story units with a townhouse below and a
townhouse above it. The phrase I'm familiar with is the B -

maisonette.
CHAIRMAN: Have you discussed this change with the people

involved in the commercial areas as well as the surrounding
residents?

DUNCAN: Yes. Approximately a year ago, the planning
department at that time conducted an information meeting in
the area. They notified all the abutting property owners
and in like manner, so did the McCormack Land Company by
direct mail. We had an excellent turnout at Ben Parker School
for the project. A lot of the comments made by.the people in
the surrounding area have already been incorporated into the
PD plan that we propose.

HOSAKA: We've had previous applicants in the Kaneohe area.
It seems that organizations have come before us complaining -

about possible runoff into the Kaneohe Bay area. What are
your comments on this end?

DUNCAN: This is one of the major concerns if not the
major concern in Kaneohe. We initially did a grading plan to
get some idea of what we should do as far as grading was
concerned. We came ix) the conclusion that the site could be
developed but it wouldn't be under traditional construction
method. After the community meeting in March of last year,
we retained Mr. Gene Cox who was formerly with the Soil Conser-
vation Services of the federal government and equested of them
to review our grading plan and make suggestions to be enforced
at the construction time when it was being graded. We felt
that it was important to do this rather than, if you will,
leave it to the civil engineers and contractor to work it out.
It was our intention to have Mr. Cox on the site to.insure
that when the job is finished for the weekend, all the neces-
sary divers.ion ditches have been put in, the various traps
created, and that the silting basins required and any other
features that might be required by the Health Department and
the Department of Public Works are being met.
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i
i We have done a lot of development in the Kaneohe aron and

would hopo to continue to do so. We 've had lot of input f rom
. peoplo in the lininediato area. We 've had experience w i th various

crosion problems and some of the colonen ts they have meide have
been very helpful to us in coming up w I th a r casonabl e con t rol
program for developinent of the sito.

I would like to point out that our plias t.ng progrmn does relate
to the crosion problem. We have to fini.sh one area before
we can go ahead in another.

HOSAKA: As far as you're concerned, your environmental
expert has substantial statistics and suggestions in your
development that will prevent any kind of ob jections from
community groups?

I DUNCAN: I'm not so sure that it would comnletely satisfy
them because I think they have some serious concerns. I think

we can do as much as humanly possible to control it. Mr. T. F.

I McCormack who has done a fair amount of subdivision in the area
has shown the height that might be accomplished if it's done
at the right time. That's our concern. There's no use in
doing it once it's all washed away. For that reason, we

retained Mr. Cox.

HOSAKA: Aside from soil erosion, the Commission is
responsible to look into the environmental impact in the
projected area. Are there any other studies that you can
cite that you've done that might possibly affect the
environment?

DUNCAN: We've taken a good look at the vegetation that
exists on site in the sense that the site contains some trees
that are worth saving, also palms, guava, and mango trees. By
taking those and moving them throughout the site to an
appropriate location, we're going to be able to preserve the
trees as opposed to grading the entire site., cutting trees up
and hauling them away. That's an expensive way but you do
save some excellent trees.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Duncan and Mr. McNaughton.)

Testimony AGAINST-

1. Mr. A. H. Banner, 46-099 Lilipuna Road, Kaneohe

BANNER: I'm a resident of Lilipuna Road below the townhouse
devel.opment. We the residents along the Bishop Estate land
of the old Heeia development were apprised .of

this development.
At the public meeting, all the people there opposed this
development of townhouses. I have here a letter signed by
29 of 32 families, submitted to Mr. Moriguchi. .We did not
appear at this meeting because we were.to understand that



it's only for this apartment zone. The people I've talked to
are not opposed to apartment zone but it seems to bo tied into EL
the townhouse development to which we are opposed. I 'd like M
to have it clarified that if the two are going together, we
would request some way of submitting additional protest and
info tion alou

ss i.s solely the apartment and the road at
this time. I think, and wisely so, that the staff and the
Commission here has gone somewhat beyond to see what impacts
of that particular decision might have and also what other -

plans are put in. Your group would have ample time to express -

itself at the time of the PD. That would be the appropriate
time.

BANNER: Thank you.

2. Mr. Roy Fujimoto, 45-235 Haunani Place, Kaneohe ËÈ

FUJIMOTO: I'm an adjacent property owner, and it was
somewhat of a surprise that we did have this meeting. I
learned of this meeting from my neighbor this morning. We've
been watching this project because it's right in back of us.
The fact that it's not for the townhouses puts me at ease.
I'm an instructor with the Honolulu Community College.

I'm quite disturbed at Mr. Duncan's statement to the Commis-
sion in that he said he worked very closely with us. I find
after looking at today's plans that there's just about no
significant changes of what we asked for and what we were
concerned about. He says he's been working with us but I --

don't think I've seen him from the last meeting we had at
Ben Parker School. If-he had worked with us, we could have
known what was really developing. What I've seen today is
just about the same thing we were concerned about.

I hope the Commission would keep a few property owners in

mind and if the townhouses do come up again, that we do have
a chance to come out and say what we feel. I'm really quite
disturbed at Mr. Duncan.

DUKE: The hearing today is regarding a change in the
general plan. Do you have any objections to the change in ik
general plan?

FUJIMOTO: Well, what we're worried about is we don't see
anything in there that we've been concerned about. What we
saw in the Sun Press on the Windward side was the hearing for
the Lilipuna Hillside. If he were concerned about us, he
would have discussed the changes with us. But, the plans he
submitted from the beginning show no concern for us,

DUKE: Realizing that you will have full opportunity to
appear before the Commission regarding their townhouse develop-



ment, do you have any objection to this change in genorni planredesignating this from industrial to apartment?
FUJIMOTO: I wouldn't wnnt to answor that.

CilOY: Do you unders tand what a general pl an tunendment is?

FUJIMOTO: To an extent I do.

CIIOY: The problem before the Commission is to redesignate the1.9 plus acres. Do you object to that?
FUJIMOTO: It's going to be a creepy type of thing where

you change one parcel, then change another, and change another
and before you know it, we're having the same problem we'reconcerned with.

CHOY: Then am I led to believe that there is a credability
gap between your neighbors and the McCormack people?

FUJIMOTO: I believe there is.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Fujimoto.)

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken underadvisement, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and --

carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the recommendation of the
Chief Planning Officer and recommended approval of the
proposal, on motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded byDr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT proposal to amend the General Plan Detailed
MCCULLY Land Use Map for the University CommunityHIGH DENSITY APT. by redesignating a portion of a.parcel of
TO PARK USE land exclusive of road setback from High
DEPT. OF RECREATION, Density Apartment to Park use, Tax Map
CSC OF HONOLULU Keys: 2-7-03: 07 State of Hawaii(FILE #262/C2/14) 2-7-03: 48 Honolulu Post American

Legion. ¯

Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on Sunday,June 2, 1974. No letters of protest were received.
Staff Planner Herbert Mark made the staff presentation of the
Chief Planning Officer's recommendation. The subject site is



located at the mauka-Waikiki corner of the intersection of
- McCully Street and Kapiolani Boulevard in the general area of
-¯ the Ala Wai Field, Ala Wai Canal, and McCu.11y bridge (former

American Legion Clubhouse site) . The proposed park site is
presently vacant. The American Legion Clubhouse has relinquished
its permit from the State under which it occupied Tax Map Key
2-7-03: 07. The State of Hawaii has since notified various
governmental agencies that this property is available for public
purposes.

DOR attributes the need for a mini park in the Moiliili-McCully
area to the present density and future estimate population of the
area, the high youth population in the area, the high density ËË
apartment land use designation for the area, and the absence of SF

open space capable of supporting standard size recreational
facilities.

Based upon the analysis of the request contained in his report, Et

it is the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that the
proposal be approved.

There were no questions of the staff regarding the report of the
Chief Planning Officer.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT

Mr. Yukio Taketa, Staff Planner, Department of Recreation,
presented no testimony but offered to respond to any questions
the Commission might have. --

Questioned by the Commission, Mr. Taketa indicated that the
location of the proposed mini park site poses no traffic
problem. The Ala Wai Park located many years directly across
the street from the subject site has encountered no traffic
problem. Possible recreation facilities for this site could
include either a full-sized basketball court, or a half basket-
ball court with grassed picnicking area, landscaped with a

low-wall barrier to keep children within the park. Maintenance MW
- of this park would become the jursidiction of the Ala Wai Park -

maintenance crew. Usage of similar type parks have been
=¯

frequent and very successful.

Testimony AGAINST

No one spoke AGAINST the request.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa -
Envi carried·

II
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M:TION: The Commission adopted the recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer and recommended approval of the proposal

,

on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and
carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, llosaka, Kahawaiolan, Kamiya, Sullam
_-

NAYES - None -

ABSENT - Crane
g¯

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT a request to amend the Wahiawn-Whitmore
WAHIAWA-WHITMORE Village Detailed Land Use Map by delet-

I DELETING PLANNED STREET ing the planned street connection between
CONNECTION BETWEEN Kilia Place and Roval Palm Drive, Tax
KILEA PLACE AND ROYAL Map Keys: 7-5-13: '2 and 7-5-22: 29 (Hargen,

i PALM DRIVE Inc.); 7-5-19: 19 (Del Monte Corporation).
MARGEN, INC.
(FILE #289/C3/35) , Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on June 2, 1974. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer. The information provided in the request and
subsequent analysis by the Department of General Planning have
shown that:

1. Only one of the two currently planned connections between
Kilea Place and Glenn Avenue-Royal Palm Drive is needed to
meet the surrounding area's traffic needs,

2. Either of these routes would ade uatel rovide the intendedq yp
link in the area's traffic circulation network.

3. Land acquisition and construction costs for the Kilea Place-
Royal Palm Drive connection would be higher than for the
Kinikohu-Eames Street connection.

4. The deletion of the Kilea Place-Royal Palm Drive connection
would be significantly more beneficial to _the quality of
living environment which can be provided on abutting proper-
ties than the deletion of the Kinikohu-Eames Street connection.

Based upon the analysis of the request contained in his report, it
is the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that the proposal
be approved.

There were no questions of the staff regarding the report of the
Chief Planning Officer.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony FOR--

Mr. Gene Trapp, President of Margen, Inc., stated that they
are in complete accord with the staff recommendation. Their



proposal for a planned development liousing project is presently
- under review by the De aartment of Land Utilization.

The Commission had no questions of Mr. Trapp.

Testimony AGAINST--

No one spoke AGAINST the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under advise-
ment, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the recommendation of the
Chief Planning Officer and recommended approval of the
request, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa -
and carried.

AYES - Cho , Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ZONING CHANGE request for proposed rezoning of the Ala
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Wai and Kahuku City-owned golf courses B
P-1 PRESERVATION from R-6 Residential to P-1 Preservation
ALA WAI ( KAHUKU District, Tax Map Keys: 2-7-36: 2 and
GOLF COURSES 5-6-02: 1.
INITIATED BY CITY
COUNCIL Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
(FILE #74/Z-26) Bulletin/Advertiser on June 2, 1974. No

letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Johan Ronningen presented the Director's report. The
proposed action to rezone city-owned golf courses to P-1 Preser-
vation District was initiated by the City Council to establish
greater assurance that these areas would be retained as golf courses
and open space.

¯¯

No questions were raised regarding the Director's report.

Public testimony followed. E ¯ pig

Testimony FOR--

1. Audrey Fox Anderson, Member, Neighborhood Commission and
President, Waikiki Residents Association

2. Mr. L. E. Armerding, Member, Waikiki Residents Association

Both persons are in complete accord with the proposal.

Testimony AGAINST--

Mr Robert Johnsen, Property Development Manager .for Estate
of James Campbell (Submitted statement dated June 12, 1974
attached) ¯-



Mr. Johnson was questioned by the Commission.

HOSAKA: You're re4uosting the omission of Kahuku Golf Course
where it's presently sited. Where would you rolocate the now golf
course?

JOHNSEN: The estate had prepared soveral years ago a master
plan for the Kahuku ragion. This plan is currently in the luinds
of the Department of General Plann:i.ng. We are presently awaiting
some feedback from their department as to the proposals contained
within this master plan.

In direct answer to your question, I'm not ablo to tostify on exact
locations. There have been several alternative locations considered.
One would have it wrapping around the proposed lagoon area. Another

I was to place it mauka of a proposed realigned, widened improved
highway through the region. In either case, I don't mean to say
agreement has been reached, but to stress that the state, the city
and all parties involved have been working on this. Unfortunately
we were not able to reach members of the City Council. In view of
the discussions underway, we hope at least for the time being that i Ty
it be deferred until the decision has been reached as to the ulti- - ==

mate location and expansion which is from our viewpoint desirable i $$5
and from the city's. ¯

gg

Currently we are working with a group that would provide by private
investment, a public course in connection with developments surround-
ing it.

HOSAKA: Did I read you correctly that it would be open for
private concern to develop a new golf course on Campbell Estate land?

JOHNSEN: That is right. We are working with a group who would
propose to build a golf course that would be open with the public,
and would replace and provide a much better and expanded facility
than that existing presently. This is where we're working with the
Council, the Mayor and the Parks Department to determine precise
locations-and various ramifications.

HOSAKA: How would that kind of arrangement differ from the
arrangement presently? It's a municipal golf course run by the city.
You're saying that a private concern would come in.

JOHNSEN: To the extent that if it were to be develo ed in that
fashion, it certainly would relieve the city of the heavpy cost to
develop the golf course, to improve or even construct clubhouse
facilities. The golf course which exists there was originally built
by the plantation many, many years ago and is currently on a tenancy
arrangement with the city.. It basically cost the city nothing for
that golf course. Hopefully, some arrangement might evolve where my
the city might have the accessibility, in a sense say a municipal ---

course only in context of being public but not requiring the
capital Investment by the city. . -s

-13-



HOSAKA: The only thing I could see with that kind of arrange-
ment is the raising of the green fees. Right now it's $2.50 I
think to play 18 holes at Kahuku. If you have a private concern,
it probably will be a money-making project. I could see where it
could be equivalent to a private course to play there.

JOHNSEN: It's premature certainly from our point of view to -

talk about even the cost. We would hope to find a solution to
what is right now inadequate in terms of size and scale of golf
course. It may turn out to be a city acquired and built golf
course. I'm not leaving that out.

CHOY: You spoke of communication with several agencies regard-
ing development of an 18-hole golf course. What were the responses? E-
How far in time have you people developed this? - ! li-

JOHNSEN: I don't have with me today recent correspondence or -

material from any of the parties. Such information does exist. ¯ g¯g

To the extent in time, I can't really tell you.

CHOY: This ordinance was sent to us May 29, 1974 and it seems
rather strange that you people have been in communcation with these
agencies and something like this comes to us.

JOHNSEN: It may entirely be an error on our part in that -a

¯ Bis
week or two weeks a o when the ordinance was to osed it was at Ë ËÊÏ

g p p ,

that time we first became aware that public golf courses, including g
Kahuku as it affects Campbell Estate land, was also going to be
proposed for preservation zoning. It was within the last few days
that we received notice of the Planning Commission hearing. So

while we've been aware, we didn't expect the zoning proposal to
come up as fast as it has.

CHOY: What's the distance that separates the Kuilima Golf
Course and the Kahuku Golf Course?

JOHNSEN: About a mile, maybe two miles.

CHOY: What's the volume of participation on your golf course
during the weekend?

JOHNSEN: I can't but I'm sure that's available with the Parks
Department.

CHOY: So then it would appear to me that if we have another
18-hole golf course that will possibly be developed by private
interests, we would have two private golf course within one mile.

JOHNSEN: That is possible.

CHOY: I wonder whether those two private golf courses which
probably would have exorbitant green fees, would attract enough
people to participate?
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JOHNSEN: I'm not able to make a judgment on your question otheri than to refer back to our pr:Lncipal feeling that at the present ti.me -¯

and with some uncertainty as to whether or not the Kahuku Golf i =m
Course will remain where it is right now, or whether it might be
relocated and enlarged. It's kind of a ploa to defer it for the
time being when considerations have been better defined.

I CHOY: How much time will you require to arrive at some tentative
plan?

JOHNSEN: I would hate to target a definite date. I'm somewhat
unfamiliar with the discussions that have been and how far they
have proceeded. It's certainly a fair statement to make that in
view of the plan to convert golf course land to preservation use,
it behooves us to use every best effort to bring to it a speedy

- conclusion.
CHOY: Would a month be long enough?

JOHNSEN: No, I think we're talking within the year as a better
estimate of time. That's just my personal observation just from the
standpoint of all of the things that do require agreement on all
parties.

CHOY: Am I correct to assume that you want this body to defer
this matter for this particular golf course for a whole year?

JOHNSEN: No, rather than pinning a timetable on it and because
it was initiated by the Council and we are working with them, that
we would like this information, that there are very serious dis-
cussions underway that you ladies and gentlemen should be aware of,
and to ask the Council to take this into consideration in their
decision.

CHOY: Is it feasible for this body to ask for a statistical
study of usage of your particular course in the present state and
also its projected usage in relation to the Kuilima Golf Course?
Certainly it.behooves me to see a private developer going in and
develop an 18-hole golf course if he didn't complete a statistical
study.

JOHNSEN: I on1 intended that b wa of an illustration to
say and re-enforce what our position is that we'd rather not the
decision be made yet. We're not saying it's going to go. We

don't even know if it's feasible. For in; to make such a study
certainly may be premature. Assuming the city wants to continue,
and we assume the city does, and we want to continue a public
course in that region, the real question that I would see is where
is it going to be? We think, based on discussions, it is not
going to be where it is presently located. For that reason, we
would hope you would not recommend, as to Kahuku, premature rezoning. 45

CHOY: To your knowledge, was there any feedback from the gi
agencies you had contacted of its possible relocation or enlargement? 22

JOHNSEN: Indeed. I'm aware of the existence of that feedback

-15-



because that is what has encouraged us to proceed further and had L Y
really brought me down here today. g gg-

CHOY: Has staff any information concerning this golf course? E

Mr. Johnson claims that the planning department had received
communication in relation to the possible enlargement or relocation --

of this course.

CLEGG: We've been discussing this as a part of just general
discussions of what the whole area of Kahuku should look like.
Some discussion came up when the mill was being reviewed as to
whether they could expand but there's nothing proposed to my
knowledge at this time. I think the planning we've talked about
in one year, we've been very optimistic in getting this issue
settled as to where the new golf course might be.

I have a couple of questions.

You're talkin about ossibl two 18-hole olf courses or ust one?
You're proposing, if a new site is selected, Campbell would like

- to take the existing site out of golf course use?

JOHNSEN: That is right.

CLEGG: So, I think there would be one golf course that we're
talking about, a substitute kind of thing.

My next question would be how long is the agreement with the city,
a year to year thing?

JOHNSEN: I believe it's even shorter than that. My recollec-
tion I was told it may even be shorter than a 90-day tenancy
arrangement. It's continued on that basis for some years now.

CLEGG: Inasmuch as the golf course is existingly general
p,1anned for golf course with an R-5, R-6 zoning, I believe, I -

don't know what your objections are changing it from R-6 to P-1.
You've merely stated that you don't want it to be P-1. There's
nothing that says at such time as a further agreement is reached
as to relocating or expanding, that the P-1 zoning can't be changed
back to whatever the total plan for the area would call for.

JOHNSEN: You may be entirely correct that we.would be right
back where we started from anyway. It just seemed to me that if
we already have plans, and with discussions underway that would
implement those plans in time--and I would certainly agree that one
year would nowhere be the realistic time limit to have something
in being--but, as to an agreement as to where things might stand,
that may be realistic. If i-t were changed to preservation zoning
from the present R-6 zoning, it would seem to me it would require
us to come back in for whatever rezoning at that time might be
proposed.

CLEGG: That 's correct. If you want to maintain the R-6 then
you wouldn't have to come in, but if you want to change to some-



thing olse, a re zoning and a genertil plan chany.o would be in orderat that timo. I have a feeling that in terms oE timing, wo'renot talking about a short period of timo to got th i.s pictureB settled of where the other golf course might be located.

KAMIYA: Is the Kuilima golf cour.se on Campbell Estate land?
JOHNSEN: Yes it is,

DUKE: This agreement you have with the city, I may be a
little confused because the subiect of this memorandum states
city-owned golf courses. If it's city-owned, who pays the taxes
on the land?

JOHNSEN: I don't know to be honest with you. Presumably the
city would pay the taxes on it. What the law is as to city-
controlled property and whether they have some special--

DUKE: Campbell Estate has not been paying taxes in youropinion?
JOHNSEN: I would not think so. Ordinarily under a lease ortenancy arrangement, the occupant of the property pays the taxes.

DUKE: How long has the city had control of this area?
JOHNSEN: For about 20 years but I could be mistaken. I

know the golf course has existed there for a much longer period
of time and as I said, was constructed by the plantation.

DUKE: One major reason for relocating the golf course could
be because the area the golf course now occupies is more.valuableto you than another area?

JOHNSEN: Yes and is so shown on our overall master plan for
Kahuku including the redevelopment of that area, and in so provid-ing an alternative and more suitable and larger site.

DUKE: But the appreciation on it undoubtedly has acquired,
been acquired while the city had control of the operation of the
golf course.

JOHNSEN: That's right. It's happened at the same time.
DUKE: In principal though, whether you make a deal with the

city for relocation of it,.do you have any objection to a golfcourse on Campbell Estate land being put under P-l?

JOHNSEN: No sir. In fact, that is how we viewed the Kuilima
Golf Course.proposition. We gave no testimony at that time simplybecause as far as we are concerned and if we knew this was the
right and permanent location for the municipal course, I wouldnot be here .with you today.



DUKE: In principal then, you huvo no ob jection to the P-1
on a golf course por so.

J0llNSEN: No sir, as long as tlie intent is that that be a

golf course. -

DUKE: Well, 1 don't really see any roason for withdrawing g
Kahuku from this proposal inasmuch as if you do make a deal to g :

relocate, by the same token the P-L should be relocated I would -

think if it's used for the golf course. If it's no longer used
,

for the golf course, it wouldn't be P-1. A city-owned municipal
operated golf course whether it be there or Ala Wai very well
would be P-1 and rightfully so.

JOHNSEN: As to the golf course I would agree if it were the
right place, and it may turn out to be the right place for the
permanent golf course. On the other hand, if it turns out that g
we do reach agreement to relocate the golf course, while the golf
course relocates to another properly zoned and permitted use area,
we then have the land which presently carries an R-6 zoning and
which is maybe more nearly consistent with what plans we may have
for redevelopment than would preservation zoning after the golf
course has relocated. I don't deny that in terms of the overall
planning and redevelopment of those areas they will require
rezoning undoubtedly and petitions to make changes as time goes on. 5

DUKE: As far as I see it, if the area is no longer used as a

golf course, then I don't think it would hardly be appropriate for
it to be preservation.

CHOY: In the event this were deferred until your organization
has finalized your master plan, and a private interest would move
in to develop this course, then Campbell would have on their
property two privately-owned golf courses.

JOHNSEN: To the extent that the Kuilima golf course is private
and open to the public, and to the extent that whatever--and our
discussions have included direct lease of the property to the city
for a strictly municipally-owned operated golf course--that's
right, we would have two golf courses. We would at least at this
stage and time see the distinction being that one is more on the
private hotel oriented golf course open to the public, and the M
other being a municipal type of course. Whether it is in fact
owned by the city, I'm not sure how it may come to pass. No doubt
there would have to.be some--and this would be part of whatever
agreement the estate reaches.

CHOY: So then, the final decision would be left up to the
Campbell Estate as to who they would lease this parcel of property
to for development of a golf course, whether it be a golf course
developed by private interests to permit public usage.versus
leasing of the property to the city for development of a new 18- U
hole golf course. You have that option.

-18-



i JmdSEN: Wel1, to a derece. No nutuva!1y want confliniod
cooperative spirits betwoon mirselves and the ci ty.

¯¯¯¯¯¯

ClluY: I concur with Conunissioner Dul:e th:lt being the point
¯

i and time you need in the future is so gro:it and so amb Lguous

that you cartainly would have no objoetion iE we want ahead and

I razoned this to P- L. In the future when you have developed a

plan, you can come back to us and we could razone again.

JOHNSEN: Well, I wouldn't agree but iE that be the wish of
the Commission, of course thon, that wolild be your decision.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Johnsen.)

The public hearing was closed, and the mottor was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. llosaka, seconded by Mr. Duke and
carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and·
recommended approval of the proposal, on motion by Mr.
Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Mr. Ilosaka and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing was held and closed
ONING CHANGE May 29, 1974. At that time, the Planning

CERTAIN PRIVATE GOLF Commission accepted the Director's recom-
COURSES TO P-1 mendation for approval with the exception
PRESERVATION DISTRICT of Moanalua Golf Course pending review of
VARIOUS AREAS ON OAHU testimony presented by the Estate of
INITIATED BY CITY Samuel Mills Damon. Action was deferred
COUNCIL to the next meeting.
(FILE #74/Z-25)

Staff Planner Johan Ronningen reported
receipt of correspondence dated June 10,
1974 from R. E. Robb, Executive Secretary,
Estate of Samuel Mills Damon, requesting

additional deferment in order to allow sufficient time for approval
and completion of subdivision plans into usable golf playing and
non- olf playing surplus area.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mrs.
Sullam, seconded by Dr. Chry and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane
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UNFINISHED BUSINESS Public hearings hold February 6, March 6, | p -

PUßLIC HEARING March 20, and May 1, 1974 were kept open
ZONING CHANGE and deferred to May 15, 1974 upon request
AG-1 AGRICULTURAL TO of the applicant. On May 15, 1974, the
A-1 LOW-DENSITY APT. Commission deferred action to May 29, 1974
WAIAU for examination by Corporation Counsel of
LEAR SIEGLER, INC. Ordinance No. 4300 regarding Conditional
(FILE II73/Z-16) Zoning. On May 29, 1974 Corporation Counsel

requested a deferred to June 12th for
preparation of an opinion to the Department
of Land Utilization regarding this matter.

Counsel George Aoki requested additional deferment to July 24, 1974
for preparation of their opinion regarding conditional zoning recently
enacted.

The Chairman deferred this matter to July 24, 1972
.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Ly an
Secretary-Reporter

I
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June 12, 1974

Planning Commission
City 6 County of Honolulu
City Hall Annex
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Gentlemen:

Kahuku Golf Course Rezoning to Preservation District
Your File (74/Z-26)

The Estate is familiar with and sympathetic to the City Council's
desire to preserve existing public golf courses for the use and
enjoyment of the people.

Indeed the Kahuku Golf Course which has existed as a ublic 9-hole
course on the North Shore for many years, is very

mucph included
in the Estate's long-range land planning for the region. ===

- It has been for many years, and continues to be, a temporary land gg;use. It is presently leased to the City from the Estate on a saa
tenancy arrangement for a nominal $1 per year rental.

For some years now we have been working with the Mayor, the Parks
Department and the Council to relocate and expand the golf course
at Kahuku. The Council, Mayor and Parks Department have agreed
with us that the course should be expanded to 18 holes and should
be moved to an area proposed by the Estate in its Kahuku master
plan for a golf course and where permanent facilities can be con-
structed.

Inasmuch as the Kahuku Golf Course in its present size and location
is not considered permanent by either the City or the Estate, the
matter presents a special situation.

We respectfully request, therefore, that you omit Kahuku Golf Course
from your consideration of this proposed ordinance and consider it
separately when agreement between the City and the Estate is finally
reached.

Sincere y,

Ro ert H. Joh en
Property Development Manager

RHJ/bk

James Campbell liuildinr Suite 500 828 Fort Street hinll Ilonoluhi, linwnil 06813 Telephone 536-1961
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- Mootino OE the Planninp Cornuissiona
g MLuutes

June 26, 1974

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday., June 26, 1974 at ¯-

1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Actino
Chairman James D. Crane presided,

PRESENT: James D. Crane, Acting Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C. Chov
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka

- Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Randall Kamiya

i Fredda Sullam

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R, Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
George Aoki, Deputy Cornoration Counsel
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Stanley Mofjeld, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of June 12, 1974 were approved,
on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr.
Choy and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit for
(FILM STUDIO FACILITY) a Film Studio Facility in an R-4 Residen-
KULIOUOU VALLEY tial District, Kuliouou Valley, Tax Map

- OSCAR STUDIO CITY Key: 3-8-10: 5, 6 and 7.(FILE #74/CUP-6)
Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on June 16, 1974.
Correspondence was received AGAINST the
proposal and is included in testimony
AGAINST the request.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the request.
The applicant, Oscar Studio City, proposes to develop the first majormotion picture studio facility in the United States since 1929. It is -expected to employ 200 persons in its initial phase. The applicant
proposes to construct an 88-foot roadway to give access to the proposed
facility. It will contain two 12-foot lanes in either direction with
a 40-foot medial strip. Land for the roadway is presently owned by theJoseph Paiko, Jr. Estate and the State of Hawaii. Neither has expressedapproval of the proposed road construction. Also proposed is a 10-acrepark for the community if the applicant is able to secure a lease onState land, There is no indication that this is a realistic expectation;
therefore, it has not been considered as part of the proposal.

Based upon the analysis of the request, the Director finds that theproposed conditional use would have considerably more adverse effect onthe health, safety or comfort of persons living in the aren and will be



inore injul ious economic:tliy or otherwl.se to property or improvenients - E
in the surrountling arcil than would any use gencially perniit ted in the
district. The proposal. would be totally incompitihle with existine 1;2nd

ue patteins in terms oi blilk, height and densatv. The trauma that

would be infiicted by the pioposaI on the peopte of this conimunitv
¯¯ cannot be rationalizedby any argument.

The I)t.rector reconitaands Lli;.it the request be DENIND

Quest ioned by the Coinmission as t.o when the ;\¡>ptu.ant purchased the
subject site, Mr . Eng indicat.ed that title to the property was t.aken
this year in April or May. g -- ---

Public testimony followed

1, Mr. Fred Lee, representing the applicant (Subm.t.tted testimony dated
--- June 26, 1974 -

LEE: Ï am speaking in behalf of the applicant. I gave you
a sheet of information at the beginning of the meeting which indi-
cates that we had applied to the parks committee of the Kuliouou
Community Association at a meeting which they had giving them
the plans for a park and the plans which you have posted on your
board.

At this meeting, we explained to the parks committee that we

would want to work with the community in developing this faci-
lity in the community, and also the adjoining park parcel, The E
committee then transmitt.ed the report to its Board of Directors.
Two of the Boar d of Directors , Mel Ayau and Richard Okita called g
at my office to get information about this proposed pro3ect
Unfortunately, we were not invited or we did not have the oppor -

tunity to present our side of the picture or our plans to the
Directors or to the community.

The next meeting that was held was the information meeting by the
Planning Department staff. By that time, the opinions were
fairly well polarized within the valley- There were some for
and some against, We felt ít would be better if we made our
presentation at this meeting,

Basically, the conditional use permit is an instrument whereby - --

you allow other uses which are uncommon into an area which is ¯ L
predominantly one type ofuse. Uncommonuses such as cemeteries,
TV studios drive -in theaters all these things f it into -

different areas; but, if it fits into an area where there is
some question about compatibility, the purpose of the condi-
tional use permit ts then for the City Council to imnose cer tain
conditions upon this proposed use so that it will be compatible
with the surrounding uses . In this case, we had hoped to work
with the community in developing sets of conditions in which we

could become what might be called a good neighbor so that we

would not impose any hardship on the people within the valley .

Unfortunately, we did not have that opportunity so I cannot
give you a list of conditions



We do know, however, tlutt t.raElic is going to be a major con
sideration within the valley. There is some fear expres.sod as -¯

to the comiliorcial aspect of the operation here. One oE the
conditions that wo would gladly comply with woul.dbe to ban
all tour operators within this valley. We woul.a ban all commer-
cial tours in the movio stod i.o. If we did that, then certairily

I this condition is one of a conditions which would el iminate
all of the feared commere 1 tourist trolific within the area..

Another expression of concern was the filming of movies on
the outside of the set, Well, you could put performance
standards on it. We could shoot between certain hours, You
could impose noise standards, light standards, and all of the
conditions which would make the use or the filming of moviesi on the exterior of the studio compattble with the neighborhood
noises.

I The whole purpose I feel is to be able to permit us to work out
a plan whereby we can utilize thïs parcel of land for a movie

i studio, It is a much needed industry. It is, I feel, a good
use,

Now, let's look at the alternates. If we don't go into this
parcel and develop it as a movie studio, it's approximately

B 40 acres of land within the upper area which can be developed
to residential purposes. Say ïf we had 5 units per acre ofI. land, that's 5 acres times 40, you've got 200. Multiply that .
by 8 trips per day and you come out with about 1,600 trips per
day as far as car trips are concerned. So, we are speaking of
a movie studio which would generate approximately 800 trips per
day, We're talking about another alternate use which will
generate twice the amount of traffic.

The movie studio would not require a school or a playground
next to it. Two-hundred additional units with say 800 resi-
dents in the area certainly would require putting a school
within the area, plus a park, plus other utilities and facilities
So, the burden upon the city would be heavier with the residen-
tial character.
I believe that when you consider the two alternatives, whether
or not the use is better as a movie studio versus a typical
residential subdivision in the upper valley, you would find
that the movie studio would come out on top.

The other point that I'd like to make, we are only bordering
the residential area on one side of this development. All of
the other sides are vacant land We would like, if possible
by working with the state or the adjoining landowner, to tie
up these properties so that nothing else could be built sur-
rounding this movie studio because we too want peace and quiet.
If we did this then further development in the valley would
be precluded, 'I feel that this preclusion of further develop-
ment is to the benefit of the residents of the valley.
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Mr.. Chairnuin, til1. we are asking is the pos:,thil I.ty to come liito
tliis area and prove theit we're gaine to he a pan I netqhbol to

Mr. Leo was quest toned \>y the Comittission

CHOY: Are you the Mr . 1oc that had served as the Chief
Plurining Officer oE the previous adm.Inistrat ton of the C.it

SULLAM: You ment ioned, Mr. Lee, t.hat you feel that by building
this facility you would be addirig to the coitununity because there
would be no need, no traffics no interruption, no problem, But, -
don't you thank sometimes when there ts interaction between groups
of people or facilities or objects, that t arlds to clie situation? g
I think it would be in a sense t.hat that is what's going to be
lacking, This is going to be a faci.lty that. doesn't do any inter-

action for the community. It won't bring people that wil.1 mingle
with the people there. There will not be a need for another
school as vou say because it won't bring in any people But,
this is what builds our cities and makes good communities when we
place things together that belong where there can be interaction,

people can build, when there's enough people so you need a school, E .

when there's enough people so you need a library rather than to be
in a totally alien use ==

LEE: I'd like to answer that, Mrs. Sullam, by stating that :

we're saying that we have a valley roughly of 500 residents. We're
now talking about putting an additional 200 residents inside of
that valley This additional 200 residents will create an over-
crowding of existing facilities so that new facilities will have +=

to be built That's one point.

The second point is when you talk about interaction, the first
phase of this movie studio will be utilizing approximately 200

_-

employees. These employees will be carpenters, plumbers, electri-
¯¯

cians, all sorts of technicians from cameramen to you name it,
We hope to draw from the local population within the valley, these
employees so that there will be this type of interaction. It'll
be a nonpolluting industry within a neighborhood, This is the E
type of interaction that we foresee that this facility would bring
This is why I said that in my judgment the benefits derived by g
putting an industry wîthin a neigh-borhood versus the other idea ot g
overcrowding the community by forcing the city to participate in
more facilities would be the problem than by balancing the two,
This is why our decision to go ahead with the studio

SULLAM: Could vou place this studio in an area that is zoned
for light industry I some use that seems to be more related to
the studio?

LEE: We went to the Hawaii Kai area. We placed it adioining
an industrial area and an agricultural area. The Bishop Estate -



II Trustees rejected the leaso.. They did not see fit to allow a studio
to go into their land. So, the other alternative was to see what
lands we could pick up that was availah le. This particular site

M was available.

I Why we're interested in the llawaii Kai area is because it has the
population to supply us with the employees . It 's close to the
city and it's close to the airport. But yet, in this valley it's
isolated enough so that we're away from the noise stenerating factor.

I Everything that is good for a neighborhood--no noìse, no traffic,
elimination of the nuisances is good for a movio studio because it
eliminates all the vibrations. The cameras can't stand any

i vibration, If an airplane goes by, we can't shoot any film because
of the noise factor. This is why we thought that the location at
the head of the valley away from everybody would be the ideal spot.

CHOY: You mentioned that you people had first inquired with
the Bishop Estate people who had rejected your plan. May I ask
what were their reasons for rejection?

- LEE: I couldn't give you the reason. All I know is that we
had presented our plan to them. We worked with the owner of the
agricultural land that we were going to occupy, The people who
have the development rights, Kaiser Aetna and the Bishop Estate,
came up with a rejection to our offer. The particular reason why
they rejected it, I wouldn't be at liberty to give it to you. The
person who dealt with them is Mr. Oscar Nichols.

CHOY: I'd like your explanation of the soil problen you have
there.

LEE: The soil problem is a problem that we face practically
everyday on the island of Oahu. The cliffs and ridges that are
formed by the lava flow gradually deteriorate. This deteriorated
rock forms a very heavy clay. This clay is very plastic in nature.
When it absorbs water it swells and is very slippery. It's a tough
problem but it's only an engineering problem.

What we can do as far as our construction is concerned is go down
to the bedrock which isn't very deep, put our foundation on the
bedrock, come up and build upon that foundation, So, there is
an engineering solution to this soil problem.

CHOY: Wouldn't changing the surface of the site and the
topograph, wouldn't that create a greater risk and flood hazard
to the existing homes in the area?

LEE: We see an increase in runoff from the structure there
but we don't see that much of a danger to the homes and flooding
because there is an existing drainage channel there. If the
drainage channel is inadequate, then it would have to be enlarged.
Right now we're about 200 feet away from the stream.

The slopes range from over 20% down to about 5% in the lower area.
With this type of slope, the runoff comes down off that hill pretty
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1:ast anyway. Because al the el.ay soil, it 's tal.atavely :mitermetible.

Ï think t.hocomputationsits lat at, thedifterellee in runoll w<>n't
be tliat great So, tlic :iiilouilt at w ter ti.itilitiig of f wi.ll be
I.11C1°C3SOÙ, |Ch, bLll Ì OOrl'l I.billÌ< :1'.!\ I)CBTCítl GilULigÌl lO CICille

311ý UllngOf LO IÌlc COlllfilUill.ty Ill tilU IOWC'l tien

CÌÌÛÏ I ÏOU 1110111 lOfit..(Ì t.IlC ( C filil bc ti POSS i Ìl Ì C J lit.I Dil.SC I Il i Íl
TUilOff 311d j)OSS.lble etalargottietit at tlie di itiliipe carial, houl.c1 thrit
be a respons thi l i ty of the c i ty atter your pro) ect ha:4 heen com
p1eted or would you people impr ove the cana l on the over f low of
drainage?

LEE: I think the responsibili.ty would lie partially with us
and partially with the city because we ciruidnot go below our
property and improve that portion However, we could do whatever
is possible within our proper ty, and perhaps help the city in t1L
area directly below us.. But, to go farther down int.o the community,
I doubt whether we would have that authorization.

CHOY: Wouldn't that then in the future create some encumbrances
on the taxpayer and the city in the event that the drainage canal
had to be increased?

LEE: Well, if the so-called increased flow is such that it
would create that amount of excess runoff, I would say that if there
is an improvement drainage improvement district, then it would.
However, I'd like to point out that we're talking about 9 acres
versus the total runoff of the total vallev. We're talking about a -

municipal amount of water coming in to tha't drainaÿe channel when
you consider the total amount of water running off in the back of
the valley,

DUKET I have a couple of things I'd like to clear up in my
mind, One, I'd appreciate your going over your arithmetic on the
amount of people going in and out of the valley.

LEE: There are approximately 500 homes in the valley. Each
of these homes would generate 8 trips per day. Eight times 500
makes 4,000 car trips per day. Out of these car trips, if you take
15% to 12%, you come up with the peak hour traffic. So, we computed
the peak hour traffic on Kalanianaole Highway that the people in the
valley contribute about 500 cars- Then, we took a traffic count.
We didn't do it , We asked the people in the valley to do it to be
completely unbiased. They took the peak hour traffic and it came
out very close to 500 cars per day. So, our predictions were very -
close,

DUKE: Do you think the 40 acres will not be developed if you
develop your studio?

LEE: Well, we would tae up the state land which would preclude
development as far .as the state land is concerned. We would work
with the people in the area to try to develop a park. Then, we
would .try to tie up the Païko land, and utilize that land, if possi- |
ble, for some other purpose So, we would not encourage any -



development, We would di.scourage devel.opment around the immediate
stud:lo because we wouldn't want any other noiso creatiny vibration
uses around us,

DUKE: Then that brings up the two points I wanted to make-
one was the park. You sai.d you had been work ing with the community
association regarding the prk.

LEE: Yes. We made a direct offer to the committee that was -

I in charge of the park. We told them that we would work with them -

to develop this park on state land, We would willing to aid them --
financially, In fact, we developed a plan for a park, gave it to - -

them and asked them to comment on it, and give us back the comments. g &

DUKE: At the present time, do you have an indication from the
state that you could follow through with that?

LEE: We had talked with them. The state had indicated to us
that at one time they had plans for a low-income development there
but that was kind of on the back burner you might say, and that if
we did come in, they would consider something like this.

DUKE: Well, your idea is good undoubtedly, but presently you
truly have nothing committed from the state as far as that part is
concerned.

I LEE: No because we did not feel that we should pursue this
without the benefit of working with the people in the area,

DUKE: Secondly, you said there was some objection to possibly
so many tourists coming to the area, therefore you would bar the
tour buses, bar tours, is that correct?

LEE: We would bar all visitors and all commercial tours from
our facility, We could not bar them from the valley, Those are
all public roads. Our facility would be a private facility. You
could put conditions in the conditional use permit that we would
eliminate all tours and visitors from our facility and we'd go
along with that

DUKE: You mean forever and ever?

LEE: Yes, we have no qualms with that.

DUKE: Well, first you mentioned phase 1 when the workmen are
there only, then phase 2 and 3. Yet, I assume that these figures
are correct that the planning director received stating that for
the first year you said how many thousand visitors a day. Later
on you said a half a million a year. Yet in your proposal, I see
you've got a parking lot there for about 1500 cars. If you're not
going to have any visitors, it seems to me maybe you ought to
revise that a little bit.

LEE: I'd like to revise it but unfortunately the CZC tells
¯

E us that we have to have so many parking spaces for car parking
¯ per square foot of use.
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Yet we laive to have X numl>::t o.1 car sp;ices lot t'ult C;i.iclat lu, i i
As far as flie otlier litet lit los, llie 1.ive .ludtent:.e til.enter and tile
300 degree then ter in t lit- i ound, these are future µra lac t Jona . -

Tf you wili11. to al.l.ow tis t:lic first ¡)];rl e lii w'ilc.li tliose two pilases | gare el iminated we'd be wi.11 inn to un ,il one w.! th tini.t ;tl. o. - E

DUKE: While we're on tilat, as 1.orig as we're goinp al.ony witli
llie CZC what then can \ve do in a re:,1dential ;iiaa?

i:NG: The CZC lists certa.tn uses which are perma tted princtpal
uses , These uses a re ava i lab le to u l andowne r as a ma tter of right
In addition, there are other uses known as conditional uses. In
the residential and apartment districts there's also the ontton of
planned development . These are permit ted unlv if the con<11t.tons
appear to be appropriate for that type use or if conditions can
be set tomake the landor the areaand the usecompatible.

DUKE: The figures that were given to the planning department
regarding visitors and even in various other areas, you state that
you're going to have live audiences at your TV facïlity. The possi-
bility is that there might be visitors there don't you think?

LEE: Well, when you say visitors, you have to define the people
who are coming in for this live audience theater or are you talking
about tourists?

DUKE: No, to the area,

LEET Well, as far as we're concerned, if your definition means
visitors to the area and you wish us to bar visitors to the area,
then immediately that would eliminate all of the tourists, As far ·

as the definition of visitor is concerned, would you consider a -
person going into a live audience theater a visitor or not?

DUKE: I'm just merely clarifying what you stated in the
beginning that you were willing to bar, I'm just wanting to know
to what extent you would do that.

LEE: If you wish to consider the people coming in to both
theaters, one theater and one auditorium, and you wish to stop us.
from constructing those phases, we're going to go alony. The whole
concept here is that we did not have a chance to work with the R
people in the area to determine what conditions they wanted. If
you people feel those conditions are necessary and you wanted. to gstop us at phase 1, impose those conditions. We see no harm in
that. The whole concept of the conditional use ordinance is this,
that whatever use is proposed to be transplanted into some other
use, the conditions should be ïmposed on that use so that it would
preclude a disturbance of that neighborhood,

DUKE: I am familiar with the conditional use permit

SULLAM: You're telling us of this large portion of.land you
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wish to take otit of rasitlant tal and you're ai:,o sungosting other
areas he procluded From residential u:.a Now, in our ,coner:il Dian,
tluit is resi dont la I , The et tv lius more or lo::s conc luded tha t thev
uitimataly wil.\ have to hear the burden of |)rovidinn iacL1.iLLeo for
that partictilar resi.clent.ial designat.lon, Now, if tills i:s taken out
of rosillential, where are they poino to f iii<! land to add to
resident t al?

LEE: Well, as far as the prohlom of E.tuding innd to add to the
residential areas, I would leave that up to the planning director
because we're coming in here and we're saying that in t.liis particu-
lar instance, we are going to substitute one use for another use,
The merits of this is what I 'm prepared to d.iscuss If you wish to
engage into a discussion as to where would we find other lesiden-

tial land, I'd like to point out that we could go into a very long
discussion as to what Land can be developed and utilized, what other
lands with relative low density could be increased to a higher
density to take care of more dwelling units. So, my answer to your
question is I'm only prepared to discuss this one site. As far as
finding other sites for residential lands, I think would be too long
a discussion

SULLAM: That is something we must concern ourselves with. We

must look at the overall picture. We can't just make a decision on
a single application. We have to relate it to its imnact on the
entirLeEEisl

you have the Kamilonui Valley which is right in the
area where we were going to put our original studio site. That's
agricultural right in the neart of a residential development. It's
not suitable for farming. The farmers would be very happy to move
out of that area. There's an area that could be shifted from agri-
cultural to residential. We could go on naming sites like these
all over the city,

SULLAM: Well, we have to be prepared to know that the impact
of this studio will not have reverberations as far as taking away

- necessary lands that are zoned residential.

LEE: Nine acres of land and 200 units as compared to the many
thousands of units that we have now? This is just a miniscule
amount.

SULLAM: We know we presently have very few urban lands that
can receive residences. We are faced with a housing shortage. This
is something we have to bear in mind,

There is one other question I'd like to ask you. It does relate to
your facility indirectly. I understand on the mainland that they're
tearing down many of these large studios, I was rather surprised
to hear that they're going to build such a large one here. Could
you tell me why this is taking place?

LEE: The information that I received is that most of these
studios which were originally built on farm land and developed over



a period of years have now been bna 11 around so tiensely that iho
LilllOLint Of lilOBOy !!\ilt tllC lal10 lb WOl Lil VCUSLts [.lle HillnUllt Of I CVCflue
til;lt t.Ìley COLild pfDL.iUCC 15 OLlf Of PI ()pOt t IOfl

Thesecont.! th.iiig i.s tluit. the cost o:t ¡>roductrip t.ilius in the li.5. is
SOlligliHOW that tÌlc peop.le hive sort at iled to the orlici alca:
and the other areas have been developing studio.,, So, we uould like
to reverse the trend and try tohuild a SLudLO here 50 t.hat Lbe
U.S, movie industry would got a shot. i.n the arvi, In Eact

, to show
you how far down we've come, the leadang technology as far as
lighting is concerned i.s nou in Japan, he've talked to the studio
there about import ing a I.i.ght ing system here where t.heir lighting
system is computer run and there are no longer men in back of
lights. It's a matter of econom.t.cs where t.he economics in the
Flollywood area is such that it's precluding them from continuing
the studio use This is why most of the studios in Hollywood have
gone to visitor-oriented type of attraction t.o get this additional
income because they can't make that type of income by just using
the movie studio for movie-making purposes alone.

SULLAM: Do you feel you would be able to prevent the very same
thing from happening here that happened in Hollywood as far as
economics?

LEE: Yes, I think we could if we could obtain control of the
land around us because what we've been needing here as far as
industry is concerned is our non-polluting industries because our
economy is so precarious, By putting in a non-polluting industry

- such as this, by controlling the uses around the industry, we could
attract--right now without any formal type of studio, we have about
three or four films going on at the present time, They have no
film per se, We saw this need. We thought it was economically
sound, This is why we're proceeding on this basis.

WAY: Mr. Lee, first an important point to make is the general
plan nature of the area which is for residential purposes, I'd
like to ask you what your interpretation of the use in terms of the
land use classification might be, keeping in mind the law that
adopted the general plan and indicated this area for resïdential
purposes.

LEE: Well, wasn't this the total concept of the conditional ·
use aermit to ermit other uses into another area?l P

WAY: Well, that may be but I'm asking a question. You're
answering another question. I'd appreciate an answer to mine, In
your judgment, what form of land use is this?

LEE: Well, as far as your specific question is concerned, if
you say this is a residential area, then it is a residential area
according to the general plan,

WAY: What classification of land use would you place a movie
studio?

-10-



LEE: A movie studio would have a variety of uses

carinactt.ct)N 26 1974

with it. It would range all the way froin rostdential to industrial.

WAY: ln this particular and specil ic instance in terms ol
allocation of floor area, would you say t's predominantly a

commercial use?

LEE: I would say it 's predominantly warehousing or industrial
type of use.

WAY: Fine, that answers my question It is predominantly
industrial use. In that connection then, I find a serious conflict
with the general plan proposal for residential use for thïs area
for this kind of facility, and the report of the Director of Land
Utilization so notes my concern.

I Second point, I'd like to discuss a little bit--

LEE: Well, before you go to the second point, I would like to
go back and elaborate on a further point. Now, the City Council
in it's wisdom--actually, the general plan expresses their idea or
their concept of development of the Island of Oahu--saw fit to pass --

the conditional use ordinance, This conditional use ordinance, the
whole basis upon it was to permit unusual uses to be located in
areas, and in order to protect the area in which they were located,
to impose certain restrictions on the uses to see that the uses are
compatible. All I'm saying is that we're using this vehicle from
the City Council to try to locate an unusual use into an area, and
we hope the conditions imposed upon this use will make it compatible
with the neighborhood.

WAY: Well, I guess maybe then you raise the point of degree of
conformity. I think this is a rather fundamental point in this
case. As you know, the conditional use section under general
standards and I quote:

"Conformity with official plans, the proposed conditional use
shall be in accord with the purpose and intent of the general
plan and any applicable development plan "

My contention is that an industrial use of this magnitude of 9 acres
of predominantly warehousing and significant employment generation
therefore is an industrial use and therefore is not in conformity
with the general plan

I'd like to leave that question unless you have any other observa-
tions to make.

LEE: I certainly do. I think the purpose and intent of the
general plan, if you'll go back to the general plan statement, is --

that it's suppose to encourage industry, it's suppose to give -E
people a place in which it is safe and comfortable to live, mË

Now, here you have two conflicting points and the intent are the
same. The intent is to develop these islands as we see it to a--
well, I won't say optimum living condition, but to the best living

-11-
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condition that we can In doing this, wiiat we would lika to sea
is places tvhore we could work:irid be clase to whera vou live. I
think the mote than thousands of examples where tvo'v'e seen indus-
trial parks .in

neighborhoods. 1 cannot see where this would he
any different than a think Eactor, in si neighborhood or any othey -

industrial park that's locarcel in a nerühhorhood, provided as I

said, we use the safeguards through the contlitional use permit to g -

see that there are no nuisances created in this area which would | Ë
disturb the ne ighborhood

WAY: Of course, in a general way I cortainiv aorce with what
you said; however, I think the proper place to address that i.s in
the policy-making and decision -making

area 01 the g,eneral plan, not
. through the conditional use perm.tt Now, I want to make that poln L

very emphatically that I think you're in the wrony arena. T'here's -

no quarrel with industrial uses there is a definite need for them
It's a matter of eva.luat ton in terms of proper location and t.aking |
into account., all of the other factors that vou considered and g r

you've mentioned, of course. But here, I think it's gone too far .

By way of i.llustratlon, we did have another conditional use for a i &
movie filming, TV operation in this connection in a residential Ë ¯

area, in fact using the residents, and on a temporary basis, that
the life of TV series is not indefinite, We all know that. In
fact, it's rather tenuous even, Rather specific, Iigid conditions B
were attached to that, in a residential district using a residence,
simply converting the inside making a shell out of the home that is g
there so that at the time of termination of the series, it could g
then be converted to residentïal purposes.. So yes, in that connec-
tion on a tetaporary basis within that context, the idea of a

conditional use permit for movie-TV studios and the like was
conceived and developed

I'd like to go on with more specifies having to do with your paper
on the traffic.

LEE: Mr. Chairman, may I respond to the second point,

WAY: l'd rather avoid a debate at this point. I'd like to
get to a couple of questions,

CHAIRMAN: If possible, I'd like questions to be asked from
the department or the commission, Let's not engage in a debate
here.

LEE: But Mr. Chairman, he made some statements and I'm willing
to answer any questions he asked But, if he is suppose to question
me and make some statements, at least I should have the courtesy
of reply to the statements.

CHAIRMAN: At the end of this if you feel compelled to make
any statement, we will entertain it at that time.

LEE: Will ït be a matter of record, sir

12
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CHAIRMAN: Correct .

WAY: 11y second point has to do with the parkinp, generation.

I guess we'd have to start witli the numheis. You ind.icated that

actually the parcel involved is 9 acres .in
si.to

LEE: That is correct

WAY: And there is an additional 40 acres or does the 40 acres
include the 9-acre parcel?

LEE: The 40 acres includes the 9 acres,

WAY: In the information you presented, you indicat.e that over
200 dwelling units could be constructed. This I presume is on the
40 acres.

LEE: Yes s

-

WAY: The trip gene rat ion figure that you have f rom the studio
is 800 car trips per day. In other words, 800 vehicles or car trips

coming out of the 9-acre site as against 1600 car trips coming out
of the total 40 -acre site

LEE: Yes, -
-sli

WAY: Okay, I guess what I'm concerned about is if you develop
the 9 acres for residences, my figures show that that's about 45

units using your same 5 units per acre, and that 8 vehicle trips
per unit, I come out with 360 trips being generated out of the
9-acre site in contrast to 400 car trips if the studio is developed
out of the same 9-acre site, Do you agree so far?

LEn: Yes

WAY: Okay, I want to make sure of our comparisons here because
I've done some other figures using your basic numbers, and I find
that if the 40 acres is developed, again we use your figures , 1600
vehicle tr i.ps would be generated. If the 31 acres plus the 9 acres
for the studio were developed, we then find a traffic generation of
2,040 trips.

LEE: Yes ,

su WAY: My point is simply, and I seek your concurrence, that

with the movie studio and with the remaining 31 acres for residen-
M tial development as shown on the general plan, we actually have

higher trip generation in the valley than if the .40 acres were
totally developed for residential purposes. Do you agree?

LEE: If your assumption is based on the fact that the
residential area and the movie studio would be both in operation
our premise is that if the movie studio is put in, the other

'

remaining 31 acres surrounding it would not be developed as resi-
dential use. The land directly opposite this i.s state land. Part

13-
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rt.viotis devolupers ha.d piogr.liritiled loi Itn;-int tulit., housino. So,
railline is sili ly based on the for: 11HE we boul<1 Lie up tills

i i gWAY: 1 131.1055 l LlldCist;1tid i.ilill W[i'. yoU 110VIOUS LC.' TillODy Ei a y
My tiuast lon titon 16;, do you have that i ed un now;? Do von have -

LEE: We have talked to the state people and the st:ite people
have indicated that they would consider it. Now. LT von were to
ask us to go out and t te up every paleel af land'atour1d 115 at the
present time I think it would be a iLttle premature Thts is
where the cotidit ional use permit comes in If you imnose these
conditions upon the permit , then it would be a much more practical
way of doing things. In other words, we could not. build our studio
until we get permission f rom the state and Paiko Estate, This is g i
the whole obiective of the conditional permit as I see it, | Ë

WAY: Failing that, however, we'd still be faced with some form
of residential deve lopment in accordance with the policy of the
city for the area. We could see additional residential development
on the remaining 31 acres

LEE: Yes ,

HOSAKA: You mentioned that we could out conditions such as
the elimination of anv tour buses down Kuliouou Road,

LEE: Excuse me for interrupting, I saa_d we could not do that
because that s a public roadway, We can't stop that, All we could
preclude was the people coming into our facility because that would -
be private property.

HOSAKA: In line with that 1 thought Derhavs the preclusion
of any tour buses would cer tai ily - I rÀad n one of the documents
that approximately half of your income would be derived from the
tourist trade, I just wondered if you could survive with the elimi-
nation of this,

LEE: That document was information that was eenerated for the
Hawaii Kai site, It was pr ivileged information given to the -
financing people, We certainly did not give that privileged infor-
mat ion out Someone else used those documents and gave those g
documents to the planning department because the sets of figures
that we would use for financing this would not i.nclude that, As
far as the financing feasibility of this project, we feel that the
studios could stand by themselves We deltberately phased this
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into tlvree phases because we wanted the studi.o t.o come first, We -

knew that would stand by itself, If the demand grow, we could '.
then go i.nto the 1.ive audience theater t.ype of thing because tluit's
mostly for TV shows The third one was strictly mi experimental
thing where they lutva i.t in Disney World. lt's a 360 degree projec-
tion type of theater. We would have to go into one anyway 11 we're
going to go into that because we would have to have a place to test ¯¯

E our film, So as Ï said, those two phases, 2 and 3, are somewhat in
the future What we 're looking for now is simply phase 1, We would
be willing to live with that.

DUKE: I was kind of amused, but your answer regarding closing ¯

of studïos on the mainland seems rather odd to me that the studi.os
there are closing because people are building close around them
now and their land becomes valuable. It seems to me, and I'm not
trying to tell you your business, but you've picked an area where
the people have already built around you, and you want to put a

- studio in the middle. The land here is much more expensive than
many places I could name. I'm not trying to chase the studio away
but I'm telling you how I see it

In addition to that, if you read I think it's the Department of
Labor, the cost of living in Hawaii is about 25% higher than any
other place you could pick, Just the pure economics of it, your
answer doesn't quite make sense to me.

LEE: Well, you're comparing residential land, If you look at - ·¯

the movie studios in Hollywood, it's right in the heart of the city
now, So, we're talking about business or commercial land value.
When you talk about commercial land value versus residential land
value, there's quite a differential in price-

DUKE: Then if you compare the cost of land in Hawaii to the
cost of land elsewhere, then I don't think the differential is so
great, I is your business, not mine

SULLAM: When you say you'll tie up this 31 acres, what are
you going to tie it up in? Is it going to be vacant?

LEE: Yes. We would primarily keep it vacant or we might
develop some landscaping in there primarily because we would
utilize the area for outdoor shooting, Location work is really
what we're looking for

SULLAM: The park that you discussed and this is state land,
what kind of park would this be? Is this going to be a regional
park? âË$

LEE: We plan a neighborhood park, This was what we had ;-
presented to the neighborhoods We had programmed that facility
for the neighborhood and asked them to comment on it, whether it
was adequate for their purposes or not adequate

SULL M: This would be owned by you?

15-
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foot of the viilley.

LEU: Well, the residents refer tlisit u ¡snr1 he obtablished in

tlie upper part oE the valley for the s.lict.y of the chi.l<lren. They
don't want the children to cros . Kal,aninn:iole ilto'way, That park
would not be this type of park. Thi.s parl: would have tenni:: courts
basketball courts, softball f.ield :ind this sort oE thinst. The other
is a beach park

CHAIRMAN: You have any assur ances that i f you are not a Lven
this conditional use permit that. the stat.e will allow 31 acres to
be developed res ident ia ll y?

LEE: I have no assurance as to whether or not 12 we do not
get the units here the state will oo ahead with its plan for the
low-income units I reall y don't Ëave the status, We just talked
to them and they said that they had it on the back burner and that
they would be very happy to consider our plan here,

CHOY: In your access and circulation within the property, your
attorney has verified that the access easement irom Paiko Estate and
the State of Hawaii, how far along have you people pursued this
right-of-way?

LEE: The attorney has seen the Paiko Estate people, They said
that they would grant us an easement over that 40-foot. I think
it's shown on the tax map. In conjunction with the park, we would
develop the additional 40 foot to make it an 80-foot roadway.

CHOY: So your company would develop the road to 80 feet and
turn it over to the city for maintenance,

LEE: Yes.

CHOY: So then again there would be substantial maintenance
cost to the city with the amount of traffic that will be generated
by your studio.. U

LEE: Well, I don't know whether the amount would be substantial g
or not because we 're looking at about 500 or 600 feet of road.
That's about it

(There were no further questions of Mrs Lee.)

Public testimony followed.

Test imony - in SUPPORT

-16



1. Mrs, Naomt Correa, Resident (Presented otal. test.imony)
2. Miss Keokookalae Hughes, Business Represent.ative, Screen Extras

Guild Incs (Presented oral. test.imony)I 3. Nrs, Valeric Humph rios, int.orested c i t i zon (Presented ora.1 testimony)

Reasons in SUPPORT--

1. Provides new and var ted emp1oymen t - - cos tume design ino ,
graphic

I arts, lighting, etc --and supplements an employment gap ovident
in Hawaii's diminishing agricultural

.l.ndustry

2. The proposal is a new, non-polluting industry for Hawaii, freei from noise and smoke emission.

3. While Hawaii needs housing, the cost of housing far exceeds the

i local income level. Salaries in the movie industry are attrac-
tive and offer local people an opportunity to increase their
financial status,

I 4. Economically, 10 movie films produced in Hawaii over the past
years totalling approximately $80 million dollars indicates
that the movie industry has already contributed substantially
to Hawaii's economy.

Questions by the Commission of Mrs. Correa concerned the proposed
industrial use of the subject si,te zoned residential versus residen-
tial development of that site recognizing the existing shortage of
urban lands in Honolulu. Mrs, Correa commented that while providing
for housing is recognized, possible construction of homes on this
site ranging from $80,000 to $100,000 far exceeds the local income
level and neither solves the housing problem nor benefits the local
community- Therefore, industrial use of the site plus the employment
benefits derived from the subject proposal outweigh its residential
development.

Testimorn AMGaAdINST--interested

citizen (Submitted testimony dated
June 26, 1974)

2. Mr. Morris Schwalb, interested citizen (Submitted testimony,
undated)

3. Mr. DeLos A. Seeley, President, Kuliouou Community Assn.
(Submitted testimony dated June 24, 1974)

4. Mr. Melvin K. Ayau, Resident (Submitted testimony dated
June 26, 1974)

5. Mr. Paul W. Jones, Resident (Presented oral testimony)
6. Mr. Richard Sagawa, Resident (Presented oral testimony)
7. Dora Morales, Resident (Submitted testimony, undated)
8. Helen H. Cole, Resident (Submitted testimony, undated)
9. Mr. Bruce Keppeler, Resident (Presented oral testimony)
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June 26, 1974)

OBJECTÏONS- -

1. Incompatibility with existing character of the neigthorhood.
The serenity of the vaLloy and privacy of restdonts will be ..

oneroached upon by tourists and visitors to the movie studio.

2 Increased traffic Senerated by employees and visi tors to the
proposed mOV LO Stud i_o would cr eate a ha zar dous tra f ric
condit ion for chi ldren in the area The inadequacy of exist -

ing width of the streets to accommodate tour buses trans-
porting tourists to the sub ect site poses another traffic
problem.

3 Noise and dust generated during construction and additional
traffic through the area upon completion, not overlooking the
possible use and noise of a helicopter transpor ting movie
stars from Waikïki to the proposed site

4. Inadequacy of existing sewer system to handle additional
development

5 Depreciation of land value -

6 Sets a precedent for further high density development to occur ¯¯

within the area

7 Existing shifting soil conditions and water runoff problems
evidenced by the Department of Land Utilization's recommendation
for further study of these problems

questioned by the Commission, Mr Seeley speaking for the associa-
t ion indicated that the community does not ob ject to the movie
studio per se, but to its location and incompatibility with the
existing character of the community, Even if the Commission were
to impose conditions satisfactory to the concerns of the community,
Mr. Seeley stated: "You're assuming that all conditions put on this
CUP could be 1-mplemented Frank1v the 80 foot structure as
proposed, unless reduced to resid tial size, would be one of the
incompatible circumstances that would affect the community and
would place the community in a ridiculous position, It is not a

safe assumption to assume the conditions will be forever adhered to.
They do not ob ject to residential development in the valley as long
as it is in keeping with the existing life style in Kuliouou. I

18

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr Duke, seconded by Mrs Sullam and
carried



ACTION: The Coimnission concurred with t.he Director's rocommendation
- and recommended that the request for Conditional Uso Permit

be DENIED, on mot.ion by Mrs Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy
and carried. Mrs Sullam commented that she is not against
the movie studio, but that the appl icant's request is

really Ior a change in zoning.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawa Lolaa, Kamiya,
Sullam

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None 7 -

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for approval of plans for a roof
TOMidY S. TOMA garden to include wood deck1.ng and benches
CONTRACTORS, INC. with a planting box to be constructed

I (FILE #74/HCD-10) at 235 Queen Street, Honolulu, within the
Hawaii Capital District.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star -Bulletin/Advertiser on
June 16, 1974. No letters of protest were received.

Presentation of the Director 's report recommending approval of
the request was made by Stan Mofjeld, staff planner. The building,

m including the proposed addition, meets the 150-foot height limit
and 50% open space requirements of the district and is compatible
with the existing building and the Hawaii Capital District.

There were no questions of the staff concerning the Director's
- report.

Testimony in SUPPORT--
Mr. David Beach, Jr., representing the applicant, presented
no additional information. The Commission had no questions
of Mr. Beach.

Testimony AGAINST--
None

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mrs . Sullam, seconded by Mr . Duke and
carried,

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director 's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mrs.
Sullam, seconded by Mr , Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya,
Sullam

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

-19-
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Niill DLiV l.Ol'IEfi' lequest foi P.lanned Development-flousing

SING i ui 97 townliouse un i ts w i th conunun I.ty

AHIAWA t,ic.ilities on a 12 -1-acre ·,ite in Wah.law<i

MARGEN, INC, WL th access i rom 1)olo Ro,itl, llames Street, m

(F1LE #73/PDil-8) and Kilea Place.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star - liul lot in/ Advet t.i.ser oli
Juna 16, 1974 - No letters of protest wece iecelved

Staff Planner Stan Mof jeld presented the I)irector 's report of the
proposal.. In summary, 97 fee simple townhouse condominium un.t ts
with community facilit tes and group parking are proposed Among
desirable features of the proposal are retention of major trees

and preservation of Dole House Approval of this project is M

recommended sub ject to the condit ions enumeTated in the Director 's
report,

There were no quest:Lons of the Comm1±s ton conce r ning the Director ' s

report ,

Testimony in SUPPORT.

Mr. Gene Trapp, President, Margen Inc. ,
represented the

applicant, Questioned by the Commission, the following M

additional information was given:

I1. The existing 25 units on site have been rented for the
past year on a month ~to-month basis to military families
who were not.ified of the applicant's proposal t.o develop
the -ropert-r

2. Dole House will be a non-commercial private museum available
for use only by condominium owners and their guests 2

School § ¯¯¯

excursions may be allowed if permitted by the association's -
board of directors. It may also be used as a meeting room,
for card playing, or just a quiet place to read, Security g

--- mervice will be provided to restrict usage by outsiders who

will be screened either at the office or by the security
guard.

Testìmony AGAINST

Mr. Saburo Kubota, a resident in the area, expressed concern
over traffic flow above the subject site from Kilea, Kinikohu,
and Kinipopo Streets, and the lack of consideration given to
the residents in that area He questioned whether these
residents would have access through the subject site.
Mr. Mofjeld stated: "That question was addressed previously
with the Department of General Planninb> in the deletion of
that central road running through the site There's a traffic
report by a consultant and an analysis by the Department of
Transportation Services that the DLUM road below which is 44

20-



feet, when that is eventually completed, would be adequate to -

--

serve the traffic loading in the areawhich ancludes the
subject site plus the Kilea and other people living above,

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, soconded by Mr. Kamiya and --

carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya,
Sullam

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

UNFINISHED BUSINESS Commissioner Hosaka who had declared
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT a conflict of interest on this matter,
QUASI-PUBLIC TO disqualified himself from the deliberations.
APARTMENT USE
ST. LOUIS HEIGHTS- The public hearing held March 20, 1974
PALOLO was closed, and action deferred to May
ST. LOUIS-CHAMINADE 1, 1974. The Commission on May 1 deferred
EDUCATION CENTER the matter to May 29, 1974 upon request of
(FILE #236/Cl/17) the applicant, Action on May 29, 1974 was

deferred to June 26 at the staff's request
in order to review additional information
recently submitted by the applicant.

Staff Planner Charles Prentiss presented an Addendum report from ==
the Chief Planning Officer addressing the supplemental information ;;
submitted by the applicant to support its General Plan amendment am
request. A review of the additional data and a study of housing
data and development alternatives prepared under the City and County
of.Honolulu General Plan Revision Program indicate that there ïs a
need for housing units in the proposed price range. The development
proposed would not be in conflict with or preempt any alternative
development patterns being studied in the General Plan Revision
Program since both the Intensive Development Alternative and the
Directed Growth Alternative include an increase in residential densi-
ties in the Honolulu area. An additional alternative site on the
Chaminade Campus was rejected on the basis that the area is committed
for athletic facilities associated with the educational complex.

On the basis of conclusions drawn in his original review of the
request, a review of the additional data, and the reported adequacy

- aus

of public facilities, the Chief Planning Officer reaffirms his g-¯¯

recommendation that the request be approved. &¯

MOTION: Mr. Kamiya made a motion to DENY the application which
was seconded by Dr. Choy.

Dïscussion followed,



SUll.AM: Mr (:hairiitan, I will vote apainst the
motton because even ihough I'ni concc:rned ..hotit the trnit it.

1 feel that is a de llalile |illice lot all:iilinent. J thini

lÌ\t! ;)t 0Ì)] Cll! 01 ( Ed l i tC Wi i Ì l'C TCSt.lÌ VCtÍ

KANIYA: 11r Chat.rown., i make thi mot.lon hecause
100kt113 at t.lte General Plan and ll!!M. I feel Elat a ar

L .

¿LS UU.51 Liblie, I clor1·t belicvo we have enoupil areas
01106 35 SU.Ch iTI th ÜCÏ1el';i1 Plar) I FOc1 tllis i.S 30

I tatti k .: : f.: T as the staff raport that the availabilitv
of apartmont.s and vacancies are down, I think the vacan- E
cies are down because the kids are rentino apartments.

I feel the plan is beautiful, but I t'link 1.t s'inuld be
available to the students, and have it connected to the
school as suelt

As far as traffic, the in2ress ts fine. But, when you
think where all the people are 2oing to come from, will
they be coming from the Kalmuki area makïng right turns
which will be easy, or will they be coming from town E
where they will have to make a left turn off Dole or a

left turn across Waialae?

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, I'll have to speak against the
motion. There is no doubt in mv mind that the officials
of St. Louis are truthful that 'thev do not have sufficient
money to carry on their educat.iona'l project. I believe
utilizing what they do have to i.ts best use is what .is

going to undoubtedly help St Louis College.

I am concerned about the traffic because at the public
hearing those people were concerned, I know that even
if the streets have to be widened, at the College expense
it can be worked out. This I am sure.

Therefore, I think to deny the application is not proper
and therefore I am against the motion

KAHAWAIOLAA: I aoree with Mrs. Sullam and Mr. Duke.
I am aoainst the motion.

CHOY: Mr . Chairman, I would like to concur with
Commissioner Kamiya that titero's a good limit of Ouasi-
Public areas. My concern is once tais apartment is bu:Lit

and if Chaminada is as viable as thov claim it is, then
t icy certainly would need expansion En future year, Now,

2
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I'd .1iho to know whoro thov iould DXDand LO if t.ho IlpaTt-
mont is built in the football E leld becau o oF this, I
wil.l concur witil Uninaissioner Kartiva.

SULLAM: I don't think it':I for us to get involved
.in

the person:ll po l icy o f. Chaminade Col lepe at to be con-
cerned in witat promoted them to n!]ocate th s land for
apar twent uses i f: i t. moet:s a [1 ti o requirements oE the
General Plan det ision to o,o into apar tment, then I feel
we have to on alona eith it

Their only dr:nvback was water and t ra .tc. If those two
are resolved. Ï don't think we have any lepit mate reasonsnot to vote n frivor of the arnandment

i There was no further discussion. The motion failed to -

- | AYES - Choy, Kamiya
¯¯

g NAYES - Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam
CONFLICT - Hosaka
ABSENT - None

MOTION: Mrs. Sullam moved to accept the recommendation of the
Chief Planning Officer which was seconded by Mr. Duke.

The motion failed for lack of a majority vote.
AYES - Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam
NAYES - Choy , Kamiya
CONFLICT - Hosaka
ABSENT - None

ACTION: Due to the impasse and lack of sufficient votes to
recommend either denial or approval, the Commission onmotion by Mr Duke, seconded by Mr Kamiya, submitted
NO RECOMMENDATION. The Commission felt that a majority
vote of five was not possible

The motion was unanimously carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
CONFLICT - Hosaka
ABSENT - None

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Renorter ¯
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Moeting of the Planning Commission i

The Planning Commission held a meet.ing on Wednesday, July 10,! 1974, at
1:40 p,m., in the Conforenco Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
James D. Crane presided.

PRESENT: James D. Crane, Chairman
Randall Kamiya, Vïce Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C, Choy
Charles W. Duke
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Fredda Sullam (left meeting early)

ABSENT: Donald K. Hosaka

ISTAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
George Aoki Deputy Corporation Counsel

i Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner ,

ELECTION OF OFFICERS Mr. James D. Crane was elected Chairman for the
ensuing fiscal year by unanimous vote, on motion
by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and
carried.

Mr. Randall Kamiya was elected Vice Chairman, on
motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa
and carried.

ADOPTION OF RULES OF The Commission in a workshop discussed for adoption,
PARLIAMENTARY PROCEDURES its Rules of Parliamentary Procedure. The major

change in the Commission's public hearing procedure
will be the Commission's action immediately follow-
ing closing of public hearings,

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Kamiya,
adopted its Rules of Parliamentary Procedures. The motion was
unanimously carried,

AYES - Crane, Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka
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PllllLIC 11EARING A public hearing was held to consider a
Gl!N1!RAI l'LAN AMliNUMl!N1' pr epasa l to amend the Genera l Plan of the
WAll(Il(I Cil y and County of ffonolulu by ledesignating
WONG WONG AND approxi.matcly 3,35 acres of land f.rom Resotti l'ALMliR/TURNlill ARCillTECTS use to Commercial use to accommodate the
(FILE F 272/C-1 15) proposed Kalakaua Commercial Complex in

i Watkaki, Tax Map Keys: 2-6-02: 25 and
portions of 5, 18, LD, 22, 23 and 24.

I Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
ßulletin,Advertiser on June 30, 1974. Noletters·oi protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer. The information pIovided in the request and

i
subsequent analysis by the Department of General Planning jastify
the requested General Plan amendment. It has been specifically
shown that:

I 1. There is a more than adequate amount of land in Waikiki where
hotel construction is permitted to satisfy the desired level
of hotel development until well beyond 1980.

2. The General Plan recognizes that other commercial areas besides
those shown on the map will be needed.

3, The request and the type of development being proposed are
in concert with the principles and guidelines of the General
Plan for commercial areas as well as resort areas.

On the basis of the analysis of the request, it is the recommendation
of the Chief Planning Officer that the request to amend the General
Plan be approved.

Question was laised concerning a portion of the proposed general
plan boundary which cuts through a wing of the Royal Hawaiian
Hotel. Mr. Portmote i.ndicated that he had checked with the

oning division of the Department of Land Utilization and was
informed that there would be no problem and change to that wing
inasmuch as a hotel is pé<mitted within eit.het a B-5 Resort
Commercial or H-2 Hotel District,

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT·-

1. M:E. G., Gi.acometti, representing the Bishop Estate
2, Mr. H. Wong, Architect Consultant

WONG: We're satisfied with the report of the Chief Planning
Officer, We will respond to any quest.ions the Commissioners might
have,
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SULLAM: Are you going to inake provisions for relocating the
tenants presently in the commercia3 complexes that are going to be
torn down?

GIACOMETTl: Yes, we expect to have considerably more commercial
space in the redesign and redev.elopment of t.he complex. We have, in
casos where inquiries are made or if anyone is interested in tenancy,
we have taken expressions of interest. There is no formal priority
system established at this time, but I would suggest that as long as

they are competitive tenants in the various uses that we suggest for E
¯

¯ the arca, they would be given the same priority as any other tenant

L - that would apply for space, I should point out that all of the
tenants are using spaces under leases that would expire May 31st of
next year, Many of them have contacted us. I don't mean to imply
any kind of non-priority as well.

¯ WAY: At one point in time there had been some concern expressed
by our department to you about lease stipulations having to do with
the open space, building coverage heigh.t limits and the like. In
fact, there was submitted to us in Mr. Wong's letter some general
proposals to take into account these concerns. The question is,
are these, as they were presented to us, generally acceptable kinds
of conditions and of such a nature that they would be in the lease
agreement?

GIACOMETTI: Yes they would, As I understand, you're referring
to a list of design criteria,

WAY: I would just for purposes of specificity point out that
it's dated April 25th on Mr. Wong's letterhead to our department.

GIACOMETTI: A set of that criteria was presented to the trustees
approved by them to form the basis of our request with respect to
limitations that would be placed on the developer. As you know, the
Bishop Estate cannot directly develop the property, and there will
eventually be a ground lease to approve these stipulations.

WAY: One other point along similar lines and that is to what
extent might the Bishop Estate continuously participate in the
propect in the design sense? I guess what L might be looking for
would be .another

lease stipulation, if you will, that could be
added here wherein there would be some assurance of continuing
design review by the landownets,

GIACOMETTI: I can assure you that is a normal policy of
Bishop Estate development leases and I am certain it will be
continued in this case. There would be prior approval by the
landowner in any development.

WAY: Are there any special procedures that you may have
thought of in that connection somewhat beyond the normal, this
being a rather significant piece of real estate in Waikiki?

GIACOMETTI: Yes, the trustees recognize the sensitivity
needed in the design of this complex. Several years ago, they
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- reque fed help of variou participants in an ad liac .uinintttee

that did a cort.atn amoniit of design and review proy,; lin, that is,

ideas as it relates to thef;nd lesult. UltL of that soinmittee

rose the idea oÏ interact ion al design coinpeti.tton which we
conducted in 1972 and which was done under the /\merican Institute
of Archi tect rules. The final des ign colicept was altt. at that
COlllpetlËlORÖTi.1WÎngS. I believe there viere 1.8 mithilitssionsof

dif ferent concepts for this project.

¯- WAY: I recogni ze, Mi . Chaiiman, that some of t.he questionsi that are coming up and somo that i.n tac t l've laimed a.re somewhat
out of the normal context in dealing with the general plan issue.

R l'm sure that futt.her details of the spectí1cs along the lines of
¯

g these kinds of questions of a design nature would be tot thcoming
at a subsequent time, for example, at the t.tme when a zoning change
would come along,

CHAIRMAN: l bel teve, however , t.hese ate the kinds of questions
¯- Mrs , Sullam had addressed her self to I appreciate they 're be i.ng
¯- E asked a,t this time. They w£11 come up agaLD, I'm SUre.

SULLAM: While I realize this has been in t.he making for a
long time, I am not critiring, l think the design is a very lovely
des tgn, but I wonder why the Bishop Estate at this t ime feels it's
necessary to go ahead and tear down a perfectly good bui.lding and
do this sort of thing? What are t.he reasons behind it?

GIACOMETTl: The larid is presently encumbered by a lease between
B shop Estate and Sheraton Hawaii. It was negotiated in 1.967. The
Impetus for that renegotiation was the development of the Sheraton
Waiki.ki. The 1.ease at that time foresaw the need for redevelopment
of this frontage strip. The reason why i.t is necessary to redevelop,
basically, most of the bui tdings on that property are in bad need
of iepair., McInerny is a far superior building. It's a shame t.hat
building has to be removed- It is really t.he only building that I

would consider to be long term value at this point in time. Looking
at the erttire proper ty and in order to gain the kind of full plan-
n:.ng freedom and flexibiLity that is needed, the decisi.on to elimi-
nate Melnerny along with t.he other buildings was made.

Another p: nt which l should raíse and that. is in the lease between
Bishop Estate and Shetaton, there is prov.ision for an open area and
so called view corridor extending directly dpposite Seaside Avenue.
Unfortunately, that's also the location of Hcinerny. It is at the
center of the property. It is a logical break in construction of a
related set of facïlities It appears both on t.he model and on
the plan That area would not be open if we kept the McInerny
building there

There are other technical reasons One of (hem is that the parking
courplex would be located pt imar ily undergtound in order to design
a workable gatage at a lowel level, it would be very difficult to
retain a b ild ing like Meinginy and then try to work around it.

SULLAM When would you exp et th s projoet to be completed?
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GIACOMETTl: We are ptoscritly contemplating a two ph se constiuc-
taan program, the fi.ist phase being Lowers Street. to Sekside Avenue -

between an 18 -to 24 month constiutt.ton time, and t.he socynd phase
fiom Scasi.do to the Diamond IIcad end of the property wh.i h would

- probab3y require anothe i 1.8 months. So, you're looking t 3-1/2 to - i

4 years of construction Botng opt1.mistac, I would hope we could
speed it up somehow,

CHOY: This may not be germane to what. Is before us at the
present time, but what safeguards has the Bishop Estate -un in to
a leasing of the commercial complex? What I'm concerned with is I
hate to drivo down Kalakaua Avenuo knowing the development at the --=

Sheraton Waikiki Hotel and the Royal Hawaiian Hotel. I gas just
wondering whether this complex then, I have nothing against the
Ginza, but what I'm worried about is that a large majority of this
complex will be leased out to a Japanese businessman with a Japanese
sign there calling attention to a Ginza instead of Waikiki. What -

U type of safeguards have you people formed in order to have a balanced
type of business in this particular complex?

GIACOMETTI: The simplest way to put that is if we have a stated
policy in the overall design program and in the related uses that
would be in the new complex, that we retain a Hawaiian motif. I
have no direct way of assuring you that will be achieved; however, I
think I can say truthfully that the trustees of the estate have
several tïmes expressed that kind of interest. That's the basic
reason for that design policy. I believe they are going to insist
that it be carried out, They expect to retain some control over the
subleasing phase for this property.

Finally, I should point out that although there is a pending transfer .
apparently in the leasehold interest of the Sheraton Corporation, it
will have no direct effect on this property as this property will be
excluded from that leasehold as of May 31 next year.

DUKE: The department in their presentation mentioned the
preservation of the banyan tree, Would you elaborate a little on
your plan for preservation of the existing trees and public right of
ways and other ecological aspects of this new development? ·

WONG: We've tried to develop the design in such a way that
the beautiful Royal Hawaiian gardens can remain intact as much as
possible .

In planning the project, we had to restructure a lease which the
Bishop Estate has with the Sheraton Corporation with respect to
what is referred to as the reserve commercial area which was
originally designed to protect the green of the Royal. We mo¢ified
it for one reason, we wish to place most of these trees within the
Royal property. The new lease which has not yet been finalized will
now place b.oth of these trees within the Sheraton lease area. The
design is set up in such a way that all the large trees will remain
Some of the coconut trees are very old, very tall, will be gone, but
our commitment has been that there will be no fewer trees than now
exist on the property. We may have to go in with younger trees
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he Lit))U 5010 Of 000 ÌÔØL Oil S TCdÏ Ìy CBil(lat be Iroved in thi.s area,
' ilm garage does not extend into the sethack area and we will be able &¯

0,) plant it vety extensively, very 1ikel) coconut trees, when the
f) ret phase i.s completed and before the see.ond phase starts.
W:: wi.11 t ry to salvage every tree th.at we possibly Cart. As this
project necessa t.ates, we will then bring, in new trees to keep with
the entire character of the Royal flawailan gardens.

DUKE: Elaborate on the right of way.

WONG: At the present time, there 's a l ease be tween Bishop Es ta te -

und Sheraton Corporat ion involv ing several rights of way,

One is the entrance to the parking garage. Sometime before comple-
t ion of the project , there will be another traffic lane installed
on the Waikiki side of Lewers Street where t.here will be entry to
the com>lex. --

There is another right-of-way to the establishment by the extension ii-

of Royal Hawaiian Avenue, and that would be the principal. entrance
into the Sheraton Waikiki complex, It would be 90 feet wide and
would have ingress and egress as well.

The 120-foot view plane exists directly opposit.e Seaside Avenue.
This will be 20 feet wide. The contract was to prepare or to make
provision for the eventual view plane as well as a studio entrance
ihrough t.he Royal Hawaiian Hotel area. However, we are committed
to that view plane and it will be provided for in the development.

The final easement will exist on the other side of the Outri er
Hotel property, That will be a 15-foot wide public right-of way

¯¯ to the beach.

(There ivere no further questi.ons of Mr. Wong or Mr. Giacometti,)

3. Mcs, Dorothea Woodrum, .representing Elsie Krassas at Waikiki,
one of existing business tenants.

As one of the tenants in the existing commercial. complex for
the past 22 years, the structure is now in a dilapidated state.
They ar.e especially pleased with the proposed architectural
plans for a Hawaiian motif.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr, Duite, seconded by
Mr. Kahawatolaa and carried.

ACTION: The Comiission concurred with the recommendation of the
----·~ Chic f Pl.anning Of ficer and recommended approval of the

reqi:est, on mot ion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy
nd carr ied ,

AYEE Choy, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiol.aa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYL None
AllSÌR T Hos aka



PUliLIC lIBAltlNG A public hearing was hold to ca isidor a .

ZONING CilANCE request for a change in zoning! :rom R-5
Rh llESIDENTlAl TO Rosident ral to A-2 Apartment Di trict in
A-2 APARTillNT DISTRICT llecia-·mauka of Kamchaincha llinhbay, front-
tillilA ing Kahuhtpa Street, Tax Map Keys: 4-6-31:
KillALANI INVliSTMENT,INC. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10,
(FILli 474/Z-]L)

Publication was made in the Sunlav Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on June 30, 1074.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner llenry Eng presented the Director's report of the -

request, The applicant proposes a total 66 apartment units
(approximately 750 square feet of floor area pel unit), and has
indicated that height of structures would be +30 feet (three .
stories), Preliminary plans are to offer theTe as condominium
units. No sales price estimates have been given. Off-street
parking spaces for 85 cars would be provided, with access from
Kahuhipa Street. Approximately 6,800 square feet of recreation
space is proposed within the site.

Based upon a review and analysis of this request, the Director
concludes the following:

1. The proposed Tezoning conforms to and implements the General
Plan Detailed Land Use policy for the site.

2. Public agencies indicate no objection to the proposed rezoning.
3. There is a need for children's play areas within the project

area as recommended by the Department of Recreation.
4. With proper attention to buffering between the proposed apart-

ment district and abutting industrial parcels, the type of
multi-family development permitted under A-2 zoning is con-
sidered compatible with surrounding uses.

The Director recommends approval of the request with the addition
that the provisions of conditional zoning be applied to ensure
compliance with the objectives of Items 3 and 4, above.

There were no questions of the staff concerning the Director's
report

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT -

Attorney Philip Chun, representing the applicant

Mr. Chun agreed with the Director's recommendation. Questioned
by the Commission, Mr. Chun stated that their revised site
plan which results from meetings with the Department of
Utilization meets the Director's recommendation for provision
of recreational areas. The removal of parking areas from
the center of the site to the mauka and makai ends of the
lot now provides more than 100 feet of open space to be
heav1l landscaped

60
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Test imony AGA[NST--

1. Mrs. Luka Naluai, It.spresent ing flui. Malama Aina O'Koolau
2. Mrs, Valeria Humphrios, representing the Windward Action Group '

Comments from the above-named individuals concerned (1)
provision of low-cost housing before completion of high-incomo
development; (2) £urther pollution of Kaneohe Bay by way of
drainage from the proposed development into Heeia Stream.

Question was raised by the Commission concerning a proposed

i bill for low· income housing, Mr. Way informed the Commission
that serious constralnts and questions have arisen regarding
these kinds of bills. A question as to their legality has been

I 'found unconstitutional. Another approach to provide such legis-
lation is underway to provide housing in the moderate-income level.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr, Duke and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation for
approval, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Dr. Choy
and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT request for concurrent rezoninB of portions
il0USING of the subject property located in Kaneohe
KANEOHE at Lilipuna Road from R-3 Residential and
THE MCCORMACK LIMID B-2 Business to A-2 Apartment and redesig-
COMPANY, LTD. : nation of the site to Planned Development
(FILE #73/PDH-4) Housing under Article 10 of the Comprehen-

sive Zoning Code.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on
June 30, 1974. A letter dated July 5, 1974 was received from
Mr. Geoffrey Hamilton opposing this project, and is included in -
testimony AGAINST the request.
Staff Planner Gerald Henniger presented the Director's report of
the proposal. The following is a summary of the Director's comments
and recommendations:

The proposed rezoning of a portion of the site is appropriate
prov ided that an application for change of the General Plan
before the City Council is. approved.

The site plan is acceptable in concept. Among the advantageous
features of the proposal are: Compatibility of unit types with
topography arid views, provision of generous on site r¢creational

8
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fac.i1.it los, irrigated 1.andscaping with buffering and improved -

drai.nago, to alleviato present erosion problems,

The sLtc plan would benefit from m.tnor adjustments in the
locat ion af bul.ldings to improve the orientat.Lon LO ViCWS

and the quality of the common open space.

U It is recommended that t.he application for the proposed Iezoning

and the concurrent Planned Development Housing be approved,
based on the condit ions enumerated in this repor t.

Questioned by the Commission, Mr. Henniger gave the following se

additional information:
=F

1. The preliminary plans presented today differ from those

submitted by the applicant in May 1973. The changes reflect
concerns of abutting property owners over view obstruction.
Initial plans indicated higher buildings, 50 more units, and
different accesses, Personal contact involving the changes has E
been made with those persons who have been aware of the project.
The staff feels the applicant has been cooperative with the
residents, and in trying to comply with staff recommendations.
Mr. Henniger cited an example: "There's a 20-foot buffer
between that parking lot and residences, At staff's request,
they dropped the elevation of that lot to about 10 feet so
that the visibility of this lot, we feel, is now not going
to be a problem to the people, It is lower than the floor
elevation of the existing homes. There are persons living
here that feel ït is.not low enough. They feel it should be

as low as is required so that they can have the same view
they have now which this would not quite do, One reason for
a more detailed map, not at 10-foot interval contours but
2-foot intervals and with some massaging of the plan that
these problems can be resolved."

2. Price range of the units will be--

Townhouses (2 to 4 bedrooms) - $50,000 to $80,000
Rental units - $325 up

Public testimony followed,

Testimony in SUPPORT-

1. Mr. Bruce Duncan, representing the applicant

DUNCAN: We have been working on this in excess of two
years in an attempt to make the best use of this parcel of
land. You can tell both by the slope analysis and the
topography and by looking at the shape and configuration of
the parcel of land, that it's not an easy one to work wi.th.
The McCormack Land Company has always had a great belief in
use of the planned development vehicle for developing any
parcel of land. The first cluster development was also done
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by our f irm,

We've gone through quito a alunber of phases to arrive at
the plan before you tuday. The number of unit.a has been
reduced from out init.i al reques t. la add i t tan, concentration
of the uni ts has moved Eram the makat end to mote concentra-
t ion next to the comme rc ial area.

In addition, we have changed our housing type considerably
so that we're talking about 4-story townhouses as the maximum
height, We're also talking about 3-story apartment units,
primarily 3-bedroom rental units.

The last plan that was reviewed by the communi.ty in which they
received a great amount of input, has been modified to the
point where we have approximately 180 units, which puts this

I w.t thin 400 feet of Kam Hi.ghway and Lilipuna Road, The point
of this is you don't have cars golng down Lilipuna Road.
They're concentrated at that point, With the improvement of
Kam Highway between-Lilipuna Road and Haiku Road, and improve-

E ment of intersections at both ends of that stretch, the present
congestion which occurs is going to be greatly relieved.

On the makai portion of the site where previously there were
two major vehicular access points, we reduced that to one, and
it is at the very beginning of the project so that there is no
necessity whatsoever to modify or change the character of
Lilipuna Road from that entrance on around the point. This
was the result of input that we got from the people who live
immediately below that area as well as a number of people
around the point. From o.ur point of view, we have no objection
to it whatsoever. It allows us to control the traffic in the
project, and that certainly is a security consideration.

We've also worked considerable lengths to insure that the
concerns of the residents who immediately abut our project,
are able to maintain the view that they have,'and that the
parking we propose to serve the 34 units above is going to
be unobjectionable as we can possibly make it; Our latest
proposal which was done in the last couple of weeks provides
for depress ug the parking area 15 feet below the existing
elevation 1 ne as well as permitting a 20-foot aren between
the propert line and the edge of the parking which can be
landscaped nd treated in any manner which .is going to be
acceptable o the abutting property owners.

We've also orked to lower the buildings in front of those
properties so that the view can be maintained. We feel
there's even more possibilities to go down' further and lower
the profile of those buildings so that the views from the
people on top are not going to be affected.

Another majo consideration and one of the things which has
taken a grea amount of our time and effort has to be with
the treatme of our development program. We call for four
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phases of development ,
essent tal i y two mauka and two ma , ti .

This is dictated almost exclusively by the necessity tol :ont.rol
the crosion and make sure that we have the capabi]Ity to con-
trol construct ion Brading and CLear ing when a t. occurs. itaus
grading of the entire site or one-hal.I of it.at a timo cinnot

. . be accommodated. We know that. We are prepaled and subject
ourselves not only to the contrals of the City and Countv but
also the State Depar tment of Health and the Soil Conservat.ion
Services of the Federal government. We feel with th.at input
plus that of our engineer and the erosion consultant, Mr. Gene
Cox who has been retained by our firm, that we should be able

.. to make this development in terms of construction, cause mini-
mum problems in the area.

I would also point out that the prices we quoted two years
ago, we th3nk we're going to be able to stick fairly close
to those

We also feel as to the time schedule and ahasin of the aro'ect
between now and 1978 is enough so we'll be able to do the
construction with minimum problems to the surrounding community .

Mr., Duncan was ques tioned by the Commission.

KAMIYA: Have you met with the people who wrote the letters
of protest?

DUNCAN: We have met with the people on the top of the
hill who have been concerned with their view. We feel we have
satisfied the conceins they have. The people along Heeia beach
lot , we have s een the le t ter the yh ave wr i t ten in and the '

response which the Director made. In addition, I provided
Dr. Banner who is the head of the people at the base of the
hill with a set of the plans which he could review, Dr. Banner
also had the benef it of the staf f report in his .inspection of
this project

KAMIYA: You concur with the 17 conditions contained in
the staff re ort?

DUNCAN: The 17 conditions cover all eventualities and
some which will never occut as well, We also are prepared to
add an additional condition with respect to insure that the
views of the people at t.he top of the hill will be insured as
they want them to. It is understood by our firm and the
people 1 think it would be to our mutual advantage to have
that included within the condi.tions.

KAMIYA: I know we can 't impose a condit.ion to force you
to work with the people, but would you be willing to work
with those people as far as the detailed plan is concerned?

DUNCAN: We'd not only be very willing, we'd be very
pleased to
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WAY: Inconnection with. the marketing aspects ot' the
project, you indleated four phases, What is the tpproximstte
number of dwell ing un t ts in the f i rst phase, and do they

flúOlllpdSS LilO SdillO MCilüfûÌ pt'lCO fJilgU pOU ÏllAlcalcÒ, Ild
l.11Cil What I'til leadirty to is any e >ltiliterit or stilprilisal you
might have of the markotability of these units taking into
account today's real estate market situati.on?

DUNCAN: Phase 1 is 159 uni t 5, it includes what we call
' our A type unit which is a 4 bedroom, 26 sto1y townhouse with

a famil.y room. They would be in the vicinity of $75,000 to
330,000. They are the largest, approximately 1(>00 square feet

- and offer a two-car covered garage.

The next group are the C type unit served by a common parking
area, 2 and 3 bedroom units on top of each other. They would
be in the vicinity of $55,000.

The remai.nder of the units are the 8 t.ype units which are
combination of a 4 bed:toom townhouse above a 2-bedroom
townhouse, $65,000, $70,000, $75,000.

WAY: What would that trans late into for a 3-bedroom unit
sales price per square foot?

DUNCAN: About $55 a square foot.

IE WAY: Is the appreciable variat ïon in the price between any
of the diffe rent types of unit; for example, the 3· bedroom
stacked townhouse units, would that have a significant variance
from say the 2- and 3-bedroom stacked the 4-bedroom conven-
t lonal 'townhouse units or are the r fallin uite close to that
on a square foot cos t Ëasis?

DUNCAN: On a cost basis, they 're all genera.11y coming in
about the same.

WAY: I take it all back, I used the term cost. Sales
price?

DUNCAN: In sales, they would be about the same or compar-
able. It's been our feeling that if you've got a view unit
such as the 8 type un.i t which is the 4 -bedroom facing the
bay, there wauld be a premium on those because of the advantage
they have over the other units which are looking across the
urbapired area.

SULLAM: What happens if after the firs t increment, you
ind it's not selling very rapidly? Would you stop the

development?

DUNCAN: Jf we get into that situation Erom a marketing
point of Vie you change and try to se ll the units, We have
two opt ions.. One of the conditions provides that. we must
proceed and utinue to develop. If we feel we have the wrong'



I type of un it, that t.be market is not be.ing served, then we
would be forcod to come back to the Commiss.ion and to the
Council to modify our uliit pra.ce and our distribution to go
to something completely different. It's our feeling with
the varicty of types we have here and t.ho ability to change
the interior, that we shouldn' t be faced with a marketing
problem, --

SULLAM: 1 Want to make certain that it doesn't become
a point where the project falls and you have to redesigp the
whole thing and these open spaces get lost.

DUNCAN: No, We have recreation facilities in each phase.
Phase 1 has a recreation area, phase 2, and phase 3.

SULLAM: Is there any stipulation as to how long the
development will go on? When will it be completed?

DUNCAN: It's our intention to start each of the four

i
phases, each year to start a new phase.

SULLAM: Would you object to making that one of the
conditions?
. DUNCAN: Not at all.

I (There were no further questions of Mr. Duncan.)

2. Mr. Ted Gre.en, Planner for Developer

GREEN: All of the replantable areas, even the garage roofs .will be landscaped with irrigated sprinkler systems, plants,
walk paths, lighting and benches. There will be over 2 miles
of paths connecting houses with recreation areas, public streets
and shopping center.

Active recreation will be provided in three recreation centers
with a pool, showers, restrooms, meeting rooms, basketball,
tennis, and open lawn areas, Passive recreation will be pro-
vided ín the miles of paths and the quiet landscaped view
areas with benches,

After preserving a portion of the natural growth and landscap-
ing the rest, there wì11 be over 39 acres planted out. That's
a little bit over 72% of the whole 54½ acres.
If this property were developed as originally zoned, there would
be 153 single-family units and 392 apartments. Oddly enough,
this comes out to be 545 units exactly what's planned. However,
the apartments would be built on less land because there would
be a road built through there and the business area would be
deducted By spreading the. density over the whole site, wecreate a density of 10 to the acre; ÿet, this îs only 58% of



the allowable floor area for the whole area.

Proposed homes were des i.gned by Hal Whitaker. They will be
spaelous, goodlooking and of inaterial similar to che best. houles

M in the noighborhood. All will be custom made, double wall
throughout , and in no way cheap.

We agree with the various conditions placed on the project by
the Director of the Department of Land Utilization. The
development will be one of the finest: in Hawat i and an asset
to the neighborhood,

(Mrs. Sullam left the meeting at this point.)
3. Mr, Wayne Sakamoto, property owner (presented Genetal State-

ment of property owners alon.g the Lilipuna Hïllside Rïdge
Line, dated July 10, 1.974)

4, Mr. Roy K. Fujimoto, adjacent property owner (presented
testimony dated July 10, 10 /4)

: 5. Mrs , Ruth Prinzivalli, ad jo ïning property owner (presented
test.imony dated July 10, 1974)

6. Mr, Jisoo Sanjume, ad joining property owner (incl.uded in
testimony by Mr. Fujimoto)

7. Mr, Ralph C. Mau, adjoining property owner (submitted testimony
- dated July 10, 1974)

Testimony from the above-named individuals involved various
stipulations relating to view profiles which were discussed
with the applicant.

8. Mr, Robert- Guild of Bay Chevrolet, Inc., Kaneohe businessman
9. Mr. Leonard L. Stillwell Kaneohe res ident

10. Mr. Kam Tai Lee representing the Bow Yee Tau Chinese Society
in Kaneohe

The above -named individuals support the devel.oper's proposal.

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Dr. A. H. Banner, Kaneohe resident (presented study of flooding'
and drainage in the subject areaandmaterial illustrating the
same)

2. Mrs. Valerie Humphries, Windward Action Group
3 Mr. Geoffrey Hamilton, ad joining property owner (submitted

letter dated July 5, 1974) gi
4. Commandeg Thomas L. Jacobs, U.S..Navy, Alii Shores Community W-

Association
5. Mr, John Caaeron interested citizen ¯

6. Mrs, Bridgett BiÃhop, Kaneohe Makai Neighborhood Assn.
7, Mr. Grove Bishop, adjacent property owner

OBJECT IONS:

1. Existing flooding and draïnage problems due to inadequacy of
exis ting sewer and drainage facilities n the rea will be
compounded by the proposed development.

14



2. Exist.ing soil oros ton and sl ide conditions wt.11 he rugmented
dur ing construc t ion of the pt oposed developmen t.

4. Further pollut.aon of Kancohe 13ay due to floodi.ngand runoff
espec3ally during constructi>n.

. 5, Obstruction of existing views

6.. Impact of the project is incompatible with the existing
character of the community. Increased dens.Lty degrades the
existing quallt y of life

7. Price range of the units exceeds t.he local income level.

8, Restriction of private recreation areas in the proposed develop-
ment presents a difficult situat ion for children who wish

I to enjoy those recreational facilities.

9. Dust and noise condit ions caused by increased traffic and
during construction

10. Proper landscaping and buffering should be maintained.

11. Another project in the area by the developer was cheaply
constructed.

12. Requirement for an Environmental Impact Statement was questioned.

13, A moratorium should be laced on further develo ment in the
Kaneohe area until completion of the outfall system and avail-
ability of other public utilities to facilitate present and
ever-increasing development,

14. Urban growth on the Windward side should be contained, and
increased urban development directed to proposed high density
areas (such as Ewa) under the new General Plan Revision Program

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa,
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation
- for .approval, based upon the following discussion:

DUKE: I move to accept the Director 's recommendation
with the addition of certain conditions that are not
presently contained in the recommendation, specifically--

Condition 18, that the view of the people living above
on the higher ground under no circumstances will be
obstructed to any degree than it is presently obstructed;
Condition 19, the people that live below the planned
development uni ts have some consideration, and if possible
to be insured that their property will not be damaged due



to excessive runofÏ because of this devel.opment, -

I think 1 have covered the areas qui t.e adequat.el.y but I
believe that should be assured to people above and below,

KAllAWAÏ0LAA: 1 believe Mrs. Sul lam was concerned -

about the t.ime element and wanted to include that.

DUKE: I recall. that statement being made and the
appJicant agreeing it-·increments to be done at one
year' intervals. Let that be Condition 20.

KAMIYA: This is not part of the conditions, but
the applicant agreed to work.hand-in-hand with the
residents as far as formulation of the detailed prelimi-
nary plans concerning landscaping and profiles,

CHOY: I second the mot Lon.

(There-was no further discussion, and the motion was
unanimously carried.) .

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, KahaWaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Sullam

PUBLIC HEARING. A public hearing was held to consider a
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT request for a rezoning from AG-1 to R-6
HOUSING Residential District and concurrent .

WAIPIO--MILILANI TOWN Planned Development-Housing in Waipio--
MILILANI TOWN, INC. Mililani Town, Tax Map Key: 9-4-05:(FILE #,74/PDH-2) portion of 1.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on June 30, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

St.aff Planner Stan Mof jeld presented the Director ' s report of the
request. In summary, the subject units are being proposed in
fulfillment of the applicant's commitment to provide low and
maderate cost housing in the area. The site plan selected from
earlier alternatives considered seems acceptable. Desirablefeatures of the proposal are: Convenient 1-story buildings,
provision of common recreation open space areas, large private
yards, grouped parking, and landscaping. Recommended modifications
to the plan and primary conditions for approval are:
1. Utilities

a. Installation of sewer lines and water services according
to Board of Water Supply and Department of Health
recommendations.

b. Fire hydrant placement shall be in accordance with the -¯

requirements of the Fire Department.
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2. Landscaping
a, Tot yards according to the Department of Recreation

requirement s a

b. Pedost rian pathways of rough finished concrete.
c. The exist ing trees and vegetation in the gulch area to

be retained.

There were no questions of the staff concerning the Directar's
repor t ,

Public testimony followed.

Tes timony in SUPPORT · -

Mr. Gene Ferguson, represent ing the applicant, agreed with
I the Director's recommendations. Questioned by the Commission,

Mr. Ferguson gave the following additional information:

1. The completion of Mililani Uka K-6 is tentatîvelyI scheduled for 19 74 -75 . A temporary school located
across Lanikuhana Avenue is under construction and -
scheduled to open this fall,

.2. The proposed pedestrian walkway over Kam Highway to the
adjacent school site will be constructed at the <1eveloper's
expense =

3. Responding to a communication received from the Mililani
Athletic Association concerning immediate grading and
grassing of the park site, Mr. Ferguson stated: "We will
deed the park to the city this fall which is usually
following grading and grassing. I -don't know when the
city would take it over and improve it beyond that state."

Test imony AGAINST- -

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa,
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried,

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Sullam
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PUBl.1C IIßARING A pub11e hearing was held to consider
- CONDITlONAL USE PERMlT/ a request for a St.ate Special lise Permit.

STATE SPECÏAL USB and a Conditional Use Perm.it to construct
PERMIT and operate a telephone company baseyard
(PHONE COMPANY ßASEYARD) in Wahiawa, Wht tmore vi l lage--oppos.i te
WAfflAWA lhiihi Street, Tax Map Key: 7 1-02: portion
COMMUNITY SYSTEMS CORP. of 4.
(FILl' J74/CUP-11 AND

#74/SUP-4) Publication was made in t.he Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on June 30, 1974. No
le t ters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorri.e Chee presented the Director 's report oE the
request. Ïn.compliance with State and City rules and regulati.ons,
the applicant is requesting a State Special Permit and a Conditional

' Use Permit on the sub ject site in order to relocate a Hawaiian

i Telephone Company base yard, The existing facility is presently
- Located on Nor th Cane Street in Wahiawa town. The base yard facili-

ties wt11 serve Wahiawa, Mililani and North Shore operations. It
wil l. provide dispatching and supervisory services, storage and
locker facilit les for field crews serving Wahiawa and surrounding
communities. The field crews perform work such as telephone
installation and repair, cable and pole installation and repai.r.

Based upon his review and analysis of ttle request, the Director
recommends that the request be approved, subject to the conditions
enumerated in his report dated May 8, 1974.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director 's
report.

Public testimony followed.

Tes timony in SUPPORT - -

Mr. Merit Sakata represented the applicant and agreed with
tlie recommended conditions.

The Commission had no question of Mr. Sakata.

Testimony AGAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was deferred for a
statutory period of 15 day.s, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried.

PUMLIC REARING A. public hearinb> was held to consider a
¯¯

ZONING CHANGE request for a change in soning from R-6
R 6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to B-2 Communi ty ßusiness

- B-2 COMMUNITY BUSlNESS District in Kaimuki, Tax Map Key: 2 8-28:
DISTRICT por tion of 26. The 131tector ecommends

(cont



AIMUL'l expansion of the tuninp. request to include

Tal.\ G. MUitllllY DBA T)RH Tax Map Key: 2-8 28: portion of 37 cont.ain-
WAREllOllSE ing a land area of. /1,709 squale. fect.

(FILil R74/Z·24)
l'ub31cat ton was made in t.he Sunday Star -

13ulletin/Advertiser on June 30, 1974. No

letters of protest were received.

.
Staff P.lanner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the
request , The appl icant proposes to construct. a one·story building

wa th an area of 1,623 square feet for tire chanp,ing and Lire Storage

purposes in conjunction with the primary business of selling, tires.

The enlarged operation of selling and servicing the sale of tires

would be located on a combined area of 9,062 :square feet.

Based upon review and an analysis of the request, it is the
Director ' s recommendat ion t.hat the request be approved.

There were no questions f rom the Commission concerning the
Director's report

Public testimony followed

Testimony in SUPPORT-

The applicant , Mr. Tom G, Murphy, agreed with the Director's
recommendations. He presented no additional i.nformation.

The Commission had no questions of Mr. Murphy .

Test imony AGAINST- -

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr, Choy, seconded by

Mr , Duke and car r ied .

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Direct.or's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by

Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Duke and carr ied,

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES · None .

ABSENT - Hosaka, Sullam

ADJOUltNMENT: The meeting adjourried at 6:35 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrie t ta B Ly an
Secretary Reporter
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Meeting of the lilanning Commission
Minutes

July 24, .!974

The Flanning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, July 24, 1974, at
1:30 p.m. in the Conference Room of the Lity liall Annex. Chairman
James D. Crane aresided,

PKESENT: James 0 , Crane , Chairman
Randall Kamiya, Vice Chairman
Dra Wilbur C, Choy
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka . 4-

I Fredda Sullam
Alice Takehara | 2|

¯

¯ ABSENT: Antone J.. Kahawaiolaa

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chiet Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
George Aoki, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Lorri'e Ghee Staff Planner EME
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

INTRODUCTION OF NEW The Chairman introduced the newest member
PLANNING COMMISSION of the Planning Commission, Alice Takehara,
MEMBER--TAKEHARA confirmed by the City Council on July 9

and sworn in by Mayor Fasi on July 16, 1974.

MINUTES The minutes of June 26 and July 10, 1974
were approved on motion by Mr. Kamiya,
seconded by Mr. Duke, and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request to change tne zoning from K-4
R-4 TU R-6 RESIDENTIAL Residential District to R-6 Residential
WAIALUA--UCEANIC District for property identified as Taxa
PKOPERTIES, INC, Map Key 6-7-lT:1 and, in addition, the Eg¯
(FILE #74/Z-16) request initiated by the Director of Land El

Utilization to include Tax Map Keys
6-7-7: 1 thru $6, 36, 39, 42 thru 73;
6-7-8: I thru 71; and 6-7-17: 2 thru 48,
owned by various landowners,



Notice of the public hear ing was pubi ished in the Sunday Star ßuilet in,
Advertiser of July 14, 1.974.

No written protests had been received

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented tiie repot t and tec.oliimendattoils of
the Director of Land Utilization. Under: R-4 zonine the minimum lot

. size is 7,500 square Eeet; under R-6, the m.inimum Ïot size is
5,000 square feet. Oceanic Properties is proposing a 76 lot
subdivision in order to provide 76 duplexes and single family
dwellings similar to the Whitmore Villages The proposal is to
provide housing primarily for the Wa aiua Sugar Company employees;
construction completion is approximately January 1976; price range
approximately $36,000 to $40,000 fee simple

In the review of the application, the department s evaluation ïn-
cluded the Waialua Town Tract wh.Leh is also presently zoned R-4
Residential. Of the 188 lots in this tract, only 26 of the lots
presently meet the existing R-4 zoning requirement. By proposing
the change to R-6, the majority of the lots will meet the R-6
minimum requirement of 5,000 square feet

If the approval of the 67 acres is granted, there could be an
increase of approximately 86 units. In the review by government
agencies it was found that the impact of the 86 units on sewer,
water and street capacity was available and adequate to support
the increase in units.

The Director of Land Utilization recommends approval of the
request for the 12.5-acre site and also the expanded area to
include the Waialua Town Tract,

QUESTIONS OF THE STAFF BY THE COMMÏSSIONERS:

DUKE: You stated that all of the agencies supported this proposal
and you mentioned sewers, The information that I have here
indicates that the Division of Sewers states that sewer

ervice is presently not available.

CHEE You are correct. That was my error. The area presently is
nerviced.by cesspools. When the application comes in for
subdivision the Department ož Health will be reviewing the
subdivision.and they would determine at that time whether
cesspools would be feasible for the subdivision or whether
this particular application would require a private sewage
treatment plant. This procedure could be guaranteed through
the subdivision procedure by either posting a bond orconstruction drawings. The Department of Health has indi
cated that they feel, for the added approximately 30 units
in the already-developed Walalua Town Tract, that cesspools -
would be .feasible as an alternative without going into a

rikate sewer treatment plant



I
i

DUKe: One other question, Could yOLI OXplain LO US edly the rate
i percentage of houses non-conforming to the zoning is

presently existing in the Waialua town?

I CHEE: There is some history to this The zoning on the Waialua
Town Tract goes back to 1953 It was probably Class A-1
Residential at that times The minimum lot size was 7500
square feet. I could not actually give you an answer on
that but I am assuming that many of these lots were created
prior to the Zoning Resolution I would like to check this

SULLAM: he lots along the ocean--I don't know the name of the
street.

CHEE: Kahaone Loop?

SULLAM: Yes. Are those all developed? Do they have residences on
them?

CHEE: Not tully developed. There.are some vacant lots. This is
not included in the request. It is presently zoned R-6
Ibsidential... The .proposal is in this triangular area. Back
in 1953 this area was zoned R-4, here. And then Oceanic
came in for.R-4 to R-0.for this 12.5-acre site. This lot
#585.which we make reference to in the report is presently
zoned R-4 but the applicant has indicated that they have
dedicated.this for agricultural purposes at this time and
would like to Keep that as a buffer. The Waialua sugar mili
operations are in this area here.

SULLAM:.In.other words, all the lots will be R-6 now?

CHEE: Right.

CHANE: Since.there are no further questions, under our new rules
for the Commission we will now hear from the applicant.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION:

1. Mr. Wendell Brooks .
Oceanic Properties, Inc,

lhank you Chairman Crane. We don't have too much to add to
the report. .We think that it comprehensively covers all
items I would.like to--let me see, I think there was--I
think you've got 86 lots at one point and I notice that it
is in the report as 86 lots but it is 76 lots that we are
proposing.. Perhaps you were incorporating other areas.
In any event, if there is any confusion, our 12+-acre site
only involves 76 lots.



With regard to the sewer a ctuation, Commissioner Duke, we
did submit with our request for zoning a proposed subdivïsion
plan and that shows a deve lopment of 3ess than 8 una ts per acre la
which, as I understand it, the Board of Elealth uses that

. criteria as to whether of not a sewer system is needed as | -

opposed to a cesspool being adequate I think that within g
this zoning framework we'll be able to meet the Board of Health
standards.and, as Mrs, Chee indicated, that wïll be revïewed
when the subdivision is officiallt submitted.
The lot that Mrs, Chee pointed out that is the buffer lot,
that is intended not only as a buffer to the mïll itself but
also to the cane haul road which runs actually right there -
Mong that property line between the mill site and the i gig
proposed proper y to be rezoned.
Primarily, we are here to answer any questions that you might
have of us and that concludes our presentation, Commissioner
Crane.

QUESTIONS OF THE APPLICANT BY THE MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION:

SULLAM: The.report says that the price range of these houses will be
between $36.,000 and $40,000.. What supporting material do you

. have to assure-us that this will be so?

BROOKS: I.didn't come prepared with any specific information,
Commissioner Sullam. The houses that we built at Whitmore
Village.were:duplex units.. We sold those, I believe, at
$35,000.to..536,000 for.a 5,000-square-foot lot and half of
the duplex building. The common wall of the duplex saddled
the.property line of the.two lots that were affected in each
case We built,.roughly, a dozen units. And that, really,
is.the.indication of what it will be when we get down to
actually.building its. I don t think I have to point out to
this group.though that--I'm sure you are all very much aware
of.the fact that there have been some very rapid accelerations
ïn.construction costs and.that's why we kind of hedged on a
range.and used the word "approximate" rather than quoting a
specific number This is a very difficult time right now in
terms of pricing materials For example, at this time there

is a glazerfs.glass strike which is going to cause'escalations
there.s There..is a shortage of concrete and, like the oil -e
crisis, we.can anticipate that that will result in higher
concrete.prices. Money costs--the prime rate is lz% and if
you.can borrow..money at 2 over prime you're paying 14%.
3hese items which all go into the cost of construction--and
I could go.on but I won't bore you with it--certainly will
have.a bearing.on it It will be our objective to meet these
price perimeters and I guess that's about as much as I can E
say to.convince you that this is our objective



HOSAKA: I have two questions . (1) What is a zero-lot lino duplex?
(2) You say that the units will be primarily for the
Wa1alua Sugar Company employees., You mean the leftovers
will be for the public then?

BROOKS: Yes, that's correct,

HOSAKA: Do you have enough of them for anyone to-

BROOKS: I suspect that there will be a fairly good number, We have
done some employee housing recently at Whitmore Village and

I --that.was for Dole--of the 12 unïts that we did up there,
they.were all subscribed by people who were right from the
area, Some were current employees of Dole and, in talking

I with the.Waialua Plantation management, they think that there
will be about.50% of the units or so that will be requested but
we nave not.gone out with any information or any requests
for applications at this time pending proceeding through
the zoning., getting some feasibility.on our numbers at a
time.when.we.are.ready to go forward. We think it would be
premature to get anybody excited until we are ready to go.

Now,..with regard.to the zeroclot line question, perhaps it
would.be more-appropriate for the department to answer that

CHEE: . A zeroclot.line development is a duplex that straddles the
Iroperty line and on each side of the.property line the
Iequirement would be for the minimum lot size. I have some.
drawings here of the Whitmore Village.duplex homes which

. ..
.

are.similar..and which you might like to taRe a look at.

THERE WERE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS.

NO UNE ELSE APPEARED.TU TESTIFY IN FAVOR.0F THE APPLICATION.

NO ONE APPEARED.TO TESTIFY AGAINST THE APPLICATION,

The public..hearing was closed on motion by Commissioner
Hosaka, seconded by Commissioner Duke, and carried.

ACTION:. .Commissioner Hosaka made a motion recommending
acceptance of the Director of Land Utilization's

. recommenaation of approval of the request to
change the zoning from R-4 Kesidential District
to R-6 Kesidential.District for property identified
as.Tax Map Key 6-7-17: 1. In addition, that the
change be expanded to include Tax Map Keys 6-7-7: 1

through.30, 38, 39, 42 through 73; 6-7-8: 1

through 71; and 6-7-17: 2 through 48.

Commissioner Alice Takehara seconded the motion.
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DISCUSSION:

DUKE: I hardly think.that this motson needs a dis.ussion to
get it to carry I would like, however, t.o state that
I think it's a very good move : a ge'. Some decent housing
on fee-simple land in the $30,000 bracket oineplace on
this. Islands I am ver y much in tavor of the motion.

THERE WAS NO FURTHER DISCUSSION

VOTE
¯¯

AYEb: Choy, Duke, HosaKa, Kamtya, Sullam, Takehara gg
NAYS: None. E gg
ABSENT: Kahawaiolaa if

Motion carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a re uest !Ë
CONDITIONAL USE for a Conditional Use Permit to operate a hild
PtRMIT--AIEA..... . . .care center within an R-5 Residential District. --

FUSTER VILLAGE
COMMUNITY ASSN..,. . Notice of the public hearing was publïshed in

(FILE #74/GUP-14) the.Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser of July 14,
1974,

No written protests had been received.

Staff Planner Henry,Eng of the Department of Land Utilization
presented the report of the Director.

The child care center is proposed to be operated in the midst of the
Foster Village subdivision. The site is designated on the adopted
DLUM for playground use. It is presently developed and on the site
there is parking, a community center, and a variety of athletic fields.

The applicant.has.been operating a child care center and earlier this
year was cited .with several violations, Among these are building code
deficiencies.and the operation of a child care center without securing
a conditional use .permits The subject proposal was reviewed by
public agencies.whose comments indicate that facilities are adequate E
to serve the .proposed use. The department has been ïnformed that the
building code violations have been taken care of

It has been concluded that there is a need for this particular
facility that the proposed site is accessible and of sufficient area
to serve the .use. The.proposed aay care center, as shown on the plan,
is in.general compliance with the criteria set foIth in the Compre-
hensive Zoning Code The Director of Land Utilization recommends
that this request.be approved subject to standard conditions of EE
conditional .pse permits as listed in the Director's report, gŒ

QUESTIONS OF THE STAFF BY THE MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION

DUKE The operator that's going to operate this., if the permit is
issued, is that the sam operator that operated it before?



ENG: Yes--the community association

DUKE: Would you kind of give us a rundown of what they were ci.tedfor and how it came about and tell us whether or not theyare honorable and why this all happened?
ENG: Well, to go back a little bit further, the community center

was established prior to the adoption of the Comprehensive -

Zoning Code. Therefore, it is a legitimate use. Probablywhat happened is that the child care center was established
after the approval or adoption of the Comprehensive Zoning
Code. The community association, not being familiar withthe requirements was unaware that a conditional use permit
was required. The Building Department has advised us that ilthere are no deficiencies structurally or electrically asI indicated in the report. The remaining thing to be done isto issue the conditional use permit to permit this use to
continue. It has operated without any adverse affects tothe community and has, in fact, been supported by membersof the community because it's a much needed facility.

THERE WERE NO.FURTHER QUESTIONS OF THE STAFF.
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION:

1. Mrs. Barbara.Kuntz (representing the applicant)Foster Village Community Association
1298 Kukila Street
Honolulu 96818

I am a member of the Foster Village Board who was put atthe head.of the committee for the pre-school for the
license.

HOSAKA: Who is.in charge of the committee? Is there a Director?

KUNTZ: The Director.is Mrs..Harriet Bolden but she isn't here.The Board opened the community center last year and was -

starting a pre-school program for the mothers that live inthe village. Then we discovered that we needed a license,which we did not know. So, we had to close down and now weare in the process of trying to get a license so that we
can reopen in September. But it's just run by the community
association for the people in..the village--the members ofthe association

HOSAKA: Are you familiar with the conditions 1 through 9 as out-
lined in the report? The Director and you are agreeingto the nine of the conditions stated and you.ought to befamiliar with those conditions. If you are going to get a -

Conditional Use Permit, these are the conditions that one
has to adhere to. Are you familiar with them?

KUNTZ: l'm not.really too sure which paper you are talking about.
-7-
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ENG: The last several pages al the Director 's lepor t.

CKANE: Do you have a copy of the U.recto 's report?

HOSAKA: I can loan ou mine

- CRANE: Here's one here, Woula you look at the last two or three
pages, Mrs Kuntz

ENG: Beginning with page 8
¯=

CRANE: Commissioner, would you speak nre the microphone so that
we can.hear what's going on?

CHOY: I was just informing.her of a pa ticular condition--
Condition #3--that specifies the loading and unloading of
the.children in the parking lot, I.personally feel that
this should be enforced and these.are one of the condi-
tions If ou violate one of the conditions our ermït
could be cancelled 4-r

KUNTZ: Mrs, Ak>on called me and she told me that we would have g : BER
to load.and.unload in the parking lot .and we would have g i i!¾
to have.white stripes for the parking lot and that is
being done.

CHOY: In.other words, you realize that if there are any com-
plaints or violation that you will and you may lose your
use permit.

KUNTZ: Right. I have not seen this before but, as far as I know,
the Board'has told us that whatever this Commission tells
us, we.will do it and follow it so until I can get to
them.and.show them-=but the parking area I did know about
because she told me that over che.phone. And the viola-
tions, as you said, were listed. All the electrîcal ones
were done.

CRANE: We understand, then, that your organization wïll accept
these condîtions

KUNTZ: Yes.

TAKEHARA The.community center, Mrs, Kuntz, in what other ways is
this..center used besides a day care .center? Do you have
youth activities?

KUNTZ: Oh yes We have the Boy Scouts and the Girl Scouts and
the Hawaiian Indian Guides and evening--anybody can
rent the-

TAKEHARA: After. the closing of your school?

KUNTZ: Oh yes There s nothing else up there while the school
is open

-8-



THERE WERE NO FlJRTHER QUESTIONS OF THE APPLICANT

NO UNE ELSE TESTIFIED HITHER FOR OR AGAINST THii APPLICATION,

i The public hearing was closed on the motion by Commissioner
Hosaka, seconded by Commissioner Duke, and carried,

i ACTION: Commissioner Choy made a motion recommending
acceptance of the Director's recommendation
with all of the conditions.

Commissioner Duke seconded the motion.

THERE WAS NO DISCUSSION

VOTE
AYES: Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam

and Takehara.
NAYS: None.
ABSENT: Kahawaiolaa

Motion carried.

PUBLIC HEARING . A public hearing.was held to consider a proposal
GENERAL PLAN/DLUM to amend the General Plan which woula redesignate
AMENDMENT . from Open Space to Residential use approximately
KAHALUU, KUOLAUPOKO 11 acres of land located off Pulama Road in Kahaluu.
LAND RESEARCH 4
INVESTMENT LXL INC. Joseph E. Chu, project manager for Land Research -

(FILE #Z68/C1/25) Investment.Company, Inc., submitted the request
whien initiated this proposal. Land Research and
Investment Company owns the subject site.

Notice of the public hearing was published in the Sunday Star-Bulletin,
Advertiser of July 14, 1974

No written.protests .had been received.
Mr. Ralph Portmore,.Planner of the Department of General Planning,
presented the Chief Planning Officer's report.

The purpose.of..this amendment request is to permit the establishment
of a planned development on this area and on the adjoining land along
Pulama Road. _Planned developments must be in conformance with the -

plans and thus the request for an amendment. Conventional develop-
ment, obviously, could go ahead under the existing zoning without an
amendment...Conventional development meaning a subdivision of
uniform size lots.
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¯ The primary justificatïon for this proposed amendment is that the area
is considered more appropz iate for resident tai use than for ret:ention
in its existing open space designation

In terms of.nousing needs, no evidence was submitted whi.Ch indicates -

that the proposed development is aimed at meet.ing a particular housing
need, There is no apparent immediate or speclar housing needs in the
Kanaluu area which this project would meet, Nor is the development
intended to meet.the need of a particular segment of the islandwide
population such as those people with moderate income for whom addi-
tional housing is badly needed However, given the nature and the
magnitude of a general housing.need on Oahu, s.t ïs difficult to relate
any measurable.drawback to a proposal.such as this which calls for
relatively small additions or deletions to the total supply of land
available to.meet the housing needs,

In terms of alternate uses, residential is considered the most ap-
propriate.urban..use. The subject area ïs .relatively small, topo-
graphically isolated, and physically integrated wïth the surround-

. Ing area which is -residential. It is also.on the fringe of an urban
area and.is not considered logically located.for most other types of
urban uses. Thus the .residential classification is considered most
appropriate

In summary, the .General Plan is considered inadequate to the extent
that the.boundaries.indicated.on the Detailed Land Use Map do not
accurately reflect the point at which the terrain changes from
predominantly.moderate .to steeply sloping.

A refinement..of the boundaries in favor of the property owner's
request will-not.violate.the objectives of the preservatïon designa-
tion on the .plan

. Residential.use-is considered the most appropriate
use for.this area. Therefore, the Chief Planning Officer proposes
that the.DLUM.be amended to redesignate Ine subject 11-acre site
from.open.space to residential use.

QUESTIONS.0F THE STAFF.BY THE MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION:

SULLAM: ..Why.are-we moving at this time to amend the General Plan
.for this additional land that will be developed for a
need that hasn't really been specified? It isn't going
forward because there is a.need for low-income housing
so it really isn't an urgency. Besides, I would like to
know.how many more areas are being developed presently
that.have proper General Plan designation. If all these
go..forward at the same time, we will really have chaos
at Kahaluu because.we know that the runoff is terrific
out there. I particularly would like to know how many
more areas are going forward within this coming year.

I10
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PORTMORE: I can't answer that second question. What we're doing ïs
amending the policy of the plan, We have a relatively

M minor boundary refinement here. It is a long-range policy .

This is not approval of a development to occur right now.
This is not to say automatically that a planned development -==

would occur.. We also have, which really isn't a subject of
a General Plan Amendment or any basis for approval of the
amendment, but we have a reality here.that the area is
zoned now for residential use--R-6. -He could go anead and

¯

develop it right now with 5,000-square-foot lots. The
¯===

reason why they do not want to do that is because it is EEi

fairly rugged terraïn and it would require extensive dis-
ruption of the landscape to do that. This is why they
would prefer to do a planned.development so this could be

I clustered on the more .moderately.sloping
pieces. And there ¯¯

would.be.less regrading:necessary. This is why they came mar
in for a planned.development. In turn, a planned develop-
ment requires an amendment because the planned development
must be.in conformance with the plan.

SULLAM: The.open,space..is zoned residential?

PORTMORE: Yes, it is zoned R-6 Residential.

SULLAM: And on the General Plan..it's in Preservation? au-L

PORTMORE: That's correct.

SULLAM: Well,..this.is.one way in which you can prevent a develop-
ment,.that isn't necessary at this time, from going forward SUME
by just.abiding by.the.present General Plan,

PORTMORE: Well, I suppose that's true. I don't know on what basis
you would.single out one property and not another for--
you know,.allow development on one and not on another,

SULLAM: There.certainly.must be other areas.

PORTMORE:. And,.again,.we're not approving a development. We're
changing..the-long-range.comprehensive planning policy.

SULLAM: Are-there.no .other
places.in the-General Plan where there

is.a Preservation.designation that is suitable for
residential?

PORTMORE: I can't.answer that for sures. Again, what we're doing,
the owner.has called to our attention.what he feels is a -=¯

need.to .define the.boundary to better reflect the condi- -
¯

tions.in the area.. We have concluded that there is such -¯

a need. .Such a thing is appropriate, really, Eg=

SULLAM:. Won't this be a precedent for further applications from
other developers?
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PORTMORE: We. have had many applications before and we will in the ¯

future in terms of refin:..ng boundar les -bot.h ways -from

residential to preseTvation and Erom preservati.on to IS
residential We've had applicat.i ans both ways, We have
them in process now, m

¯¯

SULLAM: Thank you

THERE WERE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS

TESTIMONY FROM THE APPLICANT: E
¯

I i
Mr. Joseph E,.Chu,.Project Manager i ¡L
Land Research.and Investment Company, Inc
1311 Kapiolani Boulevard, Suite 301
Honolulu. Hawaii 96814

CHU: I am representing the owner-applicant. We have reviewed gg
the Chief Planning Officer's report and concur with his gg

.recommendation.for designation of the.area in question - 27
for residential use. We wish to underscore Mr. Way's -

.conclusion that the more fundamental issue here is one
of.refinin boundaries, Refinin the boundar so that

.the.purpose and intent of-the General Plan can truly be
served. I would like to mention that.when the General
Plan was put into effect there were no such options such
as planned development or cluster development. And this
is the intent of the owners--to use the land in such a

way as .to minimize ruining the environment. We think
that such a second look after ten years should prove
not only wise but highly in order. I am surprised that
the property is already zoned for residential use and it
says on page.5.of our application, the change being con.
sïdered should.have-a very limited impact on development
of the city as a whole, I am open to any questions you
may.have on.the proposed amendment

HOSAKA: Mr .Chu, l'm a little bit concerned about the soil
erosion problems. Apparently a study was made which shows
a.good portion.of that 11 acres was in the moderate to
severe erosion possibility of problems. I am just
wondering if when you come before.us again on the planned
unit development., if you so choose in the future, as to
what your company is planning to do in terms of offsetting
that kind of problem. Ek

CHU: We do realize that the site, because of the slope in some
areas adds .to the complications.of .development. At the
same time, it also makes-the site really more suitable
for residential than, say,.for the other alternative uses
such.as.agricultural or for.industrial or commercial. As
far as..urban uses, residential use can fit into the site.
The way we plan to do this is by minimizing the amount
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I
of grading. The type of structure we will be putting up

5 will not be slab on grade which you find in other areas,
M especially the semi-detached type houses which will not

necessitate a grading for the foundation of the house.
Another point is that the site is within its own water-
shed and we have the capability to control erosion
through.very careful--we just have to work more carefully
with the site, Because of the slope we realize this and
we plan.to have.a silting basin at the bottom of a very
flat area. There is a natural drainage course which we
intend to preserve but at the same time use the control
runoff. .The Department of Public Works has worked with I -«

us and.given.us some ideas as to how to control the run- ! ÑO
off. We.also have a soils report and an on-site Ë Ë

I inspection by the counselling and.testing laboratory to
¯ "" ¯

guide us- ; am-

HOSAKA: The abutting property has existing homes, right? You ¯ IN
Rnow, the adjacent property, Oh, it does not? Across
the..street. So the natural runoff would just be con-
tained.in-your property, is that what you're saying?

E CHU: ..Right...-The runoff would go down the stream which is there
and..run--along a.natural ditch which goes down there. It
goes-into.that-rit looks.like the head of the property
along,Kam.Highway which is a natural silting area. It's
a low.area which we plan to use to let the dirt that comes
down-there.settle rather.than going into the bay.

HOSAKA: So-you.are.planning to.come in again with a planned unit
.. development,. Is that your intention now?

CHU:. Right.

HOSAKA:. Thank you

SULLAM: When.do.you intend.to proceed if the zoning goes according
to.your desires?. If the-General Plan is amended and you
come in..for.your-planned development?

CHU: This.is an unusual situation. The .property is zoned for
residential and.I think it's been a controversy as to
whether or not the owners can apply for development. The
Department of Land Utilization has worked with us in
developing.a-plan.and has tried to..schedule us for that

.syif the-General Plan issue is cleared before the planned
development application is considered before this body, ¯

SULLAM: That I'.m..quite aware..of. You can't bring in a planned
development unless,it meets the.General Plan requirements.
But what.I wanted to.know is could you.tell us approxi-
mately what year.it will be that you will proceed if
all.these conditions are met?

13



CHU: If we get the cleazance, we project that the preparation
of the site for development would start in late .spring or
early summer of next year

SULLAM: Next year, Thank you.

KRUM: I am Dennis Krum, President of the applicant. There s
one bit of information, I believe, that answers your
question and it may not be at Joe s attention I received
a letter--I think it was this morning--from the Department
of Land Utilization that the report on the planned develop-
ment application has been submitted to this body and, assuming
that the General Plan question..is satisfied today, it will -
be scheduled for the hearing at your next meeting

SULLAM: If.it is approved here, what is your schedule? For
starting.and.completing the project?

KRUM: That is.as Joe answered, early next year

KAMIYA: . According-to the staff report, various lettETS W€TO Sent
out.to.various.organizations in the community, Did you |by.any chance talk to any of the organizations or discuss i
this.matter with any organization?

- CHU: Yes,.we..did.meet with Joe Harper who is, I believe, the
Executive.Secretary of the Kahaluu Community Association.
We also.met with Randy.Kalihiki to discuss the proposal
and-this was..about a year ago. This application was sub-
mitted in February of 1973 and it got caugnt in the B
.processing freeze. So it's been quite a while since we
made.contact but we did discuss .it with them and they |expressed.a.desire for us to include some low-income ghousing--moderate-income housing. The economics of the
pro.j.ect.are such that we are looking at it--trying to
find.some.way.to work out a financing arrangement that
would enable.the.people--those types of people--to get
into the project. I think when the planned development
application.comes before you we could get into discussion
as.to..the..types of units and what the price ranges will be. E

THERE WERE .NO FURTHER QUESTIONS.0F THE APPLICANT

NO ONE ELSE APPEARED TO TESTIFY FOR THE APPLICATION

TESTlMONY AGAINST.THE APPLICATION:

1. Mr. Bob Nakata
47-425-A Ahuimanu Road
Kaneohe 96744

I am Bob.Nakata,.Chairman of the.Kahaluu Coalition The
. Coalition, as has become its ritual. again opposes the



i
General. Plan amendment ln its year and a half oE existence,

I the Coalition has stood on its initial policy position that
no developments, no changes in the General Plan, should occur
in the area until the General Plan as a whole is Tevised--
the DLUM for the Kahaluu area,I One qualification on that policy is that we would approve of
developments and amendments which would.meet community needs.

I We have been trying to do our own planning since the Planning
Department has not been able to help us. We have the same
problems they do--money and personnel.

With this particular General Plan amendment, development will
, be allowed on some fairly steep slopes which would create

i .some
.stability

problems. The site will also require a
private sewage.treatment plant and it sits in the middle of
a small watershed which could cause some drainage problems. EL
Even now .flooding.does occur..on Kam.Highway off this site, MF

i -

All of-these indicate some.expense to the developer and, as - BM
indicated.by the proposed price of $35,000 for a one-bedroom . gg

i unit..in this development this is nowhere near what some of i 15E
the .local residents there, who are now in substandard housing, g's
could afford. EE

UP
Also, in.the...Ahuimanu:.area of Kahaluu there are.already many
units which are not being sold due to the market conditions
now. We've even heard that one development is not proceed-

I ing at this time.because of the market condition. With
that.kind-of.a situation,.we don't really see the need for
more-residential zoning in Kahaluu. There is still quite a
lot.of,open.residential land.there. So, again, we ask that
this..General.Plan amendment be held.up until some compre-
hensive planning.can.be done for Kahaluu. Thank you.

DUKE: Where..did..you.get the figure of $35 000 for one bedroom?

NAKATA: I have...seen.the planned unit application at the Planning
Department-=or Land Utilization.

TAKEHARA: Did you.discuss some of these things with the developer and
the community?

NAKATA: . No. ...I wasn't in the meeting that was held more than a year
ago. I.came into this..position about May of last year.

TAKEHARA:..I.asked..the question because some of your concerns like
sewerage 1.thought could have been clarified by the
developer for you.

NAKATA: May I.add..something here? In this morning's paper, some of
you may have seen the article on the slide in Moanalua
Valley which concerns one house.there. And this is of
some concern because of the soil conditions here on this
site Apparently, the soils report was studied carefully
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but still in a situation like this occurred a slido and in r ..

Kahaluu itself we 've seen a number of slides take p3ace
1 think that this is a major consa.deration here. [E

SULLAM: You say that some of the developers out at Kahaluu have
come to a standstill because they can t sell at this time

.Have. you noticed whether the pii.ces have been lowered?

NAKATA: No,.I can't really say but I haven't really made a study
of it either

WAY: Mr. Nakata, I'm interested in the question you raised
regarding flooding and wonder if you could elaborate any
more specifically on.thiss And I am interested particu- di
larly in your view as to the extent that this drainage area
contributes.to the flooding that you indicated on the um
highway.. I hope.you're not confusing it.with the general
fl.ooding.that.might be.from, say, the stream--the Kahaluu 2555-EStream.

- NAKATA.:. .No.... There.isn/t.a.steady stream.there. The stream that
.runs-through

this-site is an intermittent one--only when g "|
there.are heavy rains, It really is .a small drainage basin -

all by itself.

WAY: . If I .understood you correctly, you indicated that as a
result of.this or from this drainage basin there was flood-
ing.on-the highway

NAKATA: Yes,..down.on the highway.

WAY: That-is..your.verified view, then?

NAKATA: Yes

.2. Luka Naluai
908-A.16th Avenue .
Honolulu 96816

. I am Luka.Naluai, President of Hui Malama Aina O Koolaus
We.oppose this proposed General Plan amendment on Pulama
Road in -Kaalaea, Kahaluu It will be one more example of
the-City.approving land for residential development.

It.seems.like Kahaluu will be.darkened with sewerage treat-
ment.plants in tlus next few years-because of this type
of development all over Kahaluu. And it is sickening
You.don't..have to smell the stench right here. You can
almost..smell it.if you.have to .live in Kahaluu with all
these.sewetage treatment.plants coming,-popping up all over
the.area because of these developments

I!ve heard decisions made by you Commissioners and most of
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them have been in favor of developments--decisions I've
heard recently, especially. Why? Why are you approving .
developments without even going to the area, looking at it,
and feeling compassion for the people who live there? We

come from the area, We're grass-root people from the area.
We're not military people. We're just trying to hold what-

a y

peeohavelive

in Kahaluu. It's not a place--just like
Bishop Estate lands--where nobody lives. And most of the
plans have been made--in your DLUM plans--like there was
nobody living in Kahaluu.. Roads have gone over through
Kuleana.land. And..mos.t of the Kuleana lands have been--
as far as the DLUM .plan is concerned--will be lost to roads,
to schools, to boulevards, to parks. And we have so little ---

to han on to but these little lands that we have, BMW

Developers are coming in, not caring what they are going to
do

k>w one.phase I want to .talR on is the school. With all
these people-that are coming into the area witn this develop-
ment, there will be like about 124 units and yet, according
to a letter that was received by these people from
Mr. Tokushige, he is.speaking--the letter that was received

.by..him from the developers saying that they want to build
180 to 200 units there.but what I got today is that they
want to build 124 units. They are proposing 124 to 165 units,
averaging about 500 people if they had 3 children. Now with
these 3 children, we come up with approximately 330 school
children. Where are they going.to school? Kahaluu School
is almost.filled. Waianole School, I don't know because -

. the McCandless people are planning a big development--you've
seen.that .in the newspapers. And this is about 2-1/2 miles
from this area because there's.a little girl I walk to
school from Kaalaea to Waiahole. It's about 2-1/2 miles.
.Sure, they have.busing there but, eventually, there will
have to.be a school in the Kaalaea area. If you look in
your DLUM map,-you will find the school right in Kaalaea.
Right on.Wong's property. Would you like for me to show it

to you? pointed out. on the map) -

Mr.-Wong.has 50 houses there and they are housing for the
poor-=welfare.people. This is the area they are calling
the poverty pocket. There is Mr. Lau with 8 houses. My
sister and my houses.are across from Mr. Wong. All these
lands will be condemned for school. Where will all those
people.go? 80 homes. Rather, 60 homes. These are the
poor people who can't afford $35,000 homes.

Now with this new development.tney are going to have like
330 children that have to have a school in the area. So -

they are going tp get rid of all these poor people to make
a school for these new people that are coming into the area.
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30, that's why 1 Say, 'llow can you people -devel.opers--
-a-

have no compasston for the people wllo aTe iiving there
trying, strugg1Lüg, tD ilVe?' Now these are the people R
who need a home- these are tlie people we want homes for

--to bring up in their way of life ¯¯¯¯

You live in a good environment- You'd be surprised what
comes out of the childreri that grow up in that environment
I come from that enviromnent My children You look at
the area down here and most. ci the children try to live,
not on welfare, but on their own 3and, These are the
people who are making good today because they learned-
they know how to struggle, We are taught to put your
hands down and work and not put your hands up and beg for
welfare helping. This is the kïnd we are taught

What's going-to happen? All these people there have been
moved from Kakaako, from Kalama Valley, from all over
They are down there nows Where are you going to put them?
You are going.to take them.all away and make this whole
area park and schools for these new children who are
going to be coming up in the housing area. What will
become of these people, where are you going-to put them?
There's.no-other island, There's no other place to put
them. This is our concern.

I am.the mother of twelve children. I have twenty-nine
grandchildren and three great-grandchildren. Where are
they going? 14y land will be taken by you people because
of.this development because my land is right next. This
land I have saved for my children. And these are the
lands--Hawaiian style is you keep your land for your
children. They can go and when

.they
come home and there

is no place.to stay there is aiways home. They always
can come home This is the Hawaiian way of life. And this
is the. way .we want to live Not to go MaKilo (begging) or
Hoito-(greedy) for a place to livea

Like.I say, you peop.ie have to have compassion -for these
poor people, _One day--you 11 never know--you will be in B
the same shoes these people are in. So, like I say,
do not criticize these people because they are poor until
you have walRed a mile in theïr shoes--then you criticize
them. But have compassion for these people so that they ¯

-

can live.peacefully Help thems The State can help them
but I don't know where they are. To bring .them up in
their way of life so that they can be cetter children.
And these are the things tnat we are so c:oncerned about
This is the reason why we don't want this kind of develop-
ment--like Bob Nakata.told.you--until the plans have been
completed. We want to have our.own area developed the

. way we .want it so that the people can have backyard farm-
ing so that they don't.have to depend on welfare, so



that we can live. This is what we are asking for. We're
not military. And yet, our lives have been threatened.
Two of..my people--members of Hui Malama --have been threatoned.
One was told to shut his mouth or he would be bumaed off.
The other one told him, 'Don't be surprised ïf you get
beaten up one of these days.'

And my name was in a drawer of a colored person--a young
colored.person. His wife thought I was running around
with him. She called to find out who.I was. What was my
name doing.in his drawer?

Now, we have all been threatened. We don't shut our mouth.
We .probably will all be bumped off. We don't know what will
happen. You are the people. If you don't have compassion
for them--think. We made this thing to meet the needs of

I the people in that area. We want Kahaluu to be Hawaii--
at least one of the areas to.remain Hawaii. Thank you.

CRANE:. Mrs. Naluai,.before you.have a seat, could you point out to
me.on that map up there where.you reside?

NALUAI: I.live .in Kaimuki.. My son,..who is a medical student, lives
in my home.in Kahaluu. Right close to here. About here.

CRANE: Thank you.

QUESTIONS BY.MEMBERS OF .THE COMMISSION:

CRANE: I have only-one question. Speaking.here relative to the
.displacement of people.from-their homes, it is my under-
standing...from.the report..that was given, and from the
testimony that I've heard, that there are no homes on this
particular area.in queation. We are addressing ourselves
here to..a.redesignation of.the zone and, as I understand it,
unless someone.corrects me, we are not in this specific
instance addressing ourselves to the displacement of any
families.. Is.this not correct?

SULLAM: I gather...that the problem here is that lands where a school
is projected will be needed and that when this school is
built, then people ,will be displaced. And the school will
be needed to service all these dev.elopments tnat are coming
up. .That's what the problem.is and I can see that it is
a problem that is quite pressing.

NALUAI: It is. This is what I was speaking of. Whey they put that
development there, then the school will have to be built.
And those people will have to move out. Where to? So, I
say, delay.this thing until such time as you can sit and
think..and look at the place, look at the area and talk with
the people. These people haven't talked with us. They may
have talked.to Randy and to Harper but they haven't come to
our.meetings which we hold--we were holding at that time--
every Thursday night at the Kahaluu pavilion. But nobody
came to talk with us about this.
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CRANE: Just for my own Information, Mrs, Naluai, the proposed senoal
site that you pointed out on the map t he one that is pro-
posed by the Department of Education, howmany people-
families--reside on that part..cular property that is to be-

NALUAI: Wong has 50 homes on t.hat land, f·amilies
-everyone is taxen

care of and some. of them, like you take the Samoan families
that are there--sometimes there are two or three famili.es
living in the one house They will take every house. They
will take every house from that area of Wong's and I am only
15 feet, on the Honol.ulu side of Wong and, also, Lau 15 about
the same 15 feet. on the Honoluiu side of Wong Wong has this
whole area and we're like this on the side of him, They'll
all be taken. They are.also going to take my other big land
that I have

CRANE:. OK, .I'm trying to address myself just to the school site
because we have to tie this is with something The school
site that you pointed out, if that, indeed, has to come to
pass because of this development or some other development,
what I want to know is,how many families would be displaced
by the assumption of that school site?

NALUAI: All of it because most of those houses were built--he has
.30.acres--supposed to build a house per acre at the time--
but, instead, he.put all of those houses in about 2 or 3 acres.

CRANE: And.that is.the area the school will be on?

NALUAI: Oh,.yes, If you go down and look at the place then you will
notice that .the houses--some of them are less than.5,000
square-feet. You know, they moved the houses in so that
they are..not that far apart.

HOSAKA: First.of-all, I'd like to say your comments were enlightening
.and.we appreciate the information. The only thing is, what
we are discussing today is an amendment to the General Plan
and.not the approval of.any kind.of development there In
other words, you mentioned 124 units2 you mentioned 435,000
but the thing is we are at a disadvantage because we haven't
seen those yet and you have. It is unfortunate because of
circumstances but even though we may--if this Board approves
the General Plan, it is still not approving the planned
unit development or any other development. You have seen
thate-those figures--as to the unïts and the cost, and the
lìke.but we haven't and that would be the second portion of
the second.step that the applicant would have to--

NALUAI: That's why I say I think you people should go down and look -

at the place because some of the plans that I have seen--
here's the end of the land but the road goes as faT as here
with.little deadend -out in space. Because you folks haven't
gone down,to look at the place, this is how the plans are
ade--up in the air the roads are in the air.



It's right behind my property. There's one like that., The -

road is.right in the air. This is about a 45-foot drop and

I here is the road with your deadend road. Anyway, this is
how.it is because you haven't been down to look at the
place. This is why I think you should put your boots on and

I go in and look at the place and see if it is feasible ïnstead
of sitting here and taking a vote right now and then. It
isn't right.

HOSAKA: But the point I wanted to make is that we are not planning
any housing development.here. I mean, that isn't in front
of the Board right now.

NALUAI: That's lon range. Ït.'s in the future.g

HOSAKA: No, it's like I don't know when. You've seen the proposal
already and, apparently, it's going to be scheduled for
public hearing. So this should be very shortly--like two

. or four weeks from now.. The point 1.want to make, then, is

I that your comments.are very pertinent and we'd like to ¯

invite you back.again to reiterate some of these points so -

that .we.could consider it.before any decision is made. But

i for.today,.only, we're just amending the General Plan.

NALUAI: That's why.I say we.are opposed to the amendment. And
because of the problems that will be set on people--that
will hurt.people -that is why we are asking to--we are
opposing--we.are asking.to delay until such time as you can
see and know before.you even say yes to anything.

SULLAM: I still would.like
.to.know, if it is at all possible, how

many developments have..the zoning--nave the appropriate
designation-in the-General Plan, etc. How many of these
are .ready to..go ahead so that.we truly know what the impact
on our schools will be at.the end of this year, the end of
next year,.the end.of the following year.

CRANE: Youive asked.that-already of-the department and he said he
didn t have that information at hand right now.

SULLAM: Yes. .Is there any way we can get that information?

ENG: Except.where planned developments are involved, we really
have no.way of controlling when a developer comes in with
plans. If an area is zoned and he intends to subdivide
it's at.his leisure, He has the zoning, he owns the land.
It!s just near.to impossible to determine when any given
number..of developers are going to submit their plans and
even after they've submitted their plans and got their
subdivisions approved., when they would actually begin con~

hstruction. As you know, there are some lands that are sub- p
divided,.graded, prepared, and then just sit there for a
while until.somebody builds, here a planned development
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I:.s concerned, we do have a certain idea as to when it would -

bo developed We of ten do put t ime constraints on develop-
ments. .ln othet words, the approvai is good for one year .
If nothing is done with in te year i hen the t.hings can be \¾annulled

HOSAKA: l'd like to ask a question. We've had indications that the
document for a planned unit development ïs ready in the
Department. of Land lJttiitation and.these people have seen
that documents Can 'ou tell us when that ubite hearinP ß
would be before this Commission?

ENG: I can't because I'm not personally ïnvolved in planned
developments any longer but it is quite imminent. In other
words, the public hearing will be set very shortly, Your
estimate of two weeks or four weeks, I think, is quite
realistic, The department has been discussing this proposal
in its detail phase with the developer.

SULLAM: If.we.had a-field trip would you be interested Mrs, Natuai-- mr.you.and.Kr..Nakata--coÀingwitu the staff and sËowing us E I
around? -at

NALUAI: Sure.. I think there would be a lot of people who would be
willing-to go through and teli you of the area, the 15B
historysof the area. It.1sn't very pleasant but they can
tell you.

CHOY: You mentioned that.there will be 50 families that will be
displaced. And.you also mentioned that.these 50 families |are..on welfare. Are they welfare people or-- - NEL

NALUAI: Most.of-them.are welfare recipients. .These are the people g - $$Ë
that.were brought.from Kalama valley, Kakaako, Kalihi, | -

and all down there They are fighting to survive.

CHOY: in.other words,.these people were previously displaced?
NALUAI: . Yes . So what are you going to do? You're going to displace

them again? Where?. No more island. E

KAMIYA: Mrs Nalual you represent Hui Malama Aina 0 Koolau?

NALUAI: Yes I'm.the president Egg

KAMIYA: Did you.receive the letter of the Summary of Descriptions?

I -

NALUAI: The what?

KAM1YA: As. I understand from this report here, that the Summary of
Descrintion was sent to you

NALUAI Of this, yes







You say, "Oh, there's housing all around, why not?" Go look.
I would like to emphasize that point. You should go and
look at some of the places before you grant spot zoning. I
would like to emphasize Mr. Nakata's plea for an over-all
plan. Let's have some plans and stop this foolishness.
Thank you.

TAKEHARA: For my.own information, in reference to the citizens,
Mr. Crane, they keep referring to having input into the
General Plan revision. .When is this anticipated--this
General.Plan.revision? SEL

a ! iltU WAY: I.think they are making reference to a Development Plan which, i :E
in.this case, is being.considered..in the.Kahaluu region,

i Although it's been rather with the agreement of citizens'
groups, restrictively defined to include primarily the areas
affected by the flood control project.and the major park and
not affecting.this locality.and this site at all. It really
deals.with..the area-on the map where you see the large pur-
ple and red.patches which is the area in between Kahaluu
Stream., up.through.and including.commercial district, sewage
treatment.plant site and a park in relation to that flood -

control project.that'is.being.proposed there. That's the
impetus for an amendment.to our existing Development Plan.

SULLAM: Isnit there any.way in which, perhaps, we could initiate a
study.of.the entire Kahaluu area including the flood control
project.and take some of this input from the people who live -

there?. I think their concerns are very genuine. If we
keep approving planned developments, pretty soon the area
will look.like the Hollywood hills or some other place. It
wonit look.1îke Kahaluu very long. There must be some
planning procedure..where we can still satisfy the developers
to a.certain extent and at the same time satisfy the wishes
of the people.

CRANE: Commissioner Sullam,_I don't disagree. I wonder--there's
only two ways to.do it that I know of and one is to attack
it on..this .particular project that we're discussing today
and make-that a..portion of your motion. Or, to go ahead
and act on-what's before.us today.and make another such
motion-that.would.satisfy the information you need.

. I.think that has to be considered. If you're going to put

. on-this.particular application, that kind of a request for
a study, then that is within the..purview of this commission --

. to...do so ..If not., then we have to act on what's before us ¯¯

and make such a.motion,-as I see it.
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SULLAM: Are you ready for a motion?

CRANE: I'm ready to have the public hearing closed

On motion by Commissioner Duke, seconded by Commiss ioner
Hosaka, and caTried, t.he public hearing was closed

MUTION: SULLAM: 1 move that we deny the request of the appli-
can t and recommend to t he Council and to the
Planning Department that a study be made of
the entire Kahaluu area including the Flood
Contro1 Project and bringing in the developers,
br:enging in the community, and seeing what can
be attived at

This 25 not part of the motion but there are
probably pt esently many lands that have proper
General Plan desïgnation and have the zoning
and will go forward, We won't be able to stop
them. This one, we can stop by denying the
present application.

CRANE: It has been moved by Commissioner Sullam and seconded by
Commissioner Choy that we deny the request and I suppose
so stipulate.on our denial that we request a study as outlined

HOSAKA:. Would..it-be more appropriate to address ourselves for a
recommendation of.such a study when the planned unit develop-
ment comes before us rather than at this tïme?

CRANE: Are.you.asking for the Chair's opinion?

HOSAKA: Either .yours.or Mr. Way's.

CRANE: .Well.I have been trying to direct this back to the question
at hand--that.we are not addressing ourselves here to a
PUD--not..addressing ourselves to an application that we've
never.seen. Although many references have been made to it,
it is .inherently

unfair to the Commission that we have to
take.peripheral matters which are not before us and address
ourselves to this .specific question. I happen to be in
a reement with vou RE

SULLAM: . I am..quite aware that this is a General P.lan Amendment and
I think.that we.should use whatever tools we have And, one
of the..tools we.have-is if.we deny.the amendment to the
General Plan this project.will not go forward. That's one
way of stopping it and. I think it should be stopped at this
time. There are so many projects that will have to go for-
ward..because legally they have all they.need. Now this one
doesn't.

HOSAKA: May I ask..Mr. Way then for a response to that question?
Whether we should be addressing the motion that's before us
Would it be -more aþpropriate now or.would it be more ap-
propriate when we discuss the PUD?



WAY: 1 guess I don't know how to answer the question in the
sense that the motion calls for a recommendation to deny
this specific application and, at the same time, initiate
some sort of study.. Whether that occurs at this time or
at a later time, I don't know that--I just don't know that
it makes that much difference. To me, I think that it is
important that the Commission attempt to establish its
position rather clearly as to what its intent is and what
it has in mind, that it clearly understand the Findings of
Fact aspect on the issue at hand and.whatever other views
it wishes to express that may be related, pass those on to
the Council as .well, I guess I'd have to say I'm not
inclined to think that it is material at this stage or
subsequent stages, one way or another. Whenever you think
a recommendation is appropriate, make it. That might be
the summation of how I view it.

HOSAKA: I'll say it another way then.. Do you feel that the recom-
mendation or the motion, rather,..is appropriate?

WAY: .Well, my recommendation .is .quite different than that. I'd
be very interested in reading the Commission's Findings of
Fact.in determining the appropriateness..of the motion before
us.

CHOY: I..would like to.qualify my second to Commissioner Sullam's
motion. With the-Director's .report,

my.understanding is
that it was-rather .ambiguous, in.my mind, and also that
this particular amendment.change...was.not imminent to any great
housing.need. .Because of this,..I do concur with Commissioner
Sullam to defer this for future study. I am also con-
cerned with.the runoff and the slides. Of course, I
know.that the...question before us is.an amendment change
and, of course,.hearing the other extra information we got
that was previewed to others.instead of this commission,
I do feel very strongly and I think Mr. Way has put it very
appropriately that there isn't.a clear..line of demarcation
whether we should go ahead. .In view of.that, I think
Commissioner.Sullam.!s motion is.well taken.

CONNELL Mr. Chairman the Chief..Planning.Officer has indicated he
will..be-interested in the.Findings of Fact. Inasmuch as I am
going to have-to write the Findings of Fact, I am interested
in having.the.Commission, in terms of this motion, indicate
precisely, one, how the existing open space is appropriate
and, secondly,..the need.for residential land use designation
has not been.substantiated. The Pindings of Fact is going to
have to address these two questions if I am to go before
the.City.Council as an.advocate.for the Planning Commission.
Writing-the need for a study in the area is certainly easy
and appropriate in terms of the Findings of Fact but in order
to.write a Findings of Fact on the motion as it is presented,
I will need some data and information to support a contrary
position.of the Chief Planning Officer.
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Il
CRANE: The Chair would like to say that i remember approximately a

year ago when we wete discussing a particular PUD in
Kaneohe ßay area and this very question came before us g
"Shall we deny this pait culae ,.>ne becauf.e we have no evidence g .

to the contrary in. destleying the bay?" We had to make a

decision I was go og to vote 2gainst. ever y development, or
do another thing like make a mot.:an .tor a moratorium,

I think we are addresstnä two different questions.
(1) We have before us a General Plan amendment, (2) We are
now required by the new City Chavter to send Findings of - - --¯

Fact to the City Council i Big

i i lii
I don't disagree with Fredda Sullam, Histo1y would approve i =

it but I don't see how we can do it and do what is required ==r
by the Charter--and that is to dEny this and send it to
City Council with a request for a study -because we've got ==m
to do a Findings of Fact on it as to the question before us, EEE

CHOY: Would it be more appropriate if.we asked for a deferment
after a study has been made of the eventual displacement of
the 50 families of the proposed school site? Would it be
more appropriate if we move to defer action until a complete
study is made on the several pertinent facts such as the
displacement of the families on the school site plus the
other geographical risk--the.possible runoff and flooding?

CRANE: It would not be more appropriate because you are then pre-
supposing something that is coming before this commission.
There is no application for a PUD before this commission,

WAY: I might add one other point. At.the time of implementation
of.whatever evolves--let's presume it is a PUD--the Depart-
ment of Education would.be asked for comments, and more
specific data on a number of school-age children (as a
result of the project) could be developed and more specific
information on school re uirements as to whether there areq
additional needs imposed and how they would be accommodated,

A.concluding.note is that in the case of a public works
project or public facility need where there is displacement
of existing residences and homes, :it is incumbent on that
agency to provide housing. This is not to say there aren't
problems attached to that. Some of the people have been
displaced on prior occasions. As a human concern, we don't
have an answer to thats Some people have been cut on a
number of occasions and this is a tough problem. .Displacement
requirements would be met as a legal and mandated obligation. --

CRANE: We.have-a.motion before us

DUKE: I will speak against the motion. I believe we are going far
afield The.question before us is to consider the General

8



Plan only, and not the complications it might make in the
future. I think that it would probably be good if we did

I truly personally and physically take a look at it to deter-
mine whether it should be open space or residential. But
I don't think we should deny it per se. Ï would much

I prefer to defer it until we physically see the ground and -

determine what we should do on this question alone--not
. what's going to happen ten years hence.

I SULLAM: I agree we should physically see the site. It is unwise to
make any kind of decision without facts. But I disagree
with Duke when he says we should not consider implications of
this. We must. That's the whole idea of the General Plan

E amendment--the overall effect on the entire island,

i MOTION
CANCELLED Commissioner Sullam, with the approval of Commissioner Choy

who had seconded the motion, cancelled her previous motion. i si
MOTION Commissioner Sullam made a motion to defer action until a

field .trip is taken to the site. Commissioner Choy seconded
the motion.

DISCUSSION

KRUM: Does the General Plan amendment--or denial of the amendment
prevent its development?

CRANE: I think the Commission has already been made aware of that by
the department in the staff report, that it is in R-6 and
it could be developed in convention development.

SULLAM: Even though it is Preservation on the General Plan?

WAY: Probably.

SULLAM: Well, then our work here today is sort of an exercise.

CRANE: We're back to the motion before us. The motion before us is
to defer action on this until such time as a field trip has
been taken.

VOTE:
AYES: Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara.
NAYS: None.
ABSENT: Kahawaiolaa

Motion carried.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

WAIAU--ZONE.CHANGE Staff Planner Henry Eng reported that this is
AG-1 to LOW DENSITY a request from Lear Siegler to rezone 93+ acres in
APARTMENT . Waiau fršm AG-1 to Low Density Apartment to develop
LEAR SIEGLER, INC 800 unit's The public hearing was held on

FILE #73/Z-16 February 6 1974 and has been held open since that
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Il
time with a nuinber of deterrals, We had requested an opinion from the
Corporation Counsel.

On the basis of Corporation Counsel's ti.ndings, the basi.s for clie applt-
cant 's request to apply for cond i tional zoning a totally inappropriaL€
The problem of inadequate sewers in t he area remains unresolved. The
zoning request, therefore, is premature and fails to stand on its own
merits, Accordingly, the Dïrector of Land Ut111tation withdraws his
initiation of this request, Upon closing of this public hearing, no -
further, action on this matter would be required, The applicant ïs aware
of our position and agrees that it is the most appropriate course of
action at this time

On motion bo Commissioner bullam, seconded by Commissioner
Choy, the public hearing was closed

-y

INFORMATION di

FIELD TRIP TO KAHALUU to visit the site--Wednesday, July 31, 1974 at
1:00 p.m. Commissioners to meet at City Hall Annex. Transportation to
be arranged by the Executive Secretary, Gene Connell

SPECIAL MEETlNG--WAIKIKI

At the request of Council Services and City Council, the Planning Com-
missioners were asked to attend a meeting on Thursday, July 25, 1974 at
1:30 p,m, in the Gardenia Room of the Ala Moana Hotel in Waikiki at which
time the consultant who has been nired by the City Councì1 will be giving
his report on recommendations for Waikiki,

REGULAR MEETINGS - daï

The general custom of the Planning Commission has been to go into recess
the entire month of August inasmuch as the City Council is also in recess
during this period of time, But because of the number of applications -

that are coming in and so as not to create a backlog, there will be one
meeting in August which will be Wednesday, August 7, 1974.

ADJOURNMENT:
The meeting adjourned at 3:43 pam

Respectfully submitted,

Mary C ng -

Hearings Reporter
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. AUG 7 1974

The Pl.anning Commission held i meet ing n \Llac d..y, August
,

t9 ,,1

1:40 p.m., in the Confelence Room of I.h City U i i Annex ¡\c.I.ing -

Chairman Randall Kamiya pre ided

PRESENT: Randal l Kami ya, a t ..ng Chait man
Dr Wilbut C Choy
Charle W. Duke
Predda Sull.2m
Alice Takchata

ABSENT: James D Crane, Cha.:Iman

Donald K. Horaka
Antone J Kahawaiolaa

STAFF PRESENT: Donald A.. Clegg, Deputy Chief
Planning Officer

Eugene B, Connell, Executive Secretary
George Aoki, Deputy Corporation Counse2.
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Gerald Henntget, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld. Staff Planner
Charles Prentiss, Staff Planner
Ali Sheybani, Staff Plannel

MINUTES: Copies of the minutes of July 24, 1974 were
circulated at the Tart of the meeting, The
Chairman deferred action to the next meeting

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

GENERAL _PLAN AMENDMENT request for the rearrangement of land
INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL . uses, and various changes from industrial,
S CIVIC CENTER TO commero:al and civic center to residential,
RESIDENTIAL, APARTMENT, apartment, industxïal, and ther uses on
INDUSTRIAL, 6 OTHER 135.17 acres of land located in -Waipahu,
USES Tax Map Keys: 9-4-02 various; 9-4-07:
WAIPAHU portions of 21 and 24; 9-4-21: portion of I .
OAHU SUGAR COMPANY .
(FILE #42/C1/33) Publication was made n the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on July 28, 1974
No letters of protest were Teceived,

Staff Planner Charles Prentiss presented .the report of the Chief
Planning Officer The basis in this request for the designation -

of additional land for apartment uses is appropriately focused
on providing housing for "

-its
employees and the general public

families with annual incomes between $6,000 and $15,000.." The
iequest indicates that a total of 1,686 units aTe planned to be
constructed (on the lands included in the request as well as adja-
cent lands already des ignated for single -family res iden tial use)
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The need for the number of units is reasonably substantiated. E gHowever, the evidence submitted indicates that the families for - Ë NEi
whom the housing is intended will not be able to actually occupy
the units. The primary consideration in making this determination
lies in the relationship between the income of the target group
and the cost of the housing that is to be provided. The informa-
tion presented in the request, in this regard, is inadequate.
The Chief Planning Officer's proposal for the 32 parcels is listed
in his report dated August 5, 1974. --

IIQUESTIONS OF STAFF

SULLAM: Are you recommending that those next to the freeway
.

¯ ¯

be placed in residential? "gi difPRENTISS: Yes. --

SULLAM: Don't you think the noises from the freeway would ¯¯¯

actually add to a residential area? Wouldn't that be better in i d55
light industry or commercial?

I = ä-L
PRENTISS: That's a good question. We really didn't consider i i ithe noise factor from the freeway. The alternative use would be =""

a problem, depends on what it would be. =Mi

I 155
CLEGG: Evidently I think it's currently general planned. It's

not changed.

PRENTISS: What we did with those -these (referring to map
displayed) are already residential on the general plan but it was
changed on that highway amendment that we had In that amendment,
we had something like 270 parcels, and we changed them to the
category of land that would agree with the adjacent uses in that
amendment.

SULLAM: However, in your deliberations, you did consider using
that land since it is vacant, for commercial or light industrial.

PRENTISS: No in this case we 3'ust reviewed the request that
the applicant madÅ,and that was residential.

DUKE: You stated that each home that presently exists in the
area would be replaced with a new one. Really, what type of homes
are going to be demolished in order to replace them with $40,000 ¯¯¯

ones?

PRENTISS: What they're talking about demolishing are those old
plantation houses that date back from before the 20th century, some
of them, the old dilapidated ones for the plantation workers. Their
intent is to demolish them, and they said they would relocate those
people in the new houses.

DUKE: You know how many people are involved? gg
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PRENTISS: 600 emp loyees

DUKE: Will the n.ew homos, wt11 they he :,oId in Lee -tmple o

lease?
Ji

PRENTISS: You may want to check that with the app1icant tot
but the last group was sold 1.n fee s tmp le

SULL1\M: What's present ly on Parce1 4?

PRENTISS: Part of Parcel 4 LS V3CUttt . Ï t Wali SUgafCADO -

E property. There are old dilapidated houses in t his a rea, some
not too bad, but still plantation-owned homes loi employees.

SULLAM: My reason for asking 15 Lhat since it as so close to
¯

the school andplayground, perhaps it would be better to designate
portions of that land residential. and the part near the freeway
as commercial or itght industrial,

PRENTISS: That is a possible alternative because we have said
that a suitable alternative replacement for this industrial land
was not proposed. We'd have to take a good look at it to see
whether it'd be suitable up there or nots

TAKEHARA: Parcels 2, 3, 31 and 4 are proposed by the applicant

to be apartment and residential The Department of General Planning
is recommending industrial,

PRENTISS: We're recommending that it not be changed. The

existing designation is industrial

TAKEHARA: When you did your study on the sound levels, is that
ed dot red dot indicating location at which sound tests were

taken) by the. school?

PRENTISS: Yes. At this location a ortion of the sound
spectrum does exceed the zoning code $tandards

TAKEHARA: And you propose to put a school there?

PRENTISS: On that issue it is possible that the sound levels

are also exceeded in this area, We have recently co responded with
the State DOE on that matter, informing them of i t They have a

site selection survey for that school which compares that site with

a number of alternative sites, and they chose that site But, they

said there were no noise effects. We sent them a copy of the study
for their information

TAKEHARA: So, the further you .go
up .the

noise becomes less.
It is within the Comprehensive Zoning Code

PRENTISS: We don't know exactly at what point it meets the
standards because we only have these spot locations to go by

(There were no further questions of the staff,)
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Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Jack Palk, Consultant for the applicant
2. Mr. George Houghtailing, Engineering Consultant for the applicant

PALK: Mr. Chairman, I am Jack Palk, Consultant for the applicant.
We have reviewed the proposal that was submitted to this Commission by
the staff as a result of which I have some responses to make which I $
would like to make to the Commission.

Il
We would like to take this opportunity to comment on two areas of
concern; namely, the criticism of the validity of the updated price of -

the propos.ed housing units as related to the ability of the Applicant's di
employees and the general public of low and moderate income levels to (gpurchase such units; and secondly, whether or not the areas of Parcels ZE
2, 3, 4, and 5--and I have to add a couple more parcels that surround,
that's the area of the industrial land--should continue in industrial
designation rather than residential classification as requested by the
A licant.

With respect to the current cost-income relationship, we submit the
following for your consideration:
1. In the original application filed in February 1972 almost 2½ years i

ago, we stated that the housing program was intended to provide -
shelter -for employees and pensioners of the plantation and the general 15|
public whose annual income levels were between $6,000 and $15,000. '""

We also stated that if government subsidy was available, the appli- um
cant would allocate lands for subsidized housing programs for the --

lower income families. While no price structure was given in the
original application, the applicant believed that based on construc-
tion costs then prevailing, housing could be priced below $30,000
for the smaller apartment units and upward of $33,000 for single
family units. This was so stated in our letter of May 14, 1973.

2. In the past .two years, we have experienced an accelerated increase
in the costs of labor, materials, fuel and construction financing.
During the period February 1972 when the application was filed,
through July 1974, on total basis the cost of labor increased 65%,
materials 44%, equipment 44% and financing 50%, Aided and abetted
by a spreading inflation, the result has been a substantial increase
in the cost of packaged housing units. Exhibit "A" attached hereto
shows specific increases in the labor scale, construction materials
fuel, equipment and financing.

3. According to the Bank of Hawaii's "Construction in Hawaii 1974
single family housing in subdivisions during the early 1960's
ranged in price from less than $20,000 to $35,000 In response
to national monetary inflation and the chronically tight housing
market, housing prices began to accelerate so that by 1970 the
bulk of subdivision housing placed on the market ranged between
$30,000 and $50,000. During 1973, over 70 of the housing surveyed
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was pr.iced in the range from $50,000 t.o $90,00(). A tow exaupilei from the Ewa District are shown below which I took f.som the B.aitk
of Hawaii's repoTt:

Project Price Ranpe

Momilani Subdivision $03,000 78,500
Newtown Estates 56,750 80,000
Waiau Viow Estates 56,000 59,900
Mililani Town 47,700 65,000

¯ Wai.pahu Estates 58,500 76,000

. Where government subsidy is involved, housing has been offered at , gg;
g below market prices to low income families. This is true of the i gi
| Hawaii Housing Authority's Waianae Community Development Project with

• a price range of $39,750 to $37,900; and the Kahakai Nani Project at
¯

Nanakuli with a price range of $30,500 to $36,000 Ota Camp and
Block G in the Kukui area are other examples of subsidized housing
under the Honolulu Redevelopment Agency's assistance. El

4 The indicated housing price of $44,000 proposed by the applicant
is less than current market but..hicher than subsidized housine
prices because it is private development, It is a figure derÎved

g - from a recent subdivision of fee simple packaged homes (Waipahu
Terrace) priced from $40,750 to $43,900 which were developed and
sold by the applicant. Of the 22 units, 3 units were purchased by
pensioners and 19 by active employees of the applicant under the
mortgage arrangement. The point made here is that employees are
able to purchase housing in the price range offered by the
applicant, I might also add that the apartment classification that
you had requested, obviously you can bring down the unit cost
because of the number as against the single-family housing develop-
ment, Also, I might add that the applicant will be talking to HHA
and federal agencies for subsidized housing programs for the lower
income families within the employees group.

With respect to Parcels 2 to 5, and I'd like to add to that Parcel
31 which the Chief Planning Officer has recommended to leave in
industrial use, we continue our position that reclassification to
residential and apartment uses as we requested is the better
alternate use based on need Part of the area is now in old
housing which requires upgrading with new housing From a sociaï
standpoint, industrial use would.be incompatible with the adjoining
residential areas and public facilities for the residential commu-
nity- The lesser need of industrial land can best be served in
trther new industrial ar-eas of the Ewa District, namely:

Campbell Industrial Park expansion 150 acres
Waiawa (.Horita) 60 acres
Waimalu (Horita) 10 acres
Waiau (Thompson) 16 acres
Halawa Mauka (Lone Star) 44 acres
Halawa Makai (Queen's/Bishop Estate) 30 aËres

These are new acreages that are being proposed for industrìal use
development
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Accordingly, we ask your favorable consideration to reclassify these
- areas that I've just mentioned, as requested into apartment and resi-

dential use.

We also call attention to the Chief Planning Officer's recommendation
in Parcel 12. In that area again, we had wanted to put into an apart-
ment use primarily to be able to provide apartments at the kind of
prices--that area was designed for the elderly housing, in and around
that church area. There's also Parcel 18 where the Chief Planning
Officer is recommending single-family residential use. M

That concludes my testimony. I will answer any questions you might
have. Mr. Houghtailing's here to answer any engineering questions with -

respect to the road.

QUESTIONS OF MR. PALK

SULLAM: In your report you mentioned that of the $40,750 houses |
- that were offered, there were 3 that were purchased by pensioners and R

19 by employees in this Waipahu Terrace. What did they pay for these
houses? How were they financed?

PALK: The bulk of the 19 units that were financed through mortage
loans was done by Honolulu Savings and Loan. When you deal with the
plantation employees, they have been living in rental housing for many
years, and far below the market area. So I assume that the reason
that those employees are able to afford is that they can make a larger
downpayment through sayings over the years. In some cases, I assume
that.more than one person goes on that mortgage note.

SULLAM: You think the same will occur with these others?
PALK: Not every employee, and I'm talking of the lower scale of

the wage level can afford every housing that's put in there, but
those I would think that the applicant would work with.HHA to try and
provide below market housing.

SULLAM: Has a survey been taken of these employees to find out
whether they .will be able to make this downpayment?

PALK: No,.all I can say is that the ILWU has învestigated the
housing program and fully supports this proposal. Of course, they
represent all the employees out there.

CHOY: Assuming that the applicant does not have the necessary
downpayment for one of these units that you'd be selling for $44,000,
what would then be the average mean taxable income to qualify?

PALK: I .think that's getting into some specifics for which until
you've had .a chance to analyze every persons income, I cannot fairly
answer the question. As I stated, the 22 units were all single family.
I believe the lot size anas 6,000 and on a.fee basis. I believe that
you probably could price slight.below that if you were talking about



apartments in the apartment area as compared to siiigle t irni ly devt:lu¡nneni
- This is the reason why we're back for some apas tment airons in ind ,iiaund

The entire mill area is the p.lantation's mill. and all. of the related
facilities, There are no outside industrial uses al Lluit troa no
tliird party industrial use, lience, ti you try todevelop that nauksi
area for third party industrial use, I fool there woul.d be ;a <.onti ic:

with the plantation operations makai. I also think it would lie a

conflict in the social aspect as it relates to the ad joining residen
tial community, Thorefore, the better alternate use over industrial

M would be residential and apartment .

SULLAM: You have indicated that the elderly would he placed utaund
the church in apartment, Parcel 12. That seems to be a very noisy
area according to the indicat ions on the map.

PALK: I agree, There was some comment about where the noise
stations were identified, I had asked the staff to program out the
specific areas that they would like us to take noise readings . They
did not or they didn't say well you take some in the industrial area
That's why it all runs up from the mill area into the industrial unused
areas , But, over and beyond that, the mill has been sitting there for
50 years plus . The housing around that mill area which is in Parce ls
5, 7, 12, and the church, all in that area, is crowded with hous ing now.
They 've been there 50 years . They seem to ge t along f ine , It doesn ' t
justify the noise under the new code and I understand that, All we're
saying is that the best deal for employees there is try and rearrange

- and clean up the housing area, That's the whole purpose of the proposed
amendment. That gives them a better deal than they have now,

SULLAM: Have you taken any noise tests near the freeway? I imagine

that freeway must be quite noisy

PALK: I imagine that too If you identify all of the housing along
that freeway, they extend all the way up to Mililani Town, through
Newtown, Waiawa, Waimalu, that housing area, The people unders Land
that .

SULLAM: Would you consider changing the small parce ls that are
linear along the freeway to commercial or industrial?

PALK: Well number one, a small industrial parcel next to the free-
way is an inappropriate use Number two, you can think about commercial
but there's enough commercial in the main Walpahu town and the .adjacent

areas where Gem is located that se rves the ent ir e community , I t would
be. inappropriate to have a small five-acre commercial there.

SULLAM: If Parcels 3, 2, 11 and 15 were incoxporated, wouldn't
that make for a desirable industrial parcel,

PALK: 2, 3, 4 and 5 I've indicated the most appropriate use for
those lands is extension of the residential development or community
for the employees as against commercial as against industrial use a I
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think the industrial use could better be served in Campbell Industrial
Park. There is a large industrial development mukai of a commercial
area on Waipahu Street. Adjacent to that are some vacant cane lands
that might be identified as an industrial use to extend the present
local industrial area in Waipahu.

CLEGG: A question regarding your figures on increases during the
last two years.

I note that in the area of labor you said it increased 65%, Apparently,
you arrived at that by adding up all the increases in the different
trades rather than averaging them.

PALK: Right, I did notice that too after I had done it but I have
given you with the written report, the Exhibit A. But, the point is

- they have increased.

CLEGG: Yes, averaging would run about 20%.

PALK: I did not single out anything. I just used consistently the
total basis. If you take the two totals, it does come out to that
percentage.

CLEGG: Which percentage, 65?

PALK: Yes.

CLEGG: I'm afraid if you average that up with carpenters at 11%
which is most of the labor, that the average of the labor increase in
a house would be something less than say 20%.

PALK: I agree with you.

CLEGG: Now, I might suggest that the same is true of the other
figures that you've given.that a straight average is not the story.
It should be a-weighted average. What I'm saying is I feel that the
increases that you have indicated are somewhat overstated.

PALK: Well, let me give you the construction costs from Exhibit
A--mason 16% increase, operator 25%, carpenter 11%, laborer 18%,
FICA Base 47%. I agree-with you that it averages out, taking all the
percentages it does come out to something less than 65.

CLEGG: More like 20?

PALK: 20% right.

CLEGG: I'd further suggest, I think the other numbers that you've
supþ1ied us has the same--not the same kind of error. There appears .
to be an average although it should be a weighted average, that if
lumber is low and lumber is the high proportion of the house then the
amount of lumber that goes into the house should be calculated along
with the amount of glass, and the weighted average calculated.

I have another question regarding income. How much have the worker's
salaries gone up in the last couple of years?

8-
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PALK: I 'm ilot sure as to lunv they lui.ve i no r ca.sed . g ai

CLHOG: In l.ooking over the nLunbers that you have in terms of the

i
.

-,.
-

salary distributions, the average would appear la be somewhere on th..
ordor, roughly looking at it, between $9,000 and $.10,000 a year That (

·

means tluit a person in that bracket would be able to afford -let me get & .

I my calculations straight--roughly $208 pei month for t;ixes, insurance

principal, interest, and you sni.d these were going to be fee or lease
hold?

.

PALK: FeeI -.-

CLEGG: At $208 per month, the roughly pricedhouse that coulci he ---

- g obtained is something under $30,000, a mot tgage of about $28,000 i

- g guess T'm in a quandry as to how the difference between $44,000 and what -¯

- apparently is the ability to pay of the employees as youhave suggested

I and also the fact that you are stating tha t it is for the employees
that this housing is being developed, Now, I understand there's come

¯ thing on the order of 1600 units to be developed and 600 employees A
. a side question, is that 600 employees or 600 households?

HOUGHTAILING: Employees.

CLEGG: Employees, so that's something less than 600 households,
If that is true, then something less than one-third of the total
deve lopment , one - quar te r?

PALK: The best way to answer that question is to ask how many
houses do they have now up there?

CLEGG: I don't know., How many do they have?

PALK: There are a thousand employee housing up there,

CLEGG: There are a thousand employee housing up there.

PALK: Man of which are in a dila idated condition which we would
like to replac which includes not on1 the Oahu Sugar area but also
the Ewa Plantation employees.

CLEGG: Are you saying then that a thousand employees would be
housed in this total development?

PALK: No, what I did say in the applica tion and what I am saying in
this letter is that the first priority is for the employees, and that
if they cannot take all of the housing then it will just go to t.he
general public. The first 22 houses that I mentioned in the Waipahu
Terrace were offered to the employees and were taken up

CLEGG: That was 22 houses yes. What percentage of the thousand
employees you think might qualify for the mortgages on these homes,
because from the incomes that you have given us, it would appear that
they don't qualify on the average for more than about $28,000 mortgages



Il
PALK: Mr. Clegg, Ï can only refer you to another portion of the

write up in which we looked at subsidized housing programs. I did
mention that to the extent that thore are thoso tluit can ' t qualify for
private homes or private d.eveloped homos, that the applicant proposes
to work with the state and county and federal agencies to try and Mwork out subsidized housing programs , I cannot tell you who qualifies |now. You can't get the information from the employees. This is private
information.

CLEGG: I guess I just must observe that it doesn't appear that too
many of these houses would go for employees, that they may be offered--

PALK: Well, if I may use the Waialua Plantation as an example in g
which I was personally involved, all of the housing went.first to the

¯ employees and we took care of all of the employees out there.

CLEGG: At what prices?

PALK: Well, that was back in the 50s and I can't remember the
prices now.

CLEGG: So that puts these folks in a different picture then.

PALK: Yes.

CLEGG: Can you give me an idea of the sizes of these houses that
you propose?

PALK: No, I cannot,

CLEGG: So we don't have a dollar per square foot.

PALK: No, because we're looking at apartment and we're also looking gat single family.

CLEGG: Well, let's say the single family houses, do you have any
estimate of the size?

PALK: Over a thousand square feet.

CLEGG: Over a thousand, so roughly $44 a square foot. That seems
to be pretty, well on market.

PALK: Right.

CLEGG: So you are in effect selling these things at market price.

PALK: No, I'm giving them to you -

CLEGG: For $1 per square foot.

HOUGHTAILING: May I answer that. I think they're also making
allowance that the selling of the land affected the cost.

CLEGG: When did Oahu Sugar buy the land?



i HOUGilTAILING: They're trying to mal;c the lanel at a ).ower price tli.:ta
the normal market pri.ce, so that is where you have dif ference. There
is some amount of substdy by tile owner of the 1.ind

CLEGG: Do you care to give an estimate how much subordy might he
involved'?

HOUGllTAlLING: I don't have the details but. ti vou look at that
$40,000 that we're bringing out at. least we tiied t'o go aheaul and
relate it to market, it's got to be somewhere e in the subsidy of Elic
land. The land values out there are certainly way beyond $2 01 $3
a square foot It's developable land. Looking a t the whole packa.ste, --

¯ there is a certain amount of subsidy that the plantation owner of thc
- - land are doing for the employees

CLEGG: Can you give me an est i.mate of the densities of the med tum
density apartment areas'

PALK: I believe ït's in the original application, page 2.

CLEGG: Okay.

TAKEHARA: Parcels 19 and 22 are proposed for the civic center
You are willing to leave it as is?

PALK: Right. We don't have a real problem of making it a civic
center, We didn't know whether the county was going to act on i t as a

ClV1C CentBTo

SULLAM: This is a question regarding land usage, what made you
place the school and park where you did? I think it would be much
wiser to place it closer to the presently developed residential area

PAL.K: There is an element.ary school next to the presently developed

SULLAM: Yes, but t.here 's a large portion of vacant land right next
to-

PALK: I'm advised that location was selected by the DOE

SULLAM: One would think the further it gets away from the plant
I think it would be less noisy

PALK: The prevailing winds cut across f rom the fr eeway ,

SULLAM: Well, if you put it further over on Parcel 25--

PALK: Well, I could certainly ask .DOE to take a look at it again
because this is the location they wanted because it was central to the
new developable areas

TAKEHARA: That cane haul road, it 's not there now is it?

HOUGHTAILING: The cane haul road is. there but theyfre improving
it because it's bringing all of the Ewa sugar into Waipahu



I IITAKEHARA: Is there any proposal to prevent all that dust froin
going over? - E a--

HOUGHTAILING: They 're going to improve tluit road and it's depresset .

You'll notice, it's in a depressed area

KAMIYA: Theso 600 employees that aro going to be displaced with
this development--

PALK: None of the employees will be displaced as such. What will
happen again is the rearrangement. Those that they can relocate to--
if they can't afford it, we'll put them in rental housing units. So,
they all having housing. It's cleaning up the old and upgrading it.

KAMIYA: So the existing policy with the plantation is that more
or less they do provide some or make available some type of housing.

PALK: That is correct.
· (There were no further questions of Mr. Palk.)

Testimony AGAINST-- i !!!
None

MOTION: Dr. Choy moved to keep the public hearing open and to defer
action to the next meeting. Mr. Duke seconded the motion.
Discussion followed.

SULLAM: I really feel that we need some greater thinking
going into the DLUM as far as guidelines. I'm not so sure
the land uses put forth by the planning department or the
applicant are the very best. I think it needs greater input
such as school location, which areas will be commercial, which
industrial, which residential. It seems that the noises from
the highway haven't been taken into consideration. The noises
from the highway may be just as bad as the noises from.the =

sugar mill.

I'm just talkin in favor of the deferment. I think some
consideration should be given to what I just said while we're zum
deferrin .

CHOY: I think Commissioner Sullam expressed an internal
problem where possibly the planning department could furnish
the Commission members with a better land use map than we -.

have at the present time .

CLEGG: We '11 take the matter under advisement.

(There was no .further discussion. The motion was
.unanimously

B
carried.}
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EMI

PUl3LIC HEAllING A publi.c hearing was held to consider a
IIAWAll CAPITAL DISTRICT re4uest for approval al plan.s for an '

.

JAMES K. TRASK, JR, off ice complex up to 4 storio.÷ high over -
(KAWATAHAO l.'LAZA a l L/2 story-htgli p;it klug st.tut ture,

M OFFICE BLDG.) TaK Map Key: 2-1. 32: l i and 5

(FILE Il74/HCl]-8)

i Pu.bl ication was made in the Sunday Star -

Bulletin/Advertiser on Ju.ly 28, 1974 .
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mof eld presented the Director's report of the
request. The proposed office compl.ex would replace a 4-story
warehouse and an automobile showroom and sales office and their
related loading and parking facilities. The proposed building

- meets the 65-foot height limit for the district, with a proposed
¯- maximum height of 61.5 feet, There is no open spac.e requirement.

I The building meets floor area and parking requirements of the
Comprehensive Zoning Code. However, it does not provide for the -

South Street setback, called for by the Central Business District
Development Plan. A variance for building within the 80-foot
setback on South Street was dented by the Zoning Board of Appeals
on May 30, 1974.

The Director recommends approval of this application with the ¯
¯-

four conditions noted in his report dated July 23, 1974

QUESTIONS OF STAFF

SULLAM: I'm not so certain I understand this por tion that deals
with building in the 80 foot setback, If South Street truly is
going to be widened, do you mean that a good portion of this
building is going to be torn down?

MOFJELD: Yes, that's true The 8-foot setback area would _run
through the building; If indeed in the future the widening would
occur, the building would be demolisheds

SULLAX: Well, somehow it's difficult for me to conceive of
permitting a building to be built in an area which is being planned
as a str.eet.

MOFJELD: Presently, the street is indicated as a policy on the
eneral plan but there doesn't seem to be an act of detailed alan-

n ng .to create that roadw.idening.

SULLAM: Howeyer, the widening of South Street was part of
this capital complex, It s one of the major ar teries that goes
around the capital complex

MOFJELD: I think this is one reason that the variance was
denied: The feeling was that this was a policy decision that should
b.e made at City Council level In the Zoning Board of Appea,1s
attachment to the report on page 4, item 3, I wish to read that
indicating they feel also this is a policy decision

315
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"3. It is inappropriate for the Zoning Boa rd of Appeals to
decide on the subject matter regarding the construction
of the proposed building within the General Plan Develop-
ment Plan road widening area. The deletion of the road
widening area on the General Plan Development Plan and
compliance with the provisions of the Hawaii Capital
District Ordinance are the responsibility of the City
Council.

As far as Hawaii Capital District proposal for the structure itself,
I think the Department of Land Utilization is saying that if the M
building is permitted by a Council decision to be within that set-
back area, it would seem to meet other requirements of the Hawaii
Capital District.

CLEGG: Would the street actually go into the building if
South Street were widened, or would it go into the setback area?

MOFJELD: It would bisect the building, i i
CLEGG: Is the existing 4-story warehouse in the setback?

MOFJELD: Yes it is, as well as the structure for the tire
dealer on the corner.

CLEGG: They are substantial structures, right?

MOFJELD: Yes, they are 4-story concrete warehouses,

CLEGG: So,-in order to construct anything at all in the
future, some building will have to come down.

MOFJELD: That's correct.

SHEYBANI: If I may comment, along South Street in the past,
the Zoning Board of Appeals has given permission to construct
within the-widenîng as long as the.Department of Transportation
Services agrees that the setback of the structures are adequate Ei -

for the foreseeable future widening of South Street That one
is only 20 feet widening that this building will permit. Beyond
that going to 80 feet, there 's no basis for widening to that extent.
It requires addîtional survey and possibly a general plan change.
But, at this time according to the Department of Transportation
Services, this building would allow widening of South Street right -

of-way to take care of necessary traffic for the future. The fact
remains that the 80-foot widening was a measurement from the map
which a.t that time did not have adeguate basis for arriving at
that. According to the Department of Transportation Services, 20 feet B
will be enough.

CHOY: My unde standing is that the maximum amount of widening
of that street will be another 20 feet if at all, that will not
then encroach on the proposed building is thdt córrect?

SHEYBANI According to the Department of Transportation what
would be equired for handlin future traffic would be 20 feet.

14
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Cll0Y: According to Trarispor ta tJ on Serv.tcas, t.hey be l.teve t.ha tI with our automobile-or tented society, the additional 20 Joct would ¯ -

still be adequate into the future to take care at the increased

i volume of traffic?

SHEYBANI: Yos,

I
-

Cll0Y: Do we have that en wri ting irom the Depal tmalit of
Transpor tat ion Serv tces?

SHEYBAN1: We have their comments, yes. '¯¯I -
-=-

SULLAM: Will it leave the necessary setback tliat is required 2 ¯¯--

I that goes alongwith any street or highway? W1.11 there be enough
space between the building and the sidewalk?

I SHEYBANI: Yes, for landscaping and adequate setback from that
20 feet

CHOY: If this is true, then why should we encumber the appli-

I cant with Condition No 4?

SHEYBANI: Because the widening of the street according to the
development plan has not been confirmed one way or the othår. Just
following the zoning code as of now requires that they respect the
development plan setback. There is no tried and proven basis for
the 80-foot width of right-of-way that would be necessary.

The applicant has two choices--one, if it be necessary that in the
future 80 feet be taken to give the City the price of land without
the price of building on it; and second,.apply for a change of
general plan and reduce the width possibly to 20 feet rather than
80 feet, We don't know at this time where that 80-foot basis came

SULLAM: Perhaps we ought to vnvestigate where that 80-foot
basis came from. They may have been thinking of a medial strip in
the niiddle of South Street, It certainly would enhance it very much
if it had a medial strip.

SHEYBANI: It was based on the South Street connector to the
highway but since then as was mentioned, the Zoning Board of Appeals
has granted construction within that setback, This project is not
the first one going through there; however, it is the first one
with major construction in the setback area..

CLEGG: The South Street widening and t.he DP has been a problem
for a number of :projects as Ali indicated We- are requesting the -
Department of Transportation Services to initiate a general plan -

amendment to reduce the width on the DP if that is what everyone
seems to feel is correct The other alternative, of course, is
that the City buys the portion of the land that they want to keep
as the setback, although you can't buy 200 feet and ignore the
est of the Sout:h Street>idening So the general plan amendment

seems to be the process to go through
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(There were no further questions of staff.)

Public testimony followed. o ==

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Francis E. Denis, representing the applicant (Letter received
August 2, 1974 from James K. Trask and Francis E. Denis dated
July 31, 1974 which states in part: . . ."We are in general agree- U
ment to all of the comments made by Mr. George S. Moriguchi,
Director of Land Utilization, in his memo to the Planning Commis- g r M
sion dated July 23, 1974, However, we are not sure at this time | $ lì
whether or not a financial institution would be willing to accept ¯

Item No. 4 on Page 2 which concerns possible future condemnation. ¾i
We are having our attorneys study this and discuss it with prospec-
tive finance companies.",..)

Mr. Denis was questioned by the Commission

CHOY: If this is approved with Condition No. 4, will your company
be responsible for the reduction of that building in the future?

DENIS: No, we stated in our letter that we accept everything of
- the Director's recommendation with the exception of No. 4. Item No. 4

would make it virtuall im ossible to et an financin on the structurP.
The 80-foot setback, by the way, came by virtue of one of the early,
early plans when they attempted to connect Ala Moana Boulevard with theg
H-1 Freeway . Alvey Wright in .1973 notified Bob Way that they had aban- E
doned that idea, and then the Department of Transportation Services
said they only needed the 20-foot setback and that's exactly what we've
provided, 20 plus the 10-foot planting.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Denis.)

2. Letter received dated August 7, 1974 from Kenam Kim, State Comptroller,
Department of Accounting and General Services, State of Hawaii, which
states in part:

e believe that a review of the General Plan-Development
Plan is in order since a variance allowing construction
within the 80;foot setback would be tantamount to negating
the need for an 80-foot setback line along South Street makai
of the Kapioláni Intersection A general plan amendment should
be of. course initiated only if traffic studies show. that the
master planned width is not required to accommodate future
traffic projections for South Street."

Testimony AGAINST--

16- 311-8



- dlil

-

MIThe public hoaring was closed, on moLlan by Dr. Choy, seconded byM Mr.. Duke and carried.

E g MOTION: Mr. Duke moved La accept the Diretfor's recommendatson lo:¯¯

approval, sub)cet to the condit ons outlined in his report,
The mot ion died for lack of a second

MOTION: Mrs. Sul lam moved to recommend den t al ot t he app11.cationuntil the general plan ts changed to reflect the 20-foot -

setback rather than the 80-foot se tback,

The motion failed for lack of a second.
ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mr Duke, seconded by Dr. Cho)and carried, voted to recommend acceptance of the Directorof Land Utilization's recommendation for approval, and alsoi recommended that the City Council otve immedtate attentionto the South Street setback footage and change the GeneralPlan to reflect the 20-foot setback rather than the 80-iaotsetback

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consïder aHAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for approval of a proposal for(PROSPECT STREET) construction of an 18 -story, 102 unitHAWAII LAND CORPORATION condominium at 944 Prospect Street,FILE #74/HCD-11) Honolulu, situated within the Hawaii
Capital District, Tax Map Key: 2-2-04:
6, T, 34, 39, 40 to 44.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star -

Bulletin/Advertiser on July 28, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Gerald Henniger presented the Director's report of therequest., The proposed building is in the area of the district :excludedfrom the ordinance 's specific height and open space regulations , Theside elevation would be visible from the district, and the rooftop anda portion of the rear elevation
.would be visible from the PuncKbowllookout Duct work for mechanical equipment will be exposed on theroof, and the color of the roofing material is not indicated on theapplication drawings. The proposed color of maj.or elements is lightgray and is compatible with the district The proposed color of raïllngparts of the building exterior and trim is white and would be too obtrit-sive due to its contrast with dark windows , The proposed preliminaryprans are based on consolidation of nine parcels Without this consoli-dation, the proposed proje t wi11 not meet the Comprehensive Zoning Coderequirements
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Mr, Henniger added that Bill No , 75 in second reading before the City
Council would require a Conditional Use Permit for structures within
the A-3 Apartment zone which exceed 120 feet, in which case there would
be an additional condition to the report.

The Director recommends approval of tlio app1tcation, subject to the
following condition:

The applicant shall obtain the approval of the Director of Land
Utilization, prior to issuance of a grading or building permit U
on the following plans and material.

1. Consolidation of parcels identified by Tax Map Key: 2-2-04: Ë .

6, 7, 34, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43 and 44 .

2. Natural earth color samples for the building exterior, trim agg
and roofing material dBE

il
3. Architectural and or landscape treatment of the exposed

mechanical duct work on the roof. --

4. A detailed landscaping plan, indicating the type of pavement,
outdoor lighting and size and type of plant material.

QUESTIONS OF STAFF

SULLAM: This building is 200 feet and is in the portion that was
supposed to be how high according to the capital ordinance?

HENNIGER: There are no hei ht restrictions there now. Ali do
you recall what the original he ght restriction was for that area?

SHEYANI: This ordinance map was drafted in error and included
this area within the 0-height limitation from Warnecke's plan. The
City Council realized this and the 0-height limitation was extended
by this map at that time when they drafted it by mistake over some -
housing .that existed on site, which meant that the existing houses
were in conflict with the capital .district So, the Council amended g
this map to take this area out of the capital district, It intended
to do that but the Corporation Counsel at that time advised the City
Council that they could not change the outside boundary of the district.
However, within the district they could change height and setback
regulations. So, instead of taking this totally out of the district,
they put it in an area with no height or setback regulation. The
capital district ordinance equires that wherever rest rictions of the
capital district does not cover development, the CZC takes over the
regulation. So, the buildings within this area comply with the CZC.
The only additional thing they have to go through is a design review
for texture and appearance as well as landscaping

I would have to mention again that if the map were drawn correctly
this area would not have been within the .capital

district to begin with

SULLAM: Did you say that the height of th'is building will be

-18-
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greater than the height oE Punchbowl /

H arca and ann low area This irefert ing, to j>:,iposed true.tute) is
still lower than the lowparttonof Punchbinvi Hotvevei,.ra i..it a list -

CZC limitatlOD 1s concerned, the A 3 zoning on whtch f lita hui ldin t . ;
¯

located limits tt to 350 feet l'he ptoposed building is ;,hout 200 les

Public testimony followed.

-- - Tes t imony in SUPPOlfl· - L
--M¯¯

Mr. Edward Aotani, representing Aotani and Har twell Assoc Lates,
Inc,., Project Architect s

A0TAN1: We reviewed the comments that were made by Land
Utilization and we feel we can meet most of the requirements.
I would like to make one suggest ton on that architectural and/or
landscaping treatment of the exposed mechanical duct work on the
roof. We feel that in view of any kind of architectural or land-
scaping treatment in this, we're planning to have the roofing made
of colored sheets that would blend with the. building rather than
the regular filtered roof. The exposed mechanical duct, we will
paint it so that it would be similar to t.he roofing colors This -

way we feel the color would be such that it would not be standing
out as an object quite so readily, We feel we would then take off
the shims of the ducts without trying to be too cute about it.

(The Commission had no questions of Mr.. Aotani.)

Testimony AGAINST-

1. Mrs Walter Meadows, group representattve, 902-E Prospect St , Hon
2. Mr. Sidney K,E. Leong, Administrative Assistant to Representative

T,C Yim
3. Mr. Bob Reeves, representing a number of residents on Ward Avenue

and Prospect Street
4. Mrs J Kano, Resident at 826-D Prospect Street, Honolulu

OBJECTIONS-

1 Obstruction of existing views, air and sunlight presently en oyed
by adjoining residents.

2 Height of the proposed structure would destroy the aesthetic beauty
of t:he slopes of Punchbowl. There are already too many highrtse
buildings on the slopes of Punchbowl

3 Increased traffic congestion and inadequacy of Prospect Street:
to handle additional traffic generated by the proposaL, also



creating a traffic hazard for pedestrians since there aro no
sidowalks. Prospect Street which 1.s heavily trave.led now, is the
scene of frequent accidents,

4. Existing parking problems will be compounded.

5. Air pol.lution from automobile exhaust fumes caused by cars
utilizing the parking area in the lower section of the proposed
structure would create a health hazard to adjoining residents.

6.- Existing inadequate sewerage facilities would be further aggravated.

7. Poor soil conditions - Certain portions of the slopes of Punchbowl
consist of black, sandy gravel which is loose ground and has
tendency to slide and loosen foundations thereby endangering
foundations of neighboring homes and structures

8. Irritating high noise levels within the community which has an
echo chamber will be further increased.

Questioned by the Commission, the following additional information
- was given: RER

1. The Commission's jurisdiction in reviewing Hawaii Capital District
applications by ordinance is limited only to architectural design
of structures within the capital district.

2. Inasmuch .as the applicant's property is properly general planned
and zoned, the remaining-issue before the Commission in its
decision must relate to the architectural design of the building. E

3. Objections raised by the community though legitimate, relate to
zoning issues rather than to the main architectural design issue
upon which the Commission must base its decision.

There was no further discussion.

The public hearing was clósed, on motion by Dr, Choy, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Duke,
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None gg
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa gg

PUBLIC HEARING K public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-4
R-4 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to P-1 Preservation District ML
P-1 PRESERVATION DISTRICT on approximately 6 4+ acres .of land
AINA HAINA situated on Hao Street, Aina Haina, Tax
INITIATED BY CITY COUNCIL Map Key: 3 6-04: portion of.20
(FILE #74/Z-30)



I Publication was made in the Sunday Stat 13ul.tetan!\dveitt;or an.Inly
28, 1974 No letters of protest wele received i ·¯¯¯

i Staff Plannet llenry Eng presented the Directo: ':, lepas i i the ii.lu, .:

" ·

The decision to initlate the subject tetuntng is the result o.l. an - -

nyuiry from the City Council in Committee Repor t No b95, adopted i n

i May 2l, 197tl Ihe Di.rector on June 13, 1974 tesummended I.hat th. area
of the site designated open space on the Gent ta i Pl.in he rezoned to
P- I P reservat ion Di.strict. A proposed a los to r development on t be
subject sitewas deniedby the Director of Lan.d Utilization on Aprit

i 9, 1974 due to potent tal hazardous sol l condit ions in the area, :auch .g

as soil creep and crosion, The sub Joc ts i to is just above two proper
ties purchased by the C1.ty as a result of slides. Other proport te

i just below the subject site have experienced crac.king and shtit.ing et
foundat.ions.

& ¯=iiiiii

i The Director recommends that the zoning rol the subject site be changed -

from the existing R-4 Resident ial Dr.strict to P 1 Preservation Distr ic t -

in conformance with the General Plan. Fur ther, that action be taken
to amend the General Plan to redesignate the balance of the s tte f.rom
residential to open space and that consideration be given to amendi.ng i g
designations for other sites in this area which have similar topogra- i «
phic features and soil characteristics «

-

Public testimony followed

Testimony in SUPPORT- -

1. Mrs. Norma Carr, President, AinaHaina Community Association
(Submitted written comments by Professor John Evans of the Engineer-
ing Department of the Universit y of Hawa.ii regarding Dames and

.E Moore's site investigation)

2. Mrs. Jellinger, University of Hawaii engineering student

OBJECTION:

Earthslides

fai The City purchased two homes ïri the area as a result of the
slides at a cost of $60,649 to taxpayers as well as a loss to
the homeowners since it was not at market value-

(b) Because of soil conditions and teep topography, use of the
same site as a mini park is still questionable

(c) The slide problem began in 1965 Unt ïl 1.ast year , two-way
traffic on a portion of Hao Stieet which is the main street
in the valley and heavily t.yaveled, was conducted on one lane.

(d) The electric company was forced to move i ts substation off t.he
hillside because of the slide condition

e) Letters from residents to Mayor Fasi and Mr. Moriguchi tell of
other prob lems which would be aggravated by development of
this land,
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(f) The question of insuranco could pose an Liilpossible financial
burden to residents along the base of this t idge .

(g) The results of a survoy (52 out of 112) conducted by the
community association of residents on Hao, Alpuni, and Ahuwele
Streets indicato that mimy residents have had bad experiertces
with shifting, sliding, erosion and drainago problems partic-

TestimonLil NSver the last 12 years.

1. Attorney Robert Dodge, representing Far West Continental ; --=

2. Mr. W. E. Estes, representing Dames and Moore, Project Engineers ¯

ggg3. Mr. Richard Kimball, President, Far West Continental i 1--

DODGE: My name is Bob Dodge and I'm representing Far West Continental,
the proposed developers of this . We're against the matter before you.

All of the subject site is zoned residential now. All of this zone
permits a development in areas having a slope less than a certain
percent.

I really think it's unfortunate that the only thing that you have from
the Department of Land Utilization is something dated almost a month ¯ gijago. It is also unfortunate that it is now outdated and that it is i

¯El
inaccurate. I wish it had been updated for this meeting today. Ï ENE

I'm.just going to take a little time to advise the commissioners of the
history of this project which I became involved in, in November of 1972.
Prior to that time, Far West had discussed the matter of a planned unit
development on this property with the planning department in terms of gdensity requirements, in terms of what portions of the entire lot could
be used for residential purposes. Planning Department's initial reaction
was that--now, if you take a look at the general plan map, the one with
all the gaudy colors on it, you will see that the colors are broad. They
do not attempt to get down to specific elevations, specific grades, or
specific spots.

The department's initial position taken in October of 1972 was that the
open space designation could not be used to compute the open space
requirement under the density requirements of the zoning code. That's
when I come into the picture .

I wrote a letter to Corporation Counsel d.ated November 29, 1972 pointing .
out that I thought that the department's interpretation of what lands
could be included as open space in the density requirements was in error.
I asked and respectfully requested that a review be made of the planning
department' s interpretation, and that if it is found to be in error the ...department be so advised.
Following that on January 30, 1973, reasonably prompt I would say, was
an opinion from the Corporation Counsel that all of this land was
perfectly, appropriately used as open space in determining the d.ensity

-22-



ro4ui.ramonts for the development. .lt said the ,ianning department way, | -

wrong. It said a cl.uster development could be put in there -

Plarining Director saying:
"The onttre si.te will he permitted tot densal) i..,ileulation het..ause
of the existing R-4 zoning. The Pl.inning D.irectot wtil evaluate
your proposal to determine whethet uncts iocated in the open space
designated area will be acceptable for put poses of c luster
development. He wtii review each pl.oposa1. and each si.te On L05 Onn
merits, and may choose to approve development with or without
conditions, initiate rezaning to bring aantng i.nto cantormity with -

the general plan, or prohtbit development based on findings that --

t13e site is not suited for development by reason of topography, i
ac cess, or unacceptable design. We would suggest that you pr oceed
with utmost caution. We woulci invite your submtssion of sketclies

- and technical data to demonstrate that this site can be economical.ly ¯

deve1.oped, "

Fine, we're up now to February 1973. There follows af ter that, any
number of consultations between the architect, the solls engineer the
civil engineer, the developer and the planning department picsonnc 1.
That went on .for --and with all of the other city agencies that were
involved in giving approval or disapproval to a project like this, the
Department of Public Works,.Building Department, Parks, you name it,
everybody was contacted after February 5.

Substantial amount of money and expense obviously went into this. There
were several design changes. For example, during the discussion in which
it was determinedby Department of PubÏic Works that this particular
area was unsuitable because of the same essential conditions that existed
on couple of these houses the city bought, the plan was redesigned to
move those away, The plan was further redesigned to take care of the
water runoff to put in different kinds of sewers and things like that.
Anyway, this went on from February to December of 19T3

December of 1973, a letter from Edward Hirata Director and Chief Engi-
neer of the Depar tment of Public Works to Mr. George Moriguchi:

"We recommend approval of this cluster condominium development -

The soils report and addenda submitted by Dames and Moore are
acceptable. Strict adherence to each soils repor t recommendation
is of utmost importance in developing this s ite without endangering
the existing Hao Street residences . Therefore, Dames and Moore
should certify that both plans and construction improvements follow
the soils report recommendation All pertinent correspondence is
attached for your informat ion "

e heard nothing from there after we got a copy of that from the planning
department. Sol Far West wrote February 6, 1974, This is a year after
we got the initïal lettet from them saying we could go ahead with the
proj.ect, or go ahead with the .plannung of .it February 6,. 1974, Mr.
Kjng of Far West wrote to Mr, Way and asked for some action on this in
view of the approvar of the project by the Department of Public Works
from a safety soils bedrock situation, and everything else stated
internally

325
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Mr. Moriguchi responded for Mrs Nay under date of February 14, 1974 andsaid·
"Currontly, the letter of January 28, 1974 by Dames arul Moore
transmitted to our department on February 4, 1974, is being
reviewed by the Department of Public Works for its final comments.
The Department of General Planning is also evaluat ing your proposal.
At the completion of our investigation, you will be advised.

March 8, 1974, to Mr. Moriguchi from Mr. Hirata:
"In reviewing the communication from Mr Hirata, in reviewing the -
communications on this development, we have a concern on the possi-
bility of earth movements in the area. We feel that this develop-
ment should not be approved until this matter is resolved."

April 9, 1974, letter to Far West from George Moriguchi:
"This is to advise you that the special permit application for
the subject project is denied for the reasons described in the
Department of Land Utilization's project report summarìzed as
follows:
(1) The Department of Public Works'.concern about the soil problem. E
(2) Erosion control measures are in some instances contrary to

the landscape plan
(3) Lack of substantiating evidence that soil creep will not occur

on this site
(4) Method of rock-soil control has not been adequately explored....
Should .you .have any questions, call our office."

We've had to make some sense out of that. We've had-to find out why the
application has been denied. We've tried to determine why in December
of 1973 Public Works approved the project <rs long as we were consistently
following the soils engineer's report, and yet in February changes their
mind and denied it.

So, I called Mr. Moriguchi and went down. The Far West people, the
engineers and I went down and had a meeting on the 24th of April this
year At that meeting, we asked Mr. Moriguchi to tell us why the
project was .turned down. He said he relied on the bunch of information
Public Works had given me. We said well, we don't consider that denial
is irrevocable because everything you point out in your letter indicates
that further information or further study or further review may clarify
these nroblems

I wrote a letter the next da to Mr Devens calling his attention to
this I sent a copy of this letter to Mr. Moriguchi. 1 said in .that

letter at the end of the discussion, Mr. Moriguchi stated that the
matter was not closed, and if the developer could satisfy Public Works '

personnel concerning their objections, the pro3ect would be approved.
I later asked George if I had correctly quoted him and he said yes, you
did. In this letter, I requested Mr. Devens to call a meeting in his
office to be attended by himself, Mr. Moriguchi, Mr. Hirata who had then
gone over to t:he Board of Water Supply, Mrs Hayashida the current head
of Public works, Far West's engineer, architect·, and me. We had such a
meeting about a week after this I tried to find the date but it was
roughly May 1 or 2. All of us got together in Paul Devens' office. We
found out, that the whole problem between Public Works and the Department



of I.and Utilizat.ian and the Corps JE Engineet bloke down to a probicin in --¯

commun icut ion I t turned out t hat omebodv i n Pub \ io W >; k, had n.,L --

undersiood some of the provisions in the -ati engineer' repot t . Mr .
Estes wi11 elaborate further un that

At the end of theit meeting, it was <tererintried there would he tutt.her
conferences with Publi.e Works, tur ther conaeren c:, wit.h Planning hv
the architect, the eriggineer and the soils eng.Liiect lhen hogan a
series of meetings. I didn't attend those because they were in a
siweialty that I don't have an.d that's engineering Tho:e rvore thc
technical detailed aspects of this development plan

On July 10, 1.974 a couple of weeks ago--July 12, l'm.morry -July 10 i

Moriguchi's report to you. July 12, a Lett.ei to Mr - Mortgucht itom
Mr. Hayashida, end of the Letter:

"We recommend approval of this development on the condition that Ë gthe above requirement shall be met. Further, this recommendation -

is predicated on the assert on by the soi ls engineer that a i l | -gmajor improvements will be founded on or anchored to the under - ; g1.ying rock,
We accepted those requirements because they had been with matters and --

- subjects discussed in this period following the early May meeting, They -

were things that were consistently referred to in his report. They were Lthings Far West said we would dos To make the matter even clearEI, We
referred to that July letter which I didn't get, in fact, until I asked
for one on the 25th òf July. That's when we found out that Public
Works had actually approved the project, So, I called and this was
sent to me on the 25th of July, A letter was immediately addressed to
Mr, Moriguchi by Far West, mainly that they had carefully reviewed the
department's letters dated July 12, and that "Far West accepts the
requirements set forth therein and will in all respects comply with
them. We look forward to hearing from you.." We haven't heard a word,
We haven't heard a word

We met last week _with Mr. Moriguchi, Mrs King and I did, He said well,
as long as this matter is now before the City Council for a rezoning,
I don't .want to step on their toes, I have to work with the CitvCouncil and t.herefote, I would prefer not. to take any action on "this, Isaid, there may be no action taken for five years on this. We have
relied on your representations of Planning and Public Works We f ve
spent thousands and thousands of dollars on this, thousands of man hours
of work in reliance on this,. You pointed out or Wanket pointed out in
his February 1973 letter that one of the options available to the
Department of Planning was re z.oning the property, They have never
asked for a rezoning of any portion They've permitted us to go ahead.
and develop something that is feasible, that's approved by every City
agency, and it distuTbs me, teally disturbs me that this July 10 letter
has not been updated by Mr , Moriguchi to advise this Commission that --

Public Works .has now approved this project, nor did he advise this
Commission that.this matter was not. final as he indicates in this report
what was open to the developer if they could convince Public Works

, if
Public Works would approve it, Mr. Moriguchi would approve it

Let me .te.ll you, what this rezoning -would do This (referring to map) is
open space and will never be built on because it is all used.to compute



the density for the total bui Ldable portion of tluit. l.ot where you don't
need this kind of rezoning. You can never put a house above that line.
This line (referring to map) was designed by the Depar tmont of Land
Utilization, the Department of Planning.

But, if thi.schangoof zontnggoes throughheforoMr. Moriguch.i.apirtoves
this development for housing, this development cannot be because you
will have P-1 up here (referring to map) , R-4 down here, and only R-4
can be used to computo the density requirement . That means instead of
having this number of units, you'll have half the total development. U

Since first approaching the Planning Department on the concept of the g- cluster development, we have never been disturbed in the project by the g --

Department of Planning or Department of Land Utilization, Everytime we
-g

go back, we're looking at further information. They say can you satisfy
this? We satisfy that. We change the plan. But, if this goes through, um
this whole project is wiped out, It won't accomplish anything. Because, il
even the staff man from Land Utilization admits that this area (referring
to map) can be residential . But, there will never be any residences up --

on the slope, We don't contest that this (referring to map) is open -
space in the general plan and should not be used for housing. The only
thing we contested was the position the department took that we could g

¯ not use this (referring to map) in computing how many parcels we could
put on the entire lot. This is a cluster development. ---

Now, I've said my piece, We think we've been had. I would like Mr.
Estes now to answer any questions or give an explanation of this
communication problem between Public Works and this organization. If
you have any questions on engineering, he'll answer that.

¯

QUESTIONS OF MR. DODGE

SULLAM: You've convinced me that something's wrong with the cluster
ordinance if it permits you additional density.with totally unusable
open space.

DODGE: Well, the b.est thing I can do is read to you what the
general plan says, Of course, there is the opinion of Corporation
Counsel that that is correct. Definition of the term "open space land"
means any undeveloped or .predominantly undeveloped land in an .urban

area which has value for (a) park and recreational purposes, (b) conser-
vation of land and other natural resources, (c) historic or scenic
purposes, or (d) preservation of life and property in areas subject to
floods and earth slides There 's nothing in the general plan language,
nothing in the _CZC that indicates that open space as it's required for
density to survey is not open space Open space is open space is open
space.

SULLAM: I know in the PD ordinance they require some of the open
space to he used for park recreational purposes. That's why you get
the extra density. Here, of course, you're.using the land that is
usable more intensely and you're leaving less land for recreation.
Actually, there's no land for recreation..
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ONG: The livie trn the map tvould t..>ughly go t11tungh the i adway oi that the st ructures nutuka at the ro ulwin would he .nt he a re tvh ich we
are recommending to be rezoned P .1

i DUlŒ: That degree of slope mauka af: the loadway, part iculat ly at
the right band end (referring to model displayed), what is that degico?
It looks pretty steep to me .

ENG: Sect.i.on A shows that the slope ot the acea we are rezoning to
preservat ton is 55%, Sect ton 8··59%, Section C-Slt, Sect.ion D 62%,
.Sect ion E-74% and Sect lon F /6%. I.'ve al.so broken i t down t.o show tha t
the area that.'s in the lower port son is slightly less steep although
still substant:tally steep -41, 33, 41, 42, 50 and 56. I've also shown
the overall cross slope through the entire property--53, 48, 47, 52, 65

I and 64.

ESTES: May I reply to your question Ours is an on-t.he-site slope -

I map made by R, M. Towill Corporation Those slopes (referi tng to map
displayed) were taken from an aerial phor.ograph at rather small dimen-
sions, This is an on the ground contour of everything that's below 40%
and everything that's above 40% lf you'll see, substantially all of
this project is all below 40% except for two which is slightly above.

ENG: Would you Like a response to that?

DUKE: I can't help but ask the question, I would like very much
for stafž to respond to Mr. Dodge's allegations regarding certain
untruths that's in one har the other.

ENG: This was done by R M, Tow111, a certifïed engineer. Now,
the so .ls engineer has also supplied us with slope drawings. If you
like, it can be requested of staff to do a slope analysis of their
topography map

Actually, we should clarify this - The issue heie is whether or not
this upper portion should be rezoned The cluster development was
applied for and was denied. Mr, Dodge is correct that there are still

ome discussions going on about it but it has not been officially
eopened in the sense that we have not recei.ved a formal Teapplication
e're simply looking further into some existing information. It seems

to me that the staff in the PD sect ion did review the drawings and the
- slope analysis is not substantially different from this

DODGE: Mv response is this, and I might add, I didn't want to
necessarily get . into this. I met with Mr , Moriguchi Monday afternoon.
I asked him again to approve the project I told him that we would
join in the designation of this as preservation area after he apprpves
our project, because I said, we don't intend to ever buildup there



anyway. He brougtht out the question whether we really shoul.dn't reapply
in view of the fact of his March Stli letter. I said no, this is not a
reapplication, This is asking you, and all our efforts have been to E
ask you to reconsider that deni.nl on the basi s of this additional evi-
dance that we got as a result of all these conferences. He said he
would leave it with Mr. Sharpless to take that question up,

Yesterday afternoon, I called Mr. Sharploss and described our problem
to him and told him our view of the situation was that all of these
efforts had been to ask for a reconsideration of that denial. I sent m
him a copy of the letter that Ï had sont to Paul Devens following our
first April 24 meeting. He said why don't you out of an abundance of g
caution, why don't you write Mr. Moriguchi a letter formally asking B
him to reconsider. I said okay. This morning I hand delivered to --

- Mr. Moriguchi a letter in which I related eve'rything that had happened
since March 8th, our conference, further conferences, the approval by
Public Works on July 12, At the very end I said if there can be any
doubt that the developer's action since March 8, 1974 had been anything
other than efforts to seek reconsideration to March 8th's, 1974 denial,
this letter is to formally request you to reconsider your denial, and B
based upon those subsequent event findings from the Department of Public
Works' recommendations to you dated July 12th, grant approval for the
project.

So, I think we're out-of-the-woods on any technicality about whether we
should reapply or not reapply,

CLEGG: I think maybe we're straying from the issue.
DUKE: Another question regarding this. Is it true that if the

houses that are mauka of this proposed road through there were placed
makai, then they would be within the proper zoning, and there would be gadequate open space for that amount of housing?

ENG: No, le.t me explain. The entire site is now zoned R-4
Residential and therefore available for calculation for density
purposes-. Now, if the Director's action is adopted which is to recom-
mend to P-1 the upper 6½ acres, this would affect the density. The
other point of your question is if these buildings were to be located
below, then they would not presently have the problem of being in an
open space-designation In other words, the lower portion of the
site is

.currently
zoned resideñtial and currently designated residen-

tial, therefore entirely appropriate except for technical conditions.
Now, Mr. Dodge has explained to you that green area referring to
model displayed) is not suitable for a building site. Therefore, to
place the -upper buildings in that area would be technically infeasible

CLEGG: I'd like to suggest that the discussion of the cluster is
not a part of the de.cision-making aspect of this body as clusters are
determined by the Director of the Department of Lánd Utilization.
Now, it's true that the factors surrounding the possible rezoning
shouÌd be considered, but whether one should have a cluster or should
not have a.cluster is for the Department of Land Utilization to
determine.

-28



Certa.tuly this is a Counes l. not lated rezoning not lilit i ited bv the --

publ!c or the Departnient at L:Ind 11tili2ation. /\a :,uch, very po ibly e --

- the :ssue belongs with the Cit y Council
IKJDGU: It actual.l.y began by a letter Itom Dan Clement to I think

fr-- Mr Mortgueli.i, who then celerted it ia the Planning Commit tee of tlie

i Councy 1, who referred .it to Council with a recatiimendat son that it be
veier red to VOU.

SULLAM: I'd like to add that it shoul.d behoove the Councit and E
the public to put land in preservation where houses seem to have to
be bought by the City because of inco;1ect drat.nage at whatever that
takes place there. These houses along that Hao St.reet has C.ast. theCity a considerable amount of money. They should never have been
oned residential to begin with, some of that area along there,

DODGE: 1 would like Mr. Estes to expla n to you details of the
solls report and the fact that evexy one al these housea will be
anchored on bedrock

SULLAM: You mean to say you can overcome all the problems ofslippage and drainage that has been taking place there through the
year s ? Because, I believe four years ago in t.he capit.al improvement ¯

program, there was money allocated to hire an engineer to take care : 4of the problems so that the City would not have to buy the houses, ¯ gIt ended up that the City had to. pay the engineer and buy the houses i Manyway because he couldn it solve the problem. ¯¯

DODGE: Well, the soils report extensively within the past year
has shown that this is a feasible project, it can be done with no
damage to any houses down there, it can be done with no soil slippage,
and Public Works agreed to that. They said if you build it the way

¯ the soils engineer tells you to, we 're satisfied, We have agreed to
- do that,

ESTES: My name is W, E.. Estes, Engineer and partner in the f irm
of Dames and Moore who are Consulting Engineers. We've be60 COT1SUltants
for Far West Continental on this project .

Referencehas beenmade of out works before, Attually, we.prepared
two investigat ions and two reports. One was dated October .1972 which
we did, It was called a geological reconnaissance of the entire site
which consisted of sending two trained geologists to traverse the area,
map w)1at they saw on the surface This report shows that the site was
a challenging site and would require very careful planning to make it
work This is on the basis of this report Fur ther discussions wereheld with the City and County people as deser Lbed by Mr , Dodge, Later
ori as the developer decided to get fuither int.o this, we were retainedagain to make a rather detailed investigation. It was pretty obvious
that this material up above .was rock out croppi.ng with little or no
soil coverage So, we performed no borings in that area We .performed

borings in the area that was in ques'tion along the lower level We did
find rather thick layers of expansive soil The thickest material was
in this (referring to model displayed) area The expansive soils are
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. in a wedge so as you approach the road, the thickness is zero becauso 4-
it becomes rock·out cropping. -

It was previously said that the soi.] is moving above the swimming pool .

area at some rate and that the soils there m:t yht llave some great
thickness, Our Eindings are that the soils just above the swimming
pool area would probably have a thickness of very little like 2, 3, or
4 foet. So, it doesn' t appear to be a very s.l.gnificant factor since
the swimming pool would be excavated to a depth of tha t or more in any
case.

One thing I would like to emphasize is we had numerous meetings wïth
the architect, with the developer's engineer, with the Department of
Public Works in developing the plan for this. Numerous changes were

- made with this plan based upon our findings and upon review of the
Department of Public Works. At all times the Department of Public
Works showed great interest and concern in this project. They finally
did what they thought they should have done way back ïn the beginning
when they issued their July 12th letter, and they put under their
approval a number of conditions that said in effect, this project is
approved if you the developer will guarantee that all the things they
listed will be done, which is really what they wanted to do when they
wrote their first letter but they apparently didn't have the knowhow
or the guts to say so, But, they now have done so.

The results of our site investigation and engineering analysis led us -
to believe the site.can be safely developed. We have presented plans -

and reviewed plans presented by others by which the project may be
safely comple.ted.

SULLAM: .Did the Department of Land Utilization give tentative
approval before they had heard from the soils engineer that gave a
report a moment ago? Was that before or after? It seems to me that
with new information, it made them decide to the contrary.

ESTES: They had our October 1972 report before they made any
recommendation or any opinion from the history Mr. Dodge has given.
They have our large report of October 1973. I don't know whether I'm
really competent to answer your question but I think that they had
that information. My recollection was, and I didn't attend all the
meetings but the meetings I was in, they referred all soils problems
to the Department of Public Works, They said they would be satisfied
with whatever the Department of Public Works recommended.

SOLLAM: By what has been said, I have the feeling that the soils
report that was prepared is fairly new information. When they received
this information, they decided that the _ final approval would be withheld.

ESTES: No, the soils report was dated October 1973.

EN.G: I have a copy of that report. It's time stamped by our
department January 23, 1974 The decision on the cluster development
was rendered April 9, 1974. The department has not received new
information According to the atto ney, the engineer is further dis- III

cussing information previously submitted.
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I Sl]LLAM: But l gather from the gentleman here tliai the I.D.:partilient
of f.and utilization had approved this pra et Now, it doe.on't. appear
that way?

I
i USTI..iS: Department at l'uhtso Works had approved it

.

SULLAM Is that true?

ENG: 1 do not know that foi a fact ThC COMURICOL Lons that I
have here relative t.o clust.er, and I besitate to discuss the cluster ¯

because that's not really the issue here, indicate that certain things

i shouldbe considered and sets torth certain conditions: "Plc recommend
approval of thi.s development on the condition that the above require-
ments shall be met," This 1.s dated July 12, 1974 from the Chief

I Engineer to the Utrector of the Department of Land lJtiltzation. The
staff report on tbis was prepared with full cognizance o± these other - -

things that were happening I have been very close.ly discussing the ¯ ¯$
rezoning with the Director.. The Director is aware that there are two : 9
possible issues here

ESTES: There was a previous approval by the Department of Public

i Works also something like December 1973.

ENG: As well as previous dentals, So, perhaps we ought to set in
perspective that the Department of Public Works has also given cer tain -

denials where theÿ have recommended that t.he project not be. approved
until certain issues are completely resolved

ESTES: Well, apparently they are now resolved since they have
given their approval again

. ENG: Subject to the conditions.

ESTES: Subject to certain conditions, that's correct,

ENG:. The Director of Land Util: zation is aware of this The
recommendation still stands

SULLAM: Did the Department of Public Works receive the soils report
from the Corps of Engineers, this report that's before us?

ENG: Yes, the Department of Public Works did receive a copy of ït
and it was used as a reference both.inprior letters as well as their
present letters.

SULLAM: And they have given approval
ENG: They have indicated that they would recommend approval on the

cond.ition that the above requirements shall be met There's a list of
those items which are discussed, I think Mr Dodge read that part icular
letter
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TAKl:nlARA: Then the Department of Public Works recommended approval
on July 12th.

l.iNG: They ind ica ted that tilose cond i t i ons would load to r ecommenda-
tion of approval but you shoul.d bear in mi.nd that we'ra talking about
zoninghere, that was reference ton cluster development.. The cluster .

developer is decided entirely by the Direct.or of Land litilization based
on engineering considerations as well as other considerations including
dos:lgn.

TAKEllARA: Isn't that cluster design centered on this, what we're
acting> on?

ENG: The cluster development could be altered by actions taken
here in the sense that if it were determined that P-1 zoning would be
adopted, they would have a site of 6½- acres to use as density calcula-
tions, whereas now they have a site of 13+ acres to use for density
calculations.

DUKE: Well in short, if you recalculate on tho 6½ versus the 13,
do you get about half as many houses? Is that the idea?

ENG: In terms of pure mathematics, yes, When you talk about
design, it may be possible to put more, .it may be possible to put fewer
units. This is an issue of design which is generally handled adminis-
tratively where cluster developments are concerned.

ESTES: Mrs. Sullam I ust remembered. I attended a meetîn and
I can't remember the date but it was in March in the Director of Land -

Utilization's office in which we were discussing this project. At that - -

meeting as Mr. .Dodge stated before, to get to the meat of your question,
Mr. Moriguchi said that the only reason he would deny the project would
be because of recommendations by Department of Public Works, and the
only way he would approve the project would be by recommendation by
Department of Public Works. Does that answer your question?

SULLAM: Well, I wanted to be sure everyone was aware of the soil
problem. I thought the Department of Public Works was unaware of it
when they set up their conditîons but apparently, they were

ESTES: I would think they were very aware

DUKE: There is a soil problem. You are aware there is a soil
problem.

ESTES: Yes

DUKE: You have some means whereby you can eliminate this soil
problem, is that correct?

ESTES: We don't eliminate a soil problem as such. We mostly work
around it The area where the poor soil conditions are will be left
undisturbed This is one of the conditions listed in the Department
of Public Works ' letter Not even a tractor will be allowed to go
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I I
1 concur in what Mr. Estes said.

SULLAM: You assume then that you had mot. the four condi tions of
Public Works departmont.

DODGE: Well, some of them are prospects The soils enp.ineer must
stamp the plan.

. SULLAM: Well, thoso plans were stamped for the houses that were ----

built there and the City has assumed the expenses They were approved
by the Department of Public Works, , .

DODGE: There are other conditions, The Department wasn't even Ë $ÑË
aware that they could require it. I said you could put conditions on
this. You can make us do twice the surveillance, twice the inspection,
twice the follow-up on all of these things. I have a copy of that
July 12th letter to Mr. Moriguchi from Public Works:

"We are transmitting for your information and files, our 'memoran-
dum for the records' of the meeting of May 28, 1974 on this proposed
cluster development.

As discussed at this meeting, our department's requirements must
be fulfilled as follows:

1. All work will be done in accordance with the soils engineer's
recommendations and the plans will reflect this.

2. The plans will be stamped by the soils engineer.

3. A qualified soils engineer will be retained by the developer
to inspect the grading work.

4. The site shall be monitored and should indications of a slide
arise, the developer will stop work and develop and implement
the required remedial measures. To ensure vigilance in this
regard-, the developer shall submit copies of all observations
during and after construction to the Department of Public
Works

5. The grading work will be certified by the soils engineer on
'as-built' drawings which shall be submitted to the City."...

SULLAM: I'm sure your intentions are honorable; unfortunately,
we 've had so many specialists come before us and tell us the very same
thing, assure us that in spite o£ all theise adversary situations that
everything will be fine It ended up it didn't work that way. There
were problems and the City had to bear the cost.

DODGE: The Department of Public Works. reminded us of that also.
We have to satisfy everybody. Those are not the usual requirements
that we're doing in there.

SULLAM: Well .it would be something that's iffy. I don't know EE

whether the- City should get involved in things that are not certain
things. If there'.s danger, let's stay away.
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SUl l.AM: The so i l a eng.tneer that. -pak, a l ow momen ts ..igo ao Id tha t

none of this could take place, you h;1ve to gn more than 25 Lect down

i into the bedrock to at tach those but tdings. Are you goiny to do t.hat r

DOllGE: That's my undoistan.ding.

I SULLAM: But that would still--it there's rain and there's tiemen-
dous runoff , I don't th.tnk we should get involved 1.n i t.

ESTES: The stonificant thickness of this exmnsive soil is in thI area (Teferring to model displayed) which has nov been avoided. The
area which has excessive soil will be avoided

i KIMBALL: l'in the president of the company that's involved in
this The thing everyone's wortried about is more slippage and slides
The engineers say that the catches an.d the watet sliding the s craight
mountain that causes all these things will be caught by that. roadway

- and the other things done by this project, comes into the basin that
picks it up, So, it won't hinder the people- It will help them tremen-
dously to have this water trapped and not coming down. There will be no
development on the portion where there is a danger nor will there be any
sprinkler systems developed in there. There 2s a specific request that
we not put in any sprinklers so no water will be added in.

The other thi.ng is here we have a pl.an developed on the 13 acres, the
density based on that, an enormous amount of money and engineering
costs for improvements , and .the tremendous bil.ls have gone into this

- The City is going to have to star t paying up for the encouragement they
gave us to go ahead with this if they're going to change the zoning now,
believe me Our lawyer will be up to see the City on that one,

DUKE Is that a threat?

KIMBALL: No

KAMIYA: Do we have any other testimony?

CLEGG: I would suggest in view of some of the additïonal evidence
presented, and I think there's probably a legal matter pending here or
building up, that ive might want to request a ruling ffom Corporation
Counsel on the position that the City is in with regard to actions of .
time, Corporat ion Counsel may wish to take some time to review this.

GEORGE AOKI (DEPUTY CORPORATION COUNSEL): I would appreciate it
if you would allow me to take it under advisement, talk it over with
the people--till we have heard evidence from Mr. Moriguchi and discussed
this

NORMA CARR: I would like to make one observation I didn' t know
that this, in fact, was w th Public Works because Public Works doesn't
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answer questions unles tliere's an application in the Department of
Planning or the Department of Land Util i za tion ., So

, we d uln ' t know gthis was at this stage or there would have been an export here to testify |from the community association. As such, I would like to submit this
report of the engineer who challenged this report that Mr. Dodge referred
to I would appreciato your reading this.

KAMIYA: Do we have anyone else to testify?

IESTES: A comment to that comment.

KAMIYA: I will have to cut in on this because we will get into a g L

public debate. That is not what we want to have at this hearing..
¯ What is the pleasure of the Commission?

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr . Duke, seconded by
Mrs . Takehara and carried.

- MOTION: Mrs. Sullam moved to accept the Director's recommendation.
The motion died for lack of a second.

MOTION: Mr. Duke. moved to defer action, pending an opinion from
- Corporation Counsel. Dr. Choy seconded the motion.

Discussion followed,

SULLAM: What type of opinion, on what specific item?
Was. it. approved or not approved by the Department of Public
Works?

DUKE: They requested a deferral, We're going to get
into some le al com lication.

KAMIYA: Further discussion?

(There was no further discussion. The motion for deferral at
the request of Corporation Counsel was unanimously carried.)

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider the
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT following request:
(TO CONTINUE EXISTING (1) Conditional Use Permit to continue
QUARRY USE) existing quarry use at Halawa;
HALAWA (2) Change in zoning from R-6 Residential
LONE STAR INDUSTRIES, to AG-1 Restricted Agricultural
INC. 4 DIRECTOR OF District;
LAND UTILIZATION on approximately 31, 5+ acres of land in
(FILE #74/CUP-8) Halawa, Tax Map Key: 59-10: portion of 2

10 and 15

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on July 28, 1974. No
letters of protest were received.
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St iff Plurtner lionly Eng presented the I)treet,>r's report <>l the reque t.

1 l|ll)\ leelilt indic;ites ihtit. riie liititer.i.il bettig extt;ic.t:ed ,tiid procc:,set.\ -

01 1180 all ÍlflWali's COli i1IJEL'041 tildit'sliy :5 (11 lll)Still111.1i VJJUC (0
10 DVClal Í CCDIM)fllic We'l l bearig ol. llawal l L.orit St if I.litiusti ica, lin.

IÌlO p.tC'bOllt £1100, ()f './ttÍCe tO l.hC Sielt0' .Oll,tflK.fl.Oli IfltÌLibl.fV ØÜ
of all basalt aggre¿ylte an Daho; 214 of all trushed CJass "A" \><s;ilt mä

.igitigate used .tor coney.ete mililut..ietuleÌ; trid 511 01 al.\ Class "B"
basalt (aggregate used Lar highway ,end specific ret.¡uirements ) A new
master Lease agreement has been aigned by Lone Star Industries, Inc.,
and Queen's Medical Center to the year 2026 a.nd in order to conti.nue
present ope rcit toris the C2C requires the il l ine of ,1 Cand tt lana l une -

- permit, Lands covered by the CliP are presenti| occi..ipled by Lone Star
Hawaii, Prestressed Conctete, Ine- and Nanakul.i Paving 6 Rock Co,

Based upon review of the request, the D t.rector concludes that the
existing quarry operation can be compatibly operated without substan
tial adverse eftest on the area. The operation is 2.n substantial
compliance with established environmental regulat.1ans. It will
cont.inue to operate La this manner and continue :Ls efforts to fur ther
minima ze nuisances,

The D.irectot recommends approval of the request., sub)ect to the condi-
tions in his report dated Jul.y 19, 1974.

There were no quest ions from the Commission regarding the Director 's
report

Public testimony fo'llowed

Testimony FOR-

Mr. Fred Rodriguez, Environmental Specialist, representïng the --

a alicant -

¯

RODRIGUEZ,: All of the questions raised during review of the
document by- federal and state governmental agencies have been
followed up and we have corrected the problem areas where these
people were concerned.
I would like to say that . the one point where this Commission is
most interested ïs why we would request the term of the permit to
run concurTent wíth the lease, The benefits obviously are of an
economic- nature, Some of the more costly long range improvements,
and quite a few of these improvements are necessar for environ-
mental controls, must be predicated on long- term financing

The concern that.has been expressedby residents of the Balawa
Heights subdivision up above the project is they would like to
see the length of the permit limited to a more, in their feeling,
reasonable time period.. Out response to that would be that the
ternt of the permit, whatever length, is conditional and at any
time can be revoked. We can only go back to 1970 when a cease and
fill desist citation was issued to this opera.tion. In that interim
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period four years ago, Lone Star has spent. over one million dollars
correcting those probleilis- I don't have any qualms in our continu-
ing to operate in this manner . We are not on.l.y sub ject to the
rules an.d regulations of the City and County but we would also be
subject to the rules and regulations of the State 13oard of Land
and Natural Resources which governs the area whero the quarrying
is taking place, plus the Federal Corps of Engineers for the
drainage runoff and the Environmental Protection Agency for the Air
quality and the noise,

So, in response to that one po.int, we just want to say that no
matter what length the permit is set for, it is a conditional i -

permit and sub ject to re vocat ion at any t ime . Ë B

(There were no further questions of Mr. Rodriguez.
)

Testimony AGAINSl' -

Mr. Alfred Racoma, representing the Halawa Hill Estate Community
Association (Submitted testimony, undated)

OBJECTIONS:

1. Residents of the community have complained about the noise, dust
and fumes generated in the quarry area

2, Stonewalls of residences immediately adjacent to the quarry area
RRVO CraCKOG.

3. Car windshields of residents in the area have been damaged from
gravel droppings from company trucks traveling to and from the
quarry site through the residential area. This gravel and dirt
then accumulates on the roadside making it necessary for residents
to clean it up.

4 Residential streets in the area are inadequate for travel by con-
struction trucks.

5 Residents have complained of trucks speeding in the residential
area creating a traffic hazard for school children and pedestrians
who must walk along the road due to lack of proper sidewalks.

6. Complaints from residents to the developer relative to the aboves
mentioned items have been futile.

7. The community suggests a 10 to 15-year Conditional Use Permit
and no additional subleaser be added in the quarry area.

In the discussion that followed the following additional information
was given:



L /\ssured by the Commissi n that icvocal ton ,>0 the CliP would result
!Í 1ÌlO Bj))ÌICT1[lf la [g 1 !!\OO( dilV ØÍ lil CR10'Í!t)llS llllp3SOfly

ÌVlf ÌÌU Illli Ild1C.i!C(Ì (Íl y b/JUILÌ lillVC flO OÌ>i 01.1011 (O I:25LlüflCC Of
f lie CUP

2, ÌvÍC lÌO(II IgU 2 Ìlad ilo ob at.tioil in .fi, liaclitig ,, cariditioli toi totid

i CledflUp ;.10 ÌlO CINI Di CaCÌ1 CÌJy':4 ÌlllU)'llg, Ilüh/CV i, Ì\C paillt U QUL
01Í\ t' LTUCÑS Il3Ul.Ing ditt afld gruvCi ÍOf COllSÍltKilOll OÍ l..Ì1
Ilalawa intercharige, it would be di.flicul E ;tt. this point t.o deter

i
niine which trycks are creating dirt <ind gravel accumulation on riie
road

3, Concerning an addi t tonal cond, t tan on speed .\ Imrts t.o curb speeding E
I trucks, Counselor Aoki advised that th is .s a inat tcI for the Pol.ice ¯¯

Depart merit
-

--am--

I The public hear trig was closed, on mot ton by Dr Choy, acconded by i -

Mr Duke and carI led

ACTl0N: The Cominission accepted the Directot 's recommendation and
recommended that the Conditional Use Permit abe issued, subject
to the condi t Tons contained in the Director ' s repor t , on
motion by Dr- Choy, seconded-by Mrs Sullam and carried,

AYES - Cho , Duke, Kami a Sullam Takeharay y ,
NAYES - None -

ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawalolaa

PUBLIC HEARING A public hear ing was held to consider an
CZC AMENDMENT TO ordinance to amend Chapter 21 (Comprehen-
DELETE PRIVA.TE 5 Lve Zoning Code) Revised Ordinances

,UTILITIES AS Honotulu 1969, as amended, to delete -E
CONDITIONAL USES pr ivate utilities as conditional uses.

Publ icat ion was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulle tin Adverriser on July 28 1974, --

No letteIs of protest were received.

Staff Planner Johan Ronn.:ngen presented the Director's report of the
request The proposed bill was initiated because the Corporation
Counsel has concluded, in Opinion M 74 31, dated May 1, 1974, that

n view of Hawaii Revised Statutes, Section 342-19, and the adoption
of Chapter 38 of the Public Health Regulations, State of Hawaii, the
City has no authority to process and review applications for condi-
tional use permits for private sewage treatment plants Under the
Charter, Article VII, the Board of Water Supply is clearly given
authority for approval of private water utilities This authority
was also confirmed orally by the Corporation Counsel

The Director of Land Utilization recommends approval of the amendment

There were no questions of staff regaIding the Director's report
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No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the roquost.
The public hoaring was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by -Mrs. Takehara and carried-
ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendationand recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr.Duko, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing was held and closedCONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/ July 10, 1974, and the matter deferred --STATE SPECIAL USE for a statutory period of 15 days.PERMIT
WAHIAWA ACTION: The Commission adopted the
COMMUNITY SYSTEMS CORP. Director's recommendation and(FILE #74/CUP-11 E recommended approval of the 2--#74/SUP-4) State Special Use Permit and iMNI-

am--the Conditional Use Permit, 3 isubject to the conditions con-
tained in the Director's report,
on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

UNFINSIHED BUSINESS The puhlic hearing held July 24, 1974 was
GENERAL PLAN/DLUM closed and the matter deferred for a fieldAMENDMENT trip to the site.
OPEN SPACE TO
RESIDENTIAL USE MOTI0N: Mrs. Sullam moved, seconded byKAHALUU Mrs. Takehara, to recommendLAND RESEARCH Q adoption of the Detailed LandINVESTMENT COMPANY, INC, Use Map's designation of the(FILE #268/Cl/25-) site to Preservation, rather than

the-General Plan's Urban
designation.

Discussion followed

SULLAM: The Commission should be more concerned withthe appropriate use of the land rather than the legal use.Here, the Detailed Land Use Map indic.ates Preservation,Open Space, According to the Charter, the Detailed LandUse Map should take precedence The General Plan is abroad brush indication whereas the DLUM is a more exact
indication.
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af t.ho tot a l ac reage i n Pi che Eva tt an

i The mot ion failed to carry toi 1.,tek oL suittelent vot.es. ---¯

im

AYES Sul l am, Takehat ai NAflS Choy, Duke, Kamtya
ABSENT Crane, Hosaka, Kahawatolaa

i MOTION: Dr - Choy recommended that the Commias ton ubmLÎ 00
recommendat ion.

- ,mue

The motion died for lack of a aecond i Im

MOTION: Because the Commission had a bare quorum and lacked sufficient
votes to recommend approval or denial, the matter was deferied
to the next meeting for a fulÏ Commission, on motion by -

Dr - Choy , seconded by Mr,. Duke and car ried

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES None
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawatolaa

STATE LAND USE Pursuant to Sect ton 205 -4 af the Hawaii ¯¯

COMMISSION REFERRAL Revised Statues, the Plannino Commission ¯

¯

SLUC'S RULES OF has received for review and recommendation
PRACTICE S PROCEDURE a pet itton submitted to the State Land

Use Commiss ton by Life o± the Land and
equest ing amendment to the Commission's

"Rules of Piactice and Procedure
The requested changes deal excl.usively with how the Land Use Commission
conducts Its business, For example, new rules are proposed which set
forth detailed requirements concerning notification of wheri meetings
are to be held, what.business may and may not be conducted in executive
sessions, the taking of minutes and tape recordings for meet ings,
public access to the Commission 's records, etc The apparent intent
of the proposed amendments is to define these procedures in much greater
detail than in the exit ing rules and to more explicitly assure that
members at the public nill have as complete an opportunity as reasonably -¯¯

possible to participate in the Commission's activities,

None of the requested changes atíect the Commission's Land Use District
regulations (which set forth the permitted uses within each district},
the standards for determinirig and amending district boundaries, or
the provisions with regard to special permits and nonconformance
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No discussion followed.

ACTION: The Cominission, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried, had no objection to the proposed
amendments, and requested that a letter he sent to the
Petitioner (Life of the Land) , commendinp, them on the
proposed amendments.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None -

- ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

STREET NAMES The Commission recommended approval
of new street names within the following
subdivisions, on motion by Mrs. Takehara
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried:

1, Pokai Bav Estates Subdivision, Unit II, Lualualei Waianae Oahu
Hawaii, Tax Map Key 8-6-01: portion 11

KAWILI PLACE Culdesac off the southerly side of
Kawili Street between Popohau Place
and Pahano Loop.

Meaning:- To mix ingredients, blend.
KAWILI STREE-T Extension of existing Kawili Street,

terminating at Lualualei Homestead
Road.

POPOHAU PLACE Culdesac off the northerly side of
Kawili Street between Kawili Place
and Lualualei Homestead Road.

Meaning: The Hydrangea, an eastern Asiatic
shrub with pink, white or blue flowers .

2. Halawa Hilltop Subdivision, Aïea, Ewa, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax Map Key
9 9-08: 3.

HELE MAUNA PLACE Culdesac situated northeasterl r of
Aiealani Place off the northwesterl r

side of Halawa'Heights Road.

Meaning: Mountain climb er .

3. Niu Valley Highlands, Unit 2, Niu, Honolulu, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax
Map Key 3-7-03: 72,

ANOLANI STREET Extension of. existing Anolani Street
traversing in a northly direction.

HALE0LA STREET Extension of existing Haleola Street
traversing in a northerly direction.
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H01Hl PLACE Culdesac attuated nattherly ut flalepa
Plat.u, aff tlle we terly side nÏ
llaleola St reet

i
4, it is recommended that tilo tai L..nvt.ng i ret; n.une se ,otut ran ro

amended: MIR-

Amend Resolut ton No. 31, qdopted Februstly 5, 1974, by de.let.inp.
the street names Malu Street and Malu Place and redesignatin.st
said roadways within the Malia Tert,tee Subdivisan at Kaneohe,
Koolaupoko, Dahu, Hawail, Tax Map Keys 4-5-03: I and 5; 4-5-53:

- portion of l, 4 -5 58. 50, because oÏ: sam 181i.ty o another
street name in Walalae Nul

LOLOPUA STREET Roadway off Mahatani Circle, traversingt
in a southwesterly direction.

Meaning: Lenith, -=m--

LOLOPUA PLACE Culdesac at the south end of Lolopua
St ree t

Meaning: Zenith.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 6.36 p.m.

Res ectfull¯> submitted

Henrietta B L an
Secretary -Repor ter
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Meeting of the Plann ing Commission
MLnutes

September 4, 1974

i The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, September 4, 1974
at 1: 35 p.m. in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
James D. Crane presided.

PRESENT: James D, Crane, Chairman
Randall Kamiya, Vice-Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C. Choy

i Charles W, Duke
Donald K. Hosaka
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

i Fredda Sullam
Alice Takehara

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
George Aoki, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Berton Kato, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Ian McDougall, Staff Planner
Herb.Mark, Staff Planner
Stanley ofjeld, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner
Johan Ronningen, Staff Planner
Ali Sheybani, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The Minutes of July 24 and August 7, 1974 were
approved on motion by Commissioner Choy, seconded
by Commissioner Duke .and carried.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

GP/DLUM AMENDMENT A public hearing was held on July 24, 1974, closed,
OPEN SPACE TO RESI- .and

action deferred until a field trip was taken to
DENTIAL USE the site. At the August 7, 1974 meeting action was
KAHALUU again deferred for a full commission.
LAND RESEARCH AND
INVESTMENT CO, INC. At today 's meeting there was a full commission in
(FILE #268/C1/25) attendance.

ACTION: Commissioner Choy made a motion to accept
the recommendation of the Chief Planning
Officer which was for approval of the

Commissioner Duke seconded the motion.

DISCUSSION:

SULLAM: We have before us the let ter regarding the possibility
that this change niight require an Environmental Impact
Statement Is that so?



SliP & 1974
¯¯¯¯¯¯ ¯

-

." i

DUKE: It doesn't have anything to do with the question at hand.
It has to do with item //3 on the agenda which comes lator.

CRANß: As I understand i t, the statement concerns item IIS.

SULLAM: If housing is on that land at wil.1 requtre it then, but a

General Plan changes doesn't requiro it?

CRANE: I believe so.

SULLAM: I will speak again against the motion because I feel the
land should remain in preservation. It has very small
portions of liveable land. The report states that more gthan 35% of the land has over 25% slope. The land is so
irregular we should keep it in preservation. As long as
there is flat land there is no need to go up to the ridges

DUKE: I feel that maybe the staff should probably tell the
commission again the purpose, what the land is presently
zoned, and what the proposal is. There is some confusion
as to what we are acting on at this moment.

CRANE: May we have a brief summary, please

PORTMORE: There are 11 acres plus 12 acres which is now R-3 and for
the most part General-Planned for residential.. The rear
portion of the site is R-6 So single-families could be
permitted now. The purpose of the amendment is to make it
possible for the owners to provide Planned Development
Housing rather than conventional subdivis.ion. They
cannot process a Planned Development Hous'ing without
being in conformance with the plan. That's why it was
submitted.

The reason why the Chief Planning Officer recommends
approval is that we feel this entire .area donstitutes a
logical topographical units The break between moderate
and steep is approximately in this area where the State
Land Use boundary is and existing zoning is. Therefore,
we feel it is justified

DUKE: I could talk in fayor of the motion. There are possibly
better places but we are not stopping them from building
houses by this change in General Plan It is already Ro6.
We can'.t stop them. It would e better for the community
to have a Planned Development Housing rather than a
subdivision because we can require certain requirements
that we couldn't on a subdivision. So we are not stonnino-
the housing. Just changing the plan to conform to wh
should be there in the beginning. J feel we should go
along with the Chief Planning Officer 's recommendation

SULLAM The Detailed Land Use Map indicates that a portiin sh uld
be in prescovation. Accordîng to the Charter the
Detailed Land Use Map talœs precedence. We should



SULLAM (continued)
reconsider the houndary lines and consider some of the .g

i lands presently zoned R-3 as well as R-6 and include some
of that into the preservation because we went out on a -

field trip and saw how irregular this land is. There will

I be a tremendous amount of grading. There will be far more
grading than on a conventional subdivision. Enough thought ¯

has not gone into the boundary lines where it should be

i preservation and where it should be urbanization.

DUKE: I also went on the field trip and saw a topographically
great potential of beautiful homes. If we only picked the

i level land, there would be no homes on St. Louis Heights,
Wilhelmina Rise, etc. There are homes built on certain
slopes. For the good of the community, we must utilize

i land for housing that is not known agricultural--that we
can utilize otherwise.

SULLAM: I a ree with Duke that we should build in certain .laces

i on hills. I am not adverse--it depends on how feasible
and the rainfall, Most areas are very dry. They have
very little rainfall, The rainfall is very heavy here.
The disturbance causes a runoff into Kaneohe Bay. We have
to be very careful.

- There was no further discussion,

VOTE: AYES: Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Kahawaiolaa,
and Takehara.

NAYS: Sullam.
ABSTAINED: Crane,

Motion carried.
PUBLIC HEARING
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT The public hearing of August 7, 1974 was kept open
REARRANGEMENT OF and action deferred until a field trip was taken to
LAND USES--IND/COM'L/the site. =

CIVIC CENTER TO RES/ gg
APT/IND/MISC. Staff Planner Ian McDougall brought the Commission di
WAIPAHU up to date via a memorandum dated August 30, 1974
OAHU SUGAR COMPANY . from the Chief Planning Officer. (1) A program
(FILE #42/C1/33) that would.assure that displaced employees would

be adequately relocated has not been submitted.
However, it is more appropriate that this matter
be considered during subsequent rezoning requests.

(2) An updating of DOE's review of this project had been requested at
the August 7 hearing. This relates to the-need for a school site.
(3) It was requested that DAGS review the effect of noise on the proposed
school site.

Questions of the staff by members of the commission:

TAKEHARA: Do you have a report on the sewage problem? ¯¯



MCDOUGALL: Yes. The Board oE Water Suppl.y -a t tha t time i t was t.he
Department of Publ.ic Works--has .indicated tháL SCWerá
are adequate for General Planning purposos.

There were no further questions of the staff -

MR,. JACK K. PALK, consultant for the applicant, asked permission to
present some new information on behalf of the developer since the public
hearing was still open.

In summary, the letter of September 3, 1974 from Oahu Sugar Company,
Limited, signed by Mervin Gilliland, Vice President, addressed to the | :

¯

Planning Commission, read by Mr. Palk, stated: M
¯

"Because of concern expressed by Commission members at the August 7

public hearing, the letter is intended to clarify applicant's commit-
ment to provide housing for its employees

(1) Fee-simple single-family house and lot for approximately gi
$44,000 (subject to change) for employees who can afford or 25
qualify. a-

(2) Townhouses -and
apartment units in Parcels 4, 5, and 12 at g å

prices scaled downward from $44,000 (subject to change) for 25
employees who cannot afford or qualify for (1) above. 55

(3) Rental housing in existing units in Waipahu Mill and Ewa Town
areas for employees who cannot afford or qualify for (1) and
(2) above.

"Other residential areas within the proposed general plan amendment will
be developed for single-family housing to be sold to the general public.

"The foregoing program has the approval of a joint committee of the
Plantation (applicant) and the Union (ILWU)

There were no.questions of >h. Palk by the Commission members

The public hearing was closed on motion by Commissioner Hosaka, seconded
by Commissioner Takehara and carried

MOTION: Commissioner Takehara made a motion to "accept
the application from Oahu Sugar Company with the
conditions that areas 19 and 22 be retained as
Civic Centers and that efforts.will be made to
subsidiïe the residents who are displaced. We
cannot afford whatever-prices are a110ted for
these homes to o to HHA and HRA.

Commissioner Kahawaiolaa seconded the motion.

4



DISCUSSION:

DUKE: I would like to understand the mot ion. 1.9 and 22, What
are you going to do with it?

TAKEHARA: The same as the Chief Planning Officer is recommending. GoI with the Chief Planning Officer's recommentaion of keeping
it as a Civic Cent.er. The app11.cant asked that apartments
be put on 19 and residences on 22.I DUKE: As I understand it then, the big industrial area, you say '

--

that it should go along with the applicant's ideas and i lig
- M not the Chief Planning Officer's. | 1 9

TAKEHARA: Right, i :::

I ,

DUKE: Now any other change? : sa:

TAKEHARA: That we be assured that the applicant will refer to HHA
and the HRA for subsidy for those residents who cannot
qualify for the homes. de

WAY: I am unsure about the question of subsidy. Are you making
that a condition to the proposal?

TAKEHARA: Yes. That an effort will be made to provide housing for
those who don't qualify via resorting to these agencies. ¯

WAY: There is no program at the moment, as I am sure you are
aware, and that simply raises the question in my mind as
to whether that's achievable in any realistic sense.

TAKEHARA: Well I do know, Mr. Way, that at this point we don't know
if it's achievable or not but we want to be assured that
efforts will be made to see if it's achievable for these
people

WAY: I guess we could say the effort could be made Tight here
by simply saying it, but it won't happen unless there's
something to back it up. I guess that's the problem that
I see.

TAKEHARA: Okay, then I'll amend my motion at this point.

AMENDED MOTION...that .those who do not, will.be assured
that they have--well, that the applicant
will continue to provide rental housing
and existing housing units in the Wainahu
Mill area- EL

CRANE: Does the seconder of the motion understand and agree to ¯!Ë
second the motion as amende.d?

KAHAWAIOLAA: You said the applicant? Or Waipahu?

TAKEHARA: Oahu Sugar will con inue to provide rental housing and
exist ing housing units

35 0



KAHAWAIOLAA: OK. I'll second the motion

DISCUSSION:

CORP COUNSEL: I'd just like to remind the Commission that you are dealtng
- with a General Plan tunendment. You can recommend but you

cannot put conditions on it

TAKEHARA: OK. I'll amend it.

AMENDED MOTION...I "recommend" that the applicant will con-
tinue to provide rental housing and
existing housing units.

CRANE: Does the seconder understand and agree with that?

KAHAWAIOLAA: Well, I think by contract the Oahu Sugar Company must supply
housing for the workers, anyway- gg

CRANE: Motion restated: gi

MOTION: That we accept the Chief Planning Officer's recom-
mendation relative to #19 and #22 that they be gretained as a Civic Center, and that we recommend
that Oalui Sugar Company continue to provide rentals
for those people who cannot afford to buy.

CONNELL: Because of the fact that the Executive Secretary has to write
the Findings of Fact and because of the fact that portions of
this property,.mainly those portions of property to the left
which are presently general planned for industrial (and I

- understand that in terms of this motion you are recommending
that the General Plan be changed to residential), I would
like the Commission to speak to the issue of how you justify
to change from industrial to residential, in order to go
along with the Dalton Decision. We have a report from the
Chief Planning Officer whîch indicates that industrial lands
are needed and that there is no justification for a change
to residential land. I'm going to need more from the.
Commission than simply "going along with the applicant."

DUKE: Please clarify a point in my mind, Assuming that the
school--I have read of all the departments approving the
recommendation made by the Chief Planning Officer and,
therefore, since that was industrial and not residential,
THEN would the schools and parks, etc. be adequate if
changed to residential? Because that's a large area. I'm
just asking a question What was their approval based on -

when they say, "adequate schools, roads, water, sewers Hi
transportation, police, fire" the whole bit. Was it based
on the Chief Planning Officer's recommendation or the
applicant's recommendation that that was approved? ¯E



I
CONNELL: The recommendations that are found in the Cilief Planning

I Officer's report are based upon their study of what the
Chief Planning Officer is recommending. Therefore, in
terms of schools, sowers, streets, etc, , it i.s based upon

. g the Chief Planning Officor's recommendation. I think I
- | indicated to the Commission at the last meeting there is

.
a great question that if the Planning Commission completely

I
revises the report , I tliink we may have to simply go back
and do a complete brand new study.

¯ DUKE: I didn't make the field trip, unfortunately, but things
came up during the field trip that maybe should be brought
to the attention of the full Commission. Possibly, it
did change opinions. I would like to hear from some of

I the people who did make the field trip and their findings
there -

--

TAKEHARA: I went twice because I'm out in that area, If you go I ŠÑi

i
¯ JM-

further, as you go up Manager's Drive, on the right side : a i
which is presently zoned for residential, and go through i i !
some of the roads that I did, they are narrow, bumpy, - =
winding and surrounded by very old, old, substandard-looking
homes. You know that someday these people will have to get
out because of health regulations. I understand they still
continue to live and cook in kitchens with dirt floors,
Now, those areas are zoned for residentiai. The applicant
has the right to knock those homes down and build on the
land. In looking at that setting, it sort of reminded me
of what Hawaii was 30-40 years ago. That's the setting
in that area now.

-g

So he can go right ahead and delete all those homes and ¯ågi

build because it is already zoned. The reason I said that
I would like the industrial changed to residential is
because already.the right .side of Manager's Drive is zoned
for residential. On the left side of that industrial is
another set of residential homes It is difficult for me
to see an industrial package right in the middle of all
these residences. As well as looking leeward, we do have
Barber's Point industrial center and all the other areas
for industrial.

I looked at the school and because I'm especially interested
in schools I hate to see our children in a setting where
there is noise and lots of disruption from an industrial
area that may be found that that was the most ideal setting
for this subdivision.



I
DUKE: Please point out Manager 's Drive on the map.

I'm sorry I d:idn't get to make the tri.p. That clari Eles
a few points in my mind,

CRANE: You have a motion before you.

SULLAM: May I ask a question? If we accept this motion, do we go
to DOE for re-evaluation of their facilities? Is it large
enough to accept a residential area?

TAKEHARA: No. From what I've read, DOE has accepted that position as
the most desirable in the subdivision. ßecause as it is,
800 homes are being planned to be built on the residential.

SULLAM: That portion is industrial, That means there won't be any
children going to school in the industrial area. Once we -

put it in residential, are the facilities going to be
adequate? ¯

TAKEHARA: I think we have some memoranda here from the DOE in regard - ami
to handling 1600 or 800 children--either way. We got it -

-gg

in a letter. - iil

DUKE: How many acres in the industrial area?

MCDOUGALL: Probably 35-40 acres.

CHOY: Commissioner Duke, you asked for comment from those who had
attended the field trip. The only .questîon I had at the
time of the field trip was any sort of justification by
the applicant concerning the enormous amount of unit that
they have heen proposing. My.personal feeling is that I
would have to speak against the motion unless the applicant
could justify the additional unit that they had proposed.
If my ballpark figures are correct, this entire area
encompasses slightly below--just about 50 acres of land -

is that correct? Until the applicant can justify the pro-
posed 1,686 units that they wanted, I see no reason to go
ahead and change the General Plan to residential

TAKEHARA: I know its a lot more homes but, Dr. Choy, what I am --

thinking about is as these people are displaced and on
the.residential area--what's zoned for residential now-
they can be displaced up to that industrial area if we
zone it for residential They have a right to delete that
whole residential area at this point and displace these
people completely, as it is now, if we leave that as
industrial. I felt that this would be a smooth movement
for them over into the industrial area. And, of course, my
motion says that we are going to assure that a person wh
cannot buy is going to be assured a rental unit,

CRANE: I think your motiän says we will "recommend"



TAKEHARA: Yes. We're "recommending" with hopes that we have thi.s
assurance, ßecause, supposedly, JLWU is behind this
movement and has a stipulation that, according to Tony,

E all thoi r workers are assured housing.

. g CONNELL: I think it needs to be pointed out a t this time that ,

i g (1) There is sufficient land presently General Planned
and also addit ional amounts that are recommended through
the Planning Officer to adequately provide for the workers'
housing. (2) In terms of the Findings of Fact. The
General Plan should be brought into line with the zoning,
which is contrary to the policy that this Commission works
under, Zoning is to implement the General Plan.

We have already been assured by the applicant that those
people who are displaced, whether it is going to be used
for industrial or residential, are going to be given
housing, We have not yet been given assurance by the
applicant that the people are going to be able to afford
the housing. So I think it needs to be said that there is
adequate land General Planned to take care of all of the
houses that they say they are going to build,

I think we need to have some justification from this
Commission, where you're going to pick up the extra .
industrial land that you're short of. We don't have
enough industrial land now, If you turn all of this into
residential, where are you going to pick up the extra
industrial land? Because if it's General Planned it's a

long-range planning problem.

DUKE: I wonder if I have all of these figures correctly The
applicant proposed to construct about 1600 units, The
Chief Planning Officer's recommendation is to cut it down
to about half that much to 800 units. And now there's a

motion on the floor that appears to me like the Civic
Center, 19 and 22, remain Civic Center rather than housing
or apartments. That might take a few off the 1600 but
now in the industrial tract we're talking about 800 and
1500 maybe instead of 800 and 1600, So we're still way
above what all of the studies were based on, according to
the Chief Planning Officer's recommendation. We now don't
have facts regarding the development as proposed by the
motion--clear down the line--schools, transportation,
water, sewers, the whole bit.

AY: Just to add another fact. There is, under the proposal
that I have recommended, also the opportunity for the
appficant to proceed with Planned Development of the
zoned areas and even bring into play the density allowances,
the additional bonuses, if you will, of that aspect which
could achieve, in large measure, maybe some of the
specific objectives that we're trying to here in providing
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WAY (contiliued)
¯

mrhousing at the lowest possible income scale on a much --
greater basis. By that, I'm saying that there ar e incen- |
tives to develop the existi.ng zone plans and those lands E
that are being added on the General Plan. Two Planned B
Developments can achieve some of the very same things in g

¯¯

a different way and are available to the applicant in this gcase. What I'm saying is, we're simply not closing him out
of achieving the goals that he set for himself. There are
other paths or alternatives for him to take. Ë =

TAKEHARA: It's difficult for me to see people with this life style Ì g i
living in a Planned Development Housing. And also
industrial between two residential areas

DUKE: Alice lives in that area and she has undoubtedly talked to
many people in the area I live on the other side. If ML
Alice can justify a change in the Chief Planning Officer's
recommendation, then I would go along.

CRANE: Are you speaking in favor of the motion?

DUKE: Somewhat, yes. She has to do it through the Executive
Secretary because we would have to tell the City Council
exactly why we went against the Chief Planning Officer's
recommendation

CRANE: We would have to justify to the City Council why we are
asking that the General Plan be changed to conform to the
zoning.

CHOY: I am still speaking against the motion. I'm still not
satisfied as to the price of the units that will be developed
in this area and, certainly, by applicant documentation
that the plantation worker does not have the type of income
that-would justify purchasing of the unit at $44,000,
During the fîeld trip, I had asked some generalized
questions and I think the ballpa.rk figure that was given
to me was that 500 people would be wanting to buy into a
total development of 1600 units. What I could see is
possibly the developer wóuld be opening up these units to E
the general public and so, as far as I'm concerned, there's
no change in life style except that you are bringing in g
people who have different life styles living right next to
a plantation. So it still doesn't justify the change of
the General .Plan amendment

SULLAM: I am still very unhappy with the school being located where
it is. I feel that it could be placed in the center of the
residential area . There is no need foi it being so close
to the industrial area I just d.on't know why the school
is located there. I would like to know who chose that site.

TAKEHARA: DOE chose it,

-10- O
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KAHAWAIOLAA: Regarding the justification as to how the plantation poopio a
would be able to afford the $44,000, ßasically, the
plantation is represented by the 1LWU. I talkod with
people from that area and their idea of being able to
qualify for the finances was to lutve approved the total -

income of the whole family, In other words, they have
sons, daughters, man and wife. I am sure t.lutt with the -

type of rental that they pay now, most of them lutve
adequate savings, Rentals run, at the most, about 40 bucks
each a month and this is how they would qualify for the
$44,000,

VOTE ON PREVlOUS MOTION:

AYES: Takehara and Kahawaiolaa.
NAYS: Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya and Sullam.

I ABSTAINED: Crane,

Motion failed to carry. , gig

MOTION: Commissioner Hosaka made a motion to accept the i sig
Chief Planning Officer's recommendation,

¯¾¯

Commissioner Choy seconded the motion.

A¥ES: Hosaka, Choy, Kamiya, Sullam and Crane.
NAYS: Kahawaiolaa and Takehara.
ABSTAINED: Duke. EL

Motion carried. EN

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a request for
REDESIGNATION redesignation of R-3 Residential and R-6 Residential
RES TO PDH Districts to Planned Development-Housing District
KAHALUU at Pulama Road, Kaalaea, Kahaluu, Oahu, Tax Map .

LRßI, DEV. ONE Key: 4-7-07: portion of 25

(FILE #73/PDH-9)
The applicant proposes 164 fee-simple condominium
dwelling units on 22.4 acres of land. -

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/
Advertiser of August 25, 1974.

S.taff Planner Ali-Sheybani of the Department of Land Utilization presented
the detailed Director's report in which it was recommended that the applica-
tion for the proposed Planned Development-Housing be approved based on .the

conditions enumerated in the report

Mr. Sheybani's comments not included in the Director's -report were:

Earlier in the meeting today, the Commission recommended approval of
a General Plan amendment for the same site.

The applicant today commented on increasing the size of the smaller
units but the department has not had a chance to review that proposal
as yet

11 3 5 6



SHEYBANT (continued)
The State Department of Transpor tat ton has had two commen ts on theproject, one earlier and one later. In the lat:er comilient theymention that Pali, Likelike and Kahekili Highways are already over- Eloaded and all applications that result in higher densit les should
be deferred until the disposition of Ill- 3 freeway i.s resolved.
Corporation Counsel has advised that projects that are consideredsignificant and have significant affect. on the environment dorequire compliance with Act 246 relating to Environmental ImpactStatements. Therefore, the Department of Land Utilization advised -the applicant yesterday, However, the approval at this stage ofthe project does not have to wait for the result of that study. |On the other hand, nothing should start on the ground. No grading gpermit or building permit should be allowed unless the EnvironmentalImpact Study results are satisfactory,

Questions of the staff by members of the Commission:
¯

SULLAM: I realize the drainage hasn't been figured out completelybut we should be given an idea of how this area is goino to Bbe drained.

SHEYBANI: I don't know how much detail you want to go through on this.There is a grading and drainage plan in the report and thereare two reports on drainage and on soils that the applicanthas prepared and the Department of Public Works has reviewed.The Department of Public Works' recommendation is that those
reports are acceptable at this stage. They have done boringtests over 10 to 16 areas of the site to establish the soil
condition and they are proposing to drain out the site.

SULLAM: Yes, but could you show us generally which way the waterwould flow into Kaneohe Bay?

SHEYBANI: Via the map, the existing stream runs along the road fromhere, down the valley, along Pulama Road, and gets to Kam
Highway (there is ocean here) . Now the applicant, inorder to comply with the grading oidinance as well as ourrequirements and those of the Department of Public Works,has to put retention ponds on the site not to aggravatethe drainakre into the bay at flash f lood areas or atunusual flooding times, .That

.has to be worked out indetail but the eventual drainage would take place at this
point. Whether it would

.be right at this point--the
discharge into the bay--or connecting to a storm drain,
I canit comment on at this time

SULLAM: When we went out on our field trip we noticed that it was
a very verdant site. In your report, you say that all the
trees will be tagged and they will not be removed. If thatis so, I don t see how you can implement a plan such as thisbecause the trees are not spotted on this plan.

357
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SHEYBANI: Well, one of the requiromonts, if I can bring an examplo ¯ -

such as Haiku Gardens which is a Planned Development, is

i that the applicant beforo a grading permit ts issued makes
a detailed survey of all trees--the size, typo and 1.oca-
tion--and marks the cornors of buildings and parking lots

i on the site with r:i.bbons. By that time he has tried to
do his best to avoid cutting trees and even at that time
planners fromour office go to the siteandchange the
plan, if necessary, to save major trees. They come back

I with a revised plan, changing parking lots or location of
buildings to avoid cutting the trees down. It has worked
in Haiku Gardens, I have to state that we are not talking
about all trees clear across the board, We are saying
"major" trees. There are some gum trees or trees that are
not as desirable as other types that we are looking for.

SULLAM: In other words, this plan may be completely unrecognizable.
The huge monkey pod that we noticed on the site, I believe
there is a building right over where that monkey pod is. Ei

SHEYBANI: I have to mention that it would be in the same character--
the character of the site plan shall remain the same--but
whether the buildings are exactly where they are shown, we
can't say. Usually, in the report the ordinance has a
flexibility clause because at this time the applicant
cannot provide the absolute-accurate topography. It's too
much front money to make it a requirement at this time.
I'm talking about all Planned Developments. But before
any grading permit is issued, all of those have to be in
detailed study. Assuming something happens and the plan is
totally changed--totally revised--then we go back to City
Council and advise City Council that this.is a major change
and requires going through it all over again. But there is
always that way to stop the plan from completely becoming
degenerated.

SULLAM: I see that these units are standard units, It's going to
be in1 awful lot of grading to accommodate these standard
units. I'm not so sure that in this instance Planned
Development with this type of standard unit is the answer.

SHEYBANI: It's not standard units. As a matter of fact, the sections
show how one unit steps up and backward along the slope of ¯ 55
the ground, This, in a subdivision, is almost impossible to gggexpect to happen. This one, I agree, is more for a flat
area. This one is for milder slopes. In the report there
are seven sections that show how the building form changes
with the slope. The architect for this project, by the way,
is EDW/Lewis Ingleson 4 Associates

DUKE: I can't help but be amused at the statement regarding trans-
portation. Maybe you can explain? The Department of
Transportation states that all applications which will
result in higher density should be deferred until the
TH-3 freeway is resolved. Then, you state over here in



your recommendation that no grading pelmit can be issued
until the Department of Transport.ation can service the -

traffic flow, I wonder which one comes first? 1

SHEYBANI: I f I may comment on this, we don ' t know exact l.y when this .

project would be approved (it luis to go to City Counc.il,
as you know) it has to develop-·all the plans have to
satisfy the Department of Health, percolation tosts, and -

there are a series of other studies to be made It's very
possible that by the time the applicant is ready to break
the ground that the Department of Transportation, by some E
miracle, is ready to give an answer.

- DUKE: I do have another question. So far as grading is concerned,
and everybody seems to be interested because it has some
contribution to the runoff into the bay and ocean. (via
maps) If a conventional type subdivision were placed here
and a Planned Development placed here, which would result
in less or more grading?

- SHEYBANI: Definitely subdivîsion, We don't have a doubt that the -

=
' subdivision will cause more grading. For a subdivision,

usually, the applicant has to put public road, The public g
roads are wider. They have sidewalks on both sides. The
driveways have certain slopes. They can't go over certain
slopes. On Planned Developments we allow up to 19% slope
of the road to reduced grading, Usually, for subdivisions
they have to make house pl.atforms to give freedom to the
lot buyer to choose his own home. They can't give them a
sloping land and they can't market it that way. They have
to have cars leading to every unit in subdivisions because
everybody has to have his car on his .lot. Here, cars can
be parked on one flat area and the steep area is left alone.
So that, strongly, I don't have any doubt in my mind that
grading, especially when it's hilly, is less in Planned
Development than in subdivision.

DUKE: Considerably less?

SHEYBANI: Considerably less. The steeper the land, the difference
is more.

SULLAM: What kind of subdivision are you speaking of? There are
all kinds of subdivisions.

SHEYBANI: That's true, We are talking about maximizîng the appli-
cant's return on subdivisions. It means putting 108
lots. That is, really, putting the road and filling the
site with lots. Now, if you are saying the applicant
wants to put two houses on the site as a subdivision as
comp.ared with 164, then you are right.. But we are
talking of a theoretical situation. If he puts 108 sites
of 5,000 sq. ft for R 6 and 10,000 sq. ft. for R-3 and
proper public roads, the gradin would be more.



I SULLAM: 1sn't it up to the Planning Diroctor whether to permit a
subdivision of that sort? Can't he--doesn't he have the
prerogative to turn it down if there's too much grading?

SHEYBANI: Not for design. As long as they meet the grading ordï -

nance requirement they can do that. Otherwise, it would
- be unreasonable to add a design review for a subdivision 8
- U which is not called for at this point,

SULLAM: In the Subdivision Rules and Regulations, aren't there
certain guidelines as to grading?

SHEYBANI: That grading guidelines apply to both Planned Developments
and subdivisions. The general rules, for example, if youcut an embankment it has to be vegetated, what slope it
should have, how to drain the sloping areas . The samei ordinance applies here but the amount of grading that is
required to create those terraces for subdivisions would
be definitely less in this kind of land.

There were no further questions of the staff by the Commission.
- TESTIMONY RECEIVED FROM THE APPLICANT:

Mr. Dennis J. Krum, President
LR 4 I Development One
1311 Kapïolani Boulevard
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814

Thank you for the opportunity to express our ideas and answer your
questions.

First of all, I'd like to get our minor concerns out of the way before
we deal with everybody else 's concerns. We continually research what themarket is and we found that we probably underestimated a little bit in
the size of the one-and-two-bedroom units and the demand for one-bedroom
units. We, therefore, propose some minor changes which .I would like to
go over with you.

This is the proposed apartment building which we are talking about
revisions to which showed a first floor which had a one-bedroom unit
on the inside with a very small bedroom and a two-bedroom unit on the
end.

The second floor had an inner unit which had no bedroom at all on this
level but a loft for a bedroom and a one-bedroom unit on the end.

What we have proposed to do, subject to the approval and, as Ali said,
the Directof of Land Utilization, is to move the bedroom of the
one-bedroom units on the first floor to the edge of the deck to allow
for either a larger bedroom or a sinall storage area in addition to the
bedroom--in fifteen 1-bedroom units. And to amend the second floor to
match the first floor . This will add fifteen additional bed:rooms in
the two-bedroom units and it will add.another bedroom to what was
previously a one-hedroom unit on the inner unit.

is- 360
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The total roviS.LORS add a total of L3,000 sq. Lt. of floor area and it
will be substantially under the allowable f loor area. The total floor
area will bc 219,000 sq. ft., as compared to the allowed Eloor aron of
245,000 sq. ft. That's just about all of our concerns. -

At the previous public hearing on t.he Goneral Plan amendment, two people
offered comments and expressed concerns which we would like to discuss.
One was the matter of flooding and I notice, Commissioner Sullam, you are
concerned about that also. That is one of the problems with any sloping
site but we found from our site inspection that the flooding situation
that occurs now is a very minor crossing of Pulama Road of the water and
then coming back, as we noticed on the site inspection.

The drainage plan, as we propose it, will solve those problems, It will -
keep the water on our site and dispose of it, as it properly should,
instead of going into Kam Highway and crossing the street.

Another concern expressed was that of the sewage plant. There haven't
been too many private sewage treatment facilities built. Those that
have been built by private enterprise have generally been built with
standards to turn them over to the City. They are generally built for
larger areas because of their cost and everything else, And I have an
idea that people that are expressing concern about sewage treatment
plants are referring to the type that they see at Ahuimanu Clubview
Estates area--a large, very, very visible sewage treatment plant.

The type we propose is a completely self-contained tertiary treatment
plant. It's approximately 7,000 sq. ft. in size, :Us located primarily
underground, and will be located in the corner section of the property--
the lower green area where it can be landscaped completely around it.

Anothet concern, in fact a major concern, was the displacement of
approximately. 60 families on a site which was General Planned for public
school, and that the existing school in the area would be overloaded by
the generationo£childrenfromour development andother developments.
The Commissioners reacted to that concern and that was one of the
reasóns for your insþection of the site.

To clirify that point , ote to the Department of Education, We

received a response dated August 19, 1974 and we distributed a copy to
the Executive Secretary I don? t know if it was passed out a week or
two ago I won't read the whole letter but the key points, I think
made by the State of Hawaii Departmerit of Education is, "we do not
currently foresee the need for the second elementary school site in
Kahaluu Valley in less than 10 to 15 years."

The second point they made was that the KAalaea Eleinentary School site
the site which is now General Planned for school and in which there at
60 families liviirg, the response to that is, "We cannot categorically
state that the General Plan Kaalaea site would not be selected as the
second elementary school in Kahaluu if a site selection were conducted
now. However past experiences indicate that displacement of families

II



would be a inajor negativo factor both in terms of relocation costs arul
negative colmnunity reaction. We anticipate that future studies will
result in selection of an alternative to the site now shown on the
General Plan

M I believe that the final concern of the people testifying at the previous i |bearing was the change in lifestyle--the change in charactor and the idea Í 1

g of Kahaluu itself, This, again, I don't feel is true because we are
going Planned Development instead of subdivision, More likely, the
lifestyle would change more drastically if wo did go subdivision. ßut an -

interesting reaction was found in the court case in Potaluma near
San Francisco, in which they attempted to restrict growth. This is one
being watched by the entire nation. The U. S, District Court in
San Francisco found that if housing supply is artificially limited,
substandard and obsolete housing which should be replaced would remain

B in the market to deal with the high demand and will partially fill it
with low-quality structures. The over-all nature of the Region's housing

i Stock will decline. Our tour showed that many people are crowded to-
gether in substandard housing--housing that was not suitable for other -

sites, that was moved onto the sites which they now occupy, to fill the
tremendous demand in the Kahaluu area,

I We would als·o like to address ourselves to the concerns of the Director
in his report, and to concerns expressed by members of the Commis'sion in
previous discussions. The Director recommends improvement of Pulama
Road from the 44' to 56' width, We agree with that heartily as access
to any project must be as desirable as possible to make it salable.

The Director was concerned with recreation facilities and I'd like to
illustrate what we propose. We have stated in our application that we
intended to have ball courts on the site and it is our intention to
locate in this corner next to the sewage treatment plant. There is

- approximately one and one-half acres of low, level ground which is not
suitable for housing construction. It will be in the location of the
sewage treatment plant but also allows room for a variety of ball parks.

There was another concern in that this soil is not suitable for dis-
position of the sewage effluent--and that is correct. Our reason for
locating the sewage treatment plant in that corner was to remove it from
housing, 13) put it in an area where it could be obscured from vision
by the street and tua allow a gravity flow into the sewage treatment
plant. The treated effluent, incorporated with the sewage plant, would
lift.the treated effluent back up to the refuse area where the wells
are located. So the soil in this particular site is very well taken.

One other very major concern is that of slope whîch we've been discussing
with the Planning Director. Part of our site slope exceeds 25%. The
portion of our site that slopes over 25% is 13%. In other words, 87% of
the site has slopes of less than 25%.

I noticed before that Commissioner Duke mentioned that many areas in
Honolulu would not exist if our forerunners had limited construction to
25% slope o.r less Aliamanu, upper Kalihi, Alewa Heights, Nuuanu,
Dowsett, Punchbowl, Makiki, Roundtop, upper Manoa, St. Louis Heights
Wilhelmina Rise, Kahala Height s, Waialae Nui, Waialae Iki, none of
these areas would exist because slopes exceed 25%,
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Now, it is our intention to avoid as much as possible d tgy,ing into s Lopes. ¯

-

The steeper the slope the inore difficult it is to build, granted. But -

tluit same steepness of slope makes the land more usable for housinp than gfor any other possible use. It's pretty hard to play baseball on, it's gnot very good for industrial plants, for conservation of land it's therebut i t really has no use I think our housing shortage demands tha t we
use our land to the best of our ability-as long as it isn't totally
ridiculous. And in this case, it isn't.

- In addition to that, our site coverage for all dwellings, all car areas,¯

everything that we build, is 19% of the total site. So 81% of the siteis not even touched as far as construction--as far as buildings areconcerned. If 13% of the site is sloped over 25%, and we only build on g19% of the site, a random construction would mean that we would build on g2%--2% of our construction would be on slopes over 25%, In addition, ofcourse, all of our houses have to be designed for those slopes, iThe last thing that we heard and it was a little bit humorous but it
isn't too humorous from our standpoint--and that is the Department of
Transportation. We agree in principle and accept all of the Director's
comments in recommendations except for the condition on the Department
of Transportation. In January of 1974 the State Department of
Transportation responded to the Director's request for comments on our
Planned Development and he had no objections, The State Department of
Transportation wrote back that it would not appreciably reduce the
operating capacity of Kam Highway. And Kam Highway leads into the Pali
and Likelike Highways Yet, in early July or very end of June, the
Oahu Transportation Planning Policy Committee stopped the H-3 and three
days later the Department of Transportation wrote back to the City and

- said, "alright, then we don't want any developments approved." We feel
that this is making our project part of a political football and wecannot rfford it It will prevent our developing the property, no
lender would touch. it, we couldn't go ahead and spend the substantial
monies needed to go through the final planning phases, No matter whatapproalals we get from this Commission and from the Council mean nothing,
and must be approved at the Department of Transportation level

Referring to the Department of Transportatîon letter, the statement was
that all projects which result in an increase in density should be
deferred until disposition of the H-3 We agree Our project does not
increase in density. You have heard that it does, that we have 7.3
dwelling units per acre as opposed to 5.7 dwelling units per acre.
And that is correct However, of our development, 94 of the units areapartments and they are much smaller than they would be if they were
single-family houses or duplexes.
If we were. to build houses of approximately 1800 sq. Et, which is about
as small as you would want to build a fee-siniple house, we would have
232,000 sq, ft of floor area as opposed to 219,000 sq. ft. in our
Planned Development, That would be a difference of 10,371 sq. ft. peracre under a subdivision, represented here, as opposed to 9,800. sq. ft,under our Planned Development, including the increase in floor area which
we propose.



A similar change in density, when you look at people, occurs. We re- -....

searched the Gilman Study of 1969 and the Kaneohe -Kailua Origin Destinat i.on

i Study of the City Department of Transportation Services of 1971 to find
out population characteristics of single-family and multi-family units.
We find that single-family averagos 4.3 persons per dwelling unit whereas

i mult i. family averages 2,9, By combining 2.9 for some of our units which
are multi -family and 4 3 for those which are the large townhouso units for
the single-family units, our population density is 23.9 per acre as
opposed to 24.8 under subdivision. Again, the density is lower. F

i B --

Similarly, in grading--we're talking about streets. A rule of thumb on
developments, I believe it's part of a cluster standard is that 20% of gi

. | the land area is for roadways and is deducted f rom your building area. El
B This 20% of roadway area in a subdivision would look like this (referred

to maps) and that does not include parking and private garage area. By

I comparison, our total car area including the parking and garages is
7400 sq ft. per acre as opposed to 8,700 sq. Et, under a subdivision.

And last, the reason for the Department of Transportation's talk about
density is cars--because the highways are overloaded. From the same
Origin and Destination Study, a single-family unit generated an average ¯=5

of 2.3 cars per dwelling unit; multi-family areas 1.2, By adding up our pgg
total for a subdivision, again, the subdivision would add 13,26 cars per ggi
acre; our Planned Development 10.9. For this reason. Density is a 5MI
totally different thing than just units per acre. People, cars, grading,
floor area, lot coverage, everything else, is reduced under the Planned
Development.

We feel because the density is not increased, the Department of
Transportation's approval or recommendation that any project with an
increase in density should be deferred, does not apply to our project.

In summary, we agree.and accept all of the conditions that the Director gi
has recommended with the exception of the approval requirement of the
Department of Transportation including the recommendation or condition
asked this afternoon and that is that the Environmental Impact Statement
be approved prior to issuance of the grading permit.

That concludes our presentation. I'll be happy to answer any questions.

uestions of Mr. Krum by the members of the Planning Commission:

DUKE: This sewage treatment plant that you are going to install.
I did make a field trip and even though you are not going
to build houses where you propose the treatment plant,.there
are some houses surrounding that. Is that not true?

RUM: There are, slightly removed from it on the back side front-
ing on Kam Highway, yes

DUKE: Not too far away?

KRUM: Not too far. Right.
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DIJKE: I'm always concerned. 1 know no one wants to talk about
sewage treatment plarits, They smell like every thing. Thas
particular type you are const ructing, is there any in
operation on Oahu? -

KRUM: I really don 't know. One thing, I know the City Fy County
does not construct tortiary treatment plants and tertiarv
is quite a bit removed froÍn the large settling ponds and -

everything else we see - I would like to put that quostion
to Bryan Grady who is our engineer on the proiect.

GRADY: The tertiary treatment plant isn't too much different to a
secondary treatment plant that you see in condominiums used
quite a few places here on Oahu and used extensively on B
Maui and on the big island. The big difference is that we
have two points of application of chemicals to remove two gspecific nutrients--nitrogen and phosphorous--which is

- what causes eutification, eten in the bay- As part of this
process also, we use a deep bed sand filter which takes out

- most of the particular matter. E un
Now, none of these processes in themselves are complicated
or unusual but the trick is with a package plant to put them
together so that they are relatively foolproof. Chi a big
municipal plant, you've got a lot of employees to take care
of treatment, On a package plant, sometimes it's just the
manager of the condominium who takes care of it.

So, you usually find it is big corporations who spend a lot
of money to research this until they get it to a point
where it is almost like plugging in a refrigerator. You put
it in and it works. This is .a completely enclosed thing
that sits in the ground and can be very readily screened.
None of the. houses adjacent would be looking down into it.
We'd make sure there was adequate screening.

As far as smell is concerned,.these package .plants are com- -=

pletely aerobic, The problem in municipal plants comes il
from what we call primary settling. tanks which allows
sewage to get septic at times. That's the trouble with
Aikahi, for example. It's not up to capacity and sewage
gets septic and at times it smells. This plant, if you're
10 feet away from the plant, providing it is maintained
properly, you won't smell a thing.

DUKE: How about noise?

GRADY Some of the package plants that have beën ins talled are
noisy because they put the blower and motor up on top of the
structure and the vibration makes quite a bit of noise. We
always design it so the blower and motor is in a pit right
alongside the plant and covered with a fiberglass cover so
that noise is no problem. I will qualify that by the fact
that you have to liave adequate maintenance If the mainten-
ance man doesn ' t acrub the tank down periodically .and give
it good housekee r you can get odors . But with proper
housékeepir , it ' absolu no problem



GRADY (cont inued)
I could re Eer you to someone Maybe th is would he useful
to the Commissi.on at some time- I've gpt a map back in my

office showing the coast of Maut and the number of condomin-

i iums thero that have package treatment plants and I thïnk
they number between 30 and 40 condominiums. There are a

lot of them that have been installed in this State.

DUKE: I'm pretty sure that there have but I just haven't seen
one yet.

SULLAM: What is the sea level over there where you are locating
your sewage treatment plant? How much above sea level
is that area--the ground level?

GRADY: I'd have to verify that. It's roughly an elevation of 4

or 5. It's rather swampy. We'd have to build something
to keep the treatment plant above the flood plane,

SULLAM: Then you are banking on the hope that there will never be
so much water that your plant will become flooded.

GRADY: No. Because it is actually part of our drainage system.
We'll be taking out the drainage water from that gully
that runs through the side, taking it in a storm pipe down
and discharged through a box culvert under Kam Highway--
from the project site to Kam Highway to the ocean.

HOSAKA: Earlier we had Commissioner Duke raise the question about
the letter from Mr. Moriguchi regarding the Environmental
Impact Statement. You are saying that all conditions meet
with your approval except the condition as far as trans-
yortation. OK, I understand that but would you care to
expand on this environmental thing?

KRUM: We have discussed this with Corporation Counsel and our
counsel who was also present at the meeting, and
Mr. Sheybani's recommendation or the additional condition
that was imposed that prior to issuance of a grading permit
the Environmental Impact Statement would require to be
approved. We would need approval of the appropriate agencies
of that.statement and, again, I say we accept that condition.

Now, we would not be very happy with being asked to supply an
Environmental Impact Statement before any further approvals
are obtained because that would be totally restrictive. In
other words, before your action and before Council action.
But we have no objection to the Environmental Impact State-
ment becoming a condition of the approval.

-21
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SULLAM: I fool rather reluctant to approve a project that requires
an Environmental Impact Statement un t.:1.1 i see the lmpact
Statement, The quest:1.on is, I would like to know i E the
Environmental Impact Statement shows this project to be
detr:imental to the environinent. Ï certainly don't want to
approve it if ït is.

WAY: If I might comment on i t and I think maybe All Sheybant
will want to respond as well. I would ohserve that the : 1
issue of Environmental Impact Statements has been one that ¯

$
I followed with great interest for a number of years and | Ì
I think that when a project--when a proposal f:or development E ¯

progresses through the various stages of approval, the end .

product should produce an Environmental 1mpact Statement,

Putting it another way, as you move from a very--rather
broad, rather general evaluation into more detailed and
specific design proiect development to the point where you -

actually are prepared to request and receive a building
permit, at that point all of the environmental questions
should be cleared up, as well as all of the other technical
questions involving drainage, sewerage, grading, archi- N
tectural design, site plan and all the rest--in the case
of a PD particularly.

From my perspective, I think this is one of the concerns
and serious criticisms that we have had of the legislation
that's been proposed. And thi.s is kind of a broad view,
if you will, It has, it seems to me, attempted to impose
a rather specific condition for Environmental Impact
Statements--and I use that term in a very strict technical
sense, And to be very specific, I would say the definition B
is used in the need for the National Environmental Policy
Act which has .been the guideline for Environmental Impact
Statements.

Now, if we're talking about that, in my judgment it is
wholly inappropriate to have a full blown Environmental
Impact Statement at this stage. It is also inappropriate
to have one at the General Plan stage and at the Zoning
stage But, again, as I say, an approach that I would like
to see is tlpat when you ge t down to the end of the line
and the public interest is being signed off, so to speak,
through _the

issuance= of a permit,. then you should have com-
pleted everything necessary to, in fact, have an
Environmental Impact Statement

Typically, we have evaluated environmental issues in
General Plan changes, in Zoning changes, and in Planned
Developments. In fact, Planned Developments þrobably get
more attention, broadly speaking, to environmental issues
than any other form of review that the .City has at present.



WAY (continued)
So, kind of in summary, I would say that .i.t seems to me we
are headed in the right direction here by requir.ing it in
the saine way we say to the applicant, "You must submi.t an

i approved grading plan." Now, this Commiss.ion is not going
to sit in judgment on a specific grading plan. That becomes
quite a complex technical exercise.

I might even take it a step further and say, assume that 't Ö
the project had a bridge on it, Would you, as a Commission, ¯

-

be prepared to evaluate the structural design of that bridge? i B

i Well, of course not, However, you would want to be assured i
that a bridge was provided, that it met all the code require-
ments and good design and engineering practice . And you may :
want to have a condition to that effect. But in the case of ·

an environmental evaluation, which is, in fact, being done -

through the PD process, ultimately the whole system would i
lead to an Environmental Impact Statement in a very techni- i ji cal sense. It seems to me that this is the right approach i §
in this case. I NE

Now, if the Commission feels--getting back to the question--
more particularly, that some additional information in an i i
area that you have some concern for, of environmental : 4
moment, then I think it's quite appropriate to raise that - 2
question and ask the staff, the applicant, whomever,

_ ;
If,-for example, you are worried about environmental conse- : g
quences dealing with vegetative cover cm the site, or - il
whether or not there are any historical sites or artifacts, i

then raise these questions. I think they will be dealt
with ultimately, And, it's somewhat in this context that

¯

they say--and it's been our experience--we think they ¯

ought to be looked at. We've got to keep thîs environmental
impact evaluation in its proper perspective. It's part of
a whole spectrum of technical analyses that must be under-
taken to lead 'to the ultimate approval of a project.

SHEYBANI: Mr. Chairman, just as a point of clarification, I would
like to mention that the Director of Land Utilization's
recommendation was not to set a time when this
Environmental Impact Study should be prepared It is.
totally at your prerogative, whether you require it now
or at City-Council stage or later on, but that is a
possibility. Also, I would like to mention that Mr. Kato
from Corporation Counsel who specifically worked with ins
on this is here for further elaboration of questions that
you might have.

CRANE: Do any of you have questions of.Mr. Kato from Corporation
Counsel relative to the Environmental Impact Statement? Si

Mr. Kato would like.to make a statement.



BURTON KATO: I don't want to disagree with Bob Way but I discussed thi.s
matter with Mr. Wanket yesterday as a matter of fact: and -

it's a continuing discussion that we have concerning Act 240
and how it is to be applied. In fact, we had several n -

discussions with the State Administrat ton and t.ho State
Attorney General's office and the Environmental Commission-
the staff of that commission --trying to f ïgure out how this
Bill applies to City procedures and operations

Now, through discussions with Bill Wanket, we determined that
an Environmental Impact Statement should be imposed prior to B · ;--
Council approval In other words, the intent of Act 246 -

===

was to inject environmental review which would expose g
¯

B
environmental problems prior to any type of approval of
projects that may have adverse effects on the environment. amm

Now, the interpretation of the Act. The Act is worded such
that an Environmental Impact Statement could be required
"after" Council approval. It could also be interpreted to
mean that it could be required "at the DLU stage" with
respect to a PUD application In other words, before you
even receive it, DLU would require an Environmental Impact
Statement and would have to accept it before it would grant
its approval.

With respect to this pa.rticular project, however, DLU
approved it without considering Act 246. It was only an
afterthought that they realized that Act 246 may apply.
At that point and .time they approached the office of
Corporation Counsel, We discussed it and, again, we made a
determination that the policy with respect to PUD's,
unless subject to.a change by-the Commission--the same
Commission--and the State Attorney General's office,
would be that Environmental Impact Statements would be
required for PUD's prior to the issuance of approval by
DLU. In other words, by the time the PUD comes before you,
that statement would be available and would have been
accepted.

Now, with respect to this particular project, I recognize
the concern of the developers, and it is my opinion that -

the statement should be submitted prior to Council action.
So that means Council will have the benefit of seeing the
statement prior to its rendering its opinion or approving
or adop.ting the project.

Now, whether or not you would like to wait for that EIS,
I think I talked with the developer and his attorney, I --

recognîze his problem, I would not want to render a
definitive statement concerning that.he cannot proceed
unless he statement has been accepted. I would like an
assurance by the developer that that statement would be
received rior to Council act io on the matter .
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i BERTON KRO (continued)

Again, I repeat, the purposo of the Environmental liiipact

i Statement is to assure that environmental concerns are ex-
posed prior to the approval of those pro iects. In other
words, after Council has approved the project it's a little

i too late to start worrying about environmental concerns.

Let me just add one more point. The Environmental Impact

i Statement is not a process--Act 246 is not a process by
which you can say, if you will, stop a project because of
adverse environmental effects. The sole purpose of Act 246
is to expose those effects. Once all approvals have been
granted, all the applicant need to do is to describe,
adequately, in his statement, the environmental effects i äii
and then he can, as a matter of right, proceed. Therefore, Ë 3||

I a popular interpretation of Act 246 would be that it be
in3ected into the discretionary processes--not at a point
where all discretion has been exercised and the mere
issuance of a permit and the mere approval is a matter of
right and not a matter of discretion.

Again, this is basically why we injected the--our

i interpretation of Act 246 was to inject the Environmental
Impact Statement before Council received it.

CRANE: I have a question if I might. Are you saying then that : emi

once the approval is given by the Planning Commission and _
--

the Council, that the department has no discretion in i 2"
interpreting an Environmental Impact Statement relative to | -

issuing a permit?

BERTON KATO: Right. What I'm saying is the sole test of whether an
Environmental Impact Statement is acceptable is not whether
it is going to have adverse effect or not. The sole test is
whether the applicant has adequately described in his
statement the effects be ît adverse or beneficial. In
other words, it's a little too late to consider, say,
rejecting the pro ect once all the discretionary judgments
have been exercised.

CRANE: Using .that same logic, would we not be bound by the same
logic here? In other words, could the Commission or the
Council fail to approve if, indeed, the developer had
outlined the effects, adverse or not, in his Impact
Statement?

BERTON KATO: Basically, the State Statute is designed to .expose

environmental effects and, hopefully, the departments that
have the jurisdiction--discretionary jurisdiction--would
exercise it, taking into consideration what has been
exposed by.the Statement. Therefore, I would say, as a
practical matter, in order t:o effectuate the intent of the
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ßill, one would possibly argue that this Comniission should
see tlio Environmental lilipact Statonient.. However , i n th i s

particular case--again, I say that It was inadvertent on
the part of our office or the pa rt of DLU that we did not U
catch this project prior to now, Ne recognize the dif f i

-

culty that the developer has, I throw it back to you. I g
say if you would like to see the Statement, i deeln it
proper for this body to withhold further action. However,
if you have been satisfied by the quest:Lons and answers that
have been introduced at this hoaring, you may proceed and
act on it and submit it to Council and hopofully Council
will withhold its action until the applicant has had timo
to comply with Act 246, and use Act 246 as a basis in
determining whether its going to approve the project or not. M

CRANE: Mr. Kato, I'm not trying to engage in an argument, l'm
really trying to clarify for our future interpretation of
Act 246 at this levels What I really want to find out is
that you were saying at this level or the City Council level
therein and totally therein lies the discretionary powers agi
and not after,

BERTON KATO: Well, I think Ali Sheybani can maybe elaborate on the
discretionary power that DLU has subsequent to Council's
adoption of the PUD Ordinance,

SHEYBANI: I would like to elaborate on what Mr. Kato mentioned--that
if it's a matter of bringing out the points that an
Environmental Impact Statement has to clarify, irrelevant
of the decision being made, whether we agree with or not,
that's another matter That City Council agree wíth the -
findings of Environmental Impact Statement or not, as long
as the facts are brought up and made publi That's one
way of looking at it The other is at every stage of the
project you can justify that as you go toward implementation

--as the details increase--then that's the time to make the
actual Impact Study because not until you know where exactly
the buildings are, how can you determine what effect they
would have over the drainage? Not until you know which
tree éxactly is going to be cut, how can you say that the
impact of this development over the vegetated hillside
would be great or would be insignifîcant? So at various
stages of stuly, just to elaborate on this, maybe there
would be five or six Environmental Impact Studies that
should be prepared One at the schematic st age for just
the. original. idea, and as it gets to the implementation
stage there might b required mor Environmental Impact
Studies The fact that Mr Kato brought up, whether this
leads. to a negative or positive decision, that might be
relevant as long as it is brought up and the points are
made public as £ar as the Impact is concerned.



CRANE: I'd like to ask one more question. If an Env:i.ronmental -

-

Ïmpact Statement is given to this Commission, if i t wa re -

I before us today, and all of the facts were there, are you
saying that we couldn't use that in determining whether we
would or would not approve this project?

I SHEYßANI: The answer could be yes or no, If the Statement is that
this project would end up killing some kind oE shellfish
a half a mile out from the shore, you know the f acts but
whether you base your judgment on this project on it or t
not that's another matter, But, at least, the fact is
known as to what affect it has over the... i si

I i il
CRANE: Can I follow just one step further? If their answer there

is yes or no in other words we can consider it but we
can't say we considered it, then could not somewhere,I someone who was issuing a permit use it and yet not use it?

BERTON KATO: Let me just explain what is happening here. We're talking
about Act 246 and what it requires. That's one aspect of
the problem. We are also talking about the Charter and what
discretions are granted to you with respect to approving
PUD's. Once an Environmental Impact Statement is submitted
to the Department of Land Utilization (who is the approving
agency under Act 246 and has the authorization to accept
a Statement) that authorization as to whether the Statement -

is acceptable or not goes only to the question as to
whether the Statement adequately defines the environmental
problems. Now, if the Statement adequately defines the
environmental problems, then under Act 246 DLU is obligated _Bi

to accept the Statement. Now, acceptance of the Statement Si
is made a prerequisite before DLU can grant its approval.

¯2

Now, once they've accepted the Statement, DLU can still di
withhold approval. In other words, if the Statement indi-
cates that there will be adverse effects, it can exercise its gg
discretion under the Charter which gives them the authority --

to review these projects and say, "We disapprove this project
because, as indicated in the Environmental Statement, there
are adverse effects.

So acceptance or non-acceptance o.f a Statement does not si
mean'that DLU must or must not approve the project. But 5
the acceptance of an EIS under Act 246 is a prerequisite
before approval can be granted.

CRANE: But you are saying--using that next step--using that
criteria--you are saying that after it gets beyond this
stage, and the Council stage, that a permit cannot be
denied because of the fact that an EIS was submitted?

BERTON KATO: If, for example, when you are dealing with a building
permite-let's take a project that need not go through the
General Plan amendment review processes and does not need
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ßERTON KATO (cont i.nued) ..

a PUD application but it's a project that has proper Genera i

Planning, has proper zoning and now a.11 they need to do is um
erect the building. When they go before the Build ing
Department and request the building permit, the Building gDepartment has no discretion with respect to withholding or ggranting a building permit--unlike this body--uni.ike DLU--
unlike DGP. It must issue a building permit if the plans
comply with the building code and the zoning code . If
they improperly deny that building permit , the applicant
can go to court, ask for a writ of mandamus Eor that.
building permit to be issued Elowever, with respect to | ¯

that situation, they can require an Environmental Impact E iStatement. Whether the Statement is acceptable or not
depends on whether it adequately discloses the environ-
mental effects

However, under the jurisdiction given to the Building
Department by City Ordinance and by Charter, the Building
Department exercises no discretion with respect to approval
or disapproval of a building permit. It must merely look
at the building plans and grant or deny, based on what the gstandards are in the building code, in the zoning code . g
That situation is dîfferent from your body where you do
have discretionary authority, Therefore, when you look at
an Environmental Impact Statement you should take what 's
there and incorporate it into a decision-making process .

CRANE: From what I understand, the requirement by the Building
Department, at any point, of an Environmental Impact
Statement is an exercise in futility?

BERTON KATO: Yes,

CRANE: Thank you.

DUKE: I'd like to get something clarified in my mind. Counsellor
tells us that in all issues of a Planned Development the
Department of Land Utilization must have an Environmental. -
Statement prior to submission to this Commission Is that
correct?

BERTON KATO: Yes Yes. With one clarification It's only subject to
Act 246 if it comes within any of the classes of action
designated in Act 246., In other words, in this case, the
reason why this particular proj et is subject to Act 24
is because it upholds the General Plan Amendment which is
one of the classes designated in the Act.

DUKE: It's contradictory. I don't know how you can do one unless
you can do the other.

28
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BERTON KATO: I believe t;he question that was posed previousiv was, "When
it reachos tho ßuilding Dopartment stage, isn't it.an

i exerciso in Eutility?" When you are starting at. the op-
posite extremo, if you are at the General Plan stage where
really what's before you is not a project but broad polley

I making, which is what the General Plan is, in my opinion
it's not required at that stage when the developer has not i -

formulated his plans., i ==
| El

I think, in interpreting the Act, we have to think of a
reasonable point and time where the plans are fairly
definite, as indicated by the developer here--his plans ¯ë

I are fairly definite and he's coming in with a specific di
Pro ect in mind--and I think since its still before the à Gi
exercise of discretion by this body, by DLU, by Council, | $

I I think it's appropriate to require one at this point and
¯ ¯

time. It would be ridiculous, in my opinion, to require -

-a

one after Council has approved--at that point, if there
is discretion it's a limited one and you could not stop a
project once--no matter what the adverse effects are at
that point and time.

WAY: I'm not sure that I have any question about the interpre-
tation of the law but rather a question as to the role that
DLU plays in this process, You seem to indicate that they
have some kind of approving role. From my perspective, the
only authorization--and we're talking specifically about
PD now--they don't approve or disapprove of.PD in any way.
I want to make that point quite clear. Their initiation
is, in fact, almost administerial. They have no choice
in the process, Now there is a choice in the case of
zoning and General Plan amendments. That is to say the
respective Directors can decide to initiate or not. That's
another issue.

But in this instance, the only, it seems to me, authority
that is drawn into the picture for DLU is by way of the
Council's authorization--by approving a condition or
authorizing them to undertake the continuing .studies

necessary, in this case, for an EIS. So, I'm a little
concerned on the procedural interpretation, if that be
the situation, that you may have some confusion or not full
understanding there of the differences.

BERTON KATO: The question as to what is an approving agency has popped
up on numerous occasions in the past and, as yet, it is
still not resolved. As far as the City is concerned, it

- nas oeen.resolvea.. nowever, tne orate attorney eenerai s

office, as I mentioned before, has been advised of the
problems that we are having in implementing Act 246. The
State Environmental Quality Commission also has been ad-
vised, We are presently awaiting their determination. They
have had time to address the question. They're hesitating.



ßERTON KATO (continued)
I don't know wh ' We would 1.tke a clefiriitive statoiliciit froin
them. However, in view of the fact that they lutvo not given
us any indication as to what their opinion ts goI.ng to be,
we have proceeded to interpret tlie Bill, as we must, since
we are obligated to enforce it- Obviously, that nicans we
must interpret it i.n order to enforce it.

With respect to your question, as to whether DLU is an
approving authority under Act 246 which onables them to
require, in the first instance, an Environmental Impact
Statement and, in the second instance, to accept that state-
ment, Our office's original position was that where |Council has the authority to approve and prior departments E
only have the authority to recommend approval or dis-
approval, that those prior agencies were not approving g
authorities--approving agencies--within the meaning of
Act 246,

However, our subsequent discussions with the State Attorney
General's office and with the State Commission has indica-
ted that they don't like our interpretation so we proceeded
to modify--no, we proceeded to modify our position to the g
extent that we believe and we are willïng to accept the i
State's position that DLU, upon receiving an application,
at that point and time they must recommend approval or dis-
approval and would be an approving agency in this particu-
lar case.

With respect to DGP at the General Plan stage, however, I
think we have encountered other types of problems--other -
types of factors--which remove DGP as an approving agency
at that stage. Those factors being that DGP does not
really review a project DGP reviews General Plan amend-
ments. The difference being that one involves a specific
undertaking, The other involves establishment of broad
policy,

Furthermore, at the General Plan stage the applicant is in
no way locked in to the type of project that he is going to
implement. However, at the PUD stage, once Council has M
adopted a PUD Ordinance the applicant is bound by.numerous
restrictions and conditions whîch more or less make his
program concrete. And that is the difference between DGP
and-DLU.

CONNELL: I would like to get into this specific application. As I
understand it , Corporatiori Counsel is indicating that there -

should be an EIS before this reaches an approving agency
i.e Council. M

BERTON KATO: No

CONNELL i Didn t you indicate that you felt that an EIS. should come
forth before it reaches Council?



BERTON KATO: Right.

CONNELL: Alright Let's got off the approving agencies, recognizing
that all the Rules and Regs on the Stato and County 1.ovels !

I . haven't been worked out in terms of EIS. Am I to under-
stand, under our discretionary powers and under Act 240,
that we can suspend portions of the Comprehensive Zoning ¯¯

I
Code to indicate a transmittal period on Planned Unit
Developments by this Commission?

BERTON KATO: I don't understand the question

CONNELL: Section 21-1004, subsectïon C: Action by the Planning
Commission, Within 30 days after receiving the Director's

I report, the Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing
on the application, notice of which shall be published at -

least 10 days prior to such hearing. Within 30 days after
such hearing, the Commission shall submit its recommenda- 225

I tion to the Mayor for transmittal to City Council, ËËEman
BREL

- Now, it would seem to me that if this Commission were to - --

wait on an action--on its action--based upon the need for
-g

an EIS, which I understand is at least one of your recom- ME

mendations, even granting a certain flexibility to the
particular provision, I doubt that it can be.so flexible
as to cover the period of time needed for any EIS.

BERTON KATO: OK, The first point is that I believe the order states that
after the termination of a hearing then the 30 days com-
mences. The one alternative is to continue this hearin .

In other words, keep it open. At that point, the 30 days
never runs. Secondly.

CONNELL: I believe Corporation Counsel has ruled in previous times
that keeping public hearings open has to be done on a
"reasonable basis"

¯

BERTON KATO: To comply--in order to comply with Act 246,.I would imagine
that inasmuch as the State has superior powers to that of
the County it can superimpose its tîme constraints on our
procedures.

CONNELL: Then Act 246 supersedes the Comprehensive Zoning Codë?

BERTON KATO: That would be my opinion. Right. In other words, they can
add an additional requirement that before--in fact, they
are--the Act states that before the City agency can grant ¯

approval, it must accept an Environmental Impact Statement. Ei
Which seems to me that whatever time restrictions are placed
by Ordinance or by Charter has been superseded .by a State
Statute.

CRANE: Mr. Krum, do you häve a questi n?
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KRUM: Yes. T hope 1 can clartfy t.his by Teading Act 246.. I

hope it will have some efEect or it has so'me relottonshtp
to what we are talk.ing about Spect Eically, Act 246 re-
quires an Environmental Impact Statement f rom a l 1. act lons la y g)
proposing on any amendments to oxist i.ng County General Plan, I mi
In addition to other things but definitely not for Planned -
Development applicati.ons

It also says, as of the effective date, for those actions
pending approval as of the effective date of this Act,
which was early June, or for which an applicant requests
approval prior to the effective date of initial rules and
regulations adopted by the Commission (which I don't
believe have been adopted yet) the Agency authorized to
approve such action at its discretion may require a

iNow, it appears to me that the Agency authorized to approve
the General Plan amendment application at the effective
date of Act 246 was the Department of General Planning.

"At its discretion" it elected not to require an
Environmental Impact Statement

This body, as a further approving or agency authorized to
approve a General Plan amendment application also
approved the General Plan amendment application and at
its discretion elected not to require an Environmental
Impact Statement.

As an Environmental Impact Statement cannot be required of -
a Planned Development and as the General Plan there is
only one body which is yet to approve it, which îs the
City Council. The City Council, it appears, is the only
one that can require an Environmental Impact Statement.
Again, "at its discretion".

Corporation Counsel's opinion is that this action--the
Planned Development application before your-requires the
General Plan amendment application and, therefore, this
action triggers the need for an Environmental Impact
Statement I'd like to ask Corporation Counsel, then, a
question.

Assuming that this body defers action on the Planned
Development .and that the City Council approves the General
Plan amendment prior to any recommendations by this
Commission and that the City Council approves that General
Plan amendment without an Environmental Impact Statement,
how could the Planned Development application require an
Environmental Impact Statement as a triggering action for a
General Plan amendment that would not be required because
it would have been actomplished?



I BERTON KATO: No, I know very few people understood what you said, I
do because l 've road that Act about 100 timos and so has

I ßob Way, An action is defined under--I guess we have to
go through this--an action t.s defined in Section 1 or
Section 2, I believe, as any program or project for which gthe applicant seeks offic.tal approval pursuant to somo _-

Statute, Ordinance, Rule or Regulation.
I 1-

Now, Section 4a, 2E, which deals with General Plan amend-

I ments, states that any action proposing a General Plan ! Ei
amendment is subject to Act 246 and subject to environmental
review. If you analyze the language of those two sections

i that I've quoted, the action of which the Bill speaks of is
not the General Plan amendment. The action that they are -

speaking of is the action that the applicant is proposing-- ¯

that he proposes to implement--which, in thïs case, is
I your PUD. Your PUD is your action and that action proposes

a General Plan amendment. Therefore, that proiect becomes ¯ ¯

subject to Act 246 under Section 4a,2E. 25

i I discussed this with your attorney, Mr. Krum and your
attorney agrees with me, I think,

i KRUM: No, I think he used to. I don't think he agrees with you
any more. In fact, I'm sure he doesn't. He disagrees with
you very strongly.

I'll try to break down that long chain of events and let's
make it a little bit brief. Let's say tlurt this Commission
defers action on the Planned Development. The Planned
Development is set aside and it sits there someplace. The s.
City Council approves the General Plan amendment which was

¯¯

just approved and going to them. Correct? Alright. Let's 22
say next week WednesdaX they approve the General Plan
amendment. This Planned Development sitting here has
nothing to do then, It doesn't require a General Plan
amendment, Does it? If that would have been accomplished?

BERTON KATO: No.

KRUM: Assuming that's accomplished now--next week Wednesday--the
General Plan is amended Rîght? Now, thîs Planned
Development doesnit require a General Plan amendment and ¯¾

only General Plan amendments can require an Environmental 2!
Impact Statement zu

BERTON KATO: The Act states that any action proposing a General Plan
amendment. Your action that you--which is a PUD--proposes
a General Plan amendment You, as the applicant, propose a
General Plan amendment. Because of your actions, Now,
when you come in and officially request approval of that
action, in other: words, your project, the first agency

3 8
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BERTON KATO (con t inued)
-¯¯

receiving that approval has the authorizat ton to requa re
an EIS. That first agency was DLU. The DGP, at the t ime
that you subnutted your General Plan amendment, did not
approve or disapprove your action whi.ch is your PUD, It
approved or disapproved your proposed General Plan amend- E
ment and that is the distinction that we're making here.

I i .

KRUM: Alright. So, I'm,..

CRANE: Please let the Chair intercede here, We are rapidly going | pgi
into a debate here. It's been about forty minutes j ggi
relative to the interpretation of Act 246, l'd like for a Sii
us to get this wound up so we can take some action.
Obviously, there's no agreement between you and Corporation
Counsel.

BERTON KATO: There is agreement between the Corporation Counsel's office g
and the Department of Land Utilization. Our position is

--and it is a concurrent position--that DLU has the
authority to requite an Environmental Impact Statement,
Inasmuch as they failed to do so before they gave approval
to this project, they are doing so now; I remind you that
under this Act, any citizen affected by this project would
have a right to take us to court if DLU had not made this
determination There would have been 180 days to
tolerance the lack of determination by DLU. So, therefore,
DLU has decided to act now although, admittedly, a month
or so later. I think this.serves the irterest of both the
City and the applicant.

CRANE: We are not cutting this off for one side or the other. We

have an Agenda.

KRUM: The reqùirement of an Environmental Impact Statement prior
to approval by this body or other than by Conncil is not
acceptable to us as a developer. We have been incurring
costs This project has gone far too long already to allow
us 'to cont inue .

TAKEHARA I have a question of Mr . Kato Somehow along the line ,

someone neglected to inform the developer that this was a
requirement?

KATO: Yes . Mr. Wanket came to me yesterday and raised the ques
tion as to whether this particular project was subject .to

Act 246

TAKEHARA: The Environmental Impact Statement is a requirement of this
PUD but you neglected to inform them in time to do it?
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HOSAKA: In your opinion, we 're on real solid ground if we require
the applicant to come up with an EIS and you will appent in

court with us?

KATO: I checked it out with my superiors, They are convinced
that our interpretation is correct. Yes, I would appear in
COUTt.

SULLAM: I think we should go on with the public hearing and hear the -

people who have come here.

There were no further questions of the applicant by the Commission.

Mr. Joseph Chu, Project Manager for Land Research 6 Investment Company,
asked permission to make a statement ïn favor of the application:

I am the project manager for Pulama Gardens and formerly worked for the
Planning Department. In working on the General Plan amendment and -

- Planned Development project myself, it is my experience with an EIS
- the types of questions covered in an Environmental Impact Statement, as
¯ stated by Mr. Way, have been covered in preparing the General Plan amend-

- ment application and if not in detail will be covered by the time the
application reaches its final stages,"

TESTIMONY RECEIVED AGAINST THE APPLICATION:

Mrs, Luka Naluai
Hui Malama Aina O'Koolau

Our people have been moved out of Kakaako, Kalama Valley, Kalihi and
different areas and are living in Kahaluu and this is the poverty pocket.
Where are you going to put these kind of people? They can't afford

¯¯

$35,000 homes--let alone $20,000 homes. They can't afford it, so where ¯=

are you going to put these people?

The school that's going to come there--the school is there now on your
General Plan. Now, what's goîng to happen is that new people will be
coming into the area and moving the grass-root people out. We were
there first. So why should we give up our land for the incoming people?
Why should we? Sure, that's their land. .Let them build. Then let them
build what we built--R-6. We built-R-6 in our area. It took ten years
before I was able to build a house in this area where the school will be
because the City Planners stopped us . They said there were two zonings
in the area. Finally, I was able to get the second house built there.
Now, with the school that's going to be built there. This is Kuleana
Land--remember this. Land from the King down to us. We're not about to
give it up--for schools, for new people moving into the area--we're not ¯

about to give ît up because that's land from our ancestors and we're
going to keep it So if they want the school and they 're going to bring
this kind of development into the area, then put their school in their
area. They have added land now,
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The thing that bothers me is that on your PD development, they get a
bonus. They would luivo, if they were on this R-6, they would have about
56 extra homes built. Multiply that by $90,000 and what do you got?
About $5 million. At $45,000 you get about $2 million. I want a gues t 15
cottage. They won't even let me have it--in my R-6.. Where's the fatr- ·

ness on this whole thing? Are laws mado for just certain kind of people? g .

What about us? I mentioned before the number of children and grand -

children I have.. They 're Lvoing to need homes later on. I want to build
a guest home and you won't let me, Yet you allow these people to get
bonus homes where they make millions of dollars. I can't even get a
guest cottage, Is it fair? All of you sitting here, you might be in
the same predicament one day, Look at it frommy point of view- These
people have suffered enough People that have come from all areas to
this area, they're going to have to give up their lifestyle because of
the school--because of the newcomers in the area. This is the way that gi
they live in the area. They have to get used to this way of living and
they love it right now. They don't have to depend on people, Like I
mentioned before, people who live in Kahaluu do not depend on the City-- li
on welfare. They are not recipients of welfare except those who have gi
moved in from the poverty areas of other areas. We know how to live but

.
I

with the school coming there, look at all the people. This is where the -
¯

majority of the people are, They're going to be moved out because new . ::
. people are coming in So the grass-root people have to move out. It's g ||not fair. Not fair. And I don't see how anybody sitting at this table g gg

. could even think for a minute of permitting this kind of thing. Sure, ||
1et them build the R-6 houses. They'll have enough houses to give them
enough money for the area. Why should they have 56 homes bonus and
make $5 million or $2 million and then get rid of all the people there
in that particular area? And also the area is flood area. How can even
the DOE recommend having a school in that area? I don't know except
that maybe they're trying to.get the poor people out of Kahaluu and put in M
all of he peop1.e who can afford, like $100,000 homes -- $50,000 to
$90,000

Then about the sewage treatment plant. Where have you seen the sewage
treatment plant that has been working 100% condition? Where? I went to
Ewa Beach one day and I aw all of the cesspool water coming out and the
dug a ditch for the fluid that was coming out of the cesspool into the
ditch and it ran alongside of the road into the stream there and into

¯M

Ewa Beach--this ffluent: and all we had was this slimy thing sticking
on the side.of the grass and this water running down there And the
stench A stench people canit stand My brother lived right next to it.

Now where are they getting this 100% thing that they can put in to an -

area? OK The effluent goes into the ocean and kills all the fishes
there thœt people live on And what about the residue? Do they dry it
out and sell it for fertilizer?

Kahaluu rains all the t-ime and when it: rains and when it storms you
can't go out. I used to live there I was born there And when it
rains, it rains, it rains, it rains it rains, for days. Especially in
November and December and that time of the year It rains some imes for
days klow are tha effluents go ng to get dried up so they can be sold?
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NALUAI (continued)

You can even smell the stench right now. But they say they
can do it--they can make a 100% working thing. Never. What
if the electricity goes off? Then they mention that some- -¯

body has to clean the thing. What about that?

Shrader was going to have a sewage treatment plant also, in ¾
the Wailehua Road. We killed that. It was denied to him. 2
So he built houses--two houses to a cesspool. And I think
these people are going to do the very same thing. Of course,
the houses sell for $117,000. But we don't want the sewage
treatment plant and we don't want--if they can find a school
for their people, find it other than the area that we're in
--where they would dislocate a lot of people there.

As far as I'm concerned and as far as--I'm speaking for my-
self but the people there do not want this thing here. If
they can prove that they can do all these things to save
the people all the stench and save the people from being
hurt from this water that comes down from that stream
because the road is like this because it tired me when I
went down. I couldn't hardly walk back up. This water
comes down. Tell me, how are they going to prevent the

- people down this area from being flooded out? If they can
prevent that, they can prevent the landowners from being
flooded out, the Ewalikos from being flooded out, the
Kualimis from being flooded out, all these other people that
live in the area, then maybe they got something there. But
right now, no.

As I can see it in your Act 246, the environmental impact is
very important, I think you all know that. This is the
thing that must be done before any project is pursued and
completed. Thank you.

Questions of Mrs. Naluai by the members of the Commission:

KAHAWAIOLAA: Are you saying that the project site that is proposed has
people staying on it?

NALUAI: Not on the project site, no. It's below the project site.

KAHAWAIOLAA: You were saying that the project would displace people.

NALUAI: It will displace people in the school area, if you were
following me,

KAHAWAIOLAA: Where is the school area?

NALUAI: In Kaalaea proper. You are on Pulama. OK. Kaalaea is
further down. This is where the school site is on your
DLUM plan.

KAHAWAIOLAA: There is a school site there?



NALUA1: There is a school site there. There's no school right now
but, like I mentioned, the Department of Education says
that maybe in 10-15 years. By that time, the families have
multiplied. Then they are going to need a school. They
know how they are working this thing out, The thing is we
don't want it to happen.

KAHAWAIOLAA: Then you think you don't need a school in this area.
NALUAI: l'm saying that if they are going to put that many people

in their area (they have just added more acres to their
development) then put the school in their area--right
there.

KAHAWAIOLAA: Where the school is going, it would displace people?
NALUAI: It would displace about 60 families. You haven't been on

the tour? That's why you didn't know. The houses are
just about 5,000 sq, ft. apart from each other.

CRANE: May I ask the Director a question?

NALUAI: May I say one more thing?
CRANE: Just one more minute. I want to get a clarification onsomething.

Did not the Department of Education's report state thatin determining future school sites one of the primary
questions was displacement of people and that perhaps in
10 or 15 years when they do make that determination thatwould then be within their purview and they have stated -
that's one of their considerations--as whether it would
displace people and other factors, but that is one of the
primary factors, if I undersnood the report correctly. Is
that not right?

ÑALUAI: Let me read the last paragraph. "Under current procedures,the Department of Accounting and General Services will
initiate a request for a General Plan change if the site
selection study results in the selection of an alternate
site.

CRANE: Yes, I realize that but then the Department .in stating
that their criteria for coming up with alternate sites
stated one of their primary criteria was the displacementof people.

NALUAI: That ' s right May I say one more thing? On their roadthey said they.would be.improving the road. Pulama Road
runs from Kam Highway Pulama. goes all the way and meets
Ahilama and goes down to Lamaula. Are they going .totake care of the development from Kamehameha to Ahilama
and Lamaula? Is that wh.ere all the improvements are
going to be? That's the whole of Pulama Road. Or arethey ust going to repair tihe road ust up to the site o
their property?
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CRANE: The Director says it's frontage.

NALUAI: At the site? Just the frontage of their...

CRANE: Of course, it would be an unworkable burden for the
Commission to put on any developer anywhere to improve

roads beyond his frontage.

NALUAI: I didn't read the thing.

SULLAM: If I remember correctly, when we considered Planned
Developments in the very early stages of the Planned -

Development Ordinance we always were concerned with the
effect they would have on the neighboring community. I
was under the impression they weren't allowed--they

I wouldn't be permitted to alter the general appearance of
the neighborhood. Is that still in the Planned Development
Ordinance? They cannot alter the character of the neighbor-
hood. I remember that phrase somehow. At the moment, I
couldn't find it. I gather from the testimony here that

- the neighborhood would be considerably altered by placing
this type of development there.

CRANE: While we are looking for that, any other Commissioners have
a question for Mrs. Naluai?

There were no further questions of Mrs. Naluai by the Commission members.

TESTIMONY RECEIVED AGAINST THE APPLICATION:

Mr. Bob Nakata, Chairman
Kahaluu Coalition
47-253 Waihee Road
Kaneohe, Hawaii 96744

"The Coalition is opposed to this Planned Unit Housing Development. Again,

we are asking that the General Plan be revised before any sizable develop- m

ments are allowed in the Kahaluu area except for those which meet the ¯¯w

needs of the community. This PUD with housing units beginning at $35,000
¯

for one-bedroom units doesn't meet that criteria. Let me elaborate here. ¯

"The discussion.about the school site is one of the things that concerns WS-

us about the present General Plan. There are a lot of open areas left in
Kahaluu and yet the school site is placed right on the residential area.
The same.thing is true of Hotel-Resort zoning there. It's right on.one ¯

of the most densely populated areas of Kahaluu--one of the older popula-
ted areas of Kahaluu also.

"What Mr. Krum said earlier about having all these homes moved in from
other areas illustrates what we are talking about when we say that we want
developments which will meet the needs of the community. Of the many
hundreds of units that have been produced in Kahaluu in the last few years
not a single one has.been aimed at the needs of the people there. ¯¯



NAKATA (continued)

"There are now 26 units being put up in Kahaluu in the Ahuimanu area by
a locally formed residents' group--The Hawaii Rural Housing Development
Corporation. This is the only project we know of that is producing units
that can reach even that income group. And this is being done at the
community's own efforts. -

"To go on, we are not satisfied that the flooding problem for the small - E

watershed has been adequately studied. With no adequate study indicating
the volume of water to be expected an the 100-year flood, we don't see g i
how the developer or the City can know whether the drainage solution is g 3|

¯ adequate.

"The residents along the lower section of Pulama Road tell us that during
heavy rains the water runs under their homes and that, in fact, one
family moved out of the area because of this, That house is still stand-
ing down on that green area where the sewage treatment plant would go,

"Also, because of the slope of the road there and the fact that the road
itself is the drainageway for that watershed, the water moves pretty fast. g
One resident has told us that in one storm he had difficulty getting to
high ground in his Datsun pickup because of the force of the water coming

¯

down that road.

"So this gives you some idea of the magnitude of .the problems there. The
reason I say that no adequate study has been done is that it doesn't show
on the flood maps. I spoke with someone at the Soil Conservation Service
and he said that it is probably because they were concerned mainly with
the larger streams in the area and since this one is not a permanent
stream--its just an intermittent one--no study has been done on it.

"Another objection that we have is the developer's sketch seems to show
some buildings where the Soil Conservation Service says that there is
severe limitations for homesites. If this area is gone into then a good
amount of grading will be necessary And then because of the slopes and
the rainfall, the sediment will end up in Kaneohe Bay. The speed of the
water will be increased if channels are put in and I think this would
result in even mere sediment down into the Bay.

"The Hawaii invironmental Simulation .Lab did a Soil-Loss Study (I believe
it is in the file--you may have seen it) which indicates that under
present conditions about a half a ton of soil per acre per year is lost.
Whereas under good management with silting basins, grading only during _-
the dry months this aniount of soil would increase to 7 tons . These
figures are rough es timates but I think they give an idea as to how much
sediment would be added to the runoff water now.

"Because of these and other things that have been mentioned, the Coalition
would urge that this Planned Unit not be approved."

Questions of Mr. Nakata by members of the Commission:

TAKERARA: Mr. Nakatar doSou understand tha if e don't appr'ove the
Planned Unit Developmänt the develoýer has the right to go
in there and subdivide? ¯¯

385 =i

-40

¯¯



NAKATA: Yes. We do understand that. We think that there should be
some adequate controls so that the amount of grading could

i be controlled. I don't know whether the developer could
have the maximum number of units that would be allowable.

CRANE: If I might, did you hear the question directed to the
Director earlier relative to the severity of grading under
a conventional development as opposed to the PUD?

NAKATA: Yes. I'm not sure that this would--I'm not sure how much
this would help. The--for the number of units, the grading
may be less but since the allowable units is being increased
I'm not sure what exactly the trade-off is.

- CRANE: His answer was that with the conventional development the

i grading was much more severe than with a PUD because of
size of the streets, driveways, sidewalks, etc. Am I not
correct? I just wanted to know if you were aware of his
answer to us on that particular--Commissioner Duke asked
that question and got that answer.

NAKATA: Yes. I'm still not quite sure exactly what the trade-off --

would be because I think the additional units allowed may 25
increase a lot of grading. And, also, I'm not sure about
the area that would be paved and also roofed over. Because
of the initial units, I'm not sure exactly what the trade-off - AME

is. Maybe that needs to be looked into further. ---

DUKE: Mr. Nakata, are you familiar with the conditions that the -

Director of Land Utilization has placed on his recommenda-
tion?

NAKATA: I have seen that, yes.

DUKE: They are quite lengthy. They cover almost every area you gg
covered in your objections. If these conditions are met, Bli
you still think it would be a bad idea? Right?

NJUKATA: Well, our principal objection, really, is that we would mi
like to see the needs of the.people in that community mi
addressed. And thus far, we haven't seen that happen.
All the developments that have come into the area, all it
seems to do is bring in new people. I'm not saying that -
we are objecting necessarily to bringing in new people but
at the same time, possibly, the needs of the people living -

there now should be addressed.

DUKE: I follow your thoughts there but have you read these
even regarding soils, grading, the.drainage study, all of
those? You have read those?

NAKATA: s. But I don't think that anyone knows the volume of
the flow of that site. Really, I don't think anyone can
say whether the solutions are adequate unless they know
something of the magnitude of the slope.



DUKE: Well, undoubtedly that's correct. You'd have to know that
before you could make good decisions. But there must be
authorities on determining what will handle that much run- |
off. I assume it is required by one of the requirements LU

here that that be known and that it be taken care of. I'm
not begging the question, I just wondered if you were aware
of what is required.

NAKATA: I'm not thoroughly familiar with it but I have, yes, I have
looked at it.

There were no further questions of Mr. Nakata by members of the Commission.

CRANE: At this point, the Chief Planning Officer will respond to
Commissioner Sullam's question.

WAY: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that what Commissioner Sullam
was making reference to is covered on page 186, paragraph 4,
where there is reference to a relationship beneficial or
adverse of the Planned Development project upon the
neighborhood in which it is proposed to be established. -
This is one of the conditions or findings and conclusions
that are to be found in relation to Planned Developments. g
I think maybe that's the one you made reference toe g

SULLAM: Has this been taken into consideration? Is this Planned
Development going to have an adverse effect on the
character of the community and the lifestyle of the
community? I think that those are measures that we should
bear in mind when we make our decision to approve this
Planned Development.

No one else appeared to.speak against the application.

ACTION: MOTION by Commissioner Sullam.
I move that we wait for an Environmental Impact

Statement.

CRANE: If you want txS wait for an Environmental Impact Statement
you can't close the public hearing.

MOTION: (by Commissioner Sullam)
I move that we keep the public hearing open and wait
until an Environmental Impact Statement comes forth.

Motion seconded by Commissioner Choy.

DISCUSSION:

DUKE: It.seems to me like we're assuming that we're going to
agree that we want a Statement before we act on this.
Therefore we are aking an assumption before we even get
to the question of the assumption.



¯ CRANE: Whatever we do, let's don't get back into another study in

Act 246 legal jurisprudence today. At what point we want,
or if we ever want, an EIS, or if it would do us any good,
or if we have any authority to do anything with it, I think
has been discussed adequately.

Now, the question before us is, whether we can use Lt or
not, do we want to keep this public hearing open until we
get it? That's the motion as I understand it. Correct?
And, please, don't let us get back into Act 246 as to

- what we can do or can't do with it.

- DUKE: I think I should speak against the motion, not on general
principles, but because I believe that the Counsellor and -

staff has related to us in many, many words that in this
particular application there was a certain amount of
forgiveness because of a goof by some of the City officials.
Therefore, I will be against requiring an Environmental
Impact Statement for this particular application. There-

fore, if I'm going to be against that, I have to be
¯ E against holding the public hearing open.

TAKEHARA: If we went ahead and put it through with our recommenda-
tion without an EIS it would become a necessary requirement
before it reaches Council, wouldn't it?

CRANE: That is debatable, I think.

TAKEHARA: May I ask the Counsel?

CRANE: I wish you wouldn't. I'll tell you why, Alice, You may
ask any question you like, but the Counsel is going to
tell you again that, in his opinion, we may require it.
That's what he has said. On the other hand, the gentleman
who just got up from his seat will tell you that his
interpretation of Act 246 says no.

KAHAWAIOLAA: Could we pass the project with a recommendation?

CRANE: We can always put any recommendation we would like to put
in the motion. We have done it many, many times in the
past,

Mr. Krum, unless you have something brand new to add to
the previous discussion... Ei

KRUM: I think it would probably help this discussion. I believe BEË

if the public hearing is still open it is in order.

I don't want you to get the wrong impression, but we would
not deliver an Environmental Impact Statement to this
Commission. It would simply be too time consuming. We

- would have to explore other avenues.



CRANE: Are you then saying to us, Mr. Krum, that Lt won't do us
any good to vote on whether we want one or not?

KRUM: No. If you move to hold the public hearing open, it
probably will never close, It w211 be open for eternity.

IWe'll settle for some other reason but not because the
Environmental Impact Statement was delivered.

CHOY: I want to know if that was a threat. SEER

KRUM: No. That is exactly why I prefaced it by saying I don't
want to give the wrong impression. But we are under
severe economic hardship. As I said, we are paying interest U
at the rate of $10,000 a month. The preparation of the
Environmental Impact Statement would require probably not
less than 60 days. Thereafter, if the Commission closed
the public hearing, made its .recommendation, referred it
to the Council, the Council would act on it 30 days later
by holding another public hearing. It would be a minimum
of 6 months before we could get the approval. By that -
time, the project would have floundered economically and -

we would have to explore other courses of action rather
than extending that extra 2-month period at this point.

CRANE: Thank you, Mr. Krum. I'd like to state now that I have
asked three times for any further evidence from the
audience that has been not forthcoming. Now it is with
the Commission for their discussion, I would prefer not
to have any outside help in this discussion at this time.

DISCUSSION: --

KAHAWAIOLAA: I want to ask the applicant if he objects to a recommendation
that he bring in an EIS to the City Council,

CRANE: I guess we'll have to have more evidence from the audience,
KRUM: The area of Act 246, the Environmental Impact Statement,

is very, very confusing at this point. We do not object
to the Environmental Impact Statement, We feel that all -
the information necessary we have probably gathered. If
not, we will have gathered by .the time the Council has
approved it. Whether or not it will have met all the
requirements of an Environmental Impact Statement at the
time the Council issues its approval, we have no idea.
Because of the time involved, the procedures for the
Environmental Impact Statement which Act 246 is to .
promulgate rules and regulations for these Environmental
Impact Statements, we agree to the condition that the

. Environmental Impact Statement be forthcoming prior to
issuance of a grading permit.
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CRANE: Thank you, Mr, Krum. Ladies and Gentlemen, I'm not going
to take any more evidence from the audience unless one of
these Commissioners has a specific question of someone who
has or has not testified. I'm sorry, we have five other
items to go over, it is 5:20 p.m., we must, out of self --

preservation, get on with this agenda.

Nowr is there any other question or comment from any
Commissioner?

TAKEHARA: I want some clarification on the traffic. When the -

I developer mentioned that it would not be according to the
Department of Transportation's approval--I can't find it
now, I had it marked--to hold back any approval until the
higher density--any higher density approval be held back
until H-3 is determined. OK, now the developer just men-

- tioned that they won't have higher density, Can I have
some clarification on that? Mainly because from a nothing

i to a housing, I would think that would be a higher
density,

CRANE: As I understand it, I think he was making a comparison
between higher density over the proposed--a standard sub-
division as opposed to PUD. And that was the figures he
was using. Obviously, any kind of development over nothing
would be higher but I think that was what he was...

TAKEHARA: Then it's really an interpretation of Mr. Moriguchi's
memo that says that--at this point, we don't know what is
a higher density. Right? Is it from a nothing to a
housing or is it from the subdivision to lesser density?

CRANE: It is m understandin that when de talk about hi her
density we talk about higher density as opposed t what
could be built there.

TAKEHARA: Is that what it is? OK. I'm clear on it,

CRANE: That's the way I would normally have...Any other discus-
sion on this proposal?

Now there's a motion before us, duly made and seconded that
we keep the public hearing open until such time as an
Environmental Impact Statement is forthcoming. There
being no further discussion, we will now vote on it.

¯

- VOTE: AYES: Sullam.
NAYS: Choy, Duke, HosÄka, Kamiya, Takehara

and Kahawaiolaa.
ABSTAINED: Crane,

Motion failed.



MOTION: (by Commissioner Duke)
1 move that· we close the public hearing.

Motion seconded by Commissioner Choy .

NO DISCUSSION

VOTE: AYES: Duke, Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara,
Kahawaiolaa.

NAYS: Sullam.
ABSTAINED Crane.

Motion carried.

MOTION: (:by Commissioner Kahawaiolaa)
1 move that the application be approved on the
recommendation that the Environmental Impact
Statement be given to the City Council.

Motion seconded by Commissioner Choy.

CRANE: It has been moved and seconded that the recommendation of
the Department be approved with our recommendation to the
Council that an Environmental Impact Statement go with it.

DISCUSSION: I
SULLAM: One thing comes to my mind. We really have no proof that

with these additional units that the density is not going
to increase. There really is no proof on that. When you |
increase units,.you increase the density. That's the -
whole idea of a Planned Development--to get a--maximize
your density. I don't see how we can be approving a g
higher density when the Department of Transportation itself g
says that it should be held in abeyance until H-3 is
decided.

TAKEHARA: Does the Planning Department have anything to say? The
Planning Department, can they confirm that it will not
be increased?

SHEYBANI: The density, Mr. Chairman, what is referred to density as
far as planning.terminology is concerned, it is increased.
The Planned Development increases the density and that is
called density bonus. Again,_it.'s your prerogative whether
you want to include the condition for the approval of DOT
of the project or not.

CRANE: The Chair would like to raise one particular question. I'm
not in disagreement with the motion nor the recommendation
except fua one instance. I've been on the.Commission now for g
4 years and H-3 has been.around an awful long time. And if
we started the ýrocess of denying applications until H-3 is
settled, the housîng needs of the community of Oahu would
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be desperate indeed, 1 don't know that that is a kind of
a restriction to put on any kind of a development--that ¯¯¯

you do it until H-3 is settled--because I don't know if or
when H-3 may ever be settled. I happen to agree with the
statement that someone may be being used in a football
game here that is not of his making. I don't disagree with ---

any other part of the report or the recommendation but that
raises a serious question in my mind.

KAHAWAIOLAA: As the maker of the motion, I'd like to amend it by taking amur
that portion of it out. $$ÑË

The seconder, Commissioner Choy, agreed.

CRANE: The motion now is that we approve the Director's recommenda-
tion minus the restriction that the Transportation Department um
put in and with a recommendation that an Environmental
Impact'Statement be forthcoming to the City Council. Is in
that correct?

VOTE: AYES: Kahawaiolaa, Choy, Duke, Hosaka,
Kamiya. --a

NAYS: Sullam and Takehara.
gg¯

ABSTAINED: Crane. EE

Motion carried.

PÚBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a request
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT for a redesignation from Commercial to high-density
COMMERCIAL TO Apartment District at 804-810 Hausten Street,
APARTMENT Honolulu, Tax Map Key: 2-7-09: parcel 16. aus
MOILIILI ABE
HAUSTEN GARDENS Publication was made in the Sunday, Star-Bulletin/

¯¯

ASSOCIATES Advertiser of August 25, 1974.
(FILE #307/Cl/14)

Staff Planner Herb Mark presented the report of the Chief Planning --

Officer. The parcel that is in consideration at the present time is
located on Hausten Street, across the street from the Willows Restaurant,
two blocks from the Stadium, a half mile from the University, and a
hop-skip-jump from the Kuhio Grill.

It is a spot-zoned site surrounded by high-density apartment use. It is
also zoned for Commercial B-2 at the present time. The duplex and two
old residential units on the lot at the present time are in a deteriorated
condition. There is a 20' pavement at the present time with no sidewalks.

The applicant proposes a 9-story condominium containing 48 one-bedroom
units in the low to low-medium income range. The tentative price per unit
is approximately $36,000 subject to increase by reason of escalation in
construction and financing costs.

According to the applicant, it.is in.medium to low-cost housing that the
private sector can do much to meet the housing crises triggered by
population growth in the ever-increasíng owner-occupancy demand of the
general public.
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HERB MARK (continued)

The bases that the applicant is using in his application is that he
intends to meet medium-to low-cost housing, there is a need for additLonal
apartment land in Moiliili, and the spot-zoning of Commercial ïs inap-
propriate for this area since it is predominantly high-donsity apartment
at the present time.

The Planning Department studies in the past have shown that by the year
1985 we may need a doubling of our present housing inventory.

As far as the inappropriateness of the present Commercial policy for the -

area is concerned, on the DLUM in the immediate area of the site we have !

Commercial designated on the Willows' site, along King Street, and on
¯¯

the Stadium site and across from the Stadium. Within this general area ! -

we have an inventory of approximately 8 acres designated Commercial, I ems

In the entire McCully-Moiliili west Lower-Manoa area, we have approxi-
mately 46 acres, or over 2 million square feet of commercially designated
areas which seems to be more than adequate. The commercial areas are
largely under-developed or undeveloped at the present time.

The public agencies had no objection to this request except for the
Police Department and the DOE, regarding traffic and parks. It has been
suggested that they be considered in further detail at the zoning level.
The Chief Planning Officer recommends approval of this request.

Questions of the staff by members of the Commission:

SULLAM: Did you read a copy of the written testimony from the
Three M Community Council?

MARK: No, We did not receive a copy of that. We did attend
several meetings with the Three M Community Council.

There were no further questions of the staff.

TESTIMONY FROM THE APPLICANT:

Mr. Lee of Lo, Youth and Ikazaki
Agent for the applicant

"Our position is in .accord with the Department's recommendation. We're
here to answer any questions but any testimony or evidence we would
want to present we would like to reserve that right if there is any -
contrary testimony against the Department's recommendation. So, if we am
can have the permission of the Commission to reserve putting on any g
testimony at this time, unless you have interrogatories we would prefer
to have rebuttal--I mean not rebuttal--

CRANE: Our.procedure is to prevent exactly that--rebuttal. Our
procedure is--and it is a new one of the Commission--that
the applicant be allowed the right to defend his applica-
tion and present it to us. Anyone else who wishes to



i speak in favor may do so. And then those opposed, we take
those arguments on their merit without getting into a

i rebuttal or a debate. We would be here endlessly if we
did that. So I will deny your request to make rebuttals
later.

LEE: Basically, we have no further evidence to present other than
what the Department has presented except as to the traffic

i issue. Whether a commercial site went in there or an apart-
ment buïlding went in on the subject parcel, you would still
increase the traffic. --

I Secondly, with reference to the housing needs, I think the
Department's own study shows that it is anticipated by
1985 that 138,500 additional units will be needed. Some-

I body's got to build all that. This happens to be a high
density apartment site,

Thirdly, there is no existing commercial business on there

i and those buildings are old and deteriorated. If someone
was to put up a bar or some other kind of discotheque, I'm

- sure that would meet a lot of disapproval of the surround-
ing residents.

There were no questions of Mr. Lee by members of the Commission.

No one else testified in favor of the application.

TESTIMONY RECEIVED AGAINST THE APPLICATION:

Mr. Carl Takamura, Vice President
Three M Community Council
for Lower Manoa-McCully-Moiliili
2535 S King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814

Mr. Takamura skimmed through a 7-page written report which had been
presented to the Commission earlier and incorporated into the records.

In summary, on page 5 of their written testimony, the Three M Council
states that the Planning Commission has ample justification for denying
the Hausten.Gardens request. Accordingly, the Three M Council submitted
the following recommendations:

1. that the Department of General Planning impose a mora-
torium on development of Hausten Street in the interests
of the general welfare;

2. that the Department of General Planning, Hausten Street y -

residents and the Three M Council remedy the existing ==L
"scarcity of data" by conducting a thorough review of
the facts, implications and alternatives to High
Density Apartment development as it pertains to the
unique characteristics of Hausten Street;



3. that, subsequent to this review, the Department of
General Planning, Hausten Street residents and the
Three M Council prepare a comprehensive, detailed plan
for the orderly development of the Rausten Street -
neighborhood; ---

4, that the Department of General Planning and the Three M E

Council assist Hausten Street landowners in findin
the tools with which to implement the revised
University Community Plan for Hausten Street.

"In essence, we are urging that more thought and planning be given to the
development of Hausten Street as a whole, rather than simply looking
upon the proposed Hausten Gardens project as a separate and unrelated -
issue. More importantly, we are also asking that Section 13-101 of the -t

Revised City Charter, that talks about effective citïzen participation in
the decisions of the City, be made a meaningful reality for the people of
our community."

(Page 7 of the written testimony contains figures from an informal survey
of the parking situation from which the Three M Council draws two
conclusions:

1, that public facilities on Hausten Street are inadequate;
2. that any new development on Hausten Street shäuld be

required to provide more than one parking stall per
household unit.)

Mr. Takamura introduced Mrs. Sakamaki, a resident of the area, who
presented and read.a .statement prepared and signed by the residents of --

the area. The statement, signed by 177 residents, was placed on file.

The concerns of the residents were traffic congestion, parking, and
the high cost of living induced by street widening.

Questions of Mr. Takamura and Mrs. Sakamaki by members of the Commission:

DUKE: Approximately how many people do you represent in this
Council?

TAKAMURA: The membership includes over 40 organizations. We have a
direct mailing list of about 400 individuals.

DUKE: Do you live on Hausten Street?

TAKAMURA: No. I do live in the area through.

CRANE: I have one question. I don't disagree with the sentence
in your report on page 6--Section 13-101--the Revised
City Charter--about the effective input of communities.
However, I think you did tell us that the Department did
attend your Community meetings.



TAKAMURA: We're not complaining about that. We're talking about
the fact that we're faced with this situation on this
particular plan now. Probably you are faced with the
same thing. Many communities are coming to you because
people are planning things based on that plan.

CONNELL: You indicated you felt a moratorium was needed in your
area. Who is the Councilman from your area?

TAKAMURA: Presently it is Mr. Shigemura but he's leaving so we don't
have one,

CONNELL: Prior to the time Mr. Shigemura was elevated to the bench,
did you discuss with him the moratorium?

TAKAMURA: Not really. But I have to admit it was quite difficult
to--you know.

CONNELL: The reason I asked is because the only agency in the City
and County who can declare a moratorium or a limited
moratorium is the City Council.

TAKAMURA: We did face that sort of strange situation and oftentimes
I think Mr. Shigemura himself felt that it was imminent
that he wasn't going to be around. He used to say we could
talk with him but he didn't think he would be around too
much longer.

CONNELL: I find it interesting inasmuch as there has been a limited
moratorium imposed in the Waikiki area.

TAKAMURA: We are very aware of the elections coming up and we are
looking very closely at the people who are running for
office, especially the City Council.

CRANE: Let's don't get politics involved here.

WAY: Two questions. One, I'm curious as to the forum in which M

your organization reaches a decision that would issue forth
policy recommendations such as you have here. Could you
describe that for us?

TAKAMURA: In this particular instance what happened was we first had
flyers that we hand-delivered or mailed to the people in
the area. We had about 2 or 3 meetings with people from
the Council--open meetings--and in particular we asked
residents from the area.to come. Mr. Herb Mark attended the
meetings with us to explain what the proposal was and then
we asked the residents to come up with a statement of
position that they would like to present on their own. Then
we, as a Council, would take into consideration their
position and then we, as a Council, voted on those things.
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TAKAMURA: The way we operate is we meet once a month as a Council
We have two meetings--one during the day and one during
the evening to accommodate the people

WAY: So the paper that you presented in your testimony is

sanctioned by the Council and that the meeting in which
that approval was g.iven was there a full Council in

attendance? And, what is the composition of the Council
in terms of numbers?

TAKAMURA: It fluctuates. The way it operated in this case was we
had representatives--at least one from each organization--
and we have individuals that would appear. The problem
we ran into in this particular situation was the fact that
the date of this hearing came too close to the Council's
so we only had one or two meetings. At that meeting I 28K
think we had about a dozen people which wasn't very much Emi
but that was the only meeting we could get to before this
particular hearing. But we had discussed the issue at the
meeting prior to that.

WAY: They were pretty well familiar with it. Was there a
unanimous decision in support of that position paper?

TAKAMURA: Right.

WAY: Second point, having to do with the other building you
mentioned being constructed on Hausten Street, has there
been any reaction with reference to that? As I recall
you indicated that was a high-rise structure.

TAKAMURA: The thing is that that area is already zoned--designated
for high-density apartment use, Most people weren't aware
that that was happening until the bulldozers came and
cleared away the building. That only started within the
past week or so.

WAY: I see. So there really hasn't been a chance for the
community to know precisely what's going to happen on that
parcel even though it is a multi-story high-rise building.

TAKAMURA: It's been cleared and already constructed.

WAY: I presume there's a number of other areas along Hausten
Street so zoned so that other lots could be developed
tomorrow . L see..

TAKAMURA: Obviously, the thing on this particular one since it did
require a designation change, we found out about it as
opposed to these others that are coming up that no one...

WAY: I guess I would raise the question somewhat in reaction to
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i WAY (continued)
your point that the character of the area is of a mediumdensity nature (if low-density by whose definition?) sothat the area really seems to be going through some sort ofI transition almost right before our very eyes at this pointand time. And I wondered if that point had been consideredby the Council. That is to say, there is a considerablei portion zoned for A-4 that, in fact and in actuality, bycase example it is changing.
And, in fact, further that the general policy for the areai adopted by the Council with great involvement by the Three
M Council (a separate body from the Cïty Council--we havetoo many Councils here) but my point simply is that this isi not a very old expression of the will of the people, Now,you may argue whose people and we always argue that pointbut I do know, for a fact, that there was considerablei involvement by the community and the Three M Council inthe development of the adopted policy for the area.

I TAKAMURA: Well, I would say that within the Council itself this has y agtbecome a sore point because people have said that they E
E¯

felt that at that time--you know--in particular, I guess i Eiif you talk to like these people who are here from HaustenStreet and people from other areas, they felt that theythemselves did not know that this was happening and ithas been only fairly recently, as they see these thingsoccur, that they become aware. My involvement with the
Council is only about two years old and at that time whenI came in that's when I first became aware that there wasno plan at all. So I'm saying a lot of this has to do withthe fact that if you look at the people of Hawaii as awhole in terms of more grass-roots type interest of
participation and that sort of thing, it's really beenonly fairly recently. Granted, there were people involvedearlier. I'm not saying they weren't. The amount of
interest and concern has grown considerably over the pastfour or five years as opposed to what it was before.

WAY: Five years ago, yes, beginning in 1969. One point, I don'tknow whether it was considered by the Council but frommy perspective it somewhat bothers me on this specificissue, is the spot planning and zoning aspect of thecommercial designation and, in fact, I guess I find thismore of a concern than the designation into an apartment
category. Did your Council consider this aspect?

TAKAMURA: Yes.

WAY: By that I mean that I think that we certainly haven'tadopted a perfect plan here and one of the imperfectionsin it is that commercial spot designation. What is yourCouncil's view on that issue?



TAKAMURA: OK. There are a number of imperfections. That's one.
To me it i.s a small one but it is the one we are concerned
with now I think the feeling here was that we are not
saying that we want it to remain commercial. OK, We

don't have any particular brief for commercial designation
of that area. I think we are concerned more with the fact
that it changes from commercial to high density apartment.
OK. The feeling now is that that whole area now is high
density apartment and (1) there are kinds of attitudes
and feelings of the people who live there presently, (2)
for just in terms of looking at it from a planning stand- -

point, to allow all of that ground area up there to be
developed for high density apartment or development would
be really horrendous because all it would be, theoretically,
a whole bunch of high-rise buildings right next to each
other. I think this is reflected in these concerns. We

are not trying to say that we want to hang onto this thing
as a commercial piece of property. It's more a fact of
the specifìc proposal that's being proposed--changing
from commercial to high density apartment use.

SULLAM: I feel that your main objection is that you are fearful
that the development is not going to bring about a
pleasant urban environment. You are only speaking to the -

desire that there be an urban plan.

TAKAMURA: And, secondly, I think that there is a very real concern -

with regard to the traffic and parking problems now--
what it would be like considering the fact that you already |
have this other building going up there. And, again, like g
I said, the present priority for the street widening is
like 250 and even that I don't think would necessarily
solve the problem.

WAY: What year was that? I presume you took that priority from
the CIP. Do you recall what year?

MARK: 76-77. There's $20,000 for planning engineering and
77-78 there's another $20,000 for land expense and 78-79 g
there's $150,000 for construction,

TAKAMURA: But, here again, I think with an Improvement District
thing you do expect the residents to take off a significant
portion of whatever happens.

HOSAKA: Looking at the map, that brown area that surrounds that
commercial lots, it seems to me that any one of those
lots could put up a high density apartment right now and
you couldn't stop them.

SAKAMAKI: That.would create a terrible problem for us. I don't
think the residents of our vicinity are aware of these
problems. This thing just came up very suddenly. In
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SAKAMAKI (continued)

fact, just about last week we saw a new area just belowthe Willows being cleared for a high rise, That's goingto be terrible. And then we received a flyer stating thatthey were going to have another high-density apartment,
I have 2 cars and I have only one garage. My husband and
I take turns, go out in the road and look for a spot so
we can take our car in and wait for my daughter to come
home from the University. She studies every night and
we can't let her park way down on the other side of the ¯¯¯

street or something like that. Sometimes, we have to gotwo blocks away to park our cars, My primary concernis the parking. It's just awful. The Willows is anotherproblem. But we've lived with the Willows so we thought

I we could abide by it. We have no place to park and most
eo le have 2 cars,

HOSAKA: The only point I æm making is that it seems to me that
you are putting a little hardship on a 14,000-sq.ft, lotbecause the other surrounding area can do it right away
without having.,,

SAKAMAKI: I've thought about that too but I think henceforth the -

residents--this is the real beginning--they will become
very interested henceforth because the problem is serious.

CONNELL: What are the size of the lots on Hausten?

SAKAMAKI: I'm not a land owner. I live in a rented apartment. I'vebeen there almost 15 years but I really don't know.
CONNELL: In the desire to change the General Plan to lesser densîty

you indicated that the people who live on Hausten Street
are generally in favor of this. Are these renters or
owners of the properties?

SAKAMAKI: Some of them are owners and if you look through the list
--we really should have designated.

CONNELL: In the McCully-Moiliili area most of them are small lots
and through the years there has been great difficulty ofcombining lots in the area and I wonder if this is not
the real answer now for medium density and walk-upapartments.

¯

TAKAMURA: Most of the lots are substandard--less than 14,000 sq.ft.
- They are small and I think for most of the area, if you¯¯ wanted to build, a high-density development would have to

be with a consolidatìon of property.
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CRANE: Would you have any idea what portion of residents as -

opposed to owners would be on your listi

. TAKAMURA: I am very familiar with the details on this. There are
48 landowners on Hausten Street, King, and Date Street.
Of 26, there are 13 who attended the meetings and signed .

the petition. The balance of the 26 we were not able to
get ahold of,

CONNELL: The reason I'm raising the question is it seems to me that
the testimony indicates the possibility of a sudden
influx of many high-density units as per General Plan and
zoning. The point that I'm trying to get at is what is
the reality of that possibility given most of your lots -

being 5,000 - 6,000 - 7,000 square feet, To what extent
can you really look forward to high-density coming in
in a very short period of time?

CRANE: Was that in a form of a question or a statement?

CONNELL: I think the point I'm trying to make, Mr. Chairman, is - '¯©

that the residents in the area seem to feel that they - BB¯E

need some time to re-look at the General Plan, and feel Î 455
there is a need for a moratorium, etc. It seems to me i =m

that the very structure of the size of the lots and the
great problems of consolidating the lots has created,
if you will, a self-imposed moratorium, And there has
been pressure on the Moiliili-McCully area to go
high-rise for the last several years. You have a self-
imposed moratorium unless the owners consolidate their
properties.

SULLAM: How far are we along with working out some procedure to A ¯ |
implement urban design called for by legislature, E -

==

WAY: As we envision it, the proper place for those studies would a

be in the Development Plan. We are proceeding to examine -

the question of what should a Development Plan be.
There is a newly defined Development Plan in the Charter
change. One of the elements in the new Development Plan
would address the urban design issue that you speak of.
It is a long-term effort that would be necessary or be
required tä do the job It's been a number of years to
the present Development Plan on an island-wide basis.

The next question is where do we start first? There
could be a priority area for the Development Plan but we
don't know at this time. Maybe even conservatively it
would be four or five years before we can take care of
the priority areas There is a malor effort that would
have to be put together to accomplish the task, Parts
of the existing DLUMs would be incorporated in the new



- WAY (continued)
-- Development Plans but also many new things. It is _Just

a very big job. Realistically, we are talking about four
or five years.

DUKE: I have a question of the staff. This is supposed to be a

low-income type of development, as mentioned by Planner
Mark and Mr, Way, which would be $36,000 . What size of
unit is going to cost this?

- MARK : About 600-650 sq. f t, For one-bedroom apartments , $60 ¯-

per square foot.

TAKEHARA: Take this self-imposed moratorium--that these will probably
be low-density or supposedly not high rise. If we
envision the completion of this buîlding can we predict -

it is going to be sticking up among low rises?

WAY: There would be some property consolidations and here and
there a high rise . As an example, the Sheridan Tract .

Because of the lot size there are restrictions. It
hasn' t been able to develop. i g

TAKEHARA: Hopefully, it will never be another Salt Lake type,

WAY: The Salt Lake minimum is 20,000 sq. ft. Subdivided under
CZC.

HOSAKA: I move that we close the public hearing .

TAKEHARA: I second the motion,

Motion carried.

MOTION: (by Commissioner Hosaka)
I move that we accept the Planning Director '

s

recommendation.

Commissìoner Choy seconded the motion.

DISCUSSION:

SULLAM: Is it a good idea? It ' s bad enough when apartments
come up in an area zoned and the streets are not wide
enough. This isn't andìt's going to add to the conges-
tion of the streets, Maybe we should keep it in abeyance.
If we approve this , we will have to approve ot13ers

WAY : Part of your concerns could be directed to zone issues .

To achieve an apartment complex it would have to be
amended, You are dealing with a larger scale.
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I
- SULLAM: Eventually, when it comes up for zoning, even the

Department of Transportation may not grant the zoning,

HOSAKA: I appreciate the objection of the community. But is
this the point and time to amend the General Plan for spot
zoning? 1 certainly aplaud the developer's intent in
providing apartments for the medium income group.

SULLAM: I admire the initiative to do something about this kind
of development coming from the community. It would be
nice for the Planning Department to help these people and
not have to wait four or five years to see the fruits in
urban design planning, Other areas in the community are |
not involved here. They are. M

CRANE: I am concerned about the narrowness of the street- It's g
not a very long street and we are talking about putting
an awful lot of cars on it. This may not be the point
to do it but it should be considered.

VOTE:

AYES: Hosaka, Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam,
Kahawaiolaa and Takehara.

NAYS: None,
ABSTAINED: Crane.

Motion carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a request
HAWAII CAPITAL for approval of plans for an ll-story apartment -

DISTRICT -APARTMENT complex in the Hawaii Capital District (King
COMPLEX--PETER HSI Pali Apartments) "BLOCK J" Tax Map Key: 2-1-09:
ASSOCIATES/HRA. 13, 18 and 53,
(FILE #74/HCD-9)

Notice of public hearing appeared in the Sunday,
Star-Bulletin/Advertiser of August 25, 1974,

Staff Planner Stanley Mofjeld presented the report of the Director of
Land Utilization. The property consists of 2.37 acres at Beretania
Street and Pali Highway. The apartment complex is proposed for 410
apartment units, a total of 614 parking stalls of which.204 stalls will
replace the exiëting public parking stalls on the site and 410 stalls
will serve the apartment units.

The project is a part of the Kukui Redevelopment project sponsored by the
Honolulu Redevelopment Agency and a Federal Housing Administration
grant under Section 221(a) 4.

The proposal is in a precinct with a 100-foot height limit and a 50% open
¯ space requirement.

There were no questions of the staf f by members öf the Commission.
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TESTIMONY RECEIVED FROM THE APPLICANT:

Mr. Peter H. Y, Hsi, AIA
m l?e ter Hsi Associates , Inc .

677 Ala Moana , Suite 333

i Honolulu, Hawaii 96813iL

· "We concur with the recommendations of the Director of Land Utilization
of approval with conditions as listed in the report. "

No one else appeared to testify either For or Against the application.

On motion by Commissioner Choy, seconded by Commissioner Duke, and
carried, the public hearing was closed.

I MOTION: (by Commissioner Duke)

I move to accept the recommendation of the
Director of Land Utilization.

Commissioner Choy seconded the motion.

VOTE:
AYES: Duke, Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya,

Kahawaiolaa, Sullam and Takehara.
NAYS : None ,

¯

ABSTAINED: Crane.

Motion carried.

PUBLIC HEARING Corporation Counsel requested this clarification
CZC AMFNDMENT upon request of City Council. It was felt that
SECTION 21-1013 the phrase "land area" could be misinterpreted to
MIN. LOT AREA be less than a one-acre lot when considered in the
FOR PUD context of Section 21-211(b) (1) .

Notice of the public hearing appeared in the Star-Bulletin/Advertiser of
Sunday, August 25, 1974.

Staff Planner Johan Ronningen presented the proposal to change the
word "land" to "lot".

No one from the audience appeared to testify in favor of the proposal.

TESTIMONY PRESENTED AGAINST THE PROPOSAL:

Mr. Dennis J. Krum, President
Land Research E< Investment Co. , Inc.
1311 Kapiolani Boulevard, Suite 301
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814

"It appears the change is not as simple as it appears . I 'd like to give
you a little background as to why the change is before you.
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"We are the owners of a parcel of land in Manoa which contaïns 44,100
square feet and situated at Vancouver, Seaview and Hunnewell Streets.
It was acquired six months ago.. 29,000 sq. ft. were purchased from the
City for a roadway under the University Apartment Improvement District,
41,056 sq. ft, we purchased for an apartment from the City and County M
in getting rezoning to the medium density use because of inadequacies
of streets and sewers. We had a discussion. There was no real way for |
us to get the zoning prior to the adoption of the Improvement District g

- so we devised a method of proposing a Planned Development for the site
in which we would improve all the surrounding streets in addition to the
frontage of our property up to University

Ave^nue.

"The Letter of Intent was rejected by the Planning Director,

"The Zoning application was denied by the Director.

"The City Council referred it to the Department of Land Utilization.

"As far as a land owner, part of our initial PUD became impossible to deal
with. We went to Council to include 59,000 sq, ft. including the area
of streets. The Department of Land Utilization responded by stating
that, 'we do not have land area of one acre.' We were short one acre.

"Now what is the true legal definition of land area? Corporation Counsel
said land area does not include the area of streets for the purpose of R
finding out if you have an acre. Our counsel opposed. Including the
area of streets. In exploring the methods of proceeding with the g
application rather than months and months of litigation, we found that
the street itself was privately owned and we acquired it. So, we now
have an additional 18,000 sq. ft. We feel that the change in the word to
'lot' instead of 'land' area and preventing the inclusion of street will
erase the effect of our purchasing the street so we could have 1 acre
to do land improvements in a much-needed area."

SULLAM: Can't you give the street back to the person you bought
it from?

KRUM: We can't. And we can't-build a project unless it is a
Planned Development.

WAY: In connection wïth the street, what is tlus designated use
of that on a Development Plan or a Detailed Land Use Map?

KRUM: Street use.

CRANE: Would what you propose to do, do to him what he says?

SHEYBANI:. This.was initiated and the first time the area requirement
for a Planned Development was challenged that it could be
less than one acre. If it was two and five and reduced to
one, as soon as is approved the lot owned by the applicant
is marked on the map as the PD area and that has to be
one acre or more. If you include the streets, the lot size
is very small. If you put a street like Likelike Highway.
then the lot would M too small. If it was refused, it was
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because of the subdivision.

CRANE: If Corporation Counsel decided against it and said don't
figure in the streets and you accepted, why do you want
it changed?

SHEYBANI: Because the wording is not very clear.

CRANE: The very fact that you want to change the wording indicates
that there is some logic in his position and if true and
he acquired a private street in order to meet the require-
ment, that raises some doubts in my mind.

SULLAM: I was on the Commission when we did vote to reduce the size.
Our intention was that the amount of land to be used in the
calculation should be one acre. We thought of usable land
and not for streets, etc.

SHEYBANI: Planned Development property can have street as part of the
property within it and by dedicating it can still qualify.

WAY: The intent of the Ordinance--I, too, was around when this
was amended. The intent is that there be a one-acre parcel.
Another indication of that intent is the fact that even
though we may not include the area of abutting streets in
terms of the qualifications of one acre the point is that
one-half of the street is countable toward the floor area.
It would be ridiculous to count the street and count
one-half the street again for floor area allowable. There
is no ambiguity in the intent.

. DUKE: The changing of this word from "land" to "lot" is that the
reason you are being denied this? The question on the
floor is to approve this change. What is the reason you
can't develop?

KR$M: On a personal level, we are enjoying it immensely. On a
business level, it's expensive. The initial proposal for
rezoning was denied because of inadequacy of facilities.
We offered to build City facilities at our expense. The
application was denied. Council accepts. The land is
under one acre. We acquire a street of over one acre.
They change the wording. Now the street doesn't count.
Will the changing in the word prevent us from including the
street we purchased as part of land allow the flexibility
which is the purpose of the Planned .Development?

SHËYBANI: Your recánt action to purchase and make use was denied
because of consolidation not because of PDH. "Not until
such time as we have consolidated property of one acre we
can consider PDH." You did not have a land lot of one acre
or more. Then you bought the street to add to your lot to
make it more than one acre. Your consolidation plan has
nothing to do with PDH. Once you show us you have property
over one acre then we can consider. A change in wording
will only change the PDH requirement.

-61

406



KRUM: We anticipated that because we acquired a portion of all
streets owned by this party that it was a subdivision so
we filed for subdivision as well. Until the subdivision -
is acted on we cannot consolidate. Assuming subdivision ---

consolidation problems are resolved, we now own a lot and ¯¯¯

street. Will the change of this wording to "lot" specifi-
cally exclude streets, preventing the Planned Development?

RONNINGEN: Cor oration Counsel's o inion is that ou re uire a IER
min mum of one acre und r your ownersh p for a PDH. We
are simply recommending this change to make i.t more clear
without having to goybefore Corporatìon Counsel the next ma

time. For information of the Planning Commission, the - -

section I referred to in which they take land area to | ËË
include abatting streets is under the Land Use intensity
provisions It nowhere appears in the CZC. ¯ EME

- SHEYBANI: This wording was just for one acre. The question Mr. Krum
is raising now is not considered in our office even for R$
consideration of PDH. As long as the applicant comes.in

- with one acre he qualifies for PDH.

HOSAKA: In previous applications an applicant had to have a
¯;

one-acre lot to be considered for PUD. You have not broken -
from that

SHEYBANI: Never it has been challenged.
HOSAKA: Nb road was considered. So we are clarifying this intent

on precedent.

KRUM: To further clarify.. Has anyone ever made application to
include ownership of a private road?

SHEYBANI: Yes. PUD includes private road. If a road is on the
perimeter it becomes part of that Planned Development.

KRUM: We own the road minus the easements.

WAY: DLU has to investigate,

KRUM: It appeared this was a very simple request. Had I not
been aware, my rights may have been violated. I believe
any proposed ordinance should be public information so one
can testify as to adoption of proposed ordinances,

CRANE: I do not agree. Property owners have the responsibility
of reading the public notices and investigating.

KRUM: I still can't find out.
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I
II FURTHER TESTIMONY RECEIVED AGAINST THE PROPOSAL:

Mrs Joseph Chu, Project Manager
Land Research & Investment Co., Inc.
1311 Kapiolani Boulevard, Suite 301
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814

i "If you go over the purpose of a PUD, the CZC article, encourages more
efficient use of the land. More flexible means of land development
than otherwise permissible lot by lot requirements. I agree that the

- intent--land area at the time of this might have been as suggested by
the Department of Land Utilization but, on the other hand, we have to

I keep in mind that the intent of the article is more flexibility.

"Have there been any proposals for PUD that include development of streets?
He wants to dedicate but because in this case he would not be allowed to.
Lot area to land area is not defined in the CZC. A zoning lot is, but
not just "lot". Probably should be considered in light of future
applications. The intent should be highlighted. It is to allow
flexibility. If somebody wants to come in and improve City property, it
is included in another part of the article. It can be improved if needed--
it can become available at the time to support the project. In both, the
intent was to allow flexibility. The Department of Land Utilization
cannot grant any bonuses. In this case, precluding any kind of informa-
tion on a project. We will never find out whether it has merit."

HOSAKA: I am not really clear of the ramifications.

MOTION: (by Commissioner Hosaka)
I move that we keep the public hearing open in
an effort to provide an opportunity for the
public to get in testimony on this and defer
action.

Motion seconded by Commissioner Duke,

VOTE:
AYES: Hosaka, Duke, Choy, Kamiya,

Kahawaiolaa, Sullam, Takehara.
NAYS: None.
ABSTAINED: Crane,

Motion carried.



UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

AINA HAINA The Public Hearing of August 7, 1974 was closed
ZONE CHANGE TO and action deferred pending an opinion from
P-1 PRESERVATION Corporation Counsel regarding possible legal
HAO STREET--Initiated problems.
by City Council
(FILE #74/Z-30) Staff Planner Henry Eng read a report from

Mr. George S. Moriguchi, Director of Land
Utilization, dated August 29, 1974, addressed to the Planning
Commission:

"Public hearing was held and closed on August 7, 1974 to secure an
opinion from Corporation Counsel regarding certain legal matters. Since
that time, we have had the opportunity to review statements made at that
public hearing.

E "Mr. W. E. Estes of Dames & Moore indicated that on-the-ground contours
were more detailed and accurate and that 'substantially all of this
project (cluster development) is all below 40% except for two (units?)
which is slightly above.' Our staff has taken the submittal on the ¯ ¯

ground contours and prepared a slope analysis. This analysis reveals no
substantial difference from the less detailed aerial contours.
R. M. Towill Corporation prepared both maps. The aerial contours contract
was let to R. IL Towill with very stringent tolerances with.regard to
accuracy. What the more detailed analysis reveals, however, is that con-
trary to Mr. Estes' statements, substantial portions of the project are
over 40%, even in the lower areas us.ing data from the field survey,

"Mr. Robert Dodge, in his testimony, referred to a letter of August 7, W

1974. We have reviewed that letter carefully and on August 19, 1974,
submitted a response to Mr. Dodge. The last paragraph here quoted will
summarize our position in the matter regarding the cluster development.
The denial of the cluster request has been reconfirmed.

'Based upon the concerns of the Chief Engineer and
based on the evidench of the need for extraordinary pre-
cautionary measures that would have to be.imposed to minimize
the potential for sliding as recommended by your soils
engineer and based on other evidence of actual soils
problems as reported in the area by the Chief Engineer , we
find that there still remains substantial doubt as to the
public health, safety and general welfare and as to whether
or not the property in the vicinity of the area will not be
adversely affected should the cluster permit be approved.
Therefore, we find that in the best general interest of
the public your request for reconsideration.of the .original

decision should be and is denied.'

"Other allegations made by the developer at the public hearing were
inaccurate hearsay and deserve no further comment.
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"Our position supporting rezoning from R-4 to P-1 remains unchanged.
Corporation Counsel has advised us that the cluster permit issue

has no legal bearing on the rezoning proposal.

GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI
Director of Land Utilization" -

Mr. Eng commented that the cluster issue is administrative, the zoning

i issue is legislative; the zoning issue is the one before this commission.

CORP COUNSEL: I will back up Henry Eng. At the last meeting the issue
was clouded. But the fact is that what is before you is

I a change in zoning request. That is all that should be
considered. The cluster development is not germane to
the issue.

DUKE: I received a copy of the letter of August 28, 1974 signed
by Mr. Edward J. Bybee. I call your attention to the last

i paragraph wherein he states:

"Far West hereby petitions the Planning Commission to hold
in abeyance further action on the requested zoning change

i until such time as the Department of Land Utilization's
denial upon which the zoning change request is based (see
Councilman Dan Clement's letter dated May 16, 1974) has

i been ruled upon by the appropriate reviewing authorities"

It seems appropriate to me at this time that we go along
with the request and hold it in abeyance, until such time
as they go through legal actions. I believe that's
appropriate.

MOTION: I move that we hold in abeyance until they
make their request to override this denial.

(Motion died for lack of a second)

CRANE: I have a question, Which reviewing agencies are we
referring to? Is it Corporation Counsel? If it is
Corporation Counsel that needs clearing up, we have had
their report.

DUKE: In the paragraph that says, "It is Far West's intent to
immediately appeal the Department of Land Utilization's
denial, as is its right pursuant to Section 21-104 of the
City 'Comprehensive Zoning Code', to the City Zoning Board
of Appeals and otherwise pursue its available legal
remedies. (A copy of the Appeal Petition will be submitted
to your Commission prior to its next scheduled meeting.)"

So it is not Corporation Counsel they are appealing to,
but the Zoning Board of Appeals, as I read it.

SULLAM: Why should we wait for ZBA? What relationship has that
to our.action today,?
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¯ ENG: The issue before this commission is a rezoning issue which g ¯

would be in conformance with the General I?lan--and not a
cluster issue, It is appropriate to distinguish between
the issues involved here, Is this site appropriate for
Preservation zoning?

¯

DUKE: The recommendation of the Director of Land Utilization
- is that it is.

- CRANE: Any decision could then be taken to the Zoning Board of
Appeals,

WAY: Not really, The zoning is a legislative act.

DUKE: There is still a question in my mind. I can't rationalize ¯

it yet. It appears to me that somewhere down the line this
property was zoned for residential purposes.

ENG: Yes. For residential use.

DUKE: There's the time of zoning, and the time of development.
It is now decided that because of certain peculiarities
to the land and what has happened on adjacent lands, they
want to cut it in two--half în preservation and half in ¯

building. When people purchase property zoned for a pur-
pose and then it is taken away from them, it seems there
is still some legal question in my mind whether they are
more or less condemning the property without due compensa-
tion. I don't deny it. I believe some of the land is not
suitable for housing but the method in which we are going
about denying the applicant the right to utilize the
property seems like it is wrong.

CRANE:. I wonder if they're making a case on the commission against
downzoninge We had asked Corporation Counsel if this is
within.the legislative purview of this commission. This
has been answered by Corporation Counsel. It is not the
first instance we have had in downzoning.

HOSAKA: Perhaps because of over-anxiety, even though we have heard
from Corporation Counsel, there may be some legal action
later. It.was an initiated action by the City Council,
Might it not be right to throw it back to them?

CRANE: It would not be the first time the coÑmission has done this.

SULLAM: What are the problems? What are the legal entanglements
that we are worried about?

HOSAKA: I am with Commissioner Duke. It seems to me that there are
some legal questions I cannot pinpoint any one but a
cloud is over this whole issue that seems not to be
resolved before us
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CRANE: For procedural purposes of the Commission, on any given item
there is a possibility somewhere of legal action. The only Ë 4-

I recourse we have is to call Corporation Counsel and if that U

person says we are within our rights, then we have to pro-
ceed with the issue at hand. He says part of the duties of E .

I the Commission, then, we have to address ourselves. ¯

CHOY: I'd like to call on Mr. Mita to expand.

CRANE: We do have a representative here from Corporation Counsel
to advise us and he has done so. Unless you want to take '

a vote on this?

DUKE: We asked for legal opinion on whether or not we could
rezone property--just rezone even at the expense of the

i landowner, and then we get an answer back that it is not
appropriate to this issue, Maybe it isn't but I thought -

we might have a little bit more detailed opinion as to
what is involved. In times past, it has been taken to
court, We are not enlightened. Just say "not appropriate"
and nothing illegal about it.

CRANE: What is your suggestion? Corporation Counsel says the
issue is for rezoning and we have legislative prerogative.
Is it your suggestion that we ask for a more detailed
report? We have to have a motion.

DUKE: We're just talking.

SULLAM: Do you want a motion?
(By Commissioner Sullam)

MOTION: I move that we accept the recommendation of
the Director of Land Utilization. -

(Seconded by Commissioner Kahawaiolaa)

4 Mr. Edward J. Bybee requested permission to speak to the Commission
for the sake of clarification, which was permitted by the Chairman.

"There was a petition filed before the Zoning Board of Appeals this
morning. A copy was left with the office of the Executive Secretary to
the Planning Commission. The appeal follows the format of the letter of
August 28, 1974 with supporting documentation.

"In general terms, it sets forth the fact that this project started.in
1972. The developer has rights on this property. Preliminary plans
were submitted. The project has been processed for over 1-1/2 years.
During this period, various departments have approved the project, some
did not. Eventually, all approved. The Comprehensive Zoning Code has -

no option to deny. On April 9 the Director did, in fact, issue a
denial. It is that denial which is being appealed. In answer to,
'Why act hastily?', I would answer by a question: 'Why.should you?'

"That parcel of land is now tied up by the developer. Land is empty.
There is no way the land can be developed until such time as this appeal
is processed. I don't know what is gained by your acting quickly on
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Il
this. By downzoning, you deny the developer his appellate rights. An
appeal can be taken to the Planning Director's action. The request to
rezone was premised on the denial by the Director. Premised on the
fact that this project application was denied.. The application was not U
denied in its final finality. The developer has the right to process
his rights of appeal until the application is denied.

"I don't know what the urgency is or what you are going to gain by moving
quickly. The land will still be in the same condition as now. Nothing
lost or gained as far as you people are concerned. The developer
would be satisfied and the requirements of the law would be met. Just
for the record, we do take a differing opinion from Corporation Counsel
as to the legality of this particular step or to the rezoning."

SULLAM: To this very date, the Department of Land Utilization has
denied the cluster development.

BYBEE: I would concede that as of April 9, 1974, a letter was
filed whereby the Planning Director stated he denied the
project. But we are, in fact, appealing that letter,
stating that it was not in conformance with the agreement
entered into by the developer and the Planning Director
and, in fact, that that was not a rightful denial. So |
we are not acquiescing in that. And the appeal is before E
the Zoning Board of Appeals. That's the only appeal at
this time.

HOSAKA: So you are requesting perhaps a deferral of this matter
until such time as the Zoning Board of Appeals acts on
your situation.

BYBEE: That's correct. Our request would be twofold. Either
that you defer your recommendation on the matter or, in g
fact, recommend that City Council defer its action. One g
of_the two. Either--until the Zoning Board of Appeals--
that avenue has been exhausted--or such other remedies--
I don't believe there are any others.

SULLAM: I don't understand. On what grounds would the Zoning
Board of Appeals grant the cluster zoning? I mean, what
is the hardship?

CRANE: ht. Chief Planning.Officer?

WA.Y: I'd rather not get into that one. I don't know for sure
what the specific basis of the appeal to the Zoning Board
may be, But it certainly raises a good point. However ,

I presume that it is reasonable tx> appeal. There is that
avenue open to anyone feeling aggrieved on the basis of
hardship pr an erroneous interpretation or finding of-the
Director of Land Utilizatîon. There are really two avenues -
to enter into the Zoning Board arena so as to speak.
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WAY (continued)
I simply don't know which course the applicant in this case
has opted for. I don't know. It's kind of a technical
question and I 'm not so sure it is all that germane to the
issue which, fundamentally I know, and most of the commis-
sioners understand, is that of the zoning question. The
other issue of a cluster permit, it seems that in April, as
indicated in the letter from Mr. Bybee, that April 19 it
was denied, that considerable time has elapsed before the

¯ g applicant to exercise his rights of appeal and all the rest.
- I wouldn't, certainly, accept this as a basis for causing

the Commission to react in terms of delay, That is to say
¯ April 19, 1974 it was denied. Now there's plenty of time

to appeal all over the place if you want, and I simply
want to counter the point made by Mr. Bybee on that issue.

KAHAWAIOLAA: I wasn't here the last time. It is still cloudy. Was the
denial because of the cluster? Was the land itself always
under R-4?

ENG: The denial was based on a variety of physical characteris-
tics. I'm not going into the cluster because that is not
the issue here. It was denied on April 9, 1974. The
issue here is that the City's adopted General Plan designates
the upper portion for open space use. Upon the City
Council's request, we are initiating a change from R-4 to

- P-1 in accordance with the adopted policy. The area that
would be covered is the area of the site above the 200'
contour. In other words, above the black line. In no
case does the cross slope go below 47% for the whole site
nor below 61% for the upper portion which we are recommending
for P-1 zoning. Part of the elevation was that the City in
1963 purchased two lots very close to the subject site
because of the slides. The "x" mark indicates structural
damage that has occurred due to slides that have occurred
without development which indicates critical soil
stability in the area.

Our recommendation is based on a variety of physical
factors some of which come from soils engineering reports,
some on past history, some from city engineering.

CRANE: Mr. Bybee, you wanted to respond to the Chief Planning
Officer's comments?

BYBEE: I wanted to comment on the reference to the lapse of the
period of time; the materials which were filed before the
Zoning Board of Appeals--documents. From the date of the
Director's denial of the application, the request was
immediately made for an effort for reconsideration or a
conference wherein the Director would state his reasons
for the denial. Frpm that conference stems one of the
main bases of the appeal. That is set forth in Mr. Dodge's



BYBEE (continued)
letter of April 24 that in effect two things were agreed
and understood and, in fact, stated by the Director at
that time. 1) that the denial was not final, that the
matter was still "open". 2) That the denial was based
on the fact that the Department of Public Works had not
approved the project, Now, if the developer can go back
to Public Works and if Public Works said it was a safe L

project then, in fact, the Director would approve the
project,

From that meeting on April 24, the developer immediately dif
undertook to convince the Department of Public Works,
invested more money, had a number of meetings with the a--
Public Works people as well as the Department of Land
Utilization at that time--had meetings with them also.
It was durin this eriod of time that this matter was
still being negotiated and the developer rightfully
thought that this matter was still open and available--
that the answer of denial was not final. And so that is B
the reason for the period of lapse. You will note in
the correspondence that Mr. Dodge again wrote to the
Director in August stating and reminding the Director
that (1) he said the matter wasn't closed and (2) that if
Public Works approved it, the Director would then approve
it, and reminding the Director that, in fact, Public
Works changed its opinion. Public Works had, in fact,
approved the project and referred the Director's
attention to the Public Works approval and requested the
Director to now grant his approval as agreed. And then - .

the Director denied that. That, I believe is in the
August 19 letter. So that is the reason for.the delay gbetween April and August, The negotiations were going
on, meetings were held and not until the Director, I
believe, on August 19 denied what he termed reconsidera-
tion of his denial. At that point the issues were set
off against each other and incumbent, I believe, on the
developer to.appeal to that point, which it has.

¯ There were no further comments or questions by the Commission, ML

CRANE: There is a motion before you, made by Commissioner Sullam
to accept the Planning Director's recommendation, seconded
by Commissioner Kahawaiolaa.

NO FURTHER DISCUSSION

VOTE: AYES: Sullam, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya,
NAYS: Takehara, Duke, Hosaka, Choy.

ABSTAINED: Crane EE

Motion defeated
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MOTION: Commissioner Hosaka moved that action be delayed

i until a final decisionon the appeal is handed
down. Seconded by Commissioner Takehara

i DISCUSSION:

DUKE: I hardly think the motion needs any explanation to speak
for it. However , I am for the mot lon. Ï think thei applicant should be given all the remedies at its dis-

¯.

posal to clarify in his mind the right and wrong of any
decisions. Therefore, I think its proper to hold action

i on this until he has used those remedies .

There was no further discussion.

VOTE: AYES: Hosaka, Takehara, Choy, Duke, Kamiya.
NAYS: Sullam and Kahawaiolaa.

- ABSTAINED: Crane,i Motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 7:20 p,m,

Respectfully submitted, -

Mary C, 'ing
Hearing Reporter
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Meeting of the Planning Commission

i Minutes
September 18, 1974

The Planning Commission hold a meeting on Wednesday, September 18, 1974
at 1: 40 p.m. , in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
James D. Crane presided•
PRESENT: James D. Crane, Chairman

Randall Kamiya, Vice Chairman 3=¯

Dr. Wilbur Choy way
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka i ¯ ¯

Fredda Sullam Ë $$É-
Alice Takehara i 185

ABSENT: Antone J. Kahawaiolaa ÑÌË
STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Depùtý Chief Planning Officer

Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
George Aoki, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Ali Sheybani, Assistant Director,

Department of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Ian McDou all Staff Plannerg ,

Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner
Johan Ronningen, Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit for an
(OFF-ST.PARKING FACILITY off-street parking facility in a Residential
IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT) District in Kalihi, Tax Map Key: 1-3-20: 23.
KALIHI
MR.4 MRS. HESOS ASENTISTA Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/
(FILE #74/CUP-18) Advertiser on Sunday, September 8, 1974.

No letters of protest were rece.ived.

Mr..HenryyEng presented the Director's report of the request. The
applicants have applied for the subj.ect Conditional Use Permit to
allow them to use this residentially zoned parcel for additional
parking in support of their existing service station on the adjacent
lot (Tax Map Key: 1-3-20: 7). Submitted plans show 13 parking spaces
and landscaped buffer area of 10 feet along School Street and 5 feet
along the side and rear where the site abuts neighboring residential
lots in accordance with the CZC requirements. Access to the parking
stalls is proposed to be through the existing service station lot
rather than directl onto North School Street.

The Director recommends approval of the request, subject to the
conditions in his report.

There .were no questions of staff regarding the Director's report.



SEP 18 HT/4

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Attorney Vernon T. Tashima represented the applicant and indicated
no objection to the conditions outlined in the Director 's report.

Testimony AGAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs.Takehara and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr. Duke,
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
PROPOSED CZC AMENDMENT proposed amendments to the Comprehensive
RE OFF-ST.PARKING Zoning Code on off-street parking require-
REQUIREMENTS FOR ments for commercial recreational facilities,
COMMERCIAL RECREATIONAL athletic clubs, and other uses in apartment, -FACILITIES, ATHLETIC hotel, business, and industrial districts.
CLUBS, 4 OTHER USES IN
APT., HOTEL, BUSINESS, 4 Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTS Bulletin/Advertiser.on September 8, 1974.

No letters of protest were received.

Mr. Johan Ronningen presented the Director's report of the proposed
amendment which would permit more realistic off-street parking require-
ments for commercial recreational facilities and private clubs, lodges, isocial centers, eleemosynary establishments, and athletic clubs in Eapartment, hotel, business, and industrial districts.. The CZC lacks
the flexibility to_respond to the singular nature of most such uses,or to new recreational concepts expeditiously. This situation was madeapparent when applications were received for commercial tennis court
facilities, often in multi-story structures, proposed to serve theexparded national interest in tennis playing. Such new uses are preci-
pitated from time t·o time by sudden increases nationally in the
popularity of new or old recreational activity. One proposal was for
a private tennis club of 100 members . The CZC could require the clubto providë 276 off-street parking spaces.. This is not only unreason- Eable, but it runs up construction costs to where the risk on such a
venture becomes too great for it to secure normal construction loans.
The Director recommends approval of the amendment.

There kere no questions from the Commission concerning the Director's
report.
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I No one was crosent to speak either FOR or AGAINST the nronosal. IF =a

The aublic hearing was closed on motion by Mr. Hosaka seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director ' s recommendation and
recommended approval of the proposed amendment, on motion by
Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

i PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a request Ë Ë
WAIAWA-HALAWA GP/DLUM to amend the General Plan and the Waiawa-Halawa Ë !

- AMENDMENT Detailed Land Use Map by redesignating each of i -

INDUSTRIAL 4 NEIGHBOR- the following three parcels of land to school
B HOOD PLAYGROUND TO use in order to permit the expansion of the

SCHOOL USE parking lot serving Aiea Intermediate School in

g AIEA the case of Parcel (1) and to reflect actual use
DEPT. OF ACCOUNTING and ownership in the case of Parcels (2) and (3):
4 GENERAL SERVICES,
STATE OF HAWAII (1) California and Hawaiian Sugar Company
(FILE #286/C2/32) TMK: 9-9-05: portion of 10

Areä: 79150 square feet
GP: Industrial
DLUM: Industrial

(2) Department of Education, State of Hawaii
TMK: 9-9-05: portion of 1

Area: Approximately 3 acres
GP: Park |

¯dg

DLUM: .Playground - 55
(3) Department of Education, State of Hawaii

TMK: 9-9-05: portion of 1

Area: Approximately 2 acres
GP: School
DLUM: Playground

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on
September 8, 1974. No letters of protest were received.

Mr. Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief Planning Officer.
The requested amendment affecting Parcel (1) is based on a need to expand
the size of the parking lot serving Aiea Intermediate School in order to
both provide more parking spaces and improve the vehicular circulation
pattern with the parking area. With respect to Parcels (2) and (3),
both of these areas are already owned by the State.Department of
Education and occupied by school facilities. These two changes are -

requested in order to reflect existing conditions. The information su
provided in the request and subsequent analysis indicate that: BE

1. There is a need to expand parking facilities and improve access
to Aiea Intermediate School.
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2, lixpansion of the school site to include a 7,150 squaro foot parcel
adjoining the Kulawea Street entrance to the school is the most
appropriate alternative available for meeting these needs.

3. The two playgrounds shown on the DLUM as within the existing
school boundaries should be redesignated for school use to reflect y
existing ownership and use and need not be replaced with alterna- M i
tive playground sites, I -

Based upon the analysis of the request, it is proposed that the General
Plan and Waiawa-Halawa Detailed Land Use Map be amended as requested - -

by the Department of Accounting and General Services. I 15E

Questions were raised by the Commission.

TAKEHARA: I have a question regarding Parcel 1. Concerning those
nine additional parking spaces, where would they be located?

PORTMORE: Just by redesigning the parking in this area and simply
by being a little more compact with design, pushing them over toward
the Ewa boundary.

TAKEHARA: When DAGS says they're adopting new parking standards, gy
is it on existin or new schools? ¯ ElI.

PORTMORE: To the best of by knowledge, it would apply to all
schools,

TAKEHARA: Existing? EE

PORTMORE: They mainly use it in terms of designing new schools =¯=

and where they're intending to expand with existing schools, as I NA
understand it. - |E

TAKEHARA: Has it been adopted? I
PORTMORE: Not to my knowledge. There is someone here from DAGS.

You could ask him.

HOSAKA: The 7,150 square feet, what was the rationale for not going
all the way to the stream? It seems there 's a strip of land there that
would be unusable to the owner.

PORTMORE: Well, that's questionable. The owner indicates he feels
that way too. DAGS has indicated they do not agree with that. In any
case, when it comes to a negotiated. settlement or the purchase of this
property through condemnation, if there are damages involved in the
rearyortion, they would be rewarded and paid accordingly for whatever
damages they would suffer.

HOSAKA: Is there sufficient space there for a home?
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. PORTMORE: I believe there is but I'm not sure. In any case, when r

g it comes to the settlement for parchase of the property, that would I

reflect whether or not there is the space. If it's not usable, then
the state would have to pay for the decrease in value resulting from
the fact that it's not usable.

HOSAKA: You got 7150 because DAGS said 65 by 110 feet.

PORTMORE: As shown on Exhibit B.

- HOSAKA: And you just drew a line and made a rectangle.
Ill

PORTMORE: Right. The problem is we're suppose to be general --i
planners and yet because we have an ordinance here, we have to fix ill
lines very precisely. The planning question before us is whether or

i not they need to expand the parking lot and roughly by how much. Now
whether it takes 60, 65 or 70 by 100 or 120 feet, we'll take them at
their word. We assume they know what they're doing when they're -

i g spending the state's money for additional land, that they're not going
¯

g to ask for more or less. We're not parking designers. They should
have their people who are designing their parking areas capable of
doing a competent job. That's not something we should be concerned
about reviewing.

HOSAKA: Don't misunderstand me. I'm not against the parking lot. Egg
I'm all for it. But, to leave the property owner with a strip of land "EEE

that's unusable is unreasonable to me. But, you're saying there's ---

enough of that strip to accommodate another house lot.

PORTMORE: I'm saying it appears that way. I'm also saying that
it doesn't really matter. The owner will be compensated.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. Howard Kurio, Project Coordinator, State Department of
Accounting and General Services, Public Works Division represented
the applicant and indicated the staff report to be adequate on all a--
points.

Mr. Kurio was questioned by the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: You heard the questions that were asked relative to the
strip in back of Parcel 1?

KURIO: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: Could you comment on those quest.ions? E!

KURIO: Although it appears to be a square parcel back of the parcel
we're intending to acquire, it's actually a portion of a larger piece.

1



In ot:bor words, all tlutt land on the Diamond Iload side of the stroain
does prosently belong to the CGli Sugar Company and is part of a larger
parcel.

TAKEHARA: Can you anwer my question about the standards?

KURIO: I believe your question was whether or not standards have
been adopted. The answer is no.

TAKEHARA: The other question was, is the standard of 60-parking
spaces required for new schools or existing schools?

KURIO: It's for both, primarily for new schools but to the extent
that it applies to standards of existing schools.

TAKEHARA: There was in this report the fact that the community
association was informed and there was no reply. Was this plan ever B
presented to the teachers of the school?

KURIO: As far as we presented it, we presented it to the principal
of the school.

TAKEHARA (turning to audience): Is he here to testify?

NO RESPONSE

PORTMORE: We sent it o the community association and people
living in the area, We do not send it to the school. We assume that
DAGS and DOE would-take care of whatever communication is necessary.

TAKEHARA: Well, my question is how much input did the teachers
have in this because they're the ones involved in the parking. But,
we don't know the answer to that

My other question is how old is Aiea Intermediate School?

KURIO: I believe it was first started in the late 50's or the early
60's.

TAKEHARA: So it's 14 years old. When it was being planned, was
Kulawea Street as well as those residential homes along Kulawea being
planned In other words, was the school there before the planning of
Kulawea and the residences or was that put in after?

KURIO: As far as I know, Kulawea Street has always been the only
entrante to .the school

TAKEHARA: Well, whoever decided on this site decided that Kulawea
Street was wide enough and sufficient enough to take that traffic into
Aiea Intermediate?

URIO Apparently so.



TAKEHARA: When we talk about 28 parking stalls in the front, we
realize where that parking area is, that alongside the administration
building is the loading and the bus service so it's not available for
parking. What is the enrollment presently at Aiea Intermediate?

KURIO: The number of teachers? --

TAKEHARA: Yes.

KURIO: Well, based on an enrollment of approximately 900, we would
have approximately 30 to 35.

TAKEHARA: Okay, so that leaves us a surplus of cars to handle. The
reason I ask this is I have taken a drive into the school parking area
several times and noticed there was no parking on Kulawea Street. There
were many, many cars further back on the school site. So again, have
you really looked at the full utilization of this school site for --

parking?

One more question, what do the children use this area for (referring
to site plan)?

KURIO: That is part of their playground.
TAKEHARA: Is it ever used during the day?

KURIO: As far as I know, yes.

TAKEHARA: I wonder if it is because from what I've observed and
from my inquiry at the school, that area is never used. The Parcel
2 area, yes for PE and such.

Also where there's 15 stalls, there's a.good 15 feet before you hit
the fence, the boundary. Also as you move up, there's a strip and
beyond there's a good 8 feet of weeds up to the paved boundary.

- Couldn't it have been possible to move those cars into those areas?

KURIO: Well, it is possible that there are areas which could
accommodate a few more cars.

TAKEHARA: Utilize those areas. Cars are already parked there.
Light this.parking lot up and prevent it from the vandalism that
occurs because of this location, a dead-end street. Eliminate
this (referring to site plan). You will get more parking and you
won't have the bus problem.

That is my evaluation of the situation.

KURIO: We d:La indicate our problem is two-fold besides insuffi- igi
cient parking. The access is also a major problem because of the way BEB
it's situated. We don't see that there is any way to eliminate that |Ë
sharp turn in that singular access point.
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Il
CHA1RMAN: In your planning of the parking area which :Ls what the

Commissioner is concerned about, did you meet with and plan with the
Department of Education?

KURIO: Yes we did. In fact, the request itself d:1.d come f rom

CllAIRMAN: Did they request it in the present form that's before
us today?

KURIO: Well, they requested a triangular piece instead of a
rectangular parcel but in our layout, we felt a rectangular parcel
was more feasible.

TAKEHARA: I'd really like to know how much input the teachers
had on this planning because as a teacher, I would prefer to park near
m PE building and be closer to my classroom like they're doing now. E

KURIO: The extent to which we have had contact with the school
itself has been entirely through the principal.

TAKEHARA: And we're not assured the principal has taken this back
to the teachers.

KURIO: I cannot answer that.

SULLAM: Did your staff work with the principal at all or did you
just take the request to the principal and start processing it?

KURIO: No, we have gone back to him after preliminary proposal.
In fact, we are one step removed from the school. Our directive comes
from the State DOE office as well as from the district office. The
district office does have the business specialist who makes more direct
contact with the school As far as our submissions go, it goes to the
district office

SULLAM: So in other words, we really should be speaking to the
persons who had direct contact with the school,

KURIO: Well, if you're speaking of operations and exactly how the
land is used physically everyday, probably so

SULLAM: Well, that's the assurance I would like to have that this
has really, truly been thought through, I almost get the feeling that
it hasn't. I'm not sure but before I make any decision, I'd like to
be certain that it has been thought through

KURIO: Well like I said, the extent to which the district has
involved the school in the details of the design, I can't speak for
them.

SULLAM: Do you think it's possible that we could get someone here
who has had direct contact with the school and is capable of doing a -



plot plan, and has evaluated all the parking places that are available

M and those that are presently asLde and see whether it really is necessai,
to acquire more land?

CHAlRMAN: Are you asking the Chair whether it's possLble to have
a representative of the applicant?

SULLAM: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: The Chair has tried fruitlessly for four years to attain
that. Thank you for asking that question.

DUKE: I have a question of Commissioner Takehara. The property
owner in his remarks regarding this property states that even the
untrained eye can see improper utilization of existing property. Do

you think the property owner is correct in making that statement? Also,
- you should consider the response DAGS made to that.

TAKEHARA: If you look at that front parking area next to the
classroom and administration, you would say yes, they need more parking;
but, if you go beyond and back, there's a lot of big paved areas. In
fact, I would prefer to see that pavement go to that area by the fence
and get rid of all those weeds within that 8 to 6-foot wide border. It
would help with the maintenance.

DUKE: Considering that it is a two-fold purpose and considering
- that by utilizing existing lands more adequately, that proper parking

could be provided even up to 1200 students--what's the ratio so I know
how many cars they're going to have?

TAKEHARA: Well, according to DAGS, 60 to 900.

DUKE: Yet, if you utilize the land that you presently have to
provide the parking, it seems one of the big problems is getting in
and out of the place. If you put in all the parking there, that's
fine, but you still are not satisfying the second requirement, getting

- in and out of there.

TAKEHARA: I know there are two parts to this.

DUKE: When you were out there, did you have difficulty going up
and down the street because people were parking on it?

TAKEHARA: There were no cars parked on the street. Granted there
is a traffic jam on rainy days on Kulawea Street, but we've just got
to accept that as an is thing because of the location of the school.
Now, there will be a back flow of traffic on Kulawea on these off days
because Ulune Street happens to be the main thoroughfare to H-1 for
the community of Aiea. I've sat in that traffic trying to get onto
that clover leaf as far back as Aiea Heights Drive. So, can you see
a car trying to get out of Kulawea trying to make a left turn? But,
this is besides the issue, right? We've just got to accept the fact



"y tlutt to me tliat was to begin with, a very poor site selection Eor a
E school. It's just jutted right back against fences and a dead end

street, 13ut, from what I've observed off-traffic hours, Kulawea can
get out on to Ulune, See, that's another issue to look at. When they
planned even the site selection, I would have thought they would have
suggested what was to be for our highway system, what was to be for
Kulawea Street, and yet they went there.

(There was no further discussion.)

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.

The Commission, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and
carried, deferred action on this matter to the next meeting for sub-
mission of a detailed map and diagrams of the entire site indicating
building locations, parking spaces, land uses, traffic patterns
ingress and egress, and an alternative design that would reflect the
non-inclusion of Parcel 9-9-05 portion 10.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a request
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT to amend the General Plan and the Wahiawa-
LIGHT INDUSTRY TO Whitmore Village Detailed Land Use Map by
MEDIUM DENSITY APT. redesignating each of the parcels of land
WAHIAWA located in Wahiawa--Tax Map Keys: 7-4-07: 11 E
(a) ARTHUR S.K. FONG 6 and 7-4-07 portion of 3--to Medium Density

JACK H. MIZUHA Apartment use in order to permit the construc- g
(b) COMMUNITY SYSTEMS tion of apartment developments containing |

CORPORATION approximately 72 units on-the 1.03 acre parcel,
FILE #251/C1/35 6 and 450 to 475 units on the 7.46 acre parcel.
93|C1/35)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on September 8, 1974, No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore .presented the report of the Chief Planning
Officer. This proposal is the result of two separate requests which were
submitted by agents for the affected property owners,

Request A - According to the request, "all existing dwellers will be
given priority to occupy the new units to be erected. There will be
at least a 6-month notice prior to intent to any demolishing of the
premises before actual work is performed. The proposed rentals will
be comparable to existing rentals." Tentative plans for the proposed
development call for the construction of two buildings which would g
each be five stories in height and contain approximately 40 two-bed- E
room units and 32 three-bedroom units. According to the request
"The anticipated rental for dwelling units is approximately $140'
monthly for 1 bedroom and $190 for 2 bedroom units.

Request B - A key feature of the proposed development for.the site
is the planned sale at cost of one-third of the units to the Hawaii



Housing Authority for subsequent resale to famil ies of modorate
income. Tentative plans call for the construction of 450 to 475
units under the Planned Development-Housing provisions of the
Comprehensive Zoning Code.

Together these two requests propose a major change of use Eor a substan-
tial area in Wahiawa. As a result, the need for an appropriateness of
the requested change was considered from the following two aspects:

1. The need for additional apartments in Wahiawa and the inadequacy ofI existing designated Medium Density Apartment areas for meeting this
need.

2. The absence of a need or decrease in the need for land planned for i a=
Industrial use relative to the area planned for such uses in Wahiawa Ë ËÑ
and/or the inappropriateness of the proposed apartment sites for

'
Ë ËË

I industrial activities (i.e., a policy for industrial activity for
this area is impracticable). | 92

Based upon an analysis of both requests, it is the recommendation of the
Chief Planning Officer that the General Plan and Wahiawa-Whitmore Village
Detailed Land Use Map be amended as requested It is also proposed that
the area on Koa Street which is to be retained by the Hawaiian Telephone
Company be likewise redesignated for Medium Density Apartment use. The
timing of rezoning and construction of developments on these properties
should be coordinated with the completion of those public facility improve-
ments which are required to support them.

Mr. Portmore reported receipt of a letter dated September 16, 1974 with-
drawing the application of Fred S. Sunahara and Grace Y. Tsujimura: "...Our
original request to amend the General Plan from Light Industry to Apart-
ment Zone was initiated about three years ago when there was a severe
shortage of apartment units in Wahiawa. New constructions in Mililani,
Waipio and lower Wahiawa have filled that shortage. Furthermore, our
adjoining property owners, Hawaiian Telephone Company, has also submitted
a request to amend the General Plan from Light Industry to Apartment Zone..."

Correspondence dated September 12, 1974 was also received from Mr. Jack
Mizuha, agent for Koji Tsujimura, property owner, requesting that any
changes in the general plan relative to the subject property be deferred
until further notice.

In view of the applicant's letter of withdrawal, the.Chief Planning Officer
continues to feel that this amendment is appropriate. This is based on the
fact that there still is a serious housing need in this area, that there
will not be any saturation of the market as the result of the other proposal,
and that this housing need definitely outweighs the industrial need.

The staff was questioned by the Commission.

TAKEHARA: Regarding the letter from the Wahiawa Businessmen's Associa-
tion, could you read it for us?

-11-



PORTMDilli: Ï have no wri.tten correspondence I received a phone
¯

call. What 1 read was a petition

CONNELL: What porcentage is that one acre presentl.y bcLug used for '

mult.i family?

PORTMORE: Approximately one-third of the land is occupied by four
structures containing about 14 dwelling units. Maybe another one-fourth .
is occupied by two buildings which runs with a woodmill operation and g
another with a body shop. The rest, about half, is vacant, g F

¯

CHAIRMAN: This petition which has about 90 signatures, from whom
¯Ç

was this received?

PORTMORE: I'm not sure. The envelope had no name-

ICHAIRMAN: It has no identifiable group, I'm certain it must be
- from residents but I would like to know from which group or who circu-

¯ lated the petition It would be helpful to us in out deliberations if i
- we knew that, I BE¾

(There were no further questions of staff.) gr

Testimony in SUPPORT-

IMr. Merritt Sakata represented the applicant, Community Systems
Corporation

SAKATA: The particular project in question was brought to us as
an opportunity when we had been informed that the telephone company who
owns the property was interested in selling a portion, about 30,000
square feet of the land that was fronting Koa Street, The property was
originally _utilized as a cannery operation which ceased operations about
1925, At that time, there was a railroad track that ran adjacent to
the property and formed the core of industry in the area, Since 1925,
we were informed by Del Monte Corporation who actually owned the property
that their cannery operation ceased, and they began utïlizing ìt for a
warehouse and office. During that time there were dwellings on the
adjacent property. The map we submitted with the application indicates
the cotta es that were there at that time

At about 1970 or so,the telephone company acquired a large piece of
which they have since disposed some of the land. They have confined a
their operation to only a small portion of the property.

When we found out that the property was available, it was our intent
after having looked at the property, the opportunity to develop the
entire 7½ acres which would allow us to make a very substantial
contribution to the community in.trying to meet the housing need
that has been demonstrated in the central Oahu area,



Wo ovaluated the property from a lot of dif Eoront aspects but mostly
in that it seemed to us oven then it was a very unique opportunity
since the land was a contiguous parcel. Wo did make the commitment

g to the telephone company that wo would locato for them an a l ternativo
site for thom to rolocate their baseyard because even they felt that
the basayard was not probably the host uso for that particular property.
We're looking at it from the standpoint of would it not be a better use
to utilize this particular property which appears to be surplus, as
opposed to other proporties that may be developed for the same or
similar use in other areas of the island. In passing, we evaluated
also that it didn't seem to us there was any need for industrial desig-
nation on the property. After having evaluated the history and looking
through the area, we were even more convinced that there really did not
seem to be any even latent demand for industrial use within the Wahiawa
area.

Our proposal to develop the property is one to develop housing of a

medium density. In order that this be something that would benefit
the community, we did approach the Hawaii Housing Authority with the
offer to have them join with us. Our initial commitment to them was
to turn over one-third of the units at cost for moderate-income
families. This would be done in conjunction with the state who is
going to be purchasing a piece of that property thereby maintaining
the land cost at a reasonable level.and not having it escalate
unreasonably. They would also be committing to allow us .an

opportunity
and to actually give us the interim loan to develop the property so
that we can construct the units at low cost.

I
.

Our development is primarily to be for ownership. There is almost no
possibility we can see even with the help the state can give us so we
can actually do what.anyone would call low-income housing which is
maybe characterized by public housing d'evelopments or projects of that
nature. The FHA programs unfortunately have been somewhat suspended
and we do not believe there will be any money available although we
are committed to look for funds for long term financing through FHA if
they happen to be available. We feel the main market the development
can hit will be varied. We will be designing a range of types of units.
Primarily, we will try to have some of them quite inexpensive. Maybe .
they won't be very fancy or very large. At least for some of them, it
will be suitable for families who are just starting out.

We feel the amenities available to this particular site are very great
and to develop it for industrial use at this time would not be in the
best interest of the community. We feel development of the property
would have a long term very positive impact on the community by.giving
them an alternative population that would help to offset in many cases
the dependence that is now felt on the military community there.

At the present time, the development calls for the property to be
developed as a leasehold condominium whereby the land cost which is

moderate, actually quite reasonable, for the.property will not be
passed on to the owners of the property.



Bocause we will be getting low -intorost funds through the Act 105
program, we expect to be able to koop the financing cost and thereby
the overall cost of the project down, Through Act 105, the state
has the power to waive general excise as well as real property taxes
thereby also minimizing the cost through the project. We feel that
i.f anything, these assistances that wo will be able to pass on to the
owner will give us an opportunity to do something very good for the E
community,

As far as the character of the development, we did have the opportunity
and the pleasure to make a presentation at the Wahiawa Community and
Businessmen's Association in June of this year, At that time, we
explained to them also our feelings for the property. It was our first
contact with the community there, We understood them to be representa-
tive of both the business associations and business people as well as
other residents in the community. We at that time explained to them
very similar to the presentation I'm giving you now, We also showed M
two photographs of the property and what we anticipate the development
will look like.

As far as our discussion, yes, we do propose to build a highrise. We

feel that would probably be the best way to utilize the property. An
adjacent property, the one that Kilani Village is constructed on at
present has one highrise structure. It's about nine stories. I think
most of you are familiar with the Queen Emma Gardens project. It's
often pointed out as the prototype of something good to be constructed
in Honolulu as far as a housing project goes. We anticipate by main-
taining the densities of the same rate as you would have in any medium
density apartment zone and constructing the units in a highrise configu-
ration, it would give us an opportunity to maximize the open space. It
is our commitment right now, we understand and in fact we have proposed
to go the route of the planned development housing. We do not feel the
A-2 approach on strict zoning would be the best alternative because it
forces us to stay below 40 feet, We do not also believe that the A-3
is suitable although it's a reasonable alternative because it doesn't
give the community an input as to how high the structures may be since
the maximum height would be 350 feet. We anticipate something in the
range of 16 stories which we feel our optimum would give us an oppor-
tunity to maintain a large amount of open space,

Ah, Sakata was questioned by the Commission,

TAKEHARA: This housing will be for low and moderate income, ono -
third of the development?

SAKATA: In practical terms, unless you were to have what we call
a public housing which is completely subsidized by the federal govern-
ment, there really is no way that one could really hit what we would
call the low-income market. Low income is normally considered something
in the range of maybe about $9,000 or $10,000 a year and below.
Actually, $10,000 would be very, very generous for what you would call
low income family Unless you were to go the public housing route

14
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something li.ke Mayor Wright Housing, it's very diEficult to hit that
range. We call it modorate income housing becauso what we anticipa to
we w.ill be able to hit with the assistance of what the state will be
giving us, at Icast one third of the units which is the present commit
ment will be able to be afforded by families who are starting out, Eamilies
who are earning possibly $1,000 a month, perhaps slightly more t.han that
We anticipate the type of financing in the final analysis will determine
what income ranges we'll be able to hit, very definitely. But, our

i commitment is that they will be evaluating all of our costs in any case.
The cost is what will determine. It 's very difficult to tie that down
in the kind of inflationary market we're having right now.

TAKEHARA: So, it's for that moderate income group you're building
the highrises.

SAKATA: Yes.

DUKE: Do you agree with the statement the other applicant made

i in his withdrawal that three years ago there was a shortage of apart-
ments, but presently due to construction in Mililani, Waipio and
lower Wahiawa that has been eliminated and the demand is not there.

I How do you feel about that?
SAKATA: I would say he has his reasons of believing that. It

is a fact that the very, very high demand for military housing has
been felt in Wahiawa for some time. We do know for a fact and we

- have checked this out with the housing outfit at Schofield. In fact,
the military because of the shortage of housing has sort of rented
everything in sight. We feel that our project will not only be aimed
for the military market but also we feel that with the completion of
the H-2 freeway to the entry to Wahiawa town, would make Wahiawa as
a housing alternative, a place to live, a very reasonable alternative.
In fact, we feel that it will be an alternative to other families that
would be commuting. We do not intend as your other applicant had
mentioned to rely only on the military. We'd like it to appeal to a
large number of people including the people already living in Wahiawa

- and would like to own.

DUKE: The restrictions that were recommended should we approve
this that we incorporate certain requirements, how do you feel about
that?

SAKATA: -Well, the original commitment to HHA was that the project
would be done on a development agreement basis. Their participation
would be predicated on us giving them one-third of the units at cost.
We may be modifying that in another way in which we would be doing

- it on a joint development basis, but at the present time you can count
on one-third of the units being sold at cost.

CHAIRMAN: You said the military has rented up just about everything
in sight in Wahiawa, and that you hope this proposed highrise would
appeal to the military,

15-



SAKATA: Wo would fool that there would be some military occupants.
They still constituto a largo porcontago of the people in Wahinwa.

CHAIRMAN: You are familiar with Schofiold Barracks?

SAKATA: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: llow many 17-floor highrises do you see on Schofield?

SAKATA: Not too many.

CHAIRMAN: I understand,

SAKATA: At the present time I would say we are proposing the
highrises because we feel that would probably be the best way to
develop the property. We think it could be a prototype for good
development, The type of development would have to be taken up at U
a later time again before this body, If there is any feeling on the

- part of the Commission whether that would be appropriate, I wouldn't gmind hearing about it and then giving us an opportunity to react to
that ahd have our architect incorporate some of those ideas.

CHOY: Do you people have a figure as to what the units would
cost?

SAKATA: The original projections that were made :Da December '73
were that the units could be constructed in the range of around $33,000
to $37,000.

CHOY: What kind of units?

SAKATA: We're talking of modest units, something in the range of
3-bedrooms, around 900 square feet.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Sakata.)

Testimony AGAINST--

Mr. Roy Tanji, Member, Wahiawa Community and Businessmen's Assn.

TANJI: I'm a member of the Wahiawa Community and Businessmen's
Association Master Plan and Civic Improvement Committee. I have
served as past president of the community association five years ago -
and actively participated on numerous committees. I'm a life-long
resident of Wahiawa. I practiced there as an architect since 1964. gToday I wish to bring before the Commission the action taken by the
Board of Directors last week on this matter. The Board feels that
it would be most inappropriate to change the land use designation
from light industrial to medium density apartment. I'll briefly SEF
outline some of our reasons.. BE

There is definitely a need for small businessmen to use the present



area that is light industrial; namely, let me refer to what is· ullowed
under the CZC for light industrial uses.

Small contracting firms. There are a number of them in Wahiawa tluit
are presently operating in areas that are not zoned for that particular
uso, working out of their garages and what have you, Iruismuch as
there are a number of these operations plus the fact that we do need
some activities that should more appropriately be placed in the light
industrial uses such as auto repairs, and I appreciate the fact that
before the CZC was adopted, the auto repair type of business was
allowed in other areas. So I'm talkinL: about these nonconforming
uses which are presently in'Wahiawa,

May I take this opportunity to say why that land hasn't been fully
utilized as light industrial. I'm sure all of you Commission members
know that as far as the adoption of the CZC in industrial land hous-

E ing was also permitted. What has transpired there on that subject
property is one of the landowners of that light industrial property -c

g has brought in used buildings and has found it more economically suit-
able monetarily to put up houses so that they can rent these rather
than using it for the intended use. Now, under the new CZC--I refer
to it as new because we have been working so long under the old system-
I feel there are enough guidelines in the CZC where should that present
parcel of light industrial be retained, there's enough safeguards in
the CZC that it would lend itself to that particular use. Other than
the auto repair and contracting uses, we feel the need for warehousing.
There have been cases where businesses have moved out from Wahiawa
and have relocated in Waipahu because of the lack or the reluctance
on the part of the present landowners in this light industrial zone to
permit them to operate or lease that land. There's also a small aloha
shirt operation that had to expand elsewhere, outside of Wahiawa inas-
much as we do not have many opportunities for employment. We feel that
whatever we can retain where our residents can work in Wahiawa, would
in my opinion, be sound planning.

The community association feels if we slowly erode the few remaining
acres of industrial land, we're going to slowly actually turn into a
physical bedroom community and will have to commute to work. We're
going to overtax the highways. This is occurring throughout the
United States.

We like the present character of Wahiawa. It's an old community. As
an architect, I appreciate the fact that we must utilize the present
urban.zoned areas and increase its density. I certainly am against
spreading out Wahiawa town and taking good agricultural land and just
spreading it helter-skelter. But also on the same token, as a resident
in Wahiawa, many of the residents feel that they want to keep their
particular type of lifestyle. A 16-story building would not be, as
stated by Community Systems, compatible to that present lifestyle. I
appreciate the fact there have been new apartments alongside Wilikina
Drive. There we feel it's on the periphery, along the reservoir, it
does not block the view. That subject parcel of light industrial use,



SEP 18 utl4 -

¯¯¯ should it be converted to mediumdonsity, would definitely block the -

-¯a view of the old time residents. Some of the homes thoro are at least
-$

40 years old. A lot of retired peoplo are longtime residents and
I tve around the surrounding area.

Mr. Tanji was questioned by the Commission.

CHOY: You mentioned small little businesses moving out of Wahiawa
because there was no room for expansion due to the old system. Can
you tell this body whether the existing businesses in Wahiawa at the

- present time could actually utilize this entire area as a light indus-
trial area?

TANJI: The present business I'm sure cannot utilize the entire
area but they would welcome the opportunity to expand, There has been
two cases that I know of that wanted to expand but could not. Because
of this, many of the Wahiawa residents working for that company had to
commute, This does not preclude the fact that in the future there
would not be people wanting to come in to provide additional labor
market. I talked to a number of people, realtors namely, and we have
on occasion requested for a large enough parcel for warehousing.

CHOY: According to our staff report earlier, that if this GP

amendment is approved, there is still roughly 6 acres that is unused
that will be left for light industrial. Would your present light
industrial be able to use this six-acre balance that is unused at the
present time not withstanding the change?

li TANJI: I can't speak for the business owners. But, it would
certainly afford them an opportunity to expand. It's the community
association's position that if we slowly erode whatever industrial -

lands we now have, it's going to create hardship and more commuting.
It's a healthy situation to have some industrial land for these g
types of activity

DUKE: It is presently light industrial zoned, so I can't see why
your businesses would move out when you've got all the industrial land -

I you can possibly use there.

TANJI: Well, you take the contractors I mentioned. They're not
large contractors. I'd say in the total staff, they would number only B
five They can't afford to buy the entire parcel. In other words,
if the resent owners of the industrial land decides not to subdivide -

or to lease out small parcels, naturally the small contractors cannot
get in even if they want to.

Also as I stated earlier, there are lots of old used houses brought
in utilizing the industrial land This also restricted the people
that wanted to go in there. In other words, they could get more money
from putting old houses and renting them out at high exorbitant
rentals.

DUKE: The landowners could likewise take the same position.

TANJI: There's the possibility but I feel under the new CZC,
this would certainly discourage bringing in of old houses



CHAIRMAN: Did I
understand you

correctly to say the
parcel does

i
indeed have old homes on it?

TANJI: The
parcel

Community
Systems

intends to
convert to

medium

density, I don't
believe

there's
old homes but the other

applicant,

they do have old
homes.

CHAIRMAN: Are you
familiar with this

petition that's
been

received?

TANJI: As far as I know, the
community

association has not
received

any
petition.

CHAIRMAN: I'm
trying to find out who

submitted it.

TANJI: I do not know
because the

community
association did not

receive a
list like

that.

SULLAM: How high is the
apartment on

Kilani
Avenue?

TANJI: I
believe 10

stories.

I
CONNELL: In the event

the.apartment
went only 10

stories,
would

it then be
acceptable in the area?

TANJI: My

understanding is this is not a
planned

development. I

don't
know what

assurances we
would have or

anyone
would have that we

can
impse a

height
unless we

give a
zoning

designation that
limits the

height as
called for in the CZC.

CONNELL:
Well, the issue

before us at the
present time is a

general plan
change. I£ the

general plan
change goes

through, then we

i
have the

whole
process of

changing the zoning
which could have very

much an
effect upon the

height of the
building, as

you're aware. I'm

a
little

confused
because on one hand I hear you saying

industrial land

is
needed, and yet it

would
appear this

application has been in the

i mill for two
years. It

would
appear this is a

need that has
arisen

rather
recently for

industrial land
because there .has

been no
communica-

tion for two
years.

TANJI: We
did not have any

communication two
years ago for this

particular.general plan
change. We did answer to Mr. Way

the Chief

Planning
Officer, July 12th in

regards to
Community

Systems
request

to
relocate

Hawaiian
Telephone's

yard to the
Whitmore side. At that

time, we
sent a

letter
objecting to this

because we
felt this

preceded

the move to open this up or
change the land use

designation to
medium

density. In other words,
there is no need for

industrial
land. It's

a

demonstrated use by the
Hawaiian

Telephone
people. They

have the

present
zoning. It's

legal. Why
move?

Simply I can only
surmise

they're
moving

because it's
economically a

good move for them, to be

very
blunt. In

other words, we say
there's no need for it:.

Hawaiian

Telephone
demonstrates a

need for
industrial land and here this

moving

ont so
ihat they can

convert this to
medium

density
apartment. It's

strictly a
monetary

move.
This is a

personal
opinion. I'm not

reflect-

ingtlie
opinion of the

board. . I don' t want this to be

misconstrued.
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CHAÏRMAN: Did I understand you correctly to say the parcel does
inde

N

ave old honæc 1mCo

liimity Systems intends to convert to medium
donsity, I don't believe there's old homes but the other applicant, ¯

they do have old homes.

CHAIRMAN: Are you familiar with this petition that's been received?

- TANJI: As far as I know, the community association has not received
any petition.

CHAIRMAN: I'm trying to find out who submitted it.

TANJI: I do not know because the community association did not
receive a list like that.

SULLAM: How high is the apartment on Kilani Avenue?

TANJI: I believe 10 stories.

CONNELL: In the event the apartment went only 10 stories, would
it then be acceptable in the area?

TANJI: My understanding is this is not a planned development. I
don't know what assurances we would have or anyone would have that we
can impse a height unless we give a zoning designation that limits the
height as called for in the CZC.

CONNELL: Well, the issue before us at the present time is a
general plan change. If the general plan change goes through, then we
have the whole process of changing the zoning which could have very
much an effect upon the height of the building, as you're aware. I'm
a little confused because on one hand I hear you saying industrial land
is needed, and yet it would appear this application has been in the
mill for two years. It would appear this is a need that has arisen
rather recently for industrial land because there has been no communica-
tion for two years.

TANJI: We did not have any communication two years ago for this
particular general plan change. We did answer to Mr..Way the Chief
Planning Officer, July 12th in regards to Community Systems request
to relocate Hawaiian Telephone's yard to the Whitmore side. At that
time, we sent a letter objecting to this because we felt this preceded
the move to open this up or change the land use designation to medium
density. In other words, there is no need for industrial land. It's
a demonstrated use by the Hawaiian Telephone people. They have the
present zoning. It's legal. Why move? Simply I can only surmise
they're moving because it's economically a good move for them, to be
very blunt. In other words, we say there's no need for it. Hawaiian
Telephone demonstrates a need for industrial land and here this moving
out so that they can convert this to medium density apartment. It's
strictly a monetary move. This is a personal opinion. I'm not reflect-
ing the opinion of the board. I don't want this to be misconstrued.



CONNl3LL: I believo that's really part of the problem, getting
clarification in terms of what precisely is needed in the area because
it's also been mentioned because of the residential cluiractoristics
of Wahiawa and so forth, that it scoms a 15-story apartment building
ts not appropriate, and yet you mention that warehousing is needed.
Now, if a 40-foot warehouse were put in, is that an appropriate struc
ture to go along with a residential area?

TANJI: I really can't answer all those questions but I feel the
safeguards that are in landscaping provisions in the CZC would be
adequate. Certainly, it is far better a situation today with the CZC
than what had existed prior to its adoption. I have personally done
a PD shopping center and I thank the Lord that there is such a thing g [

'¯ ¯ as a CZC because today, we've got a beautifully landscaped shopping g !
- center, a

CONNELL: Well, if a 40-foot warehouse was properly landscaped
- and appropriate, then it might also be appropriate to have an A-2

apartment district with the 40-foot height limit under a PD applica-
tion with proper landscaping,

TANJI: I would feel much more comfortable with a PDH, This is
my personal opinion, I'm not authorized to say this as a representa-
tive of the residents there, I concur as a professional going the
PD route.

CONNELL: Then am I correct in assuming that the real issue is
the height of the proposed building and not so much the industrial
use over and against apartment?

TANJI: No. The real issue is retaining the land use, Nowhere in

the letter from the association do we concern ourselves with the height
at this time.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Tanji.)

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried.

MOTION: Mr. Duke moved to accept the recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer, seconded by Mrs. Sullam.

Discussion followed.

CHOY: I will speak against the motion. I can see
Mr. Tanji's reasoning whereby Wahiawa being a small sized
town, where many light industry-started off.as sort of a -

home project and possibly the present landowner had created
a situation where they would not sublease any part of their g
land to these small industries, whereby it could have been g
concentrated in this area I could also see the possible
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- long-term economical impact Where Mr . Tan ji said this would
become a bedroom community, where commuting to a neighbor-
hood town such as Waipahu would really cause some economic
problem. ßecause oE this, the adjacent property which staff
has required to be kept in industry, I can't see where a

16-story would be developed, and adjacent to that there
will be light industrial, I would assume later on that the
people who live in this project would say they'd like to
have this changed because it would be too noisy. Because
of this, I'd like to speak against the motion.

SULLAM: I'm under the impression the light industrial
was going to be removed, the entire portion although by
two different owners, that it would be designated medium
density apartment,

CHAIRMAN: That's the motion before you.

The Chair would like to speak against the motion. Illogical ¯ ¯

as it may sound, I'm concerned and the one question I did $$E
ask expresses this concern. I happen to know Wahiawa and

i=¯=

taught there for some time. I know the nature of the --=

community. I happen to agree with the people from the
community that almost every rental available in Wahiawa is $$
certainly there for the military, depending on which division ¯ Ñ|
is in or out at any given moment. I also know the good 55
and bad that can come from such a community. I know the - 25
nature of Wahiawa. It's a very small community.

It seems to me, if we were building this in order to meet
the need of the local people who need homes and we do, I
would certainly be speaking in favor of this. But I would
submit to you, if we are going to take an action that would
indeed change.the nature of a small community, then let's
have this 16-or 17-story building on Schofield Barracks.
It's open. It's beautiful. I've driven through it several
times. It's spacious. Let them build it and put the
military there. Leave Wahiawa to the local people.

I speak against the motion on that basis.

DUKE: I'll speak for the motion just to bring out
a couple of things. To begin with, we're not discussing a
16-or 17-story building. We're discussing the change of
general plan. If at some future date you want to put a
building on it, then we can discuss that. I believe there
is a need for this change. Therefore, I'm in favor of the
Chief Planning Officer'.s recommendation.

CHAIRMAN: I don't disagree with you. I understand
the steps involved. However, the applicant did indeed
mention the fact that.he has no qualms about the fact he
does plan to put a 16-story building on there. I know



tho likelikhood if wo make this movo of his coming before
us is pretty good, that he wïll como before us with that
request. I know if we don'tmake this change, he won't be
here with that request.

CLEGG: With regard to the military s.ituat.ion, we would
be inclined to agree with you, except the realities of the g --

situation which is what we do have to face, It's not going
to happen. So, we do have a problem and the military people
do compete with our local people for the availability of
housing. The project, we feel, will alleviate some of the
pressures in that area on housing and enable the local
residents to have a better chance at getting some housing
in that particular area. As Commissioner Duke says, the
type of housing to go in there will be decided at a later
date

CHAIRMAN: I don't want to belabor this but again I'd
say that may be it happened a long time ago if we had taken
the position that as a community body we have some responsi-
bility in making the military live up to its responsibility =-

relative to housing, we wouldn't be faced with this situation -225

The fact of the matter is we are faced with this. The fact en

of the matter is we're faced with the changing of a local gi
town in order to accommodate a military base, But, I submit
to you that if the military can have all kinds of open space
on Schofield and cram people into the middle of downtown
Wahiawa, then we ought to look at that and look at it very
seriously,

(There was no further discussion. The motion failed to carry,) E

AYES - Duke, Hosaka
.

NAYES - Choy, Crane, Kamiya, Takehara g .

ABSTAINED - Sullam | -

ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

The Chairman deferred action to the next meeting because the Commission
lacked sufficient votes to recommend approval or denial.

PUBLIC HEARING A ublic hearin was held to consider a re uest B
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT for redesignation of the site to Planned Develop-
HOUSING ment Housing under Article 10 of the Comprehen- g
KAHALUU sive Zoning Code for approximately 8.1 acres g
THE HOMES CORPORATION of land situated in Kahaluu, Tax Map Key: 4-7-46: b

(FILE #73/PDH-11)
Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/
Advertiser on September 8, 1974. No letters of
protest were received.

Mr. Ali She bani of the staff resented the Director's re ort of they . p p
proposal. The proposal :is for construction of 60 townhouse units.



The agencies review indicates that iniblic fac i lities are availabla and
adequato except for water and sowers. A sowage treatment plant is

proposed, the feas1bili.ty of which will depend on satisfactory porcaln
tion tests to be approved by the Departwent of Health pr ior to isstuinee

of a grading permit, A public water roservoir is scheduled for comple

i tion in late 1975 prior to the estimated time for completion of building -

construction in mid 1976

i The State Department of Transportation indicates that Pali, Likelike and
Kahekili Highways are overloaded and recommends that applications which
would result in higher densities be deferred until the disposition of
the TH-3 freeway is resolved.

I The agencies concern with flooding of the lower portion of the site
resulted in revisions to the site plan by the applicant, The revised

I site plan is acceptable to the Department of Public Works, subject to a

detailed soils and drainage study for approval prior to issuance of a
grading permit. A roadway shown on the Detailed Land Use Map would cross
the northeastern tip of the sitei It is recommended that the application be approved, based on the conditions
enumerated in the Director's report

The staff was questioned by the Commission concerning the Director's report.

DUKE: I can't help but recall the little discussion we had.last
meeting regarding an area in a similar situation, What was the legal
decision on whether a PDH must have an environmental impact statement
or not, and was it considered in this case?

SHEYBANI: Let me clarify that, We have been working with Corpora-
tion Counsel. There are a number of conditions, There are six condi-
tions and the project must have one of those conditions before it's
required to prepare an EIS. One is if a project required a change of må
general plan, If a planned development project required a change of gi
general plan, then it has to prepare an EIS study, The other conditions
are if federal or government money is involved in the project, another - my

is if shoreline work is involved, another is if it's a historic site
and so on, We have looked at those six items and this project does not
fall under any of those. But, the project by the way we and
Corporation Counsel looked at it does not require this EIS statement.
The other project did.

DUKE: We didn't have the minutes from the last meeting and I can
understand why, because the attorney in trying to tell us what the
rules were regarding, I can greatly understand why we don't have the
minutes. Now, if we had the minutes, maybe I could have dug out what
we had been told. There sure were some conflicting statements made
last time

SULLAM: I am concerned about the request from the applicant to
eliminate the stipulation to hold all the projects that increase in



density in abeyance until.il-3 i.s resolved. Now, if we koop approving
these, trul.y, we're violatirig our purpose in rovi.cwiny, these projects.
We're supposed to take i.nto consideratiori transportation, schools,
all pub:lic facil.itics. I don't see how we coul.d approve this project U
.iE the llepartment of Transportation tell.s us not to.

SHEYBANI: Just to clarify, the Department of Transportation
indicates that any populat ion increase would aggravato the situation.
I would translate that to mean if the size of famil.ies grow that is one
population increase, subdivision approval is another population increase .

Do we have to take the Department of Transportation's requirement. That
is really up to you to determine that. We take it as a very hard line at
this time for a project.

.SULLAM: Then we ought to have the Department of Transportation
change their recommendation rather than to ignore them.

CHAIRMAN: If I might, there's two basic things here. Number one,
we have never religiously followed the dictates of the Department of
Transportation. In any report, it's information fed to us, The thing
that we decided and certainly discussed on that last occasion is for
the Department of Transportation to put such an unwieldly kind of
restriction--if we stop building on the Island of Oahu until TH-3
is settled, we're in trouble, We're in bad trouble, I don't care if M
it's Kahaluu or anywhere else, I think we decided as a Commission we
don't want to get-caught being a political football. Why should we put g
that kind of restriction on TH-3, I have one question of staff related
to what I'm answering you here When did the Department of Transpor-
tation start making such recommendations? I remember we've been sitting
here for four years asking will this create a traffic problem and they
said roads could handle it, When did the new image of the DOT come up
that you can't build anything until TH-3 is settled?

SHEYBANI: We'll try to clarify that. The previous letters we had
been receiving from the Department of Transportation had been localized
looking at the microcosm. We had received, however, on two of our
cluster developments that were very recent in June '74 a letter from
the Planning Division of_the Highway. The previous letters were from
other departments, from Growth Planning--I.don't know the exact title
of that department We called to clarify this at the request of City
Council and the other project, Lilipuna Hillside, by telephone. The -
Department of Transportation representative indicated that the last
letter supercedes all other comments and applies to the whole Windward gside and all Windward corridors.

CHAIRMAN: Is it explicit in the recommendation of the Department
of Transportation not that TH-3 be settled, but that TH-3 be.approved?
Obviously, if the imminent increase in population is going to unduly
burden the highways until it's settled, it means towards approval. If
that is true and my interpretation of that is correct, couldn't they
just all have said that it will be an undue burden on the highways B
until a fixed-rail rapid transit is passed, or some other form?
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SHEYBANI: I have to mention that the Department oE Transportation
cominent also indicates that even with Tll-3, their problem is not going
to be alleviated.

CHOY: As I look at my slope map that I received, :it appears to me
that much of these structures will be placed on slopes of 40 to 50
degrees. It's my understanding that the amount allowable for building
would be between 20 and 30 degree slopes.

I E
- SHEYBANI: The buildings indicated on the slope are all on poles

and step-down structures to reduce the grading. Of course, they would
g be subject to a soil analysis which the Department of Public Works

requires. Should the soil prove it's not suitable for construction,
the plan totally changes. But, the problem is on the flat area more
than on the hillside because the flat area is flood prone and can be -

a roblem for structures. The have to landfill.

CHOY: Then may I ask whether the applicant has initiated a soils -

study before they decided to locate on paper the structures on the map?

SHEYBANI: It's the applicant's contention that he has.

CHOY: Has the applicant initiated a preliminary EIS?

SHEYBANI: Not to our knowled e. --

I . 2 --

CLEGG: I might comment as you suggest, the Commission need not ¯¯

take the advice necessarily of the departments. In fact, you readily
ignore the Chief Planning Officer I might say.

I've looked at some of the numbers on the highway, Likelike and the WWF

Pali and I think the State DOT is overly alarmed in this area. I'm e=L
not saying getting across the Koolaus at present peak hours is somewhat
of a chore; however, if we take the peak two hours which frankly is
between 6:30 and 8:30, there is an excess of capacity on Likelike and
the Pali at the moment of some 2300 vehicles. In other words, during
the two morning peak hours, the trans-Koolau corridor could handle an
additional 2300 vehicles, approximately. This would take us some seven
years to fill out that roughly 3% increase. I'd also like to say that
the City and County Department of Transportation Services has additional
plans for alleviating and supplying additional capacity across the
Koolaus to increase the present diversion of about 13% to buses to a
higher number. In fact, there are fewer cars now on the trans-Koolau
corridors than there were in December '73. As a matter of fact, there's
fewer now than there was in 1972 largely, I believe, due to the diver-
sion to buses and also the higher cost of gasoline and car pooling.
So, I think the issue raised by the State Department of Transportation
might be considered to have some forcing overtones towards acceptance
of a TH-3 concept by this body. The Chairman's views that we should
not be sort of as a political football is well taken. --

SULLAM: Looking at the drawings, very little of that land is flat.



SilEYßAN1: About half of the limd is low-lying betwoon zero and 2

however, that has to be :landfilled. Some slopes are 209) to 303, and
some pockets of loss than 8%. The parking and roads are loca ted wa.th
minimal grading on those areas. The advantage of building is on the
slope The flat area is about 50% as oE now.

(There were no further questions of staff.)

Testimony in SUPPORT

Mr. Jerry Allen represented the applicant, The Homes Corporation.

ALLEN: I'm here basically to answer questions, I will speak to
some of the questions that I've heard.

The first question, the H-3, I guess we'll put aside more or less but |
I'd like to mention that the request to the City Transportation Depart- E
ment, we did fund a study in the area and found that the road system j
down to Kahekili in this area would be expanded by 38 vehicles for th.e |
60 units there in the peak period would be the total load that would be :
added to the whole s stem. We found that the load s stem was then
loaded to 3%, the road down to Kahekili Highway, We looked at Kahekili
also in that area, the Valley of the Temples. We found at that point
loading was up approximately 20%. That brought out the point that the
bottleneck going on to the Likelike Highway was in fact a question.
As I understand, we also have a modification to that access point in
the program at this time,

The second issue was the flood zone. The 100 year that inundates a

portion of the site, inundated to the level of about one foot. We
¯ have again a heavy drainage study from Parks Engineering Company which

indicated that our positìoning and the location of retaining walls
will provide adequate security and adequate capacity for the drain
to take the water flow without giving us problems in the area. There
was a question with regard to the soil engineering study. We have had
a soils engineer look at the site. His recommendations were those
that you heard that said the site is adequate for us to build units on
foundation structures we are proposing. In the one area, there is an
underground spring that comes to the surface. That is the area we
wanted particularly noted in the treatment of the foundation solution.
We want to be sure that there's adequate drainage to take away that

- water. We will in the final construction drawin s look at all of
, g ,

the areas again.

There was a question about a percolation test which didn't come from
the Commission, but a.point that the department made. We have already
conducted a percolation test. We find from the results of that well
that we will need.about 8 to 9 additional wells. The provision by the
Health Department for looking at the results from those percolation
tests is to be sure that we are covered in all wells as we have been
covered in first which implicates the feasibility of putting that kind
of a system in.



As to the quostion of the EIS study, we touched base at the beginning
in the two years we have been reaching th.is point, with the University
of Hawaii on this particular sito. I have worked i.n the past with the
personnel working on an Environmental Impact Statement. I am not an
environmentalist niyself but I took this pro ject to my colleaglues and
discussed it with them. We have found no negative aspects and have

- found certain positive aspects. First of all, there's an overhead
powerline, high voltage, that will go underground as part of our

g proposal. The stream itself is a lovely stream and we propose to
- | improve it with a path system for the housing area but also noting a

requirement for public access, in fact 15 feet on each side of the
stream.

We've concurred in giving the City the land necessary for their DLUM
highway.

We have integrated into our scheme of building the housing into the
hills. We're rather pleased with the step-down concept. We went to
the City initially two years ago and asked them for their recommenda-
tion so that we would be sure to get off on the right foot. We think
we've satisfied most of those requirements.

That's all the points I picked up from the conversation. I'd be
pleased to answer any questions you may have.

Mr. Allen was questioned by the Commission.

CHOY: I'd still like to refer to the slope map I have. According
to my map, there is a greater percentage of your structure that is
located on here that's still on 40% to 50% slope, How much grading
would you people do in order to be able to build on this particular
slope?

ALLEN: We've spent a great deal of time in our prelimînary
engineering in an effort to follow the contour.line of that particular
slope and minimize the grading. We recognize one of the continuing
issues in Kaneohe is Kaneohe Bay, and so we recognize the siltation
of the Bay although we're a 1½ miles back. To minimize that, we
propose to minimize the grading to start with and provide for a silt
basin as required. We propose the grading to be -limited to the roadway
system itself, and then of course the site for the foundation of the
height of each structure. The higher sloped area is that Conservation
area behind, You have noted on your map about two acres of land that
hasn't been filled in. That's part of the general site. That is the
high sloped area and there's a demarcation line where the slopes
becomes markedly less.

HOSAKA: Would you comment on the recreation center.

ALLEN: We propose to expand the amenities even a little bit more
than we provided, being conservative in nature showing all of what we



-¯. propose. Yes, we will expand that por the recommandation. Wo'd also
¯j

.l
ike to point out that flat arca makes a beautified flooded f ie ld ,

' It's over an acre in size We propose to have a backstop and little

league fi.eld there. The path system we did not bring; to your attention
particularly in the presentation. That's quite a minimum cost item to
develop a nice stroll-through wooded area, the tot lots. That's what
we're considering providing, and a swimming pool in the final plan.

3 HOSAKA: What would then be the size of the recreational center?

ALLEN: That hasn't been determined yet but I would anticipate

more on the order of 20 by 35,

HOSAKA: You're saying you're planning to have more amenities but
we don't have it in the report,

ALLEN: I didn't put it in and I wasn't going to commit myself but
that is our plan. There's little cost involved and very easy to live E

up to, We must do something with that lower slope anyway in terms of
rolling it, That makes the field. I anticipate a minimum fee of g
perhaps $1500 or $2000 for that path system. These are modest things g
that will make the project much more marketable and to our advantage.

HOSAKA: I thought perhaps you ought to lay the cards on the table

and say exactly what you're going to have so that we can make a vote.

ALLEN: I'd be happy to have Mr. Sheybani indicate that in the
requirements,

HOSAKA: You mentioned the little league park and the swimming
pool is not listed now in the enlargement of the recreation center.
I'd like to have that in the minutes.

ALLEN: Please, feel free,

By the way, there are certain standard requirements for the little
¯¯ league park. We propose to make that less formal. The area is

adjacent to single-family homes in that area so it adds to an already
semi-urban type of development. That certain area has certain drainage
problems I've been talking to some of the residents in the area. We

think--and this has to do with an EIS again--that when we improve the
drainage in our area, one thing that will have to happen is the access
road and we'll have to open a wall that is now part of the drainage
problem. We are going to be able to provide better service to that

community of 75 people in terms of stoTm'drainage requirements by our B

project.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Allen.)

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Mr Joel Laber, Resident, 47 -618
Melekula Road, Kaneohe

-=
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2. Mrs. Margot Labor, Resident, 47-618 Melokula Road, Kaneohe
-g 3. Mr. Bob LeClair, Rosident, 47-656 Molekula Road, Kanoohe ,

m OBJECTIONS:

1. Flooding and inadequate drainage systems. No development should
occur until the proposed federal flood project for the area is
completed which would alleviate the situation at Kahaluu Stream.

2. Inadequacy of unimproved Ahuimanu Road to handle increasedtraffic
generated by the proposal. The project should be delayed until a

future road is constructed to adequately handle additional traffic.

3. Environmental aspects. The existing local lifestyle would change.
Mr. LeClair stated: "An environmental impact statement has to be

- | done whenever there's a significant impact on a human or social or
E ecological system. I contend that doubling the size up there is

definitely a heavy impact upon our human and social lifestyle up

g there. In view of that, I would like to request and make a legal
demand that some kind of environmental impact statement be seriously
done over before you execute approval of it."

4. Inadequate sewage facilities.

5. Siltation of Kaneohe Bay,

6. The subject property is not the prime type of land for a planned
unit development since half of the land is flood prone while the
other half contains slopes of 20% to 50%.

7. Poor soil conditions.

Mr. LeClair was questioned by the Commission.

SULLAM: You are a lawyer. Why did you wait so long until this
PD was at your back door. Have you ever taken any steps to change the
ordinance so that it wouldn't give such huge bonuses so that these PDs

would not be able to take into account such very steep, unbuildable
1,and when they figure their number of units? Have you talked to your
councilmen on this?

LECLAIR: There use to be a provision as you know in the CZC that
when a slope exceeded a certain percentage; it could not be built upon.
However, the Council afterwards decided simply there would be more need
to build on more types of land. That particular section was taken out
of the ordinance. Because of that fact, I don't see how it's going to
be too profitable to go back into the Council and ask them to put it
back in again. The situation really hasn't changed too much since then.

SULLAM: I'm afraid I'll have to agree with you. I was very much
against their taking that out of the ordinance. I'm sorry that more



people clidn't testify against taking it out. I can see all the damago
it's doing.

CHOY: Regarding the soil condition, I hear another argument on
the other side of the coin.

LECLAIR: When we had our property, I had a friend of mine who is
a geologist from the UH come out. He was very concerned about the
lubrication effect. Mainly, it seems on clay with fine silt particles -

when you've got a lot of underground water, particularly if you've got
an underground spring, sometimes you get a pressure build up in which
all of a sudden, the whole thing goes, It almost becomes like ice where
it floats and you kind of get a water film to slide on. The land will

B actually do that. Because of that, he said the hillside we had which ¯
-

i's approximately a 25% slope, he said don't build on that. Build below
g where it's flat. We did. Because of that we don't drive to our house.

We walk down to our house.

(There were no further questions of Mr. LeClair.)

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Takehara, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.

Discussion followed.

KAMIYA: Mr. Chairman, we've had several projects from Kahaluu
that came before us. Many times lifestyle has been brought up. At
our last workshop, it was mentioned that social-economical values
must be considered in the Windward area. I would like to know to
what extent or how do we take this into consideration?

CHAIRMAN: In any particular project that we're considering?

KAMIYA: Just basically.

CHAIRMAN: One of the requirements of the EIS has to take that
into consideration. If it is indeed required in this project, it
would be something we would take into consideration. I think we have
the understanding from the department and from Corporation Counsel,
as I understand it, it is not required in this particular project.
Several witnesses have disagreed with that here today. I think any
project that we have considered, that is one of the considerations--
social-economic consideration, 'change of lifestyle, what do we do
with the community as opposed to need for housing. This is a dilemma
we've been in for quite sometime here on the Commission.

CLEGG: May I suggest in this particular case that issue very
likely was decided on whatever merit at the time of the general plan
change when it was decided that area should have residential uses -

and at the time the zoning change was given for residential uses.
It is true that an EIS is not required under any state or federal
law for this project.

The other point with regard to subdivision versus PD, we've always
felt, and I think rightly so, that the PD provides us an opportunity
in the city administration to get a much better development out of
the land and to use it less in effect than what may be an uptight

30



subdivision. The owner of this land could go in under regular subdi-
vision rules and build a subdivision. The way the land is, I don't
think ho could get a very nice subdivision but I do think he could
get a very nice PD making use of 40% slopes instead of cutting and
filling and trying to get zero and 90% slopes which is what you do -

in a regular subdivision.

The social issues, I think are not really easily reversible at this ---

time unless the city administration wishes to go in and buy the land.

CHAIRMAN: If I could add one thing to that going back again to
a year ago when just on this one issue of siltation of the Bay, I

SE¯-

think the direction there for this Commission was clear. We made a iË
motion declare a moratorium on all building in the Kaneohe Bay area. gi
That decision was changed at the City Council level. That particular BEN

project was only for 15 or 20 units but no one could tell us at which
B point do we irrevocably ruin a bay. So, we declared a moratorium. dit

It didn't last too long. È¯

HOSAKA: There seems to be some conflict in my own mind, and I
don't know whether I'm really ready to make a decision and cast my
vote primarily due to the fact that we've heard testimony dealing with
runoff, the mention of a federal project dealing with flood control
and all those things. Maybe we ought to have a status report on that
particular thing that seems to be a big thing with the people who are
objecting to this PD. I'd like to have more input and more time on
this before I cast my vote. I'm asking then for a deferment.

First of all, let me ask Don whether he's acquainted with that federal
project and what the status is?

CLEGG: Negative. Ali are you?

SHEYBANI: To our knowledge, Mr. Chairman, there is no flood project
that comes directly to the site. The flood project on the way by the
Corps of Engineers, I believe, stops a quarter of a mile downstream from og
this project and continues on to the Bay. But, it doesn't extend this ¯¯

far up. So for this area especially for Ahuimani Road, there is another ËË
ro ect. We had the Department of Public Works that presented it at
ite. They were just making the determination of the size of culvert

to handle the water without talking about the future, major improvement
project.

CLEGG: Does that answer your question?

HOSAKA: Not really, You said there was a representative from
Public Works?

SHEYBANI: That'-s right.

HOSAKA: So you didn't say anything about future plans of allevi-
ating possible floods.

- 13



SHliYßANI: No, not for this area, As a matter of fact, the project
above this sito it's recommended to leave the stream in its natural
form rather than lining the stream with concrete, The same goes for
this site. We haven't heard any concrete plan from the Corps of
13ngineers or other agencies for lining the stream or improving it right
at this site. Further down the road where the volume is greater ,

there
is a plan to improve the stream all the way to the bay.

HOSAKA: This is what I don't understand. We've heard testimony
that there's been flooding. Isn't there something in the mill to
alleviate that?

SHEYEANI: The flooding that the U.S. Corps of Engineers refer
to, they say the stream floods at 100-year flood situations and over-
flows. They are not saying to stop that, they're saying provide room
for this overflow and don't locate buildings in that area. The way
their comment reads is to accommodate this flooding rather than line
the channel or do anything of that sort for prevention of floods.

HOSAKA: I'm still not really satisfied, not because of you.
That's the extent of what you know. But, why do they have to start
below the project? Why not start above, perhaps? We're hearing
testimony saying that we're getting a lot of floods down our road
and over our property. I'd like something more concrete instead of
saying, well, we'll take care of that later on.

SHEYBANI: We can get Public Works comments or any other agency's
comment or representative here to comment on it if you wish.

SULLAM: If I remember correctly and I'm mentioning this again
when we discussed the Pulama Road PD, the CZC does say when consider-
ing a PD, you should consider the socio-economic impact on the
community, I think it does say that should be pointed out. I don't
think it was pointed out in this report. Does this PD fit in with
the community? How does·it fit in? Does it fit in as a sore thumb MR
or does it meld with what is there. These are things that should be
brought out

CHAIRMAN: I think when discussing that a few moments ago and
I don't know if this report does address itself to it, but the concept
of change of lifestyle, the socio-economic impact, was considered
apparently somewhere down the lin.e when a general plan was changed in
order to turn this înto a residential area.

SULLAM: But, you should consider the kind of residential area.
This is not a conventional subdivision, This is a very special
subdivision which can be controlled and it should be considered.

CLEGG: I know that our staff is recommending since they have
considered those things and feel the issue is such that the total
community will be better off by having a PD rather than other develop-
ment that could take place there, except no development of course, but

¯ I don't think that option is open to us.
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DUKE: I greatly appreciato the concern of the neighbors. I'm
not so sure which action would be more or less beneficial to them.
The developer could go in there and develop something that would be
more detrimental to the neighborhood and to the socio-economic impact
of the community than in PDH. I've considered all of the problems
and this is the best way I know how to solve this.

I'm going to move that we accept the Director's recommendation; however,
I'm going to add as one of the requirements that even though it's not
required by law, that we have an EIS on this particular project.

HOSAKA: I'll second that motion.

I CLEGG: As to whether this body can require an assessment of
environmental issues, I'm not sure. The thing I really wanted to
address myself to is what is an environmental impact statement and

g to what extent an analysis will be needed, what would satisfy the
i Commission in terms of an environmental assessment? I think a .great

deal of environmental assessment has already gone on in the sense that
soils engineers have looked at the soils, flooding has been taken cared
of or will be taken cared of, at least the engineers say they will. I
for one can't fight the engineers, not being one myself, I kind of have
to believe them. The issue of slope and silting has been addressed.
What other environmental issues that are tangible enough that you would
like to have discussed?

DUKE: An EIS probably in depth is not required. The Doctor has
referred many times to his slope map. We have testimony--I don't
know how reliable it might be or how .expertise it might be that the
soil there has a tendency to do thus and so. I felt possibly if we
got into a statement prepared by a knowledgeable person, we could get
answers to some of these questions such as silting and whether or not
the soil condition is stable enough to support. Other people have
said I've got to build down in the valley where I get flooded out or
build up on the slope where I'm going to get washed down.

CHAIRMAN: The EIS that you want, you want it for the City Council's
perusal?

DUKE: That would be correct.

CLEGG: I believe it's quite clear under state and federal law
that an EIS is not required for this action. Perhaps Commissioner Duke
is in order in recommending that prior to City Council acceptance of
this, that they request an environmental assessment or some words to
that effect rather than this body requiring an environmental impact
statement before they make their decision.

I also would like to stress that when staff looks at the environmental
and engineering aspect of this project, this is not a casual opinion
type of view, that we do request first of all from our own city agen-



e a es, proper engineering analyses and review of ana3 yses tlut are
presented to us by the consu3tants of the applicant. So, this is not
as opinion ridden as you may seom to believe it, Charlie .

CilATRMAN: I'd like to say for the Commission, we understand this
point ; however, the lack of casualness is not overwhelming enough to
convince us of the righteousness of the cause. I toalize that you do
present us with studies that based upon your expertise and with studies A -

. that were presented you, but that doesn't always mean that we have to
necessarily agree with the outcome on that or that we couldn't neces-
sarily want more information than is readily available at this time.
I think that's what he's pointing out, i 1-¯=

CHOY: With due respect to my fellow Commissioner Duke, the maker "'_¯

of the motion and Commissioner Hosaka the second I would like to
speak against the motion. I think this is a point in time when we'll
have to stop and say well, do we draw the line here and accept the
Director's recommendation, It's still fuzzy in my mind and probably
in many of our minds what has transpired, Again I'll address myself
to my slope map, I'm still not convinced that this project should be
built on slopes of 40 and 50 degrees. I'm not against projects. I'm
not against building, But, I would say possibly if we could find land
that is a lot more compatible, I'm all for it. But this, I'll speak
against the motion. M

HOSAKA: May I ask Commissioner Choy if he would like to request
additional information from some of the agencies I had inferred such -

as Public Works?

CHOY: I'm speaking against the motion as a general principle -a
rather than having the motion made and going along with it.

HOSAKA: Well, I don't want to over kill this thing because we've
gotten assurances from the different agencies that everything is nice
and rosy Yet, I still feel down in my gut that we shouldn't let
this thing escape us and just pass it. So, I'm going to have to speak
against the motion. I seconded it just for discussion purposes. I'm
not sure in my own mind what agencies I want to tap, to be frank with
you, but I just need more time so I'm going to speak against the motion.

DUKE: Well, I'm going to have to speak for my motion. I still
feel that the PD is far better for the community than conventional
housing. For the good of the community, we just can't let people go
in there and bulldoze the thing down to a 10,000 foot level lot.
That's wrong. Therefore, I feel we should go along with the Director's
recommendation, whether it be a requirement for an EIS or in a more
modified form, particularly building on slope, drainage, and socio-
economic impact.
(The question on Mr. Duke's motion to accept the Director's recommenda-
tion was called for. The motion failed to carry.)



- AYES - Duko -

NAYES - Choy, Crano, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
AßSENT - Kahawaiolaa ¯
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SULLAM: I move that we deny the application and inform the Council
of our concern. One is we feel the PD ordinance has to be reviewed,
that it is causing developments on lands that are in excess of 20%
slope which should not be developed. In light of all that has trans-
pired since it has been adopted, it should be reexamined.

CHOY: Second.

HOSAKA: I'm going to have to abstain from voting. The reason
is because although I agree partially with the motion, I still want
a deferral of it for more time to look over the information.

CHAIRMAN: The Chair would like to speak against the motion for
the same reason you're abstaining. To be fair to both sides, if we
say here we need more study here to make a decision, then let's do
that. I didn't believe in passing the buck up to City Council.

SULLAM: Well as lon the PD ordinance is as it is we'll have -

, g ,

I to make these decisions. I agree with you, we have to make a decision.
If it's proven that drainage is no problem and all these other charac-
teristics are no problem, then we'll have to go along with it even
though we don't agree with the concept of having a PD here.

CHAIRMAN: My point is this. Again I go back to where we were a -

year or a year and a half ago. Unless we're ready right now to say 25
we're going to accept no more PDs in that area until that PD ordinance
is changed, and in effect that's what we're saying, let's say it.
But, let's not nickpick here and express our concerns over the PD
ordinance while someone's sitting here with a PD before us who can

E go conventional housing. If that's what we're saying, say it.

MOTION WITHDRAWN, NEW MOTION.

SULLAM: Well, I'll withdraw my motion and move that we defer
this until the Commissioner's have had more time to think about this
and hope new information will be coming to support the Director's
position.

CHOY: I'll wiithdraw my second, and second the motion.

DUKE: I think we should be somewhat explicit on what it is we
want and from whom are we going to get it? Are we going to ask the
Department of Transportation to come in? Are we going to ask the
engineer? Who are we going to get it from to satisfy us?



SULLAM: You soo, we're unhappy with just about all Lhe motori.nl
we must consi.der, We're unhappy with the traffic repo.ct. We'ro
unhappy with the drailui.go. We're unhappy witli the sowago I suppose
ilie schools are all right. There are soutany questions that we aren't

,it i sf ied wit:h what they ' ro telling us, and yet they 'To not. going to
give us any more if they don'thave anymore, The idea is that we
don't really want PD there. We don't want increased density ßut,
we 're not really attacking the place that should be attacked. I think
what we have to do is probably move on this one way or another. In
a different motion, suggest to the City Council that they reexamine
the PD ordinance. - -

DUKE: The motion right now as I understand it, is to defer till
are we going to get this additional information? We're going to have --

to get someone that can satisfy us that certain things are taking
place or not taking place, Get the Corps of Engineers down here, If
we request, they'll come down Get Transportation. Get the Board of
Health on the sewage treatment plant. Then, we'll find out whether
they did a good job or not a good job on the recommendation. Seriously,
let's be concrete about what we're going to defer it for,

CONNELL: I wonder if the Commission really--you know I really
don't think you've got a hidden agenda--but what kind of information
will satisfy you? There's a registered architect that designed this,
There are registered engineers, those who work for the City and County
and also in the private sectors, who have looked over the project and
given their okay to this. Unless we go to Mars, where are you going -
to get--or what do you want? I'm fearful of what this Commission is
planning. You're really calling for a moratorium on all PDs island- g
wide

DUKE: But that's not the motion under discussion now sir

CONNELL: Yes, but I suspect after looking in the discussion, we
have heard from experts, and granted we have also heard from witnesses
I believe one gentleman is an attorney. I don't believe he's an | '

architect or engineer, -

FROM AUDIENCE: Mr. Labor is an architect.

CONNELL: Well, fine We have one architect that disagrees with
another architect which is not too strange. You get five of them in
a room, you get six opinions
What does this Commission want? Who can we bring in. This comes up
again and again, Who has the body of knowledge that is going to
satisfy this Commission? If it's the flooding of the bay, do you want -
to hear from HESL? If it's on grading, Public Works has already looked
it over, If you want cross slopes to get back on, then that's what you g
should say to the Council.

CHAIRMAN: This is precisely what I was talking about a moment ago.
It does seem to me that we've had a hidden agenda. We had one for two -=



years on this very same situation until we made the motion to declare
a moratorium. I wasn' t eternally hopeful that was going to stay very
long but the fact of the matter is that it faced the issue. I don't
necessarily feel it's fair that overy person that applies Ear PD come
in here that we pull out the hidden agenda on them. The hiddon agenda
is not this man sitting here. The hidden agenda is you don't want any

M more PDs because you don't agree with the PD ordinance. That's
basically what it is. That's not facing the issue. I happen to agree

g it's not,facing the issue to put it off two weeks. You're not going to
be more inclined to a PD under the present ordinance two weeks from now
than you are now. We still haven't faced the issue. The moro we pro-

4 crastinate here, the more the Council has its license to procrastinate
3 about this .

HOSAKA: I don't think in the months I've been sitting as a

Commissioner have had an opportunity to query the Department of Trans-
E portation, Public Works, Board of Health, and the like altogether.

We've had them come in singly. I think what Commissioner Choy mentioned
g about his mind being fuzzy over slope. We should call them here and

let them back up their figures that we see only in summary form. Now,
when we had the sewer guy here, we had all kinds of facts and figures
that really went over my head. I don't want to go into that detail, but
let's see how well they stand up under questioning in terms of backing
up their recommendation, So what I'm suggesting is that for these
people, and may be Commissioners Sullam has other suggestions from
other departments, but let's ask the Department of Transporation,
Public Works, and Board of Health representatives to be here, and not
a flunky in that department. We want the top person. Can we ask the
deputy or the chief of each of these departments or whoever worked on
it intimately that can answer specific questions.

CONNELL: I wonder if I might suggest that par get deputies and/or
directors of the various departments to sit down with the Commission
in a workshop and try and relay to the Commission the kind of checking
they are doing, and what they require from an applicant so that there
is some understanding of the process. I think we're looking at a
larger issue than simply one PD. I think it's a question, are the
fellows doing the work, are they really doing it. I hate to use the
term credibility gap but I think that's precisely what it amounts to.

HOSAKA: Well, instead of having a workshop, maybe we ought to
just stop right here and not go any further and call some of these
people in front of us in a hearing like this and ask these questions.
I'm not against PD. Don't misunderstand me. But, there's enough
concern expressed by the commissioners that we can ask some questions
just to give us assurance that they're doing the job. These guys are
phantoms to me. They just say Department of Transporation has no
objection, blank. Well, we want to see .these pëople and we want to
ask questions of them. If they have to outline their procedures, fine
and dandy, Let's have it at a hearing like this. It'll give us more
confidence in the kind of people that we're hearing from.



¯ CHOY: I concur with Commissioner Hosaka. e
¯

CilAIRMAN: Is there further discussion on this motion which is
to delay this until the next regular sossion of th.is Commission for
more information from representativos of the Depar twents of Health,
Public Works, and Transportation,

(Dr. Choy left the mooting at this point.)
(There was no further discussion. The motion for deferral carried )

- UNFINISHED ßUSINESS The public hearing held September 4, 1974 was
i CZC AMENDMENT kept open and action deferred in an effort to

SECTION 21-1013 provide the public opportunity to get in
MINIMUM LOT AREA testimony-
FOR PUD

(Mrs. Sullam left the meeting at this point ) |
Testimony AGAINST-- | $$ë

1- Mr, Joseph Chu, Project Manager, Land Research 6 Investment Co., Inc,

CHU: I am managing the project that instigated the change in wording.

CHAIRMAN: I'm sorry, Mr. Chu, I can't accept that. That's supposition

CHU: The wording change is prerogative of the Commission and the |
Council. I think it goes back to the intent. I'd like to say that this B
chang.e concerns Article 10 which covers planned development and emphasize
that the intent expressed _under the PD section is to allow flexibility in gdevelopment. This changes land area to lot area and would exclude certain
projects from being considered. I feel that the change is not necessary
due to the fact that the requirement for area should differentiate from
that under normal zoning wherein as soon as the zoning is allowed the
owner can come in with development according to the zoning provision. -
Whereas under Article 10 which we're considering, this area requirement
guarantee anything. Whatever is proposed would be scrutinized by tlus g
Planning Commission and by t21e City Council

What this would do would deny certain projects from being considered by
the Commission and by the Council.. I would put forth that this might
not be in the best interests of the public, that certain projects should
be considered in the interests of the public. Referring to a specific
case is the project we're related to which intends to propose development
in an area that is in much need of housing. It proposes to do public U
improvements at the owner s own expense. It also :Us in accord with the
general plan. This one proposal would not be able to even come up for g
consideration if this change were made.

Corporation Counsel says this is not the case. I wish for him to reaffirm
that-

(There were no questions from the Commission.)



2, Mr. Dennis J. Krum, President, Land Research and Investment Co. ,
Inc,

KRUM: I submitted some written testimony which included our attorney' s

legal opinion on the word land area. I believe probably the most important

part of that legal opinion is with reference to the planned development
provisions of the CZC. The intent of the Council in enacting this ordinance

3 M was to try to find the solution to part of Hawaii's housing problem. I think
. we all agree we have one. This ordinance was designed to provide a more

g flexible means. This flexible means as you've heard from the previous
g developer takes two years to reach the level at which it can make a decision

or at which a decision can be made.in his particular case. In a case that
appeared before you two weeks ago, it took two years to get to this body.
We have another case on a planned development which for one year we have
been attempting to get processed, but it has not been processed.

I The idea of flexibility is to allow a governing body to make legislative
types of decisions. I don't think by changing the wording to remove that
flexibility, the public interest or the intent of the ordinance is served.

(There were no questions of Mr. Krum.)

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Kamiya, seconded by Mr. Duke
anu CarTled.

I ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and
carried, accepted the Director's recommendation for approval of
the proposed amendment.

AYES - Crane, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Sullam

STREET NAMES The following street names were recommended
for approval, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried.

1. Pokai Bay Estates Subdivision, Unit II, Lualualei, Waianae, Oahu,
Hawaii, Tax Map Key 8-6-01: portion 11.

KAWILI PLACE Culdesac off the southerly side of Kawili Street
between Popohau Place and Pahano Loop.

Meaning: To mix ingredients, blend.

KAWILI STREET Extension of existing Kawili Street
terminating at Lualualei Homestead Road.

POPOHAU PLACE Culdesac off the northerly.side of Kawili
Street between Kawili Place and Lualualei
Homestead Road.

Meaning: The Hydrangea, an eastern Asiatic shrub with
pink, white or blue flowers.
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2. Roadways within the Niu Valley Highlands, Unit 2, Niu, Honolulu, Oahu
Hawaii, Tax Map Key 3-7-03: 72.

ANOLANI STREET Extension of existing Anolan:t Street travers Ung
in a northerly direction-

HALEOLA STREET Extension of existing Haleola Street traversing
in a northerly direction. Ë ·

¯

i ! !!!
HOIHI PLACE Culdesac situated northerly of Halepa Place, y -;g

off the westerly side of Haleola Street.

Meaning: Sacred, majestic, dignified. = pga

3. Halawa Hilltop Subdivision, Aiea, Ewa, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax Map Key
9-9-08: 3.

HELE MAUNA PLACE Culdesac situated northeasterly of Aiealani Place, E
off the northwesterly side of Halawa Heights Road ik

Meaning: Mountain climber. ¯¯

4. Kahuku J-2 Condominium Project (Kuilima), Hanakaoe, Koolauloa, Oahu,
Hawaii, Tax Map Key 5-7-01: 27.

(Private Roadways)

ELEKU KUILIMA PLACE Dead-end roadway running in an easterly direction
off Kuilima Drive.

Meaning: North.

LALO KUILIMA PLACE Dead-end roadway running in a northeasterly
direction off Kuilima Drive.

Meaning: South

LALO KUILIMA WAY Dead-end roadway running in a southeasterly
direction off Lalo Kuilima Place.

5 Wahiawa Subdivision, Wahiawa, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax Map Key 7-3-07: 03.

KAALALO PLACE Culdesac off the northerly side of California
Avenue between Kaala Elementary School and
Anoni Street,

Meaning: To sail to Leeward.

6. Deletion of the street names Malu Street and Malu Place and redesignatin
the following names for said roadways within the Malia Terrace Subdivisi
at Kaneohe, Koolaupoko, Oahu, Hawaii:
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- LOLOPUA STREET Roadway off Mahalani Circle, traversing in a
southwesterly direction.

Meaning: Zenith.

L PUA PLACE Culdesac at the south end of Lolopua Street.

di

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 6:15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

i Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Oct. 23, 1974 Amendment to Section 21-506 re Location ..

of Buildings on Residential Lots 59
¯

I Jan. 15, 1975 Bill No. 140 (1974) relating to identification · -

sign for buildings 220

Jan. 29, 1975 Eill No. 184 (1971) relating to automobile ! --

repair establishments 226 i

Feb. 26, 1975 Redefinition of Zoning Lot, provisions for
lots in two districts with common uses ,

and
revis.ed provisions for joint development of
two or more adjacent lots. 286

Feb. 26, 1975 Measurement of Height of Structures 265 -

Mar. 12, 1975 -do-
312

Apr. 2, 1975 -do-
329

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/STATE SPECIAL USE PERMIT

Oct. 2, 1974 Paumalu - Domestic Communications Satellite
System Earth Station. GTE Satellite Corp. 10

Oct. 23, 1974 Diamond Head Cemetery - Expansion and
improvements to cemetery. Diamond Head
Memorial Pa.rk Association, Ltd. 54

Oct. 23, 1974 Kipapa Gulch - Transmitting and receiving
stations. (1) Western Union Realty
(2) Domestic Satellite Corp. 56

Oct. 23, 1974 Kaneohe - Continuance of radio station and
transmitting tower within Residential
district. Radio Station KLEI 58

Oct. 23, 1974 Paumalu - Domestic Communications Satellite
System Earth Station. GTE Satellite Cor .

60



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/STATE SPECÏAL USE PERHi.T (CONT.)

Nov. 13, 1974 Kipapa Gulch - Transmitting and receiving
s tations. (1) Wester Union Roalty
(2) Domst ic Satellito Corp. 123

Dec. 18, 1974 Waianae - Dog Konnels. Ser Cam Konnels, Inc. 198
I

Jan. 15, 1975 -do- 205

Jan. 15, 1975 2670 Pacific Heights - Rebuild intermediate E x
-_

care facility in R-3 Residential district. e ---

E • Dr. Henry Manayan 218

Jan. 29, 1975 Waianae - Dog Kennels. Ser Cam Kennels, Inc. 221

Jan. 29 1975 Wailupe - Private tennis club within
Residential District. James MacArthur 228

Feb. 26 1975 Waialae-Kahala - Expansion of Tennis
Facility. Beken Corporation 282

Mar. 12,- 1975 Punaluu - Parking in Residential area to
support Hotel in H-1 Resort-Hotel district
of same lot. W 4 C, Ltd. 298

Mar. 12, 1975 Kipapa Gulch, Waipio - Movie studio in
AG-1 Restricted AG.District. Oscar Studio
City, Inc. 30 5

Mar. 12, 1975 Waialae-Kahala - Expansion of tennis facility.
Beken Corporation 314

Apr. 2, 1975 Punaluu - Parking in residential area to
support Hotel in H-1 Resort-Hotel district
of same lot. W 4 C, Ltd. 331

Apr. 2, 1975 Waialae-Kahala - Expansion of tennis facility.
Beken Corporation 357

Apr. 16, 19T5 Waipio - Private sanitary landfill. Oceania
Pro erties Inc. 381-

Jan. 9, 1975 Waipahu-Waipio - Police 6 Fire Training
Facility within AG-1 Restricted AG. District.
CQC Building Department . 229

Feb. 26, 1975 -do- 294 -

Mar. 12, 1975 -do- 305

Apr. 2, 1975 -do- 320

Apr. 16, 1975 Kahuku - (1) Private STP (2) Proposed water
system. Grosvenor-International (Hawaii) Ltd. 385 ¯¯

-11
-



DIAMOND lil3AD HISTORIC, CULTURAL f) SCENÏC DISTRICT' ..

Feb. 5 E, 6, 1975 Establishment of llistoric, Cultural _andi Sconic District No. 2, the Diamond lload
District 236

i GENLIRAL PLAN/DriTAILED LAND USIJ MAP/DEVELOPMl!NT Pl,AN (AMENDMENT)

Oct. 2, 1974 Waiawa-Ilalawa GP/DLUM (DAGS, State of Intwaii)
Industrial andNeighborhood Playground to School
use 3

Oct. 2, 1974 Wahiawa GP/DLUM ((a) Arthur S.K. Fong and
Jack H. Mizuha (b) Community Systems Corp.)
Light Industry to Medium Density Apt . 4

Oct. 2, 1974 Haiku, Heeia GP (United Development Corp.)
Adjustment of Preservation and Residential
boundaries 13

Oct. 16, 1974 -do- . 16

Oct. 30, 1974 Waikiki DLUM Revision (Bill 101) 65

Nov. 13, 1974 Halawa GP/DLUM (CSC Building Department)
Golf Course to Public Facility use (Corporation
Yard) 105

Nov. 13, 1974 Waikiki DLUM Revision (Bill 101) 116

Dec. 4, 1974 Haiku, Heeia GP (United Development Corp.)
Adjustment of Preservation and Residential
boundaries 125

Dec. 11 1974 -do- 169

Dec. 18, 1974 Pearl City (Halawa-Waiawa DLUM) (CSC Dept.
of Parks and Recreation) Adjusting the
designated boundaries for the adjoining .school

and park in Manana to reflect the actual
established location of these two facilities 197

Jan. 15, 1975 Makakilo City GP (Finance Realty Co. ,Ltd.)
Deletion of nortion .of planned Civic Center 4
redesignation to Residential; Commercial to
Civic Center; Relocation of School/Park
Complex; Makakilo Drive realignment; boundary
adjustments between Residential 6 Preservation;
designation of Board of Water Supply Facility
on Makakilo Drive 212

Feb . 26 , 1975 Halawa, Ewa GP/DLUM (Queen' s Medical Center ,
B.P.Bishop Estate, U. S. Navy) Extension of
Bougainville Drive, expand the.existing
Indus trial designation, eliminate a planned
park and military desîgnations and expansion
of the existing scho I designation 273



Oct. 16, 1974 llevision of the Genoral Plan Eor Dahu 18

Oct. 23, 1974
-do- 60

IlAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICTI
Oct. 2, 1974 (Michael M. Ross) Application for multilevelod, - ¯

i terraced apartment building of 138 units and
demolition of existing single family wood
structure, garage and concrete foundation 11

Oct. 23, 1974 (Standard Oil Company of California)
Application for new fascia on existing
Standard Oil station building and pump canopies. 53i Nov. 13, 1974 (Hugh Menefee Development Corp.) 982 Prospect St.
Application for a 16-story, 75-unit apartment
building on top of a 3-story parking structure 108

Dec. 11, 1974 (CSC Dept. of Transportation Services)

I Application for installation of two bus shelters. 167

Feb. 26, 1975 (CSC Building Department) Application for
construction of a wall alona Hotel Street,
installation of cooling equipment, and land-
scaping along Hotel Street sidewalk frontage
as well as within the court yard at City Hall 265

Apr. 2, 1975 (1) Bill 25 amending ordinance 3947 re Historic,
Cultural and Scenic District No. 1, The Hawaii
Capital District (2) Bill 26 to establish
Historic, Cultural and Scenic District No. 3,
The Punchbowl District 347

MISCELLANEOUS

Jan. 15, 1975 Adoption of Resolution for Commissioner
Fredda Sullam 204

Feb. 26, 1975 Variance of the Provisions of Sections 3-A(1) (a)

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT

llOrdi ance No. 4362, as amended 287

Oct. 2, 1974 Kahaluu (The Homes Corporation) 9

Oct. 16 1974 -do- 17

ov. 13, 1974 Waialua (Waialua Elderly Housing) Hawaii
Housing Authority 107

Dec. 4, 1974 Kailua (Lone Star Hawaii, Inc.) 145



- umm--

PLANNI.in DEVLiLOPMENT-IlllSING (CONT. )

Doc. 18, 1974 Kallua (Lone Star llawaii, Inc.) 185

Apr. 16, 1975 Walalao-Nui (Exot ics llawaii l td.) 367

STATLi LAND USE COMMISSIONI ..

3-m

Oct. 2, 1974 Rocommendations of the Chief Planning Officer
regarding the 5-year review of the Stato Land
Use District Boundarios 1

- Dec. 11, 1974 Kailua (Kawainui Mar sh) Urban to Conservation 169

Mar. 12, 1975 lleeia (Land Use District Map 0-12) Amend Urban
Preservation District boundary in Heeia area 297

i STREET NANES

Oct. 2, 1974 Kaneohe (Nahinui Stream Lots) 15

ZONING -- A-2 APARTMENT DISTRICT

Feb. 26, 1975 Palama - Clifford P.S. Shin . 263
¯

ZONING -- A-3 APARTMENT DISTRICT

Jan. 29, 1975 Sheridan Tract - Jane Muramatsu 227

ZONING -- A-4 APARTMENT DISTRICT

Apr. 16, 1975 Moiliili - Hausten Gardens Associates 379

ZONING -- B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT

Oct . 2 , 19 74 Mak aha - Manoa Investment Co . 12

Dec. 4, 1974 Heeia - Honolulu Federal Savings & Loan Assn. 144

Apr. 16, 1975 Waimalu - Herbert K. Horita Realty, Inc. 383

ZONING -- P-1 PRESERVATION DISTRICT

Oct. 2, 1974 Aina Haina - Initiated by City Council 14

ZONING -- R-6 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

Dec. 18, 1974 Kaneohe - Mr. Larry Mashino 196

Jan. 15, 1975 Wahiawa - Mrs. Soon Yee Choi Song 219
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Moeting of the Planning Coinmission
Minutos

October 2, 1974

The Planning Commission held a nieeting on Wednesday, October 2, 1974
at 1:30 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Acting
Chairman, Randall Kamiya presided.
PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Acting Chairman -

Dr. Wilbur Choy
Charles W. Duke
Donald K. Hosaka
Fredda Sullam
Alice Takehara

ABSENT: James D. Crane, Chairman
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa -

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
George Aoki, Deputy Corporation Counsel -

¯

Ali Sheybani, Assistant Director,
Department of Land Utilization

Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner
Ian McDougall, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of September 4, 1974 were
approved, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried. --

STATE LAND USE Submitted to the Commission for its
RECOMMENDATION review and comment are the recommendations
FIVE-YEAR REVIEW of the Chief Planning Officer regarding

the 5-year review of the State Land Use
District Boundaries.

The following transpired.

DUKE: Does the SLUC have a deadline to meet, since this is a five-
year plan they are undoubtedly entrusted with something or other to
submit these recommended changes by a certain time. You know what that
time period might be?

WAY: I'm not certain on the precise date but they have been targeting
for sometime now to have their proposals adopted by the end of the year -

or first part next year. There may, in fact, be a statutory time, but
I'm not aware of it. I think, in fact, the statute is a little vague on
that point. They do say a five-year boundary review. I believe counting
from the time the initial boundaries were adopted, if they were adopted
say in January, then five years from there, another five years, to the
current period. I do know, however, their target has been the latter
part of this year--at the very latest, the first part of next year.



OCT 3 1974 .
·

'

DUKE: You're asking them to hold any decision in aboyance till
such timo certain things tako place with the new general plan?

WAY: Yes.

DUKE: You've not giving them the length of time you want their
decision held in abeyance though.

WAY: No. One of the reasons is it 's not known how long it will
take for the City to adopt a policy for urban development.

DUKE: I just wondered whether or not you could possibly embarrass
them by not permitting them or making it difficult for them to meet certain
mandatory deadlines.

WAY: I don't know about that, but it is not mandatory that they gy
make any changes to the boundary, They are to consider boundary
changes mandatorily at five-year intervals. They do not have to make --

the change under any statute.

HOSAKA: Did you indicate that after decision is made by SLUC,
that decision would be reviewed by this body through public hearing? E

WAY: No, I didn't indicate that, What I was attempting to explain
in the general area of your question was that normally, individual
petitions for boundary change are referred to this Commission for your
recommendation and comment back to the SLUC. However, we're in this
five-year boundary review situation where such a referral is not
mandatory. However, they--the SLUC--has made a referral to us and you
for comments and review of such points that you might have.

TAKEHARA: Did DGP receive anything other than this list of boundary
changes?

WAY: Well, there was a series of maps that accompanied them. We

have summarized by specific proposal, on the colored map we have here,
those changes. Yes, there was that additional material. That's about
all. I might say, there was no accompanying rationale or explanation
or analysis, if you will, of the pros.and cons of the proposal. By
contacting the Commission staff, we were able to determine whether they
were Commission-initiated or whether they were proposals of developers,
landowners and so forth.

- SULLAM: Can't you convey to the SLUC our situation that we want to
see which way our new general plan goes?

WAY: Yes. Convey whatever you wish. I'm sure any recommendation
you might have will be received by the SLUC. It's your choice how
you wish to respond. E ¯

ACTION

SULLAM: I would like to make a motion that we recommend that we
are currently revising our general plan and would like to wait and



see the general trends this plan takes bofore making any decision a t

this .

I second.

I I would like to point out to the SLUC in our communication on this move
that our first public hearing on the new general plan comes up very
soon, October 16. As a result, we're going to get some reaction
quickly. E

I E

(The motion was unanimously carried.) I 15

- AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takeharai NAYES - None i 55¯

ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa i RE¯

I
-

- UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing of September 18, 1974
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT was closed, and action deferred to October
WAIAWA-HALAWA 2, 1974 for detailed map and diagrams of

- INDUSTRIAL 4 NEIGHBOR- the entire site indicating building loca-
¯ - HOOD PLAYGROUND TO tions, parking spaces, land uses, traffic

SCHOOL USE patterns ingress and egress and an alterna-
AIEA tive design that would reflect the non-
DEPT. OF ACCOUNTING inclusion of parcel 9-9-05: portion of 10.
AND GENERAL SERVICES
STATE OF HAWAII Messrs. Roy Aratani, Principal of Aiea
(FILE #286/C2/32) Intermediate School; Robert Kinzler,

Acting Manager of CSH Sugar Company; and
Howard Kurio, Project Coordinator, State
Department of Accounting and General
Services, Public Works Division.

The following additional information was obtained:

1. According to Mr. Aratani, their main concern and purpose for the
proposal which has the support of their teachers, the Aiea District ¯

Council, and the Halawa Hills Community Association, is to elimi-
nate the makai-Ewa corner at the entrance to the school which is
a blind and hazardous corner. Cars entering the school must effect
a sharp turn into the premises, and upon exiting, the view of
motorists is obstructed by a fence. ME

Mr. Aratani had recommended a triangular proposal; however, DAGS
proposed a rectangular portion to provide for bus maneuverability
within the school premises.

2. Mr. Kinzler representing CSH Sugar Company, owners of the subject
makai-Ewa corner property, indicated that condemnation proceedings
have commenced for acquisition of that corner at a cost of approxi-
mately $22 661. He stated that Mr. Lauritzen who is the manager
of C4H Sugar Company mig11t be amenable to permitting use of that
corner property by changing land contours and fencing rather than
relinquish complete ownership. The property is vacant with pedes-
trian paths used by school children. CSH has no potential use
for it.



3. Mr. Howard Kurio of DAGS indicated that DOE was not conducive to
the triangular proposal. Since land had to be acquirod, DOE felt
their rectangle proposal which encompassed a larger area could
also facilitate the school's parking needs and bring it up to IS
standard.

Regarding land acquisition, offers wore made to CSil but DAGS
received no indication that they would be willing to consider
a compromise. Condemnation proceedings were commenced because
they felt negotiations were at an impasse.

¯ The Commission discussed (1) design of the parking area to maximize
safety concerns for access, ingress and egress, and (2) land negotia-
tions between DAGS and CSH Sugar Company.

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mrs. Takehara, seconded by
by Dr. Choy, recommended adoption of the Chief Planning
Officer's proposal.
Additionally, the Commission recommended that during the
interim period of time before this matter reaches the City
Council, that the Department of Education, the Department
of Accounting and General Services, and the California and
Hawaiian Sugar Company attempt to reach an alternative
agreement, if possible, that would meet the needs and be
agreeable to all parties concerned.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing of September 18, 1974 g
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT was closed, and action deferred to
LIGHT INDUSTRY TO October 2, 1974 due to impasse,
MEDIUM DENSITY APT.
WAHIAWA Having received a letter from Mr. Richard
(a) ARTHUR S.K. FONG 4 Y. Okita, President, Community Systems

JACK H. MIZUHA Corporation, just before the meeting,
(b) COMMUNITY SYSTEMS the Commission called upon him to explain

CORPORATION the nature of his letter.
(FILE #251/Cl/35 4
293/C1/35) Statement of Richard Y. Okita, President,

Community Systems

OKITA: I was not present at the last
hearing but our staff reported concerns of
the public which are very valid. However,
we have taken some action on these things
and unfortunately, communications in a large
massive movement trying to get to a community
wasn't completely successful. This is what
the nature of this letter is and I'd like to
review them.



Basically, there were two types of questions that woro brought to
| this Commission. One was by the Wahinwa Community and Businessmon's
R Association and their directors. Unfortunately, the action of their

directors never reached the public in time for your hoaring. Therefore,
their reason for dissenting to the proposal were dif Eoront from another

g public reaction group which showed up here with a petition. The WCBA,
their directors only, wanted to deny the application because they felt
Wahiawa was in great need of industrial property. I believe the
planning department staff report already showed that there's going to
be a surplus of land in Wahiawa for industrial purposes for quite a

while. However, I'd like to take some points we have also made and
some steps we have taken to be sure that this is a fact.

In addition to what the department did to reassure ourselves that we
are not just running some surveys, we put the subject property on a

multiple listing, that is in a real estate listing, hoping that there
would be people interested in such property. This listing was run for
a period of 11 months. There was not a single industrial inquiry.
There were several inquiries by different parties; however, their
thoughts were the same as ours that the best use of this property would
probably be for some residential or apartment form.

In addition to that, we would also like to review some of the other
findings we have made. Besides I-1 Light Industrial zoning, the kind
of uses indicated by the businessmen's association that they were
hoping to hold this land and someday using it, Mr. Tanji also pointed
out that they would like to get some of those contractors working out
of their garages into land such as the one under question, he was
talking about some of the people repairing cars in their garages-
we'd like to get these moved out. We'd like to point out that in
addition to the surplus of land in the industrial classification, we
know that there are several acres of surplus of land in the B-2
classification which also allows the type of usage that was said by
Mr. Tanji. Therefore, our only conclusion is that there's going to
be a lot of land for the kind of concerns that they have not only in
the type of surplus that they have in industrial classification, but
the fact that they also have B-2 classification that can be used for
the same purpose. These are the points we'd like to make with respect
to the concerns.

We believe the concerns of the WCBA are valid; however, we'd like to
consider these other facts also.

The other group, we got to talk to the person who put the petition
together. They were more irrated about the fact that this public
hearing by _the Commission appeared so suddenly on them. From that
particular meeting, we extracted the kind of concerns they might have
had.

First, they had such questions as to what kind of people would be
moving in. Th:Ls is a valid concern of any community like Wahiawa
which has an established history and established mood of life. They



were somewhat concerned about whether there's going to be a flood of
military people coming in.. I know this personally becauso Ï own the
piece of property adjacent to this and our tenants, because it was
an FilA 236 project and also for mïlitary tenants, there's a lot of
reaction from the community I'm getting because more military peopl.e
are com:ing from Schofield into the Wahiawa town itself. So, our
reply to this is as fo l.lows:

First of all, we're developing the project together with the State
of Hawaii. This has been committed already. It has been approved
by the Hawaii Housing Commission, We have a letter of agreement on
the subject. We'd also like to present the idea that we cannot use
state funds to satisfy military requirements . If the military needs
to get more housing for their people, then they must go and appeal
to federal sources. Of course, we're all the same taxpayers but I
think the source of government that we go to for help is going to be
distinctly different.

In addition to this, there may be commitments. These were commitments
that were made to the directors of the WCBA that in addition to
catering to the people of Hawaii for these units, we would be directing
the design of the project to first the older residents of Wahiawa, who E
maybe because of their years, want to resort to a type of housing
wherein they don't have to worry about a day-to-day maintenance of g
their facilities. That's one type of people we want.

Our survey at the time we conceived this project showed that there
were a lot of people who once lived in Wahiawa and couldn't get back
there. We'd like to address this particular housing to those people
or younger people who want to start their families here.

Lastly, there's a whole bunch of young people in Hawaii who want to
get their first pride of owning a home. We want to address our housing
to these groups.

Another concern was the cost of these units We're going to be spending
an amount of money equivalent to something in the moderate-income
level, However, because we're working with the HHA, one-third of these
units would have to be sold at what we would call the needy level.
How do we get to something that's going to be less costing and yet
spend so much money? First, in order to get to do the job, the state
asked us to base our profits far below and possibly even sacrifice the
profits at a so-called agreement, so that the developer's profit is
going to be at a very low level, We're anticipating doing the work
strictly for about the fees for our services.

Second, the State of Hawaii will be dedicating the entire cost of the
land. There won't be any charge .for land. In the average development
in the State of Hawaii in a fee simple basis on the type of project we
are anticipating, the cost for the raw land alone is $10,000 per unit.
From there the cost can range from $10,000 to $50,000 if you're in
a high cost area. So, there's at least $10,000 per dwelling unit

i savings to this development.

ILast, we have a whole host.o.f benefits. _We won't be paying any lease.
There will be no 4% gross excise tax on any of the acquisition, in



other words, the pttrchases that wo're going to be making during the
construction. Tllese benefits plus the fact, tlutt tlio sizo of the project
is about 300-400 units, is going to be efficiencies and economics from
that. By these measures which are concrete in our opinion, wo think

¯ g that the kind of character of development in cost can be achievod.

I The last concern is what everyone is concerned about. Wahinwa has a

Low profile, rural type of community and someone might say, some
developer's going to come in and stake in a Waikiki. I think that's
a very valid concern of the people there. To this end, we also made
these commitments to the WCBA.

First, we're going to be emphasizing open space. We're going to be
at least 7% lower of the allowed density to achieve this level of
open space. We've heard much about a need for recreation space
and therefore made a dedication in what we had discussed with the i 1E
parks and recreation people, i Eg-

As far as the height of buildings which is one of the main questions
we'd like to bring to the Commission's attention that there are many
acres of land that are already zoned A-3. Without permission of this

B body or any other body, people can go in there and build up to 350
feet without any further permission. As far as our proposal, we're
not even going to challenge the amount of height. We just want to
acquire the height as given by prior precedences of construction
already existing in that area. How is the public going to be protected
from the claims that developers make? We are also committed to the
fact that we're going to develop under rules of the planned unit
housing development. We will be subjecting ourselves to scrutiny by
the public every step of the way.

Right now, Mr. Tanji himself and some people there, are helping us to
prepare a public information meeting at Wahiawa, and hopefully get
enough press coverage.

CHOY: I spoke against the motion the last time. This presentation
is a completely different one from what I heard at the last meeting, I -

was concerned of the change from industrial to urban because I was led
to believe that the inventory of light industry area was really needed
I agreed with the Chairman who also spoke against the question as far
as the military people are concerned. I had concurred then that the
military should take care of their own. I'm glad to hear that by
using state funds we'll keep it on the state level. We could have
saved ourselves quite a few hours if you were here last meeting. This
is, of course, very enlightening. I particularly like the price. I
haven't seen prices like this with other projects after sitting here
for a whole year. I think this is something that more developers
should come up with. Of course, I do realize there's no cost in land
and most developers don't have that privilege,

SULLAM: Will these include buy-back provisions?

OKITA: Yes, there's buy-back provisions where if people are
speculating with it, the state, you might say, will also use the
condition of sale to get it back. At the present time, this buy-



back applies to the one-third but I don't know about the rest. Here
af,ain, we'll have to agree with the State oE llawati because basically,
they are the owners of the project the way it', structured.

CHOY: So the balance of the two thilds sold at market prico, if
we're using state funds and iÏ there is no 4% oxcise tax on it, t.here
possibly may be speculat.ion on t.he other two thirds that $40,000-$45,000
could be phenomenal, couldn't it?

OKITA: There is that possibil.ity. Every planner trying to get
subsidies is trying to find ways and means in preventing this -
speculation. However, at this moment I don't knowof all the mecha-
nics they have developed because it's relatively new, The more recent
response to applicants has been tremendous.

CONNELL: As you begin to get into the PUD, would your company have
any objection against having a buy-back provision written in?

OKITA: That is pretty hard to answer I would say to most of the
units but like in any project, I hate to say it this way but there has |to be the participation of the investor, There is one provision in the -
particular contract we have with the state, should we in selling the
project not successfully market it because we have to now resort to the g
investor to, you might say, bail us out as happens in so many projects, |the State of Hawaii has reserved the right to buy all of the units
without asking us to prevent this kind of condition,

CONNELL: So you're still open in terms of--

OKITA: We're still open in terms of that question; however, I
would think that the State of Hawaii in the interest of preventing
speculation on such a project, it would exercise that particular
condition that's already in the agreement right now.

CLEGG: In reading the agreement, it appears that HHA will finance
the whole project?

OKITA: That is correct

CLEGG: I believe in my recollection of Act 105, that under those
circumstances the state can put on buy-back provisions on the whole
project.

OKITA: That is correct

CLEGG: And they are mandated to do so if state funds are utilized
for construction of the project.

OKITA: That is correct. As I said earlier, there's a provision in
the development agreement that covers a whole section on who's the
owner. Definitely, it.tells us that people who are doing the develop-
ment, that we are people serving the development.

(There was no further discussion )



ACTION: The Cominiss i on concurred with tho recommenda tion oE the
Cliief Planning Officer and recommended approval of the
proposal, on motiort by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Duko

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara -

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing of September 18, 1974
- PLANNED DEVELOPMENT was closed and action deferred to October

HOUSING 2, 1974 for questioning of representatives
- KAHALUU from the Department of Public Works, the

THE HOMES CORPORATION Department of Transportation Services ,

I (FILE #73/PDH-11) and the State Department of Health.

Mr. William Ling of Public Works, Division of Engineering, responded
to the commissioners concerns:

1. Regarding drainage and slope runoff, the amount of water from the
proposed development to existing Kahaluu Stream, even if the entire
site were paved over, would be negligible.

2. Even though development will be in the existing flood plain, con-
struction will be on platforms placing the units above the flood
plain, out of flood level.

3. Traffic facilities in the area are adequate since the proposed
development is within a residential area and will be serviced
by existing residential streets. Regarding increased density,
recognizing the state's total projected population for Kaneohe,
existing traffic facilities are well within the scope of handling
the amount of traffic today in addition to what is proposed.

MOTION: Mr. Duke made a motion to accept the Director 's recommendation
for approval of the request which was seconded by Mr. Hosaka, -¯¯

The motion failed to carry.

AYES - Duke, Hosaka
NAYES - Choy, Sullam
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa
ABSTAINED - Kamiya Takehara

Commissioners Choy and Sullam dissented for their concerns
on flooding which they felt were not adequately covered.
Commissioners Duke and Hosaka believed that additional
recommendations or conditions could be added to satisfy
these concerns.
The matter was deferred to the next meeting because of
the impasse.



PUßLÏC IIEARING A public hea1 Eng was held to consider
CONDITIONAL 4 a request for a Conditional Use Permit
SPECIAL IJSE PERMIT and Speciai Use Permit for Domestic
PAUMALU Communications Satellato System Earth IS

'

GTE SATELLITE CORP. Stat ion on 11,008 acres (port ion of lot Í -

(FILE #74/CUP-19 i -A) in Paumalu, Tax Map Key: 5-9-06: -

474/SUP-8) portion oE 5.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on September 22, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Mr. Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the proposal.
The primary use of the property at Paumalu will be an ïnterstate
domestic long distance telephone service, being a 3oint endeavor
of the GTE Satellite CorpolatLon and the American Telephone and
Telegraph Company, Long Lines Department, They are authorized
by the Federal Government to furnish via satellite, the long
distance telephone service within the contiguous 48 states to
Hawaii. The FCC has ordered that domestic and international
satellite service be separated, with COMSAT to continue to furnish - -an
international service and GSAT to furnish domestic service between --

Hawaii and the mainland.

The Director recommends a roval of the ro osal sub ect to the
conditions outlined in his report. IThere were no questions f1om the Commission concernîng the report.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT-

1. Mr. Page Anderson, Attorney for the applicant
2. Mr. Steven E. Grittin, Contract Manager for Buildings, GTE

Satellite Corporation, Connecticut (Home Office)
3. Mr. Thomas Yamada, Director of Business and Regulatory

Relations, Hawaiian Telephone Company

Concerning the comment by Department of Public Works relative to
subdivision for creation of Easement "T", Mr. Grittin indicated --

that subdivision application has been submitted by COMSAT which -

is on file with DLU, The proposed facility will accommodate the
anticipated forecasted needs based upon statistical data submitted
by Hawaiian Telephone Company, Relative to possible încreased
toll rates, Mr. Yamada stated that their connection into the new
facility involves only recircuiting of existing circuits which
hopefully, should not cause any increase but lower existing rates.

As to a comparison between marine cable and satellite system,
each is intended to compliment the other should one system
fail, rather than compete or have one distinct system,

10-



Testimony AGAÏNST--

I None

i The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. llosaka, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION RE CUP: The Commission concurred with the Director'si recommendation and recommended approval of the i 156-1

Conditional Use Permit subject to the conditions . 11-
outlined in the Director's report, on motion by BÑài Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

¯=

I AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara r 27=
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa È EET

Action on the State Special Use Permit was deferred for a statutory ;
g¯gg

period of 15 days, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and
¯

ggr
carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for the approval of plans for a

APPLICATION multileveled terraced apartment building
(137-UNIT APT.) of 138 units and demolition of existing
MICHAEL M. ROSS single family wood structure, garage and -

g¯g-;

(FILE #74/HCD-12) concrete foundation located within the EUR
Hawaii Capital District Tax Map Key: MUF
2-2-03: 50. EE

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulle.tin/Advertiser on
September 22, 1974. No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of
the request. The proposed multileveled apartment building, up to
five stories, meets the 50% open space requirements for the
district. The building meets the 40-foot height limit, except
for a lanai roof overhang in one area. The design of the apart-
building appears compatible with the Hawaii Capital District.
The Director recommends approval of this application, subject to
the condition that the plan of the buil.idng be modified to meet
the 40-foot height limit.

Public testimony followed.

Testimon in SUPPORT--

Mr. Charles Chamberland, Architect and agent for the
applicant, endorsed the Director's report. Concerning
a question of cost of the units, he indicated a ball-park
figure of $40,000.

-11-
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Tostimony AGAINST-- ¯¯¯

None

').'ho public hoaring was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded
by Mrs . Takohara and carr iod. --

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by Dr.
Choy, seconded by Mrs. Sullam and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara -==

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a zone change from R-6 Resi-
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO dential to B-2 Community Business District
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS for 24,086 square feet of land located
MAKAHA in Makaha, Tax Map Key: 8-5-11: 26. The
MANOA INVESTMENT CO. Director of Land Utilization is expanding - -

(FILE #74/Z-37) the request to include 8,300 square feet
of land identified by Tax Map Key: 8-5-11: g ¯

portion of 19. § ¯

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on
September 22, 1974. No letters of protest were received.
Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to develop the subject parcel
into an off-street parking facility, for the present, to accommo- E
date approximately 73 cars. Later, at the appropriate time, the
applicant intends to construct a suitable commercial building.
The applicant indicates that people now use the vacant lot for
parking purposes without the owner's permission. The plans do
not meet CZC requirements with respect to setbacks; however,
the applicant is presently revising the plans to comply.

The Director recommends that the request, accompanied by plans
to develop an off-street parking facility, be approved. Further,
that portions of Parcel 19 be rezoned to B-2 Community Business
District.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the
Director's report.

Public testimony followed. ME

- Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Brodie Spencer, representing the applicant, concurred my
with the Director's report and had no additional testimony UK
to present.



Testimony ACAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr . Choy, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation,
and recommended approval of the request as outlined in the

i Director's report, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara

i NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa

i PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT request for redesignation of approximately
ADJUSTMENT OF 6.2 acres from Preservation to Residential

i PRESERVATION AND located in Haiku, Heeia, Tax Map Key:
RESIDENTIAL BOUNDARIES 4-6-14: portion of 5.
HAIKU, HEEIA
UNITED DEVELOPMENT Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
CORPORATION Bulletin/Advertiser on September 22, 1974.
(FILE #206/C1/25) No letters-of protest were received.

I Mr. Ian McDougall presented the report of the Chief Planning Officer.
The applicant has requested an amendment which would redesignate the
entire 18.1-acre site for Residential use and adjust the land use
boundaries in conformance with the State's Urban District and the
Residential zoning. This proposal would redesignate approximately
6.2 acres of Preservation land to Residential use. According to
the submitted proposal, the amendment would be based on:

1. The need to adjust land use boundaries to accommodate a proposed
planned development.

2. The appropriateness of the lands in question for the.Residential
use given the .planned development approach.

Based upon an analysis of the request,.the Chief Planning Officer
proposes a modification specifically for the 18.ll-acre area as
follows:

1. Reduce the area presently shown for Residential use from 11.9
acres to 9.3 acres; and

2. Increase the current Preservation designation from 6.2 acres
to 8.8 acres.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the report.



Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT- -

None

Testimony AGAINST--

Attorney Jack Morse represented United Development Corporation and
pointed out the following:

1. The Chief Planning Officer's proposal is entirely different than
the applicant's request for a boundary change of 4.5 acres to
conform to the SLUC boundary and R-6 Residential zoning. The
CPO's proposal encompasses 29.9 acres and does not seek to have
the DLUM boundary adjusted.

2. Question of legality regarding the Public Hearing Notice which
indicates United Development Corporation as the applicant (who
had indicated to the Department of Land Utilization their desire
to withdraw approximately a year ago), and then discovering !?
that application was now being made by the Chief Planning Officer. "'¯

3. Insufficient time to thoroughly analyze the staff report which
they received about a week before the October 2 hearing, and to
prepare necessary data for submission to the Commission.

4. A misconception by the representative of the Haiku Plantations
Homeowners Association who testified at the last meeting concerning
a proposed PDH development set forth in the staff report, rather
than a residential area of one-acre lots.

Mr. Morse requested that the matter be deferred to apprise residents
in the area of the Chief Planning Officer's proposal.

The public hearing was kept open and the matter deferred to the MBE
next Commission meeting.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing of August 7, 1974 me
ZONING CHANGE was closed and action deferred pending HE
R-4 RESIDENTIAL TO an opinion from Corporation Counsel
P-1 PRESERVATION regarding possible legal problems. The
AINA HAINA public hearing of September 4, 1974, M
INITIATED BY under Unfinished Business, action was
CITY COUNCIL deferred until a final decision was made
(FILE #74/Z-30) on the appeal to the Zoning Board of

Appeals.

The Commission received letter dated September 30, 1974 from
Councilman George Akahane, Chairman, Planning and Zoning Committee,
requesting the Commission's action on this matter. 15



ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director 's recommendation and --

recommended that the request be approved, on motion by -

Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. llosaka and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Sullam, Takohara

i NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Kahawaiolaa

STREET NAMES The following deletion was recommended
for approval, on motion by Mrs. Sullam,
seconded by Dr . Choy and carried:

- Deleting the street name APUKI PLACE within the proposed Mahinui
Stream Lots, Unit 2 at Kaneohe, Koolaupoko, Oahu, Hawaii, Tax Map
Key 4-5-40: 3 due to cancellation of said subdivision.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 7:07 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyma4
Secretary-Reporter
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

October 16, 1974

The Planning Comin‡ssion hold a meeting on Wednesday, Oct.ober 16, 1974

g at 4:00 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City llall Annex. Acting
Chairman Randall Kamiya presided,

'-- PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Acting Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Charles W. Duke
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Fredda Sullam
Alice Takehara

ABSENT: James D. Crane, Chairman
Donald K. Hosaka

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
George Aoki, Deputy Corporation Counsel i 2
Dr. Robert Rider, Assistant Chief I -

Plannin Officer
¯¯¯

Ali Sheybani Assistant Director
De artment of Land Utilization'

Bill Bartlett, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner
Ian McDougall, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of September 18 , 1974 were
approved, on motion by Dr . Choy , seconded
by Mr . Kahawaiolaa and carried.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held October 2, 1974
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT was kept open and action deferred at the
HAIKU-HEEIA request of the developer to thoroughly
UNITED DEVELOPMENT analyze the staff report, present addi-
CORPORATION tional data, and to notify residents in

FILE #206/Cl/25) the areaiconcerning the Chief Planning
Officer's proposal.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST:

Attorney Jack Morse presented testimony generally reiterating issues
brought out at the last meeting. He requested an additional 30-day
deferment for preparation of detailed topographic studies and soils
report as well as to apprise residents in the area of the Chief Planning
Officer's proposal.

Mr. Brian Gray, agent for the developer who was out-of-town at the
last hearing, discussed the following:



1. It would be economically feasible to subdivide their property
to approximately 8-10 acros which under R-6 Residential zoning
could result in 5½-6 units per acre.

2. Apcess to their property might be improvement of the existing
private roadway through Haiku Plantation Subdivision to county
standards. Another possibility is Kahekili liighway. When
Kahekili Highway was constructed, Amfac Trousdale then the --

developer, agreed with Bishop Estate to provide a certain number
of access points. Cost being a prime factor to Amfac Trousdale,
those access points although designated were never constructed.
Mr. Gray indicated an approximate $10,000 construction cost to -
them for such access would be minimal. Should the Commission
defer this matter, Mr. Way requested that Mr. Gray research this
issue for presentation at the next Commission meeting on this
matter.

There was no further discussion.

The public hearing was kept open and action deferred as requ.ested by
the applicant for a period of 30 days, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded | -

by Dr. Choy and carried. E

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held September 18, 1974
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT HOUSING was closed and the matter deferred to
KAHALUU October 2, 1974 for question of representa-
THE HOMES CORPORATION tives from city agencies. The Chairman
(FILE 73/PDH-11) deferred action to the next meeting because

the Commission was at an impasse.

MOTION: Mr. Duke moved to accept the Director's recommendation.

The motion died for lack of a second.

MOTION: Mrs. Sullam made a motion to recommend that the request be
denied which was seconded by Dr. Choy.

The motion failed for lack of a majority vote.

AYES - Choy, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - Duke
ABSTAINED - Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka

ACTION: Because the Commission was at an impasse and lacked sufficient
votes to recommend either approval or denial, the Commission
submitted no recommendation, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam,.Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka



OCT 10 lW4

The Commission RECliSSED AT 5:10 P,N, , and ll!CONVl!NEI) in the City Council
Chambers at 7:00 P.N. for the foi l.owing publac hear tog .

I PUl3LIC llEARING A pub l.ic hea r i.ng was hel d to consider a

REVISION OF TilE Gl3NERAL proposed Revised General Plan for Oahu.
PLAN FOR DAllU

Ì?TCSOlliaLiOD Of tÌlO pl'O).)OSD.Ì WRS IlladC -¯I by Mr, Way, a copy of which Ls attached
and made a part of those minut:es.

"l'here were no questions from the Commission
of Mr. Way concerning the proposal.

I Public testimony followed. Because the proposal presented various
alternatives, the Commission modified its normal public hearing
procedures and received testimony in the order witnesses signed up

i to testify, rather than dividing witnesses for and against the
proposal. All written testimony received is attached and made a

part of these minutes,

i The following individuals testified.

Written testimony-

i 1. Mr. Aaron Levine, Oahu Development Conference gg
2. Mr. Norman Dyer, Gentry Pacific

¯ (§
3. Mr. R. B. Sabin, Kailua Community Council
4. Miss Gerri Madden, Waikiki Residents Association
5. Kay M. Landrum, The Outdoor Circle
6. Joyce G. Ferguson, Lani-Kailua Outdoor Circle, Public Affairs

Committee
7. Muriel B. Seto, Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee for Kawainui

Regional Park, Lani-Kailua Outdoor Circle
8. Mr. George Okihiro, Kaneohe Community Council
9. Mr. Sidney E. Snyder, American Institute of Architects

10, Mr. Charles W. Coupe, Kaiser Aetna
11. Mr. William H. Miller, Public Affairs Coordinator, The Estate

of James Campbell

Unwritten testimony--

12. Mr. Mark Hastert, American Institute of Planners
13. Mr. Alexander Y. Marn, interested citizen
14. Mr. James Marn, interested citizen
15. Mr. Eric Marn, interested citizen
16. Miss Gertrude A. Humphries, interested citizen

A Sµmmary of Public Testimony Received is attached and made a
part of these minutes.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried. Action was deferred for a Commission
workshop 10:00 a.m., Wednesday, October 23, 1974.



AIJJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 9:08 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

llenrietta B. L an
Secretary-Reporter

Attachments: (1) General Plan Presentation to the City Planning Commission g
by Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer

(2) Summary of Public Testimony Received
(3) Public Testimony (copies)

IB¯
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GENERALPLAN PRESENTATIONTO

TilE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

BY

ROBERTR, WAY, CHIEF PLANNING OFFI CER

CITY AND COUNTYOF HONOLULU

OCTOBER16, 1974

I AM PLEASED TO PRESENT, FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION, A PROPOSED

REVISED GENERAL PLAN FOR ÛAHU,

THE PROPOSED PLAN DI FFERS FROM OUR PRESENT GENERAL PLAN IN WO

IMPORTANTWAYS. THE FIRSTDIFFERENCE IS THATLANDUSE IS NO

LONGER A CENTRAL THEME OF THE GENERAL PLAN, THE PLAN CONSISTS

OF OBJECTIVE AND POLICY STATEMENTS WHICH COVER A WIDE RANGE

OF COMMUNITY CONCERNS.

THE SECOND DIFFERENCE IS THAT THOSE OBJECTIVE AND POLICY

STATEMENTS DEALING WITH RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT HAVE BEEN

SUBSTANTIALLY REVISED.

E HAVE FOCUSED OUR EFFORTS ON THESE STATEMENTS BECAUSE HOUSI NG

IS A CRITICAL SOCIAL PROBLEM) BECAUSE MEETING HOUSING NEEDS IS

CAUSING PRESSURE FOR UNCONTROLLED DEVELOPMENT AND UNPRECEDENTED

USE OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS THROUGHOUT THE ISLAND: AND BECAUSE

HOW WE MEET RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IS INTIMATELY TIED TO SUCH
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TRAVEL FROM HOME TO WORK.

WE HAVE EXAMINED FOUR MAJOR ALTERNATIVES IN WHICH WE MAY MEET ËI E

THE RESIDENTIAL NEEDS OF THIS COMMUNITY, WE HAVE CALLED THESE

ALTERNATIVES: ÏNTENSIVE DEVELOPMENT, DIRECTED GROWTH,

PRivATE SECTOR PROPOSALS, AND MODERATE EXPANSION.

THE TECHNICAL ANALYSIS OF THESE ALTERNATIVES HAS BEEN BOTH

COMPLEX AND EXTENSIVE, WE HAVE EXAMINED THEIR POTENTIAL IMPACT

ON SUCH FACTORS AS THE COST OF HOUSING: THE COST OF PUBLIC

FACILITIES: THE AMOUNT AND QUALITY OF AGRICULTURAL LAND USED

FOR URBAN PURPOSES AND OUR ABILITY TO MEET AGRICULTURAL GOALS:

THE URBAN ENVIRONMENT IN TERMS OF PRESSURE TO UTILIZE URBAN

OPEN SPACE: DENSITIES: POPULATION GROWTH: AND OUR WATER SUPPLY.

ON THE BASIS OF THIS ANALYSIS, Ï HAVE RECOMMENDED THE ALTERNATIVE

OF DIRECTED GRowTH, MY REASONS FOR THIS RECOMMENDATION ARE

SPELLED OUT IN THE CONCLUDING SECTION OF THE REPORT TITLED

AN EVALUATIONOF ALTERNATIVE RESIDENTIAL POLICIES.



I ., OCT 18 1974

BELIEVE IT IS MOST SIGNIFICANT THAT, FOR THE FIRST TIME, THE
¯ ¯

COMMUNITY HAS THE OPPORTUNlTY OF TAKING THE INITIATIVE AND

SELECTING A COURSE OF ACTION WHI CH WE FEEL IS MOST APPROPRIATE.IBM

UNTIL NOW, OUR ENERGIES HAVE BEEN ENTIRELY ABSORßED IN EITHER

DEFENDING OR ATTACKING A CONSTANT STREAM OF INDIVIDUAL PROPOSALS

- E FROM LANDOWNERS AND DEVELOPERS. IHE LACK OF A SENSE OF DI RECTI ON

HAS RESULTED IN A GROWING FRUSTRATION IN WHICH ALL PROPOSALS,

WHETHERBENEFICIALTO THE PUBLICWELFARE ORNOT, HAVE COME

UNDER ATTACK.

I HOPE THAT THE ALTERNATIVES WE HAVE SET FORTH WI LL SERVE TO

CHANNEL OUR ENERGIES TOWARD POSITIVE AND CONSTRUCTIVE EFFORTS.

ATHER THAN TAKING A REACTIVE AND NEGATIVE POSTURE, LET US MOVE

TO DETERMINE WHAT POLICIES WE WISH TO FOLLOW AND THEN USE THOSE

POLI CI ES TO GUI DE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT.

HOPE THE COMMISSION AND THE PUBLIC WILL EXAMINE EACH OF THE

ALTERNATIVES FROM THIS PERSPECTIVE, KEEPING IN MIND THE WELFARE

OF THE TOTAL .COMMUN ITY.



SUMMARY OF PUßLIC TESTIMONY RI3CLIVED
AT GPRP PUBLIC IIRARING ON OCTOßER 16, 1974

Approximately forty persons were present at the public hearing,and of that number 16 persons gave testimony. The geographicalareas they represented were: Kaneoho, Kailua, Kaimuki, Waikiki,llawaii Kai, and the Ewa-Central Dahu area. Organizat:Lonsrepresented directly or indirectly included: Lani-Kailua Outdoor
Circle, The Outdoor Circle, Oahu Development Conference, KaneoheCommunity Council's Planning Committee, Waikiki Residents'
Association, Comprehensive Planning Committee of the KailuaCommunity Council, Gentry Pacific, Campbell Estate Trustees,Kaiser Aetna, American Institute of Architects and AmericanInstitute of Planners. Several witnesses indicated that theywere speaking as individual citizens.

A portion of the testimony that was received dealt with issuesthat need to be addressed at a later time in the Development PlanProgram or in specific general plan or zoning studies. Includedin this category would be the testimony of Alexander and EricMarn related to Kaimuki, Lani-Kailua Outdoor Circle's concerns
regarding Kailua, the Kaneohe Community Council's PlanningCommittee's request for development plans to be prepared inconjunction with community associations and/or neighborhoodboards, the Outdoor Circle's requests related to KawainuiRegional Park, the testimony of the Kailua Community CouncilComprehensive Planning Committee) as related to the developmentof Kailua, and some of the concerns of the Waikiki Residents '

Associatio11 as expressed by Ms. Madden. Most of these witnesseswere more concerned about a distinct geographical area or problem,rather than the four alternatives as proposed by the Department ofGeneral Planning. When asked specifically which of the proposalsthey preferred, the majority indicated a preference for the
"Directed Growth" policy. These included: Oahu DevelopmentConference, Kaneohe Community Council., Kailua Community Council,The Outdoor Circle, Lani-Kailua Outdoor Circle, American Instituteof Architects, and Gentry Pacific Ídirected growth toward CentralOahu) .

Two requests were made for a deferral. The first request camefrom the reptesentative of the American Institute of Planners,
Mark Hastert,. who indicated that they had not had sufficienttinie to complete their analysis. The second came from thereþresentative of Kaiser Aetna who indicated they had not häd
sufficient time to evaluate the alternatives, and asked for aone-month deférral so thit all interested parties would be ableto eŸaluate the study
Spedific suggest ons or ob e tions came f rom the followingwitnesses.; Ciahu Developmen.t ConfeYence, Kaiser Aetna, GentryPacific American Inst itute of Architects, and the Outdoor Circle.The suggestions or objections are as follows:



1. Dahu Development Conference - Aro ossentially in agreement
with the "directed growth" policy. They suggestod that more
study be givon to the Kakaako aroa for a considerable
increase in housing over what is presently proposed by the
the Department of General Planning. Secondly, to modify
the public cost factors under the "intensivo growth" policy
by redesignating these outlying urban sections in Waialua,
Punaluu, and Waianao . 0DC' s con tent ion is that by elimi-
nating those areas from the urban use, the cost factors
would be more realistic.

Two further observations dealt with (a) the standard used
for the multi-family unit size, and (b) the assumption
economic growth would necessarily follow with the "directed
growth" policy.

ODC's observations may be summarized as follows: Directed
Growth is the preferred policy and needs to be further
supported with economic, social and urban design/environmental
studies. The new communities need to be clearly indicated
on the General Plan so as not to produce a corridor of urban
sprawl.

2. Gentry Pacific - Apparently are not against directed growth
toward Ewa, but are concerned about all of the proposed
development being only in one area or on property owned by

3.

Anmeerlanando rtitute

of Architects - Appear to favor directed
growth, but also favored urban use of some of the steeper
sloped areas so as not to have to use agricultural lands.
They would like more information on the program that will be
used to maintain prices on agricultural lands that are
urbanized. They stressed the need for urban design plans
for those lands currently urbanized in the central city
districts.

4. The Outdoor Circle - Requested that changes be made to the
policies listed under Culture and Recreation, and further
asked that their suggested policies as related to parks be
included in.the Specific Planning Areas of the General Plan.
Their major desire is to have the Department of Recreation's
park and recreation plan included in the General Plan.

5. Hawaii-Kai/Kaiser Aetna - Objected to the suggestion of
dampening growth in the Hawaii Kai area.

One additional witness indicated concern about the projected growth
of population and suggested that some means need to be discovered.
that will discourage people from coming to the islands to live.
This, in her opinion, was a greater priority than housing.
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HIGHER DENSITY FOR CENTRAL HONOLULU

Similar to the General Plan Revision Program, the ODC study
recommendedsin the long term, the establishment of new communities

I in the corridor towards Ewa and/or Wahiawa. However, in the
short term, it stressed the need for much more intensive utilization

of the current low density sections in and around downtown
Honolulu; creation of a "new-town-in-town" in Kakaako- higher
density development at the eventual rapid transit station sites,
particularly in the central portions of the City; and intensive
urban use of some of the centrally located military installations
which might become available for civilian use in the future.

It was particularly in the Kakaako area that the ODC study stressed

the opportunity for a massive increase in the housing supply,

an increase considerably greater than that proposed now by the -

General Plan Revision Program. We suggest further examination

of that possibility.

"INTENSIVE GROWTH" ALTERNATIVE
¯¯

According to the Planning Department, a major disadvantage of the ¯

"Intensive Growth" policy alternative would be the greater cost
for public improvements required to serve the urban areas after

the population of Oahu reaches one million. However, that
capital cost difference would not be as great if urban designated

portions of the outlying sections such as Waialua, Punaluu and
Waianae were not included in the computations along with urban
Honolulu, as they are presently in the Planning Department's

analysis of tüle "Intensive Growth" alternative.

Further examination is suggested of the Intensive Growth
alternative without greatly increased densities in those out-
lying areas now designated for urban purposes. That would
undoubtedly alter the conclusions about that alternative for

urban Honolulu. It is an important consideration since the
development of Central Honolulu at higher intensity is common
to this alternative and to the Directed Growth alternative.

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS

Another important factor that bears further examination is the
multi-family dwelling unit size employed as a standard in the
Planning Department's analysis of the Intensive Growth alter-
native. It appears that the unit sizes per household were
based on national standards of the American Public Health
Association. It should be recognized that considerably smaller
apartment units are traditionally constructed în Hawaii than
the national standards which APHA recommends as a minimum for
the mainland. That could make a considerable difference in
the estimated cost of the higher density housing implied by
both the Intensive Growth and Directed Growth alternatives.
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RECREATION STANDARDS

I The proposed policies for recreation list specific ratios of
space requirements per person. That may impinge on the standards

,E which are customarily considered at the next and more detailed
level of planning. Also, they may have to be modified according
to the availability of future economic resources and changing
recreation program emphasis, in which case the standards would SER
not affect the broad policies of the General Plan.

The General Plan should remain general, as it is in the other
policy proposals, and should be less numerical than it is in this

i functional area. That recognizes the criticism of the over-
specificity of the existing General Plan of 1964.

ECONOMIC BASE

Still another conclusion of the Planning Department that merits
review is the assumption that the "Directed Growth" policy would
be accompanied by economic growth in outlying new locations.

di¯L

Although employment opportunities in the Ewa district will SEE
undoubtedly expand in the future, the magnitude of that increase
should not be overestimated. The really major job centers will
continue to be linked to the military activities particularly at
Pearl Harbor and Hickam, the Honolulu International Airport
area, the Port, the CBD, Civic Center, Ala Moana area and
Waikiki. There is also an important functional efficiency in
this compact employment center which should be maintained.

Probably the most difficult task confronting new towns in this
and abroad is their limited ability to attract to outlying

communities new job centers of major magnitude. Oahu's restricted
economic base may prove even more difficult to lend itself to
any significant redistribution of employment opportunities to
outlying residential areas.

SPECIFIC PLANNING AREA POLICIES

In view of the limited time and staff resources, it has not been
possible for the ODC to analyze the specific planning area
policies proposed by the Planning Department. For the Directed
Growth alternative alone there are over fifty specific area
proposals. Furthermore, they must be examined in the context
of the economic, social and urban design/environmental
objectives and policies which are not developed. ¯¯

Il
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Page 4

POPULATION ASSUMPTIONS

The ODC does not believe sufficient data and findings are
available yet to pinpoint a specific number as the desirable
optimum population level for Oahu. We are pleased to note that
the State is exploring the concept of "carrying capacity"
proposed last year by the Temporary Commission on Statewide
Environmental Planning. Hopefully, that will help furnish
guidance for eventually determining the maximum population
that can be supported within prescribed geographic areas. ¯~

H In the meanwhile, the ODC believes that the General Planning
Department is correct in using a range of population rates and

i providing a contingency plan for growth when growth occurs,
rather than presenting a static twenty-year plan for a given

-me-

population level.
EEE¯

CONCLUSION

From the data and assumptions presented thus far by the Planning
Department, it appears that the Directed Growth alternative is

- preferable to the other three alternatives. However, so critical
would be its effect on future growth, that its findings and
recommendations should be fully supported and accompanied by the
economic, social and urban design/environmental implications.
We hope that work in those fields will proceed rapidly.

In conclusion, the ODC recommends general approval in principle
of the proposed Directed Growth alternative, subject to that
alternative being supported by those related factors and by
further analysis of the Intensive Growth alternative. We suggest
that the General Plan clearly indicate that the new communities
proposed by the Directed Growth alternative would be surrounded
by open space to preserve their cohesiveness. Otherwise, the
Directed Growth alternative may merely produce a long corridor
of urban sprawl extending from Hawaii Kai to Ewa.

The ODC commends the Planning Department on its General Plan
Revision Program. We fully understand the complexity of the
task and appreciate the amount of work involved. We wish that
General Planning funds had been made available to the Department -

several years earlier as it had requested. It would have made
possible the coordination with the State planning program and
Land Use Commission which everyone now seeks.

The ODC was pleased to assist by publishing recently three summary
reports on the Revision Program. We intend to continue that
cooperation and look forward to reviewing constructively the
further work of the Planning Department in the very near future
as the Department proceeds with the continuing process of
General Planning,

I 28
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission:I I want to thank you for this opportunity to share our concerns on

parts of the General Plan Revision Program.

1. We agree with the staff that the containment policy as

expressed in the reports would limit the future

residential development primarily to high desnity

USOS.

2. The directed growth policy raises some questions which -

we believe should be examined.

a. We question the advisability of locating all new

urbanization in the area, under one land owner, this

may cause unforeseen problems and actions that could
delay or preclude the implementation of the directed

growth policy. An example is the Boise Cascade ' s

inability to proceed on its big island project due

to litigation regarding title.

b . We believe this proposal precludes the opportunity

for many builders and developers to provide a variety

of residential types at comparative prices.
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c. We question whether the proposed directed growth

policy would limit the individual freedom of choice
on where to live.

I d. We question the inflexibility of a plan directing

nearly all capital improvement funds to one specific

area.

e. Based on our experience, the concentration of urbani-

zation in one district does not in fact minimize

i the cost of transportation and other public facilities.

3. The advantages of property such as Gentry-Waipio that are

i Bit-
tied in directly with existing transportation systems --

also comply with the basic criteria of the General Plan

Revision Program. Properties such as this require a minimum

of new capital improvements, and are closer to the vast

majority of jobs (present or future) . Such properties

are the logical expansion of current developments.

b

be si eer

d G
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in it's development as stated in the attached letter.

Thank you again Mr. Chairman for permitting me this opportunity

to share our thoughts on this important matter.

GENTRY PACIFIC

By Norman . Dyer
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October 9, 1974

Mr. Eddie Tangen, Chairman and
Members of the State Land Use Commission

State Land Use Commission
P.O. ßox 2359
Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 -

¯

I Gentlemen:

In my capacity of President of the Crestview/Seaview Community

i Association, I and my Board of Directors have on several occasions
reviewed Tom Gentry's Plan in depth, and it is my considered opinion that the
Gentry Plan would decidedly enhance our community aesthetically as well as
in terms of recreational and educational facilities.

We needed a park and Tom Gentry actively encouraged condemnation proceedings
by the City and County of Honolulu that resulted in a neighborhood park
that we will dedicate on Saturday. He didn' t fight use, he helped us.

We need schools; our children must cross busy highways to get to Waipahu ¯

schools. We need shopping facilities, job opportunities, recreational
facilities and all the amenities that truly make a community complete.

We would like to the Gentry-Waipio development for our neighbors. This
development will be good for us and for the people of Hawaii. We respectfully
request your approval of the Gentry-Waipio proposal.

blûCere.Ly,

President
Crestview/Seaview Community Association
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KAILUA COMMUNITY COUNCIL (COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE)

STATEMENT TO PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU /

I l. The K.C.C. Planning Committee appreciates this opportunity to express

their views and concerns for the Kai lua Area.

2. K.C.C. Planning Committee has been working on setting goals and program

objectives for the Kai lua community for over a year. Many, many meetings

with community organizations, citizen groups and other civic bodies have

been held. Many viewpoints and much data have been accumulated, processed

and documented into a working draft report which is now undergoing final

review by K.C.C. (One copy of this draft is included for your information.)

3. The report enumerates basic community goals which determine the subsequent

program objectives. These objectives are stated in terms of Population,

Education and Culture, Recreation, Health, Employment, Commerce, Food,

Waste-recycling, Energy, Transportation, Housing and Government. It is

felt that the report represents the basic direction desired by the people

of the Kal lua Community and, as such, should be used to set programs for

our community.

4. There are many general concerns; the more pressing issues for the next 10

to 20 years are: Population, Commerce, Employment and Transportation.

a. Population: hold to approximately 50,000.

b. Commerce: comprehensively rejuvenate downtown Kai lua (all community

organizations overwhelmingly favor this program); augment and upgrade

existing neighborhood shopping areas; add new neighborhood shopping

areas as the neighborhoods desire.

II
II as



c. Employment: provide employment locally for 502 of community residents. ¯-

d. Transportation: remove auto traffic from downtown and route traffic -

I around city center; improve bus transit.

4. The Dept. of General Planning has been very responsive to receiving

viewpoints and concerns of not only the K.C.C. but other Kailua community

groups. We greatly appreciate their concernedandwilling posture. A

meeting wi th D.G.P. has been set up tomorrow morning where the views of a

representative community group made up of members from the Kallua Chamber

of Commerce, the Lani-Kallua Outdoor Circle, the Kailua Coalition of

Churches, as wel l as K.C.C., wi ll be presented. The Honol ulu Redevelopment

._
Agency has also met with the Kailua community groups and 'it is felt that

some of the proposed programs might be studied and/or implemented under

their auspices.

5. Concerning the "Planning for Oahu" report, we wish to strongly emphasize
I-

the fol lowing points:

A. That the enti re Kawainui Swamp area be reserved for conservation,

recreation and preservation purposes only, and that no commercial or

residential uses be allowed. (This position has been overwhelmingly

endorsed by the citizens of Kailua through newspaper polls, meetings

and surveys.)

B. That downtown Kailua be comprehensively rejuvenated to become the

main community center in all respects; that no alternate major center '

be permitted within the community. (Again, this position has been

overwhelmingly endorsed by citizens of the community.)

2
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I D. That the continuing recreation needs oF the Kailua community be met,

as outlined in the K.C.C. (CPC) report. (The P.F.O. report says

very l i ttle concerning recreation faci l i ties and programs.)

6. Again, our appreciation for a chance to be heard.

R. B. Sab ini KCC . CPC

i

3
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PLANNING FOR WAIKIKI. '' OCT, 7 1974

Gerri Madden
L AGUE OF DECENCY

ACCORDING TO DR. RICHARD MARLAND, acting director of the Uffice
of Environmental Quality Control, the plans for city and state are
to be aligned according to policies stated in HD-2067 and Act 246( 74)
The IDEAL of any planning is to achieve harmony between man and his
environment...bis TOTAL ENVIRONMENT:1.e. PHYSICAL, EMOTIONAL, INTEL-
lectual and SPIRITUAL. The goals, policies and guidelines aim to de-
velop WISE USE of the land, safeguarding the unique natural environ-
mental characteristics. In the Planning outlines we read a very

beautiful statement: "THE IDEAL BEING TO ACHIEVE ENJOYABLE HARMONY

WITH MAN AND HIS UNIQUELY HAWAIIAN .ENVIRONMENT..now what is uniquelv
Hawaiian about these massive cement monoliths which destroy our
scenic views of sunsets, dawns, mountains and beaches7 The recent
constructions along the Ala Wai/o breÑi°nËÊËeÑ$"oogetherow houses in
Washington or the slums in the poorer sections of Italy.

In the days when Herman Lemke was Chairman of City Council,
there were plans for a beautiful monorail for Weikiki, similar to
the one in Disneyland:whatever happened to that plan7 For us residents
who attend church and shop in Waikiki, transportation is a night-

. mare: the one-way narrow streets, parked trucks, servicing hotels,

crowded tourist buses, huge machinery obstructing passage, holes in
the streets,1ang rows of vehicles parked on Montserrat & Kalaksua Ave.

¾ogether with the constant noise, and the plan for re-routing buses down

Kubio..lall militating against this harmony with one?s environment.
They are only temporary, we hear. However there are two more serious
environmental crimes:(1) Failure to preserve the views of the Ocean

rom Kalakaua,especially fronting the Royal Haweiînm Hotel and the

(2) Failure to protect entertainment in Waikiki from being a cheap,

degrading imitation of Hotel Street.

Our refined tourists,who have been vacationing here for years,

strongly object to the nudity, vulgarity, perverted peep-sex shows,

the pornography, thepresence of prostitutes, p mps, transvestites

who lure and rob tourists in ¢lush hodels, often attacking with knives....

They fail to understand how this kind of depravity is allowed to ¯-

continue ith impun ty
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NOT MS, MISS)GERRI MADDEN
2 LEAblE OF DECENCY

PLANNING FOR WAIKIKI

In accordance with the Act # , a new ven ture is ready to
stort, an was reoorted in the Star BS11etin (7-3-'7/l). "Environ-
mental Impact Assessments" is he name of the game. The 11 members
of the Quality-Control Commise on will set up rules for requiring
these' statements state wide..but thin io particularly applicable

to Waikiki. In the list of areas to be considered, The Waikiki-
Diamond Head is specifically named in Act # 246

It is our earnest hope that the new Commission ought to assume
the responsibility of trying to develop procedures that are ade-
quate for proper assessment of environmental effects..not only in
the Bhysical but also in the spiritual and intellectual domain., We

refer to the expension of the pornographic and obscene plays that
-- ordina -ily have been confined to the Hotel Street areas. The papers

have stated that the Japanese tourists prefer more nudity..even
singd in Japanese are posted in front of some of these cheapahonky-
tonk adult shops where the sex-oervert- peep shows are available,
From New YDrk, I read a notice th at Governor Rockfeller had ordered
tljiem removed from Times Square ...surely our Environmental Quality
Commission will not neglect this important factor• It is encoura ing g

to read that the "carrying capacity" planners hope to consider both
the physical and the social criteria.

Parents have voiced the view that in the "trail ble ing"
capacity of the Quality Control Commission, the members will not

forget their children love the beach• they have ben" reared in the
American tradition o belief in God s laws. They want no part of ¯

nude beaches; there is rumor that a group is trying to get permission

to establish a blocked of f section of our Waikiki Beach for their
enjoyment. We are opposed to thiskind of enjoyment; since the dawn
of civilization men h ove set limits to sexual exposure. The wor d

"privacy" in i mporten a family has privacyg we hold in secret what is
considered private, not because of dirtiness..but be cause our precious

possessions our intimatti relations in recard to sex are RENKIMMMM

extremely personal, not to be viewed on a public beach or in a public

theatre. Privacy is the1înk that unites intimacy with sex and

pornography and obscenity break the 1 nL I is the duty of
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On ooge 124, in PLAWNING FOR QAHU, ( PRUPUSED OBJECTIVES

AND POLIEIESI, WE READ:

For Waikiki, raare erophoois must be placed upon planted open

somerinderground- tilities, building height J imitations, bulk and

denel.ty controls, improved vehicular and pedestrian circulation

and widened and imorovrd beeches.

If we ske a lo around Waikiki we see the tragedy and the

lie to this tatenent . What kind of elanning do we see in re-

- gard to this vehicule : improvement. ( or example, the proposed

low--rise bui dings fo : the space on Kalakaus on the Royal Haw-

maian grounde.) U der math is planned a vast garage for hundreds of
¯¯ carso Picturn this disaster at peak traffic1 Whatkind of planning7

We discussed this m.atter of traffic flow at our meeting of the
Association

Waikiki lhesidents Committee at our October meeting. We are distressed.

We see no planned ope:1 apaces that have been promised.

There is also serra concern about a type of ad that is being

circulated throughout pa:ets of the MaAnland and placed in some of

our shops: nt:de couples on o ur beach in Waikiki; thus giving a wrong
mpression of our : eorestional activities. NB wonder we are having

casen in Court concerning QUdity...I was present at the Court hear-

ing and am delighted to say that the temporary injunction was upheld

agaiñet the NUde PLay planned for Waikiki. I believe Tourist Companies

and Ÿisitors^ BÉreau chauld uphold our high îdeals. (NC le n a a )

The philosophy a clothing is important: animals feel no
shame; human beings do .Clothing adde dignity, nobility, identity,

personality. A sigg o degradation, before Christ, was to strip a man.

A criminal wos mocked by being placed naked in the market place....

before bein out to death,
aApparel oft proclaims the man", said a student, quoting $hakespBare.

Remember our motto: THE LIFEOF THE LAND IS PERPETUATED IN RIGHTEOUS*
NESS.

UA MAD KB 'EA U KA 'AINA I KA PONO'
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October (6, 1974

The Chairman and Members
The Planning Commission
Cl†y and County of Honolulu
190 South King Street, Suite 2\00
Honolulu, Haewal

a

G3eneral

Plan Revision

Gentlemen:

The Outdoor Circle welcomes this opportunity to present our views
concerning certain aspects of the rev¡sion of the General Plan.

As stated on age 7 in An Evaluation of Alternative Resident'ial
Policies, "this effor† to revise the General Plan was primarily
focused on estimating the cost incurred by the community under
different policles as population increases". We believe that, in
focusing efforts on the immediate problem of housing, inadequate
consideration has been given to other components essential to a

General Plan. We are aware that the Department of General Planning
recognize.s these deficiencies. However, we believe that 1† is
possible at th1s time to give far more consideration to Parks and
Recreation and Natural Resource Preservation,

l. Parks.

A need to review the very basis for defining recreational.require-
ments is recognized by the Department of General Planning (See
pages 156 to 158 in An Evaluation of Alternative Resident1al =

Policies). The .Department of Recreation is now preparing a com-
prehensive park and recreation system plan. \† will provide those
objectives and policies necessary to.assure the public that its
recreational requirements wlit be met. We believe that it Is
essential that this plan be part of the Revised Generai Plan. We

wish to see the e×1stence of one plan only, not a confusing number
of plans, goals, objectives, policies, standards,.and classifica-
tions presented by different agencies, departments and levels of
government and the private sector in support of or in opposition
to recreational programs.

The intent of the Department of Generet Planning to formulate a

"set of objectives and policies ... which are in keeping with the
nature of the revised plan" (see page 158, Evaluation of Alternative
Residential Policies) should be clearly stated in the policies
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under the soc†lon on Culture and Rocreation in tho Rovised General
Plan. Therefore, we ask that the listed policios under Culture

i and Recreation bo replaced by the following:
r

1. The Revised General Plan shall includo the Comprehensive
Park and Rocreation System Plan now being prepared by . -

I the Department of Recreation. This plan will provide -

the methodology through which the objectives and policies
of the revised plan will ovolve. \† will include a

projec†lon of recreation demand as determined by popu-
lation, †\mo-distance factors, physical and man-made
barriers, income, education and other socio-economic
factors.

2. These objectives and policies shall direct all of the
City and County of Honolulu decislons concerning
recreation.

Until this Comprehensive Park and Recreation Sys†em Plan is adopted
by the City Council and included in the General Plan the section on
Parks and Recreation in the existing plan should continue to pro-

¯ vide the basic guidelines for recreation with one exception. This
would be the elimination of the section entitled Recommendations,
as these recommendations are in fact policies, some of which are
included in the revised General Plan.

The rest should be replaced by those policies which are now clearly
needed even though the Department of Recreation's plan is not com-
pleted. These policies relate to the need for certain parklands,
both s eci fic and eneral. The evidence that the are needed can
be found in the current land acquisl†ion program and master plans
for specific projects of the Department of Recreation, expressed
views by citizens and citizen organizations and State planning and
legislation. We bel leve †hat it is imperative that acquisi†1on
programs be expedited and not hindered In any way by the current
revision process.

Policies which we ask to be included in the revised General Plan
in Specific Planning Areas are:

Centra I Honolulu

1. The park system of Oahu sha 11 e×†end along the waterfront
on lands ma.kal of Nimitz Highway and Ala Moana Bouleverd
from Ala Moana Park to Nuuanu Stream.

2. A Nuuanu Trail System shall e×†end from Liliuokalani
Gardens up Nuuanu Vai ley to Kaneohe Bay Beach Park with
connecting branches to-Kawainul Park, Hoomaluhla Park
and Waimana o Foothi i Is Park.

3. The Moi lli ll Stad i um site sha ll become a park serving the
needs of Moi t i ll resi dents.
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H

- Al I land makal of the highway from Sandy Boech Park to the
Makapuu Lookout sha I I be placed in park and preservation use.

Central Oahu

A large major park sha i i be located with in th is area.

I. A large major park shall be locatod in the Walpio area.

2. Sandy beach park areas shou i d be acqu i red, i nc I ud I ng an
extension of Barber's Point Park and a large beach park
at Makatwa.

Wa i anae

The acquisition and expansion of beach parks should be
continued.
Waialua

The acquisition and e×pansion of beach parks should be
continued, including Mokuleia and Makaleha Beach Parks.

Kahuku

l. Large beach park areas should be acquired, including
those proposed at Sunset Beach Park and WaiaIee.

2. Publ ic access to Kawela Bay with adequate back-up
parkland should be provided.

La ie-Kaaawa

Large beach park areas, including those parks proposed at
Kakela and Laiewal, should be acquired to assure publ ic
enjoyment of the shores and waters.

Kaneohe

I. Existing beach parks should be e×panded and additional
parks and marinas acquired to assure public enjoyment
of views of the bay, access to the shore and boating and
fishing opportunl†ies.

2. The Hee i a F i sh pond, en h i stor I cs ite, and adjacent
meadows I ands, the proposed boten ica I garden of the
City and County and Matson Point should be preserved as --

parkland and as an educational and cultural center,
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Kaneohe cont 'd .

3. The Nuuanu TralI System shouldo×†ond through Kaneohe
to Kaneohe Beach Park and Hoomaluhia Park.

I Kal lua

i I. The entiro area of Kawalnut Marsh should be preserved
as permanent open space and developed only for recreat-
lonel and educational purposes.

2. The Nuuanu Trail System shall have a terminus at
Kawainul Marsh,

I Walmanalo

The Nuuanu Trail System shall have a terminus at the
Walmanalo Foothills Park.

NATURAL RESOURCE PRESERVATION

Canals and Streams

We reques† that the preservation of streams and Canals as open
space be included as a Policy in all Specific Planning Areas.

Diamond Head

I. We believe that the proposed Historic, Cultural and Scenic

i
District #2, the Diamond Head District Ordinance, should be
included in the revised General Plan.

This Ordinance provides for a building height limit of 25
feet for the urban lands encircling Diamond Head. We

question whether "low density development" on the slopes
of Diamond Head as permitted in the revised General Plan
would meet this requirement.

2. Lands from Kapiolani Park to the Lighthouse should remain
as parklands as designated in the e×isting General Plan.

This concludes the testimony of The Outdoor Circle. We greatly
appreciate this opportunity to present our views and ask that
they be given your thoughtful consideration.

Mrs. Alan S. Davis Mrs. Robert Steele rs, Kenreth Nickel
Pres i dent Pres I dent Pres i dent

Lani-Kailua Branch Kaneohe Branch dä
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Octobor 16, 1974

Chairman and Members
The Planning Commission
Cl†y and County of Honolulu
190 South King Street, Suite 2100
Honolulu, Hawali 968\3

i Gentlemen:

Speaking on behalf of the ad hoc Comml††ee for Kawainul RegionalPark, sponsored by the Lani-Kallua Outdoor Circle, we should
like to request a more forceful and well defined statement asregards the Kawainui Marsh.

We feel †hls is necessary in view of the many threats which have
been experienced in the Kawalnui area, the latest having beenthe shopping center proposed in the mauka acreage of the Marsh;that area s†III in private ownership, Presently, the Depart-
ment of Public Works is seeking one hundred acres for sanitary
landfill, which we feel is incompatible within the 750 acres
now owned and maintained by the City and County of Honolulu

- within the Marsh.

Kawainul Marsh is an ecological entl†y. \†s aquatic creatures,indigenous endangered bird species, the waters which enter it
and the bay into which they drain, are all one natural system,
indeed, because it serves as an estuary for the mullet, milk-
fish and other water life which contribute to the foodchain
for the bay and deep ocean fish, the State Fish and Game Depart-
ment is presently instituting a limnological survey to determine
the extent of Kewainui's estuarine value. The information solearned may have far-reaching implications for planning on each
of our Hawaiian Islands, as well as other islands in the PacificBasin, and elsewhere, where similar marshes occur. Kawalnul is
the last significant fresh water marsh on Oahu, and the largest
in our Islands.

Recognizing the need for forthright action to be taken in
developing the Kawainui Regional Park, including the 260 acreparcel contiguous to the City owned lands, the l974 Legislature
passed Senate Concurrent Resolution 28, directing the City and
County of Honolulu to take such decisive action. At this †lme,
we are awaiting the date of hearings to be held by the State
Land Use Commission, a petition Initiated by that Commission, onOctober 10, 1974, with regard to the desirabilI†y of down-zoning
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the prlvately owned lands from Urban to Conservation on the StatoLand-uso maps.

Acting in the public intorost, and as a community service (withthe cooporation of the Buroau of Sport Fishorles and Wildt ife,the U. S. Department of the Interior,) e study was conductedthis past summer, and published on July tith, which briefly
describes some of the environmental condl†lons of the Kawainul ¯¯¯

Marsh Ecosystom. The study was initiated by the Oceanic -igÑFoundation because of their concern for the lack of definitive HER- information about †ho area. À!E
The Lanl-Kailua Outdoor Circle has a fourteen-year history ofconcern for the fate of this spiondid marsh, both for the views -_I¯¯
l† provides as open space with attendant flood control, and for s...the intrinsic value it possesses for what should become one ofthe most unique parks in the world. To our knowledge, there is -

no other tropical marshland park. \† will add to our many
attractions for our important touris† industry.

There have been many costly studies and surveys over the years
as to what is required recreationally, to fill the future re-quirements for Oahu. All data has s†ressed the need for largeInland parks, quiet places of respite near water, places with
space for individual and family passive recreation.

Kawainui Marsh is located advantageously, with regard to the
urban center of the Island, to afford exactly the kind of park
we so sorely need, to take pressure off the over-utilized parks
Ilke Ala Moana and Kapiolent. We are told that while National
Park standards establish the need of five acres for every 1,000people, the Cl†y and County of Honolulu presently provides only
1.2 acres for every 1,000 people -- and the 750 acres of Kawalnut,
still undeveloped, are included in that statistic. Thoughtful
planning, based on population projections for the future, would
indicate that both land - and time - are running out, if thespecial quality of Ilfe

.inherent in Hawaii is to be available
for future generations, courageous action is required NOW, toinsure that quall†y for them.

Kawainut has logical and natural boundaries, both as en ecosys-
tem and for park purposes. As envisioned, the Kawalnui Regional
Park will provide recreational, educational, scenic (from within
and without), historical,.cultural, and scientific values within
its natural perimeters, \†s development will be based on itswater orientation, providing within l†s waters a sanctuary forfour of Hawaii's endangered marsh birds: the alae 'ula
(Hawai lan Gallinule, which legend says brought fire to the ¯-

Hawallan people), the alae ke'o ke'o (the Hawaiian Coat), the
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Aeo (the Hawa I lan Sti It) and the koloa (†he Hawai ton Duck). The
exterior wators will be used recroationally for fishIng and .
canoeing, with opportunt†y for viewing the wildlifo, without
intrusion into their sanctuary,i The perimoter lands, only occaslanally subject to flooding, will
offer a systom of trails linking various arons of the Park, which

I will also be accessible from without the confines of the Park,
such as a "minl-marsh" section which will demonstrate an unusual
kind of marshland biological gardon, depicting the historical -

uses of Kawalnul by its first residonts. The supportive lifei systems within the marsh can bo demonstratod, with Informative
defini†lons of †ho intoraction between creatures of the water, the
waterbirds and insects, and the fact that the marsh is the bridgei between life on land and life in the sea. Several Oahu High
Schools presently utilize Kawainui as a "living laboratory". ¯s

i The speedy acquisi†lon of the mauka lands is paramount to the i
¯

planning for and the development of the Park, as these higher
elevations will play a critical role as the major vista and
visitor entry into the Park. Here will be where information can
be disseminated regarding the geological, scientific and cultural
history of †hls most excl†ing area.

The recent shopping center threat was rebuffed both by the unsuit-
able soils for development in the place proposed, and by the
numerous individuals and citizen groups who recognized that the
integrity of the Marsh should not be violated and that renewal
of downtown Kai lua was a better solution for the shopping needs
of that Windward community. A regional park, on the other hand,
will serve the entire present and future population of this ¯

Island.

We respectfully request that your planning stress the high priority
and intense need for a Total Kawainui for Total Oahu concept.

Sincerely,

Muriel B. Seto, Chairman,
ad hoc Committee for Kawainui Regional Park
Lani-Kaltua Outdoor Circle



The Lani-Kailua Outdoor Circle supports the r a 1 i f the

community, as stated in a public opinion poll taken by the Sun Press newspaper,

in which 89% of those responding favored the redevelopment of downtown Kailua

. rather than the establishment of a new major shopping center in another location.

To this end a resolution was passed endorsing the goals of the Kailua Community

¯- Council Planning Committee, which will be submitted to you tonight.
-g

i At a meeting August 8, 1974 the following resolution was passed by the

Board of Directors and ratified at a General Membership meeting on September 19:

"RESOLVED: THAT THE Lani-Kailua Outdoor Circle supports the
concept of the re-design of downtown Kailua

-- (a) in a manner compatible to the unique natural surroundings
¯ (b) to better meet the needs and convenience of the Kailua shopper
¯ M - (c) to preserve the suburban character of the Kailua area."

We will work with community and government agencies toward a

redevelopment of downtown Kailua into an attractive, shady, planted area

oriented toward the pedestrian rather than the automobile.

We want height limitations, zoning restrictions and traffic patterns -
--

to prevent both urban sprawl and concrete canyons.

We hope that inter-departmental cooperation and Federal, State

and City assistance will provide the means for realizing the great potential

inherent in the natural waterways surrounding Kailua.



KANEOHE COMMUNITY COUNCIL
_g¯ - TESTIMONY BEFORE THE CITY PALNNING COMMISSION -¯¯

¯

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 16, 1974

i
The Kaneohe Community Council is pleased to have this opportunity

I to comment upon the new General Plan. We fail to see how the ¯¯

information that has been published by the City's General Plan
Revision Program can constitute a revised General Plan for the .

City and County of Honolulu. Without going into great detail sama
corn ° he-sen¢ red4<-t.o.r-ytet-enrewts: heWowfm+ng..ar.genéenî on ;

- a -loost-in.cgr-e-henskbee-proYe-coneedee<¾,.i.a..t,henapab&eeh ed ' -
- taparts; let us just focus upon one very important point. :

-ggti g -

dBE¯

g The existing General Plan has been criticized because it is too - ANE
specific and detailed and any small modification requires the exercise
of an.elaborate and time consuming General Plan amendment process
requiring the expenditure of great amounts of public and private
resources.
Now'we have a proposed new General Plan which we are told provides

- a solution to the problem of excessive detail in the old plan. Such
a program would be a welcome relief to the current lengthy and
cumbersome amendment procedure. But, I think we should take a very
close look at what we are really getting as a revised plan. What is -

it :that is being proposed that we use as a guide to the future
development of our unique, beautiful and beloved island?

The new plan which is proposed is an insufficient guide for future
development. It is merely a set of objectives and policies purported
to constitute the entire revised General Plan which when first

- indicated to the public, appeared to be a new, modern and effective
way to approach the problem of development control on Oahu. However,
the GPRP program is nothing more than a planning, programming,
budgeting (PPBS) system.

But, is what is being presented to us a plan?

Take just as one example the conditions which are listed to judge
the appropriateness of approving new housing developments at densi-
ties of up to 14 dwelling units per acre in the Kaneohe area. (In-
cidentally, this section of the ieport is titled "Kaneohe Bay". I
hope that it is safe to assume that they are not referring to 14
dwelling units per aére in the Bay itself but on the land area of
Kaneohe.)

They list five conditions for the approval of land outside the
urban area to be used for residential purposes.

1. "Th'e area should be contiguous to existing urban
.. development". The Stat.e Land Use Commission

rules contain the same requirement.
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2. "The general slope of the land should not be excessive
relative to the adjoining urban area". This statement
i'S so vague that it gives us practically no guidance
as to the extent of slope that is or is not suitable
for development. What does the "general slope" refer
to? Twenty-five percent of the land, ten percent?
What will the people who review development requests use?
And what could their basis possibly be?

3. "The erosion hazard should not be severe". What is
severe erosion? No definition is provided. Are we

i to use the U.S. Soil Conservation definition or some
other? Does it mean that development will be allowed
in those areas?

4. "Such use does not conflict with other policies". This
is the most confusing condition. since it is not
indicated to what other policies reference is made.

, 5. "Community sewer, water and drainage facilities, as
' well as road access, are available and adequate to

serve the level of development proposed". What is
adequate for what level of development? This condition
requires that these public facilities be "available". However,
they are confused here between long-range general y

planning considerations and zoning considerations. The
current availability of public facilities is a zoning
criterion and one that would be used to judge whether or
not the timing of facilities was correct in terms of
the granting of a zoning change. We all know that public
facilities need not be available to support a,long-range
plan, but simply that they be planned and/or feasible in
the long-run. The zoning controls the timing of development.

We point out these problems and deficiencies as related to the
Kaneohe area. However, the same types of errors occur throughout
the revision proposal. The factors or conditions presented are

¯_

either out of placerin a long-range planning document, or are too
vague, general and broad to be meaningful.

Even the criteria for urban boundary changes used by the State Land
Use Commission are more specific and meaningful than those which have
been presented to us as constituting the Revised General Plan---and
we all know'how those can be abused.
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We maintain that if we accept what has been offered as a revisedplan, we will be buying a series of phrases which sound nice aspie-in-the-sky goals and objectives. But there is no possible
way to know what the nature of the future development of the islandwill be.

If you agree with us, that the program presented is inadequate,
¯ then take action to salvage what we can from the funds that havebeen expended. What we suggest is that full-time planners (and notconsultants) be given the task of reviewing the data which hasi been compiled, and prepare suggested development plans in conjunctionwith community associations and/or

.neighborhood boards and presentto the people of Oahu a plan that expresses the public interest inthe' future development of the island - a plan that the people cansee and touch and one that is speciife enough. to control possibleabuses of government decision-making. Thank you.



GENERAL PLAN REVISION PWOGRAM

Testimony at the P-lanning Commission \\carino
October 16, 1974 7:00 p.m.
Hawai i Chapter, A. 1.A.

- Mr. Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission

I want to thank you for the opportunity to briefly discuss a few of
¯ the important issues being proposed under the General Plan Revision

Program. We wish to share our concern w¡th current prob lems and the
time element which continues to be a most critical factor.

The staff's ana lysis, conclusions and recommendations, as directed

towards the housing prob lems emphasizes a solution which incorporates .

the conversion of agricultural land (with some contractual conditions

imposed on the land owners) which would mainta'in the·land value at

agricultural uses. To us this represents a "short term" impact on

reducing a percentage of the dwelling cost, but we do not understand

and therefore quest ion, the long term imp I ications, especia I ly on

leasehold land.

A major concern is with those lands currently urbanized or planned

or developinent in the central city districts. A high priority is
the obvious nee<\ to develop a three dimensiona I urban design for the

existing urban districts such as Waikiki, Makiki and Moi li.i li so

thataany of the land use "mistakes" such as sprawling development --=

wi I.I snot continue in future years.

The di rected growth concept shou ld take i nto cons i derat i on proper I y

located and designed new urban centers at the fringe. and leeward

areas. These centers should be intensive in concept, located to fit

the future rapid transit systems, and should be able to provide



MIM

e^noral Plan Revision/2

desirable ros¡dontial characteristics oF pedestrian oriented planning.
Roducing the use and nood of the automobi le For normal dai ly experi-
COCUS, SUCll OS School s, shopp i no and act ive recroat i on and even
COPÍG Î D Omp i OymOOi Î S a pr i nio cons i dorat i on.

Whi le we are aware that some agricultural lands must be converted

to urban uses, we recommend that the amount be minimized by I)
selecting those properties which have the least offect on the agri-
cuIturaI system and 2) strong consideration of the avai Iable,
attractive open space appreciated by residents and visitors alike.

One other point I would like to make. This is to consider the
uti lization of lands considered "too steep" for residential
deve I opment. There are many propert i es conven i ent ly located wh i ch ·

would support terrace or staggeredtype design concept that can be
adapted to slopes greater than 20 degrees. Providing. residents
both privacy and vistas rarely found in other housing designs makes
hi i Isides highly desirable and by arrangement of improvements
hi i Isides can be attractive.

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman for permitting me this opportunity
to speak. We a I l share in the sincere desire to p lan for the future
growth of Oahu. We be I i eve that the emphas i s shou I d be cont i nua fly
placed on the ..downtown and existing urban districts, as this is
where the vast majority of the people live today and wil.I likely
continue to I ive in the future.

HAWA I I CHAPTER,
AMER CAN I NST I TUTE OF ARCH I TECTS

ey E
'
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October 16, 1974
Mr. James D. Crane, Chairman
Planning Commission and Members of

the Commis sion
Suite 2100, 190 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Chairman Crane:
¯2

We ha.ve undertaken a review of the Proposed General Plan Revision Study-= - with the intent of presenting testimony before your Commission. However,the final report and accompanying exhibits were only recently made availableto the general public and, consequently, we have not had sufficient time toproperly prepare for this hearing. To the extent we have made a review ofthe study and its recommended program of "directed growth, " we are opposedto the suggestion to dampen growth in Hawaii-Kai. It appears to us that theeconomic justification and several of the planning principles applied todemonstrate the advantages of "directed growth" are also reasons whyHawaii-Kai's program for completion of the development should be allowedto proceed as scheduled. We feel the continued development of Hawaii-Kaicould be compatible under any of the alternatives presented in the study,
In view of the significant impact "directed growth" will have on the futuredevelopment of Hawaii-Kai, we would appreciate the opportunity to morethoroughly evaluate the alternatives presented in the General Plan RevisionStudy. When you consider the importance of the issue before the Commission,i.e. adopting a land use policy which will shape the future growth pattern ofthis island, it appears reasonable that more time should be given for thepublic to study the matter.

Therefore, we respectfully request this matter be deferred for at least onemonth to allow time for all interested parties to evaluate the study. We hopew 1 look upon our request with favor.

Very truly yours,

Barry R. Okuda
Executive Vice President

NAtBEft AETNA e P. O. BOX 7534 • HONOLUI.U. NAWAll 06625
TEL. (SOB) 596-2531 OFFICKr 7120 KALANIANAOLE HIGHWAY
CADI. HAWA IKAt TELEW1 HCA 72880(



october 16, 1974

Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu
547 Halekautla St., Room 203
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission:
I speak on behalf of the Trustees of the Estate of JamesCampbell and wish to commend you for a fine piece of workwell done by your Director of General Planning and his staff.
We feel they have accomplished a major task in providing thetype of long-range governmental planning which will allowfor the needs of our citizens in an orderly and professionalmanner. We think it took courage and dedication to take the -difficult problem of housing for our citizens and initiate asolution by planning for people in terms of densities and lo-cations for new housing starts. It is this type of completeplanning which is needed to give this community a solution- and not just partial, piecemeal attempts. Specifically, weendorse the concept of directed growth and the direction ofthis growth as concluded in your study.
We would like to make an offer to work with the PlanningDepartment as a partner in putting their directed growthprogram to work for positive results. It is our belief thatgovernment, in collaboration with the landowner, the developer,and the citizen, will bring about some significant strides inthe future development of this island which will be beneficial- to the entire community.

Very t u

William H. Miller
Public Affairs Coordinator

WHM/ag
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i Meeting of the Plannirig Commission
Minutos

October 23, 1974

i The Planning Commission hold a mooting on Wednesday, October 23, 1974
at 1: 30 p.m. in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Acting
Chairman Randall Kamiya presided.

I PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Acting Chairman
Dr. Wilbur C. Choy
Charles W. Duke

i Fredda Sullam
Alice Takehara

ABSENT: James D. Crane
Donald K. Hosaka
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
George Aoki, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Stanley Mofjeld, Staff Planner
Johan Ronningen, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of October 16, 1974 were
approved, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing-was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPITAL request for approval of plans for new
DISTRICT APPLICATION fascia on the existing Standard Oil station
STANDARD OIL COMPANY building and pump canopies situated within
OF CALIFORNIA the Hawaii Capital District, Tax Map Key:
(FILE #74/HCD-7) 2-1-31: 15.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on
October 13, 1974. No letters of protest were received.
Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of the
request. The existing Standard Oil station building,.including
the proposed new fascia, meets the 65-foot height limit.and 50%
open space requirements of the district, and the proposed renova-
tion is compatible with the Hawaii Capital District.

- The Director recommends approval of this application.

- The Commission had no questions concerning the Director's report.

Public testimony followed.

53



Tostimony in SUPP0101'-- g =m

Mr. Ronald Koehn, Retail Property Representative, Standard
Gil Company of California concurred with the Director 's
report and had no additional testimony to present. -

Testimony AGAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
¯ Mrs. Sullam and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and dig
recommended approval of the application, on motion by ËEF
Mr. Duke, seconded by Dr, Choy and carried. ---

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara gy
NAYES - None g¯ç

ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a conditional use permit to
(EXPANSION 4 IMPROVE- expand and provide additional improve-
MENTS TO CEMETERY) ments to existing cemetery, Tax Map Key:
DIAMOND HEAD MEMORIAL 3-2-60: 1.
PARK ASSOCIATION, LTD.
(FILE #74/CUP-13) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on October 13, 1974.
Correspondence from an adjoining resident
was received and is included in .testimony

AGAINST the request.
Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the
request. Diamond Head Memorial Park Association, Ltd., has pur-
chased the abandoned Puu Panini Avenue right-of-way for expansion
of their cemetery area. Submitted plans show utilization of the
newly acquired area for additional cemetery plots and eventual
construction of a future chapel complex near 18th Avenue on the
Ewa side of the existing cemetery. Where the now vacant Puu Panini
Avenue right-of-way meets 22nd Avenue, the applicant is proposing
a fence and access gate with landscaping. The proposal conforms
to the General Plan and Detailed Land Use Map and meets all perti-
nent requirements of the Comprehensive Zoning Code.

The Director recommends approval of the conditional use permit, 3L
subject to the conditions outlined in the report. --

Questioned by the Commission, Mr. Eng indicated that the Commission's ËE
concerns regarding landscaping and hours of operation are adequately Ë¶
covered in the conditions. Er



Public testimony followed.

Test i mony in SUPPORT--

Attorney Jack Mizuha represented the applicant. Concerning a

question of increaso in the number of plots t1uit would be
.¯

. brought about by this expansion, Mr. Mizuha indicated this
depends upon whether agreement can be reached with the U. S.
Army for relocation of an oxisting pipeline on the property.
A standard cemetery plot is 3' x 9'. Deed to the property
is contingent upon approval of this conditional use permit.

Testimony AGAINST--

- Correspondence dated October 16, 1974 was received from
Mr. Kenneth Matsuura an adjoining resident which states in

¯ B part: "...It is my feeling that the proposed use of a -r-

- mortuary and chapel could create some noise and disturbance

g .to me on a fairly regular basis particularly with the
evening services when people congregate on a social basis
after the funeral or wake services in the open lanai area
as shown on Phase II of the propose Improvements. It would
be greatly appreciated if some consideration could be given
to minimizing the noise factor by modifying the plans to
enclose the open lanai area, or by restricting the after-

I service congregating in an open lanai area farther away
from the neighboring residential area, or by limiting the
hours of operation, not to exceed a time later than 9:00 p.m...."

Mr. Eng stated that this matter has been discussed with the
applicant who is agreeable to revising their site plan to ¯

provide a buffer, possibly a solid wall, for the area.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded ;
-gh

by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended that the conditional use permit be issued,
subject to the conditions contained in the Director's
report, in addition to the following:

1. Modification of the site plan to include a solid
wall between the maintenance area and the second
chapel (Phase III) to buffer the lanai from the
abutting Iwalani Tract; and

2. Inclusion of a condition to establish hours of
operation.

The motion was made by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Dr. Choy
and carried.



AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - Nono
ABSENT - Crane Hosaka Kahawalolaa

PUßLÏC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/ two requests for a special use permit
STATE SPECIAL USE PERMIT and conditional use permit for trans-
(TRANSMITTING AND mitting and receiving stations on
RECEIVING STATIONS) adjoining sites in Kipapa Gulch, Tax Map
(1) WESTERN UNION REALTY Keys: 9-5-03: portions 7 and 11 (Western

(FILE #74/CUP-7 6 Union Realty); and 9-5-03: portion of 11
#74/SUP-5) (Domestic Satellite Corporation).

(2) DOMESTIC SATELLITE i er
CORP. Publication was made in the Sunday Star- Ë Î
(FILE #74/CUP-15 6 Bulletin/Advertiser on October 13, 1974.

#74/SUP-6) No letters of protest were received. E i
¯

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee reviewed both proposals.
Western Union Telegraph Company - The earth station building will
be a one story, block masonry structure about 100' by 75' to house
radio electronic equipment and the supporting power, air condition-
ing, maintenance and storage facilities. There will also be a
satellite tracking antenna with an approximately 50-foot parabolic
dish. On a separate site the repeater station building will be
a one-story, block masonry structure about 12' by 30' to house
the microwave radio equipment and its supporting emergency genera-
tor and battery. A 170-foot tower with two 6-foot and three 3-foot
parabolic antennas is proposed.

Domestic Satellite Corporation (DSC)

The earth station will consist of a one-story building, about 10
feet by 20 feet and about 10 feet high, which will house all of
the communications equipment and power equipment, plus a space
communications antenna consisting of a parabolic dish about
50 feet in diameter whose highest point will be less than 75 feet
above ground, plus a 6 - 8' diameter terrestrial microwave radio
antenna mounted atop a mast that will.be between 20 feet and 40
feet high. On a separate .25+ acre site there will be a 25-foot
antenna tower.

Both proposals are recommended for approval.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director's
report.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

56



1. Attorney Robert Bunn for Western Union Realty
2, Mr. Harry Dent, Microwave Extension Enginecr for Western Union

Telegraph Company
3. Mr. James Hillier of Domestic Satellite

Discussion followed regarding--

a. Condition #4 - "The structure and towers shall be painted
to blend with the natural environment. The color scheme
shall be submitted to the Director for his review and
approval."

Modification was requested of this condition inasmuch as
the FAA may require another particular color for aeronau-
tical visibility purposes. Also, the colors dark green or
blue used to blend with the natural environment, tend to
be more obtrusive after a period of time rather than the
normal weathered light gray color that appears from galvanized
steel.

Staff had no objection to modification of this condition.

b. Condition #9 - "Electricity to the proposed facility shall
be provided through underground or surface conduits.
Overhead wiring shall be prohibited.

Elimination of this condition was requested because of
existing overhead powerlines owned by Hawaiian Electric
which run through the property. Both companies requested
and were granted permission to hook up into Hawaiian
Electric's lines.

Staff had no objection to eliminating this condition.

Testimony AGAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION RE CUP: The Commission concurred with the Director's
recommendation and recommended approval of the
Conditional Use Permit, subject to the conditions
contained in the Director's report with the
following modifications:

1. Deletion of the first sentence of Condition #4--
"The structure and towers shall be painted to
blend with the natural environment."

2. Deletion of Condition #9 - "Electricity to the
proposed facility shall be provided through



undorground or surEace conduits. Overhead --.

wiring shall be prohibited.

The motion was made by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Duko and carried.

AYES - Choy , lluke, Kamiya, Sul lam, Takehara
NAYES - None
AßSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

Action on the State Special Use Permit was deferred for a statutory
period of 15 days, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Duke and
carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a conditional use permit to
(CONTINUANCE OF RADIO permit the continued operation of a
STATION 4 TRANSMITTING radio station and a radio transmitting
TOWER WITHIN RESIDENTIAL tower within a residential district in
DISTRICT) Kaneohe--end of Mokulele Drive in back

- KANEOHE of Pikoiloa Tract, Unit 10, Tax Map Key:
RADIO STATION KLEI 4-5-33: portion of 1.
(FILE #74/CUP-25)

Publication was made in the Sunda Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on October 13 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report of the
request. The request is for the continuation of an existing
use which was operating under a variance procedure. Since the
variance has expired, current rules and regulations require

- processing under a conditional use procedure. Existing facilities
consist of a rectangular structure 24' x 12' which houses trans-
mitter equipment and an antenna tower 438' in height. .The appli-
cant is actively seeking an alternate site in Windward Oahu and
requests permission to continue operation at the present location
for the duration of their lease agreement with Kaneohe Ranch
Company, Ltd.

The Director recommends approval of the request, subject to the
conditions contained in the report.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the
Director's report.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Larry Okinaga, Attorney for the applicant
2. Mr. Fred Livingston, Owner of Radio Station K-LEI
3. Mr. Allen Roycroft, Chief Engineer, Radio Station K-LEI



Attorney Larry Okinaga indicated that they had reviowed
the Director's report and clarified the following:

¯¯

a. The height of the antenna is 238', not 438'.

b. Access to the facility is two-thirds paved instead of
over a dirt road as commented by the Departiilent of
Public Works.

- c, Weekly maintenance visits will be made by the engineer ¯

-

instead of daily visits which were necessary initially
-=

during construction of the facility. -

Testimony AGAINST-- I ame

None

E The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by . se
Mr. Duke and carried. |

ág¯

36 ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's recommendation i
¯_

-

¯ and recommended approval of the conditional use permit, i dif
subject to the conditions outlined in the Director's report,
on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Dr, Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None 3E
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa -

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

CZC AMENDMENT RE proposed amendment to Section 21-506,
LOCATION OF BLDGS. Location of Buildings, Comprehensive Zoning
ON RESIDENTIAL LOTS Code,
(SECTION 21-506) .

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on October 13, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Johan Ronningen presented the Director's report of
the proposed amendment. The intent of the original wording of this

section was to permit more than one building on a lot without
requiring the owner to subdivide the lot. There continues to be

¯

lots in Honolulu where this may safely be done without violating
either the spirit or the standards of the General Plan or the CZC

and result in an appropriate development that saves the owner the
cost of.subdivision. Recently, DLU has received applications for
as.many as 150 structures on a single large zoning lot. Such
proposals are plainly very much beyond the intent of this section
and are obvious attempts to avoid not only the normal provisions NEF

of the CZC, but also the provisions of the Subdivision Rules and ËËË
Regulations. Such developments have found a loophole whereby ËEË

- they can escape not only the street improvement requirements of



--

¯
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the subdivi.sion rules, but also the requirements for standard
util.ity servi.ces, such as sower lines, water system, anddrainage
mprovements. The aliiendment proposed is worded to agree with the

Subdi.visiori Ru]es and Regulations that no more than six dwellnig
Uni to may be served by a single access roadway.
The Director recommends approval of the amendment .

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the Director 's
report,

Testimony in SUPPORT--

None

Testimeny AGAINST--

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs, Sullam, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried.

- ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
¯ and recommended approval of the proposed amendment, on
¯

¯ motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried, - i
AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

UNFÏNISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held on October 2, 1974 E
CONDITIONAL AND and the request for a conditional use permit
SPECIAL USE PERMIT was approved. The request for the special gPAUMALU use permit was deferred to October 23 for
GTE SATELLITE CORP. a 15-day statutory requirement,
(FILE #74/CUP-19

#74/SUP-8) ACTION: The Commission concurred with the
recommendation of the Chief Plan-
ning Of f icer and recommended
approva l of the Special Use Permit ,

on motion by Mrs . Sullam, seconded
by Mr . Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam
Takehara

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

UNFINISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held and closed on
REVISION OF THE October 16, 1974. Action was deferred to g
GENERAL PLAN FOR October 23 to allow a review of all 5 ¯

OAHU testimony presented.
Discussion followed.

60
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CHOY: As much as I was disappointed along w.i th the rest of lity Ë -È
fo:11ow commissioners on the turn out and input by the public, I feel at

i this po.int I would move to accept the recommendation of the Chief Planninµ
Officer and forward this general plan revision to tho Council.

DUKE: I' ll second the mot.lon, and if the Doctor will go along

I with it, I'd like to at least indicate to the powers whoever they may
be, possibly our Executive Secretary would be the proper person, to
see that the public hearing at Council level be given extensive

i publicity so that people know what's taking place at that particular
time because this is of such great magnitude for another generation,
I'd like to see more public input at Council level.

I CHOY: As maker of the motion, I accept my colleagues recommendation
wholeheartedly.

I CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to Commissioner Duke,
I believe your directions concerning advertising and so forth should
go directly to the City Council's Council Services.

CLEGG: To accomplish that, you could include in your recommendation
that they make extreme efforts to see that the hearing is publicized
properly, but for us as another department, to take any action over and
above what the Council takes would be tantamount to lobbying and we may
be looked upon as somewhat overstepping our responsibility. So, the
Commission could recommend that the public be given wide publicity,

CHOY: I believe that was the intent of Mr. Duke's recommendation.

DUKE: I believe we should point out to the Council that we, or
at least I, was disappointed at the turnout.

As far as lobbying is concerned, not all of the people will be for or
against, any.proposal. All I want is for the public to express certain
desires, whether it be for or against, EMF

CLEGG: Probably part of the Commission's findings to the Council ¯

4:e
were that they didn't find very many people at the hearing. It could
be worded accordingly. iii

SULLAM: I would like to see a recommendation going even further
saying something about these DP's, that we would like these to go
forward with full speed. Perhaps we could even say, place a time limit

¯

on it so that the Council would appropriate the proper funds to make B-
the s tudy.

CLEGG: I agree with the money part; however, unless the two are 99E
in balance, we could be in a bind. So, may I suggest the recommenda-
tion might be that DGP speed up its efforts and that the Council like-
wise attempt to do so.

DUKE: Oh, that's agreeable.

TAKEHARA I do have a feeling for this general plan but at this
point, I'm going to abstain from voting mainly because I still feel



that I don't have enough input. If I can even have some input from
t lie Campbell people on what their plans are, and cooperating with us .
or even what the projections are for agriculture in that Ewa aren .

CONNELL: One of the problems here I would suggest is this is t he

whole proposed general plan. Unlike the Land Use Commission, we do

not define what the developer is going to do and what the Campbell
Estate plans. It does not really tie in with general planning. In
terms of agriculture, the eventual taking of these proposed lands in
Ewa, will not be injurious to agricultural .needs of the entire island, M p--
I'm not sure where we could get more information to satisfy what you
want. The review has taken four years of study with eight or nine g
technical reports backing up briefs to the Planning Commission. We've g
had sessions with the public.

CHOY: Being the maker of the motion, I'd like to convince
Commissioner Takehara.

Alice, my understanding is that this is a very broad, general revision | -

concept. I was disappointed just as much as you were as far as the 5 -

lack of input by the public. However, I felt that the concept is one
that is so general that at least in this point and time, it is giving
the General Plan Department and the municipal government a direction
which was lacking in the past, notwithstanding the closeness of your
heart to the area that is in question. It does give the Department
of General Planning and the City and County government the opportunity
now not to follow the developers. We'd rather have the developers
follow the municipal's ability to implement the facilities to service
these new developments.

I think what you're probably confusing is the development plan that --

will come later. Then possibly at that time, you will have your =¯

desires fulfilled by a tremendous audience as far as input is concerned.

I feel at this point, Alice, that this is so general. .At least it's
a direction so that we know where we're going. Because of this, I'd
like to ask you for your vote so we don't send this to Council without - ---

a recommendation.

SULLAM: I'd like to emphasize to Commissioner Takehara because
I believe there is some new thinking as far as the sugar industry is
concerned in recent months, more recent than the work that has been
done on the general plan. I'm wondering whether my thinking is correct.
Can this be resolved when we go into the developmental plan, that is,
will the lands that are going to be removed from sugar cane, will they
be replaced in other areas or perhaps on other islands?

CLEGG: When we're talking about the general plan, we're not really
saying that's lung much land should be taken out for urban use. In Ewa,
yes, some land will be taken out. We're exploring this with Campbell
They feel there's something on the order of 4 000-6 000 acres of land
presently unuged that certainly could be used for sugar cane. We've
said take 10,000 acres in Ewa for the whole thing. We're talking the

10



whole thing 25 years from now. What we're trying to do is start a -¯

i direction. We are also saying now that we simply cannot change tracks
i 10 years from now. If we start on one track now and go to soine other
i kind of "hab i.t", the cost to the community will be considerable. The

decision has to be made now. The degree to which we implement that
decision depends upon the pressure of the conununity. We feel that in
order to accommodate what might happen in the future, we would have to
take agricultural land, and if we do take agricultural land, the best
place to take agricultural land is in Ewa. We want an Ewa-Waipahu

E emphasis,

g Now the concern about has everybody had a chance to have their say, our
feeling is that we have given everybody an opportunity for several years
to have their say. I don't know what else we can do.

TAKEHARA: I understand that, Don. It is with mixed feelings
because it is a big plan, and it seems to be going so speedily. I
guess for me to make such a quick decision, it's difficult. I under-
stand the whole concept is for the best public interest but planning
and doing this - should we give up good agricultural land, or is it
good, and will Campbell give us what we want for the good of the people
out there - are things that keep coming into my mind.

CLEGG: Maybe this is speedy for you because you're getting in at
the tail end. For me, it seems extremely slowly because we've been
working on this for 3½ years going over all the same questions you're
now asking, and I hope we could answer your questions more fully. But I
assure you, we have no better way.

KAMIYA: Speaking about agricultural lands, what I would like to
see done in the process of the development.plan is what course agricul-
ture is going to _take not only on Oahu, but statewide. I think that
has a great bearing, taking agricultural land on Oahu. I think that's
Fredda's concern, whether we will have agricultural land.

As far as agriculture is concerned, we must take the entire state's
agricultural picture and availability of lands as a whole, rather than ¯;

limiting us only to Oahu. I know there's a strong move for developing
more agricultural land for diversified farming on the Big Island as
well as Molokai and Kauai. I'm not saying to take all agricultural
land away on Oahu, because for a report like this from the Department
of Agriculture, it doesn't seem right that so much agricultural lands --L
are being taken up. What we should be more concerned about is the end äik
productivity from the whole state as far as agriculture is concerned.

TAKEHARA: Of all the land that was evaluated, this was found to
be the most marginal agricultural land?

CLEGG: We had to find enough marginal lands, average land, in one
piece, one hunk, to make it viable. Yes, there are other marginal lands
but in little bits and pieces around the edge of the hills, a lot of
it is productive in Kahuku. But, in order to service the combination of
both, there has to be enough of it.

63
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TAKlülARA: Thank you for your unders tand ing, Don, but this is why --

I fool speeded into this 1 read over the insterial twice. I Ecol like
l want to, TCad it one more t imo,

KAMIYA: Maybe on the questlan of taking prime tip,cicultural land,
I'm certainly against taking prime agricultural land. But, whot has
happened now, the facts are that prime agricultural land has been takt n

out for urban use. We are faced with a situation where through good -

planning, we are forced to take prime agricultural land out. There '

no choice. But, if we go on the general plan concept of what we have, g
maybe we won' t put ourselves in that kind of situation again, where g
developers have developed on prime agricultural land , and what is

remaining is not feasible for agriculture anymore, but yet in essence,
it is prime agricultural land .

TAKEHARA: Okay, I'll go for it.

(There was no further discussion. The motion to adopt the Chief
Planning Officer's proposal carried,)

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Crane, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 3:10 pm

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. L man
Secre tary-Reporter
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I
i Meeting of the Planning Commission

'tinutos
October 30, 1974

i The Planning Comnission held a meeting on Wodnesday, October 30, 1974
in the City Council Chambers. The meeting was called to order at
1:35 p.m. by llrs. Fredda Sullam.

Lacking a quorum, with four of the cight Commissioners prosent, public

i testimony was board to accommodate those present for the hearinp., and
the public hoaring remained open until the next meeting.

I PRESENT: Fredda Sullam, Chairman pro tem
Dr . Wilbur Choy
Charles W. Duke
Alice Takehara

ABSENT: James D. Crane, Chairman
Randall Kamiya, Vice-Chairman

i Donald K. Hosaka
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

i STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
George Aoki, Deputy Çorporation Counsel
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
BILL NO. 101 Bill for an ordinance to revise, amend
WAIKIKI DETAILED LAND and update the General Plan and Detailed
USE MAP REVISION Land Use Map for the Waikiki area by

adopting and incorporating certain studies,
plans and reports pertaining to Waikiki as
revisions and additions to said Plan and
Detailed Land Use Map and thereby becoming
the legally adopted plan for the Waikiki
area, City and County of Honolulu.

Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on Sunday,
October 20, 1974.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore prosented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer which is in response to City Council Resolution
No. 181, dated August 6, 1974, referring Bill No. 101 to the Chief
Planning Officer and Planning Commission for "appropriate actions
and recommendations." Evaluation of this bill indicates that it
contains the following basic deficiencios:

1. The various "lilans, report, studios and budgets" listed in

i Section ·II-A and proposod for incorporation as part of the
General Plan fail to provido the information and analytical
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bases required by the Dalton docision to validly anond tho
Coneral Plan.

2. The specif.ic 'amondments proposed in Bi31 No. 101 Fonr 3ittle
relation to t3e land uso pol.icy recoronandations included in
ELC SOU TCO dOCill'10llt S .

3. The proposed alliendments would pormit an increase, rather than
roquire a decronso, in the overall land use intonsity planned
for Waikiki, and tims would be contrary to the basic objectivo
stated in the supporting studios.

The report concludes 'that ovidence indicates very clearly tha t
ßill No. 101 offers no contribution to the solution of Waikiki's
problems. In fact, comparison of these amendments with already
well established development patterns indicatos that they would
probably create as many or more problems as they would solve.

The report has been necessarily limited to a discussion of the
deficiencies of Bill No. 101 due to the City Council's desiro
for an early response. No moaningful planning can be accomplished
for such a complex and problem filled area as Waikiki within a
30 or even 60-day limit. It would be impossible to simply fulfill
the procedural requiroments (referral to concerned public agencies
and citizen groups for comments, advertising and holding of a
public hearing before the Planning Commission, etc.) of this
Department's lhily adopted "General Plan Amendment Procedures"
within such a short period of time, much less conduct the necessary -

analyses required to develop policy recommendations which will
effectively address the fundamental problems in Waikiki. To attempt g
to do so would at best be an aborration of the planning process.

It is the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that Bill
No. 101 not be adopted and that the City Council consider a building
moratorium in Waikiki during the period required for a comprehensive
study to accurately define.the problems and provide the bases for
determining the nature of any proposed changes to current policy.

Questions were raised by the Commission.

CHOY: I'd like to address my question to the number of existing
hotel rooms prosently available, and also the number of dwelling units
available in Waikiki at the present time.

PORTMORE: I'm not certain of the number of hotel rooms but I know
it's fairly close to the 26,000 figure which is most frequently
referred to in the supporting studies. Some preliminary work by DLU
has indicated thät there is now close to 17,000 apartment units in
Waikiki. We're saying 5,500 more than the 11,500 recommended total.
Further, that building permits issued before this old series of bills
came up account for another 2,000 units, and building permits which
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were acquired since the moratorium was first considered would account
- for another 4,000 units roughly, bring you close to 22,000-23,000 apart-ment units in Waikiki.

These figures were developed by DLU from Data Systems which is another- branch of our department.
g CHOY: They're approximate?

PORTMORE: Fairly close, reasonably accurate but not exact, basedon the land use survey.
CHOY: These figures pertain to existing or soon-to-be-builtapartments.

PORTMORE: That's correct.

CHOY: Do you have any approximate figures on the number of hotelrooms?

PORTMORE: No, I do not. A ball-park figure would be close to20,000. Other people here may be able to answer that.
DUKE: In the report, you mentioned that Bill 101 ignored thestreet problem. In past studies, what was recommended for certain -

streets or promenades?

PORTMORE: It was not entirely specific. Some of the specificthings they recommended were widening of Ala Moana Boulevard in thisblock (referring to map displayed), implementation of the one-waysystem on Kalakaua which is substantially running now but is stillshown two-way on the plan, street closings are shown in this area(referring to map displayed), where they are not necessary for trafficcirculation and could be converted to pedestrian malls. However, theydid not specify certain streets. Another is the widening of KuhioStreet to 70 feet which is already shown on the DLUM.

DUKE: You said Bill 101 ignored the park system in Waikikialtogether. Do you know the present plans of Parks and Recreationregarding mini-parks in the area?
PORTMORE: I'm not aware of any specific plan. If you look at the --DLUM,.the City cannot make any improvements through the amendmentprocess, as you know, unless it conforms with the plan. Variousstudies have recommended an extensive mini-park system in the center -of Waikiki, a series of linear parks running fr-om the Ala Wai to the -¯

ocean, a promenade along the ocean. None of these are in existence -¯

nor are they incorporated into Bill 101.

CHOY: The City Council, makai of the Ala Wai, wants that developedto high density. Do you have any idea whether this high density wouldbe permitted in its maximum height or will there be an adjustment tomedium density?



I i
PORTMORE: Only Eo the extent of the existing bills which are ¯

proposed.. Righ t: now, the only zoning in Waikiki is B-5 and H· 2

Under B-5 and H-2, you could build :ipartments at a density roughl.y |
equivalent to tha A-5 apartment district . The proposal is to limit El
apartment development to Waikika t:: an A-4 density which is roughly
two·thirds of what is permit ted n A-5. A-4 a still considered a . g -¯

high density clasaaftcat..an. A··2 and A·3 ate cortsidered medium
density,

CHOY: So even with this 4 density, the entire area that the
City Council wants to be rezoned high density will bring about an
overload in the apartment potential

I -

PORTMORE: That's more complexed than it sounds If only apart-
ments were built in this area at 100 units to an acre say, there would
not be an overload Howevet, there are already substantial apartment
buildings elsewhere in Walk ki which will not disappear, and whether
this has to do with some substantial hotels in the area that they want

¯ to designate for apartments So, it's complex in that you must count
units that are in areas that would be nonconforming under the new

¯ zoning. When you do count those units, you do run into problems•

SULLAM: What will happen to all these new hotels that is in the
portion along Kalakaua Avenue presently resort and may be changed to
commercial, especially the new ones like the Regency?

PORTMORE: They become nonconforming uses and there would be
problems with improvements and things like that. Of course, that's
really a zoning question which should be addressed to DLU

TAKEHARA: Were there any comments from public agencies and
their recommendations regarding facilities?

PORTMORE: No, there was not time to refer this amendment request
to public agencies. We've submitted a report which simply dealt with
what we felt were the deficiencies in the existing bill in order to get
an early response to the City Council.

CHOY: I'd like to follow up on Mrs. Sullam's questîon. Then, En
according to Professor Freilich's proposal the nonconforming usage ma
if Bill 101 is adopted in the area to be rÊzoned from resort to
COmmeTClŒl-

PORTMORE: That's true, It depends on the final form of design.
As the current bill sets it up, this would become a B-2 business
district and it would be a nonconforming use.

CHOY: Professor Freilich comments in the report on page 2 that
zoning should be used as a tool to implement proper and legal planning.
If then this area would be of nonconforming usage, doesn't this circum-
vent Dr. Freilich's study and analysis? Doesn't it make it more
difficult to implement?



PORTMORE: Yes, i t does make it more difficult: to implement. 1

think that comment is part of a general principle that you f i rst adopt
a plan, you set out your objectives and your guide lirios as to what
kind of development you want where, and you iniplement that through
zoning. These are the tool.s for impleinentation. It ·:ould be construe I

that the best th:ing for Waikiki is to take down these hotels and
M replace it with commercial . That 's not esse111lail ly what we 're do liig

right here now. That's a possibility but it's not automatic that i t

would be circumventing that, no.

CHOY: In other words, you don't think my question is relevant to
¯ what is before us today,

PORTMORE: I guess I really don t know how to answer your question
Maybe Mr. Way can.

WAY: Yes. --

CHOY: One of Freilich's tools becomes a very important part in
Freilich's study where it becomes a tool to be implemented in order to
control the type of planning in Waikiki. If this is so, then the
Freilich study actually has lost its impact, in my mind,

PORTMORE: I think what you're trying to get out is the problem
here is the tools are methods for implementing a plan but you must
have a good plan to implement. The problem is perhaps with the plan
in that it would create a nonconforming situation here which would
make it either undesirable or unrealistic or something like that to
implement it through zoning. Basically, it is a tool to implement
the plan. The problem is establishing a good plan to do what you want
to do and implement it through zoning. I don't understand how we
would be circumventing if the problem is not the relationship between
the.plan and zoning, the problem is with the plan itself.

CHOY: Let me put it this way then, it would create a multitude of
problems wouldn't it?

PORTMORE: It would appear that way, yes.

WAY: If I-might add one comment, I think Mr. Portmore covered your
concern fairly well. But, it does get to a relationship between plans,
the zoning, and the creation or the establishment of nonconforming uses
which maybe it's in this sense that you were concerned about some of the

- legal implications of this relationship Mr. Portmore had really
covered the point but maybe a little different response would be that
the plan comes into question when you have a situation that creates the
degree or the extent of nonconformity through the application of the
zoning that we see on the horizon. It seems then that it really is a

question as to the appropriateness of the plan in recognizing or not
recognizing simply some of the facts of life, some of the existences
twenty, forty, or.fifty million dollar investments in hotel facilities
as a case and point, and to what extent there would be some jeopardy
because of this nonconformity situation that would apply to them follow·
ing implementation of the zoning. I don't know whether this answers it
but it's further discussion on the point



(:110Y: It does, thank you.

DUKE: l 'm sure this will emite up more times during the course of
the hearing, but there seems to be a decided difference of opinion'as
to whether Bill 101 would increase or decrease densities in Waikiki.,
Could you give me your version of Lt?

PORTMORE: My version is basically Bill 101 doesn't effect to any
great extent, densities in Waikiki. Out of the package of bills, the
zoning bills have the overwhelming effect on density and that is to
reduce density. Our point was that there's a slight effect based on M
changing some land from resort and let it change from resort to
apartment. In the A-4 apartment, the permitted land use density is g -

double what is permitted in the H-1 hotel district. These are the g -

proposed zoning densities, There would in effect be a slight increase
in the overall intensity use permitted in Waikiki as a result of these ¯-

amendments. That's not major but it is contrary to what is favorable
in terms of the very large reduction what is recommended, a substantial
reduction in the intensity use in Waikiki, I'm just pointing out that

- there is this contradiction there. Basically, Bill 101 does ignore the R
density question.

WAY: If I might ccmment also, again I think Mr. Portmore has g
covered the point, however, one additional thought and that is that g
the apparent objective as set forth in the numerous studies referenced
in the Freilich report itself, and use of the numbers therein seem to
indicate a reduction in--let's not say density but rather intensity of
use by the establishment of some numbers that seem to be policy
objectives of hotel units, apartment units and the like. However, our
analysis showed that in fact this apparent objective is .really

not g
being achieved if the appropriate zoning was applied, and I have to say, E
under certain conditions or assumptions. Because, as you all know when
zoning is applied, it relates to .the floor .area-ratio to the lot size g
and all the rest. You can't tell exactly how many lots of such and such
a size are going to crop up. But, based on some assumptions of lot
size, it appeared to us that this objective simply was not going to
be achieved by the means proposed in Bill 101 and if we presume the
zoning would be applied in accordance with the other pending bills.

SULLAM: When you considered your density count, did you take into
account the existing buildings that will be nonconforming?

WAY: No, we didn't evaluate the extent of nonconformity. I think
again Mr. Portmore's indicated that DLU in relating to the zoning bills
have generated some information on the rough figures that were given
on total numbers of apartment units, is one measure. I don't know the
specific total number or degree extent of nonconformity at this time.
We simply observed that in a few.areas there are substantial existing -
hotels toward Kapahulu that would exist. I don't have a count or
dollar evaluation or.acreage figure that would indicate this.

TAKEHARA: Did DGP receïve any other information from Council
other than this copy of Bill 101 that we have and the July 25, 1974
memo on Waikiki from Councilman Akahane?
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PORTMORE: Yes, we received copies of a11 13 reports which were
lie proposed for incorporation into the ça,eneral plan Bill 101 proposes

that. Also a copy of the Freilich report We a Iso have copies of
the other bills.

TAKEHARA: In that report, axe the general plan amendment procedures
followed in any of those reports?

PORTMORE: The report itself doesn't offer any elaboration on the
specific amendment proposals, It discusses problems of Waikiki in
general terms and goals and then it offers the bill to implement these
goals and objectives There is no specific discussion saying why this
is a good idea, why this amendment or another amendment is recommended.
(There were no further questions of the staff.)

Public testimony followed,

A Summary of all testimony presented at the hearing is attached
and made a part of these minutes, Copìes of all written testimonysubmitted are also attached.

The public hearing remained open to the next meeting.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 3:15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B, Lymi
Secretary-Reporter II

11
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November 11, 1974

MEMORANDUM

TO : PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM : ROBERT R. WAY, CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY ON BILL NO. 101

Ten persons testified at the Planning Commission public

hearing held in the Council Chambers on October 30 , 1974. Those

organizations represented include:

1. Waikiki Improvement Association

2 . Oahu Development Conference

3 . American Institute of Planners

4 . Bishop Estate

5 . Liliuokalani Trust

6 . Construction Industry Legislative Organization

7 . The Outdoor Circle

8 . League of Women Voters of Honolulu

9. Waikiki Residents Association

Audrey Fox Anderson gave testimony on behalf of herself

as a citizen and resident of Waikiki.

Four of those testifying indicated general support of

Bill No. 101 with modifications.



The League of Women Voters of Honolulu represented by

Adeline Schutz supported Bill No. 101 as a means of utilizing all

of the previous studies and starting on an action program of con-

serving a livable environment. They did suggest that if Bill

No. 101 would result in the displacement of lower-income residents,

that further study would be needed prior to the hearing before the

City Council.

Don Bremner, representing the Waikiki Improvement

i Association, supported Bill No. 101. He indicated that action

was necessary now in order to secure a healthy future for Waikiki;

¯ E that further study on a moratorium on Waikiki was not necessary.
Bill No. 101, Mr. Bremner contended, implemented 94% of the present

Detailed Land Use Map; the difference was based upon new needs and

requirements that had developed since 1968 . He recommended some
" fine tuning" of Bill No. 101 which included:

1. That the entire area between Ala Wai Boulevard and

Kuhio Avenue, plus that area between Ala Moana

Boulevard and Ena Road, be designated Medium Density

Apartment ins tead of Hi-Density Apartment . The

reasons for this change are specified in our (W.I.A.)

analysis but essentially are to provide an insurance

that our (W.I.A.) proposed population is not exceeded.

2. That the "Resort-Business" classification be retained

and that area along the makai side of Kalakaua Avenue

be kept in this classification and indeed expanded in

the area between Lewers and the Outrigger Hotel, in

order to prevent hotel development here and to be



more in keeping with appropriate land use for this

3 . That the area between Kapahulu, Kuhio, Liliuokalani

and Kalakaua be retained in a "Resort" classifica-

tion.

4. That the "Resort" classification for Waikiki be

continued as "High-Density" areas but that a special

zoning designation be created for Waikiki (H-2W,

-- which provides for the density called for in the

General Plan--180 units per acre--and which is

between the densities allowed in H-1 and H-2) .

(To what extent these proposed changes were part of the 94°/o was not

made clear. Nor were the reasons for these proposed changes made .

clear.)

In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Bremner

indicated that there were presently 22, 500 hotel rooms in Waikiki

in place and now under construction. -Thus, there was a need for

additional resort-designated uses so as to reach the maximum num-

ber . He stated that some of the desicjnations in Bill No. 101 were

not the most appropriate in terms of potential or present use-

thus his four recommendations.

The Waikiki Improvement Association has not conducted

an inventory of apartment units . Their last figures from the

Planning .Department in 1970 indicated 9, 000 units . Mr . Bremner

doubted that the figure had tripled since then.

The Waikiki Improvement Association is supportive of a

limit of 26, 000 hotel rooms and 11, 500 apartment units. He



I indicated that these figures were based on the estimated daily

census population the area could hold (1969 Waikiki study). It

had been determined that two-thirds of that use would be for

tourists/visitors and one-third for residents, leading to an

eventual daily census of 65,000.

The Oahu Development Conference, represented by

Aaron Levine, concurred with the general purposes of Bill No. 101.

However, he recommended that the various plans and reports refer-

I red to by Bill No. 101 should not be adopted but used as a basis

for land use and density proposals underlying a General Plan i TEL

I - m=
amendment proposal; there needed to be an updating of the present : 3|E

data and conditions and that these should be added to the previous , $5
studies. This, he stated, could be done in a "crash program" that -y

would allow the proposed General Plan amendment to be ready in 90

to 120 days.

Mr. Levine also raised some questions about proposed

aþa

tusees aand sug enseted fes pperevieex

es

eeededwhilThe propos d

were too limited, he observed. He indicated the need for adjust-

ments especially in the prime resort area across from the Zoo at

Kuhio Beach Which is proposed for commercial use.

Mr. Mark Hastert, American Institute of Planners, com-

mended the Council's actions. He went on to indicate that Bill

No. 101 was not based upon a comprehensive view of Waikiki, it

lacked social and economic goals, transportation, recreation,

urban design and environmental quality. The total separation of

hotel, commercial and residential uses was questioned.

4



i The AIP supports Bill No. 101 as an interim measure for

controlling growth, but not as a long-range and comprehensive

master plan.

The Planning Commission was urged to recommend to the
Council that it extend the existing moratorium if there were any

I chance of a lapse of time between the passage of the proposed

bills and the end of the existing moratorium.

Under questioning, Mr. Hastert indicated that the AIP -

had not studied the proposed uses in terms of appropriateness.

He further indicated he did not believe Bill No. 101 would have a

major impact on slowing growth and it did not meet the guidelines

AIP feels are necessary for a comprehensive plan. He also sup-
ported the Oahu Development Conference suggestion of a crash
comprehensive planning study for Waikiki.

Five submitted testimony against the proposed bill.

Mr. L. E. Amerding, Waikiki Residents Association, indicated they -

found it difficult to be for or against Bill No. 101 as it is

written, so they elected to speak against it. They are for any

legislation that would minimize further high-density use, whether
t is for apartment or any other use. He questioned how a change

from hotel to commercial use in the Diamond Head end of Kalakaua

would improve the situation. The mechanics of controlling growth
have tx> be clear before they will be willing to support any

legislation.

Bishop Estate, represented by Guido Giacometti, is owner

of those properties upon which the Royal Hawaiian.and Sheraton

Hotels are situated. A portion of that property is presently



i planned for commercial use. Bishop Estate objects to the proposed

change of the commercial use to resort. Such a change would not

limit hotel development. The intent of Bill No. 101 is to reduce
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lands in their present use, and allowing their proposed commercial
II development, would meet Bill No. 101's intentions more readily

than a resort use.

I Under questioning, Mr. Giacometti indicated the Estate

was not prepared to speak on Bill No. 101 except as it related to

their ro ert .p p y

Mr. Larry Helber spoke for Liliuokalani Trust and spoke

against Bill No. 101. He indicated that since 1967 they have

developed their 16 acres in conjunction with the present General

Plan. Bill No. 101 would change all of their lands makai of Kuhio

Avenue from resort to commercial. Thus, three existing hotels and

two hotels about to be constructed would become non-conforming
structures. This would lead to degradation and deterioration of Bi-

that.end of Waikiki. He also suggested that far too much land

was being proposed for commercial use and that proposed need had

not been proven. Their studies indicate .only a one-acre .commercial

area is needed in this area.

Written testimony was submitted by the Construction

Industry Legislative Organization over the signature. of Wilfred S.

Na akura. Their position is that the whole General Plan needs to

be updated; to single out Waikiki foi such far-reaching actions



without relating it to other surrounding areas, and the state as

a whole, is not sound planning .

Bill No. 101 will create a hardship for present property e ·

owners, he stated, and the moratorium is unfair to those who
couldn ' t rush plans through and may produce badly conceived and

- executed buildings by those who did rush.

They are in favor of action that is soundly conceived,
comprehensive and well coordinated, and not a panicked reaction.

Audrey Fox Anderson spoke against Bill No. 101, indica-
ting that over-building had already gone so far that what was
being proposed would not relieve congestion, lack of public facili-

ties, etc. She recommended a five-year moratorium, a complete
removal of all zoning in Waikiki, a required Environmental Impact

Study for every proposed building , a public hearing for every
proposed building to determine whether it should or should not be

built, and a concerted effort to get development plans done that
involved the local citizens.

The Outdoor Circle ' s testimony was neither for nor against
Bill No. 101. Their concern was that with the elimination of B-5,
the B-5 sign regulations which are tailored for a resort area
should be transferred to the B-2 use.

In at least nine of the statements received by the
Commission, there is, to one degree or another, a request for
either more study or significant changes .

-7-



In the supporters ' testimony, one finds either the stated
need for substantial changes in the proposed use (note the W.I.A. 's
fine-tuning suggestions) or the sense that Bill No. 101 is an
interim measure that needs to be followed by a comprehensive plan-
ning study (AIP's suggestion). Whenwe compare the statements of
those supporting Bill No. 101 with those who were not in support,

we find a general agreement that further major land use modifica-
--i tions are necessary. A number of witnesses indicated a need for

updating the daily census figures and to determine the precise
number of hotels and apartments presently existing or under con~

struction. Concerns were also raised about the amount of commercial
land that is needed. In addition, it was observed that Bill No. 101
lacks any analysis of transportation economic recreational/park, or
environmental needs .

A final point that needs to be noted is whether the
various studies provide sufficient data to support the require-
ments of the Dalton Decis ion. Though the validity of this point
was challenged by one witness, several otheas did support the
contention that the studies were deficient.

R RT . WA
Chie Planning Offi er

RRW:mk
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IMPROVEMENT
ASSOCIATION,INC.

SUITE 1410• 2222 KALAKAUA AVE •HONOLULU. HAWAtl96815•TEL.923•1004 DONALD A. DREMNEA, AIP, Execittava Vtcn Prostdont

altreers: October 30, 1974
E WESLEY H HILLENDAIIL,trendent
- AOllERT W HOLDEN, Errit Vrce Preisdent

T CLtFFORD MEt.IM, JA.,Second ViceProtidant
AMTHUR H ISOSHIMA.Secretarv
PHILlÞ F THAYER, Treasurer

..,,,2,,,,,, Mr. James D. Crane, Chairman
SAMUELO.ALLI$ON,M.D. And Members of the Cit Plannin Commission
YALdTER K. COLLtNS

Bell, Collins & Assocrates, Ltd.

un amoe no cones tney,, Re : Council Bill #101 - Waikiki DLUM Revision
RONALD H DEISSEROTH

- Prenderir
Deiterroth Entr<pnies. Ltd. .

I cousacsiev, Nr. Chairman and Members:

ev 42°"k,,,,,, I begin with the hope Mr. Chairman, that following years of study,dR tor18
fOÎ.10Wing Widespread recognition of the problem, and following rather

'ffusw....co..e,s. detailed recommendations on how to solve the problem - we can agree
'LENDAHL that some action is necessary to restructure the allowable land use

En arHaw
patternS for Waikiki to reduce densities and to fix a limit on its

2',",'..., o, s, w,,.. .... ult i ma te s i ze .

OBERT W. HOLDEN
resident
"" 'ge,°'"°""°" I hope we can agree too that time is of the essence. We cannot-

.isossimac° "6 agonize over this problem for too much longer. Action must be takenLAWAENCE M. JOHNSON
- si=Ÿo'N'in".Ka,. soon or the opportunity for translating planning into meaningful and

R ERTE.MacGREGon COgent SCtìOD Securing Waikiki's healthy future will be gone -- perhaps
Trade Wind Tours of Hawaii
WILLIAM K.H. MAU
President
Wm. K.H. Mau. Inc.

T coiFFonoMett .an- The question is what particular approach will do the job appro-
Meism.Ltd tiately7WtLLIAM 0. METT
Attorney

- KENNETH R. NURSE
VicePresident Unfortunately, the report from the Chief Planning Officer pro-Hawaiian Trust Company

ARTHURA.RUTLEDGE vides nothing constructive along these lines. It recommends that tiredÞresident, Business Manager
AFLCIOHote!WorkersUnion "old saw" of a moratorium while further study takes us back to theWARREN STONE

beginning to "define the problem." This recommendation was made .by

Hawaii Tourist News

GE AGE f.TALBOTT the same people over four years ago and it seems that ample time has
Talbott.Ltd. been proyided to provide whatever is necessary to justify positiveEDWARO TANGEN
tar,,ani...4,4-s, action in Waikiki. If the work has not been done by the Planning

F.THAYER Officer, that is unfortunate, but we cannot let this lapse of respon••Conruirant
.co.=24.v,...so'o=="i" sibility jeopardize the future of Waikiki.VERN WA LOO

Var President. Manager
Fust Hawaiian Bank-Waikiki Br.

GULABWATUMULL The moratorium approach is bad strategy also. I believe that aExecutin Vice Presicient
WatumuliBros..Ltd. moratorium of extended duration would be legally challenged and being
o,,,,,, legally questionable in the first place, would not stand up. If this

HNG.SIMPSON happened, the entire approach to re-zoning Waikiki would be seriouslyHawai Vetdors Bureau handicapped and deal t an unnecessary se tback.ROBERT N. AINKER
Executise Vice President
Hawaii Hotel Association
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Nr. James D. Crane, Chairman Page Two
And Members of the Planning Commission October 30, 1976

There are other aspects of the Planning Officer's report which lead you in
an erroneous direction. Aspects which are more destructive than constructive,
more obstructing that progressive; more procrastinating that action-oriented.

.

It puts the department in the curious position of opposing its own officially

The primary thrust of the report is that the proposal before you would pro-
duce an effect "very much the opposite" as proposed by the DLUM or that "which

- has been repeatedly recommended." This is just not so!

Bill 101 is the forerunner of action that would reduce densities for apart-
ment construction by 30% and hotel construction by 70% from that now allowed
under existing zoning and also would establish an ultimate size limit for Waikiki a

gg¯

I along the lines of that which has been repeatedly recommended and in general
conformance with the DLUM. :

&¯ië

Yes, there are changes in the DLUM proposals. The amount of land devoted to
resort development would be reduced - the amount of land devoted to commercial

- and apartment use would be increased to conform with studies and recommendations
made since the 1968 DLUM. The way I look at it you will be inplementing 94% of
the original DLUM. The slight variance accounted for by the fact that the 1968
DLUM was based on a proposed optimum population of 50,000 people in Waikiki. The
opportunity to achieve that has since passed and realistically the plan needs to
be updated to reflect these new conditions. Consequently, the proposed land use
changes before you are based on achieving an ultimate size of 65,000 people. That
roughly is the difference between the 1968 DLUM and what you have before you.

The report also attempts to raise a legal question about the validity of the
proposals by invoking the Dalton case. This I submit is someone's personal in-
terpretation of the Dalton case and an erroneous one.

The Dalton case to me said essentially and simply that comprehensive and
long-range planning must precede zoning and that changes to the general plan must
point out the needs and alternatives that leads reasonably to such changes.

The proposal before you stands up extremely well with respect to the Dalton
case. It is after all, proposing to implement 94% of the Detailed Land Use Map
of the General Plan. The roughly 6% change from the 1968 DLUM is based on changes

- in conditions occurring since 1968 rendering that part of the DLUM obsolete and
they have been developed comprehensively with regard to long-range considerations
and consideration of alternatives for Waikiki's future along with the relation-
ship of this future to the island as well as the entire state.

On these bases, we believe you are in an eminent position to make appropriate
changes to the DLUM and perhaps bound by responsibility to do so.

We have also analyzed the proposals with an eye for "fine-tuning" their appli-
cation for meeting the desired objective. (contained in attached report)

The overall.effect of our recommended amendments are to bring Freilich's
proposals more in line with the existing DLUM while dealing with some additional
density concerns. These precise changes are outlined on page 6
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Mr. James D. Crane, Cht11tman Page Three

i And Members of the Planning Commission October 30, 1974

They recommend (1) that the entire area between Ala Wai Boulevard and Kubio' Avenue, plus that area between Ala Moana Boulevard and Ena Road, be designated
Nedium Density Apartment instead of Hi-Density Apartment. The reasons for this

bchange are specified in our analysis but essentially are to provide an insurance g -
¯

that our proposed population is not exceeded.

I (2) that the "Resort-Business" classification be retained and that area
along the makai side of Kalakaua Avenue be kept in this classification and indeed

- expanded in the area between Lewers and the Outrigger Hotel, in order to prevent

I hotel development here and to be more in keeping with appropriate land use for
this area.

(3) that the area between Kapahulu, Kuhio, Lilioukalani and Kalakaua be
retained in a "Resort" classification.

(4) that the "Resort" classification for Waikiki be continued as "High-
Density" areas but that a special zoning designation be created for Waikiki

- (H-2W, which provides for the density called for in the General Plan (180 units
per acre) and which is between the densities allowed in H-1 and H-2).

e respectfully request your positive consideration of these modifications
in approving plan changes for Waikiki.

ona , er
Executive Vice President
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WAIKIKI IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION

SUITC 1410
* 2222 MAl ANAUA Avt . • HONOLULU, MAWAll 9Mlló a TEL 9234094

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED RE-ZONINC OF WAIKIKI
- -

.
Ü€SCrigtiOn

The ordinances pending before the City Council deal.ing with

land use controls in Waikiki recommend the following changes:

1. Amend the General Plan and DLUM to:

a. change certain areas between Kuhio Avenue and Ala Wai

Boul.evard which were previously designated "Resort"
and "Resort-Commercial" to "High-density Apartment."

b. change certain areas between Paokalani Avenue, Kapa-
hulu Avenue, Lemon Road and Kuhio Avenue, previously
designated resort to "commercial."

2. Re-zone certain areas in Waikiki from H-2 and B-5 to A-4

(hi-density apartment); from 6-5 to B-2(community bus

ness); from H-2 to H-1(low-density resort)y (See Map #1)

3. Conditionally permit higher density development than
allowed in A-4 or H-1 districts if a development can

meet certain standards of open space, setback, public
facility provision, etc.

4. Requires all development proposals to meet standards

proposed in the foregoing pending ordinances from Sept-

ember 25 to December 31, 1974.
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11. Characteristics of the various zoning classifications under discussion. These
Mi

characteristles are summarized in table #1 below.

TABLE #1 USES Height Limit Floor-Area-Ratio Units/Acre
A-5 Hi-density Apt. 350' 300 150

A-4 " 350' 200 100

A-3 Med, density Apt. 350' 100 50

H-2 Hi-density Hotel 350' 350% 300

H-1 Low-density Hotel 70' 100 90

B-2 Community Business 350' 250¾+bonuses

B-5 Resort-Commercial 350' 175%

III. Analysis

1. Changes in Zoning Specifications -

a. Apartment Districts - apartments are presently permitted in the H-2 or B-5

districts in Waikiki under the A-5 specifications, it is proposed that they

be permitted only in the proposed A-4 districts. A 30% reduction in allow-
-¯ able density (i.e., FAR reduced from 300% to 200% and units per acre re-

duced from 150 to 100) would result. No change in the 350' height limita-

tion would result.

b. Hotel Districts - conforming to the specifications of the hotel district

would mean a 70% reduction in allowable densities for hotels (i.e., the

FAR would drop from 350%.to 100% and the units per acre from 300 to 90)

In addition, the height limitation would change from 350' to 7.0'.

c. Business Districts - An increase in allowable density occurs in the change

from B-5 to B-2. The allowable FAR in B-5 is 175% and 250% and bonuses in
8-2. The height limitation stays the same at 350'.

2. Changes in Zoned Areas:

ALL of Waikiki, with the exception of Fort DeRussy, is now zoned H-2 or

-5. Hotels and apartments can be built anywhere in Waikiki. This amounts to

8 5



approximately 360 gross acres in various stages of bui.lding saturation.

a. Proposed Apartment Districts - The areas proposed for permitted apartment

development comprise about 160 acres generally being that area between

Kubio Avenue and Ala Wai Blvd. and the Ena Road - Ala Moana area. WIA

estimates that this area is "saturated" with building to the extent of

60"/. Leaving some 64 acres available for potential development under A-4

specif ica tions. Using the "rul.e of thumb" allowable density of 100 units
.i

per acrea, complete development could result in an additional 6400 apart-

ment units,

b. Hotel Districts - proposed H-1 areas which occur in the Ilikai-Hilton

Hawaiian Village area and Saratoga to Kuhio beach makai of Kalakana.

Approximately 97 acres comprise these two zones to which hotel constructi

would be confined. WIA estimates that building saturation in these areas

is at least 90%. Using the H-1 specifications, this would mean a potenti

of 900 additional hotel rooms at most.

c. Business Districts: Although some of the boundaries change, the area de

voted to business districts remains essentially the same under the prope -¯

as existed previously (approximately 100 acres). New business districts

would not permit apartments or hotels.

Three major concerns result from WIA's analysis:

1. The reductions in densities between apartments(30%) and hotels(70%) are

not properly balanced. This results in a potential for too many additiona

apartments and not enough hotels. Saturation of apartments is closer to

the calculated Limit than saturation of hotels, so the balance should be in

the opposite direction.

2. Heîght limitations remain the same, 350', in all proposed districts excep

the hotel district. Here it drops from 350' to 70'. This is unrealistic

and unnecessarily testrictive.
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(5)

3. Densities in the business district should not be allowed to increase and some

areas designated for business f.n the proposal are better suited to other uses

III. WlA's Proposed Modifications to the Re-Zoning Package

1. All proposed apartment zones be desi.gnated as A-3 classifications. (See table

l for specifications)

2. That the B-5 classification be retained instead of using 8-2 but modified by

excluding botel or apartment development except by conditional permit.

3. That a new hotel. zone be created, called H-2W or H-3, and be applied in Waiki

with the following general specifications instead of using H-1:

USES HEIGHT LIMIT ALLOWABLE FLOOR-AREA-RATIO UNITS/ACRE

H-2W - same as H-1 350' 200"/. 180

4. That the areas as shown on Map #3 be designated in the H-2W classifications.

The major modification being the proposed designation of the Paokalani, Kapa•

hulu, uhio area as hotel district rather than business.

H-2

WlA Proposal

ma 81
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These modifications woul.d produce the following situation:

Approximately 160 acres+ in A-3 zone - 60% saturated with a potential under the A-3

specifications of 3200 additional units.JII

Approximately 121 acres in H-2W zone - 82% saturated with a potential under the pro
posed specifications of 3600 additional units.

These units, if realized, would be f.n keeping with maintaining a maximum daily census
of some 65,000 people in Waikiki,

The following plan changes would have to be made to accomodate this modification.
miiiiiii

I (1) The area generally described by Ala Wai Blvd., Kalakaua Avenue and Niu Street -

is hereby amended on the General Plan and DLUM to be a medium-density apart-
ment area.

(2) The area generally described by Ala Wai Blvd., Niu Street, Kalakaua Avenue,
Kuhio Avenue, Kalaimoku Street to a point halfway between Ala Wai Blvd. and

Kuhio Avenue, then west to a point halfway between Ala Wai Blvd., and Kuhio
Avenue on Kuamoo, then on Kuamoo back to Ala Wai Blvd. is hereby amended on the
General Plan and DLUM to be a medium-density apartment area.

(3) The area generally described by Ala Wai Blvd., Seaside Avenue, Kuhio Avenue an

Kanekapolei Place is hereby amended on the Plan. and DLUM to be a medium-density
apartment area.

(4) The area generally described by Kuhio Avenue, Paoakalani Avenue, Lemon Road and
il Kapahulu Avenue is hereby redesignated on the General Plan and DLUM for Waikiki -

as resort-hotel.

(5) The area bounded generally by Ala Wai Blvd,, Lipeepee Lane, Ena Road and Ala
Moana Blvd., is hereby redesignated on the General Plan and DLUM for Waikiki aa -

medium-density apartment.
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OAño Dev:ei-OPMEN'T CONFEREIRC

ODC Testimony on Bill #l01 - Waikiki Detailed Land Use Map Revision
Honolulu City Planning Commission public hearing
October 30, 1974 - City Hall Annex
presented by Aaron Levine, President
Oahu Development Conference

The Oahu Development Conference is a public interest citizen group
devoted to long-range planning for the Island of Oahu. We agree •

I with the basic contention of Bill #101 that Waikiki is in need of
stricter density and land use controls. And we concur with the
general purpose of Bills #101 through 106, namely, to establish
an immediate method of controlling the future development ofI Waikiki and preventing further degradation of the Waikiki
environment.
We believe that it is necessary to take prompt action to controli Waikiki. Otherwise, continuation of the present growth pattern,
while further planning studies are underway, will offer little
hope of realizing those future plans, no matter how sound they
may be.

However, after carefully considering Bill #101, the ODC is
concerned that mere "adoptionofprevious studies and reports as
part of the General Plan and its related plans", as that bill
proposes, may not satisfy the City Charter requirements for the
General Plan. Having served on every one of the official Waikiki
task forces and advisory committees in operation since 1962, I can
assure you that their reports are of differing format, varied
authorship and somewhat uneven quality.

Therefore, the ODC suggests that instead of actually adopting
those materials, the findings and recommendations of the previous
Waikiki studies, plans and reports referred to in Bill #101 should
serve as the basis for the land use and density proposals under-
lying a General Plan amendment proposal. It is not only a matter
of physical organization of those diverse materials, but also the
need to assemble the recommendations of those previous studies
and reports in order to make the proposed General Plan amendment
conform to the latest data and conditions.

8



Page 2

If work were initiated immediately under an intensive "crash program"
we believe it would be possible to have that proposed amendment
ready in 90 to 120 days, with the understanding that the Department
of General Planning could continue to study the matter further after -

the amendment is adopted.

Even though the revised City Charter does not mention "interim plans" -

or "sketch plans", the City might want to consider that possibility
for Waikiki. Other American communities, also lacking that Charter
provision, have used the technique of an interim plan or sketch
plan while more extensive studies were underway. They recognized
that their community need was pressing for an officially adopted

- and immediate planning framework while further studies in depth
were underway. However, this is a minor suggestion and should
not obfuscate our basic recommendation for a prompt General Plan
amendment based on previous Waikiki studies.

If the specific proposal of Bill #101, to designate 26,000 hotel
rooms and 11,500 dwelling units as a desirable optimum for
Waikiki, is in question, those figures could be examined further

¯ and modified in the future. However, it should be recognized
that many professional planners, both governmental and private,
as well as representatives of the visitor industry and the
communîty labored over the past decade on previous Waikiki reports
and studies. Countless other planners and visiting urban experts
observing Hawaii have all concurred in the need to further limit
the densities and improve the urban design quality of Waikiki in
order to achieve more attractive environmental conditions within -

our State's principal visitor destination area. There is
surprising unantaity in their conclusions which tend to support
the proposed numbers.

Some of the specific land use proposals of Bill #101 raise serious
questions. The amount of land and location of the areas proposed
for hotel, apartment and business uses deserve careful review.
In general, the areas proposed for apartment and business purposes
appear excessive while the areas designated for hotels would be
too limited.

From observation, it is apparent that a considerable number of
the buildable lots in Waikiki are already developed. The Waikiki
Improvement Association estimates that in the areas proposed
for H-1 hotel use by these bills, there is about 90% "saturation".
The remaining small lots could accommodate no more than 1000
hotel rooms under H-1 zoning. Conversely, the areas designated
by these bills for apartment use, have reached about 60°/o

saturation. Under A-4 zoning, they could accommodate almost
6500 additional apartment units according to WIA.



Page 3

Then there are specific land use assignments of Bill #101 whichI appear questionable. For example, Bill #101 would designate
the prime resort area across from Kuhio Beach and the Honolulu
Zoo for commercial use. And subsequent Bill#104 would implement --

Bill #101 by modifying the commercial district zoning for that
area by excluding hotels.

The ODC suggests modification of Bills #101 and #104 to allow
hotel development in that prime resort area either by reducing
the amount of land area proposed for apartments and business
in Bill #101 or by revising the proposed zoning classification
of Bill #104. These are illustrative of the questions posed by
Bill #101.

In addition, it should be noted that Waikiki is desperately in
need of an urban design plan and urban design guidelines if the

- State ' s primary resort area is to eventually achieve the environ-
mental objectives sought by Bills 4‡lOl through 106. The absence

- of that plan becomes more critical each year. We hope that the
preliminary guidelines of such a plan are forthcoming soon.
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October 22, 1974

Mr. Eugene B. Connell
Executive Secretary
Planning Commission
Pacific Trade Center, Suite 2100
190 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Gene: re: public hearing-Oct. 30, 1974

On behalf of the Oahu Development Conference, Iwould like to be placed on the list to testifyat the October 30 , 1974 public hearing of the
City Planning Commission on Bill #101 dealingwith Waikiki.

It is a subject in which we are greatly
interested.

Sincerely yours,

Aaron Levine
President
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HAWAll CHAPTER 001ao e
i AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF PLANNERS

P.O.BOXKKKX.HONOLULU, HAWAIIxxxxx 96809
557

October 30, 1974

TESTIMONY ON COUNCIL BILL NO. 101 TO
- AMEND TllE GENERAL PLAN AND

DETAILED LAND USE MAP FOR WAIKIKI

The Hawaii Chapter of the American Institute of planners would like
to take this opportunity to commend the City Council for initiating a
process concerning the improvement of Hawaii's most valuable economic
resource, Waikiki. For the past few years, the planning and implementa-
tion of public improvements in Waikiki has been at a virtual standstill,
while private development has continued at a rapid pace. We all realize
that if this present trend continues, Waikiki's viability will be
threatened. We, therefore, welcome the Council's actions and hope
that these bills will be the beginning of a.renewed effort to control
and guide the growth of waikiki in a way which will benefit our entire
state for many years to come.

Our.purpose in testifying today issprimarily to raise a few important
issues which Hawaii's professional planners feel must be addressed as
they relate to .the amendment of the General Plan and the Waikiki DLUM.

. First of all, we question whether it is reasonable to adopt piece-
meal recommendations out of previous plans and programs for the Waikiki
area. As planners, we have always stressed the need for a comprehensive
approach to the planning process. We feel that Bill 101 does not take a

truly comprehensive view of Waikiki, nor can it, by adopting portions of
various studies which have been prepared by different people for different .

purposes using a variety of different data bases. We feel that certain .

elements which should be incorporated into any general plan are noticeably
missing from this bill, primarily considerations of social and economic
goals, transportation, recreation, urban design and environmental quality.

All indications would lead us to believe that the major thrust of the
Council's bills has been to use zoning as'the means of controlling growth
in Haikiki. Changes in the General Plan.and DLUM have been generated
from these proposed revisions to the zoning map and CZC rather than vice.-
versa, as should be the case under accepted planning principles. The
portions of the earlier plans which have been selected for adoption under
Bill 101 are simply those portions which are appropriate for the implemen-
tation of the zoning measures established in Bills 102 through 105, and,
therefore, lack the comprehensive nature discussed previously.

.
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We also do not feel that the portions of the previous plans whi h are ,
recotumended for 'adoption necessarily lead to the changes in the Data led
Land Use Map proposed in Bil.1 101. The DLUM change along with the ot her .
four bills imply that a total separation of hotel, commercial and residential
uses is a desirable end. We question this approach from a social and economic
standpoint, and suggest that other solutions may be more appropriate for
controlling the growth of Waikiki. These include such tools as a special .

zoning district (like the Capital District) , hotel room licensing, planning
- review commissions, etc.

We, therefore, look at this package of .bills as interim measures for
controlling growth in Waikiki, but not as a long range and comprehensive
masterplan. We urge the Commission and Council to think of them as such,
and not to close the door on any future comprehensive planning for the

aikiki area. . . . . i .

We also urge the Commission to recommend that. the Council take action
immediately to extend the existing building moratorium .in

Waikiki for if
- there is any lapse befoi·e these or any other comprehensive planning bills

are adopted, growth controls will be set back to a much greater degree.

We again, commend the Council for initiating these bills and hope
that this testimony will aid in your review.

Thank you.

(Presented by Mark Hastert, Vice-President and
Chairman of the Local Af f airs Committee)



PRESENTATION TO THE HONOLULU CITY AND COUNTY

PLANNING COMMISSION

BILL NO. 101 - WAIKIKI DLUM REVISION

I
NW. Chairman and Members of the Commission,

I
.

My name is Guido Giacometti. I represent the Kamehameha

Schools/B. P. Bishop Estate which owns the land on which the

Il Royal Hawaiian and Sheraton Waikiki hotels are situated. A

I portion of this property, comprising 6.4 acres of land abutting

Kalakaua Avenue, is presently planned for redevelopment as a

commercial complex serving the needs of tourists and residents

in the Waikiki area.
I Our plans provide space for retail shops, restaurants, and

i offices. No hotel rooms or other dwelling units are contemplated.

On July 10, 1974 we testified before you, requesting a

i revision in General Plan designation from Resort to Commercial

classification for the makai half of the commercial area. At

i present, approximately 110 feet of depth makai of Kalakaua Avenue

i is general planned for commercial use. Our General Plan amendment

proposal involves extending this commercial designation makai

i for an additional 110 feet or so for an approximate total depth

of commercial space of 220 feet. A map showing this revision is

I attached for your reference.

I The Planning Director supported us in our request for

General Plan change and, at that meeting, you approved unanimously

I a recommendation which would allow such a change.

Bill 101 presently referred to you by the City Council

I would, under paragraph B(6) on page 4, eliminate all commercial

i use within the area makai of Kalakaua Avenue. Such a change

would place our project in a non-permitted use category under

i subsequent zoning laws.

The legislative intent of Bill 101 refers to various

problems in Haikiki, including congestion, overcrowding,

excessive density, and lack of adequate open space. These

95



i. problems are due to the continued addition of hotel and apartment

units to the inventory in Waikiki. Well-planned commercial

I complexes, such as ours, serving existing hotel and apartment '

users, will conform to this legislative intent. Further, we

believe that you have, by approving our earlier General Plan

revision request, agreed that our project was a good one. It is

planned for densities well below maximum, provides for good

circulation patterns for pedestrian and auto traffic, and

i
includes generous open space areas. Therefore, we believe our

project is consistent with the general intent of Bill 101 and

related legislation.

I We do not feel that a change to Resort designation of the

i subject property, as presently proposed by Bill 101, will achieve

the desired limitations on hotel construction. In fact, such

i legislation, if approved, will allow the Estate only two alter-

I
native uses of this property:

1) continue the limited present commercial uses, perpetuating

the elderly buildings but with severe restrictions as to theiri expansion, improvement or renovation because of nonconforming

i land use, or

2) redevelop the property for hotel use, contrary to the

i concerns for overbuilding in Waikiki.

I We want to proceed with the commercial project as previously

presented to you. We urge that you recommend to the Council

I that Bill 101 be amended to delete paragraph B(6). Also, we

i
ask that you reiterate your previous recommendation to the

Council by further amending Bill 101 to provide for an extension

in the depth of the commercial zone to cover our entire projectI area and that you give consideration to our future request for

i appropriate zoning and project approval.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify. We will be

pleased to respond to any questions you may have.

GG 10/29/74 (2)
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7'rustees ofthe

LILIUOKALANI TRUST
Clorinda Lucas, Gordon 3. May, First Hatuaii<m Ilank

P. O. Ilox 3200, Ilonolulu, IIatvali 96801

October 29, 1974

Mr. James D. Crane, Chairman
Planning Commission - i -

City and County of Honolulu .
§ 3EE

City Hall Annex r -
-

Honolulu, Hawaii

¯

- Dear Sir:

I Testimony On City Council Bill No. 101 -

· Amendment To The County General Plan And Detailed
Land Use Map For Waikiki

The Liliuokalani Trust, as one of.the major landowners in Waikiki, is deeply
concerned about the orderly growth of the area. In 1967 our consultants ,

prepared a masterplan.for the development of the 16-acre tract of Trust lands
bounded in part by Liliuokalani Avenue, Paoakalani Avenue and Wai Nani Way,
and extending from Kalakaua to the Ala Wai.

Since then we have endeavored to follow our plan in conjunction with the
County General Plan in order to create a resort and residential complex which
is of the highest quality, and one which will provide the highest degree of
long term economic benefits for our programs to aid the children of Hawaii,

We are, therefore, very concerned about the proposal set forth in Bill 101 ,

which would change the land use designation for all of.our lands makai of
Kuhio Avenue from Resort to Commercia-1. At the present time, three major
hotels already exist on this property and two more are due to begin construction
shortly. If the land use designation is changed to commercial and subsequently

- the zoning is changed to conform to this use (Bill 102), these hotels will
become nonconforming uses, subject to the stringent controls set forth in the
CZC regarding expansion, maintenance and general repair. In the long run,
this could lead to the degradation and deterioration of this entire end of
Waikiki, which would not only affect the long term income of the Trust, but
would also have a substantial impact on tourism in the Waikiki area.

ne of the primary intents of the Council's Waikiki bills is to reduce the
potential number of hotel and apartment units in the area. A large portion of
this reduction is made possible by restricting the development of all lands
between Kalakaua and Kuhio avenues to commercial uses. The problem with this

-¯¯

approach is that it designates far more land for commercial development than
is necessary. As you know, one of the major factors to be considered in any
General Plan change is a demonstrated need for the próposed uses. None of the

Created by her Late Majesty QueenLiliuokalani
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reports cited in Bill 101 predict the need for such extensive commercial .

I facilities, nor do they advocate allocating so much land for exclusively
commercial uses. Consequently, we do not feel -that this particular approach
is a legitimate means of reducing potential room counts.

However
,

we do fee l tha t a need can be demons tra ted for a sma ll no ighborhood
commercial area in this section of Waikiki to serve both the high density

.residential units mauka of Kuhio and the resort facilities on the makai side.
Our 1967 Masterplan allocated a one acre site for this use between the Catholic
Church and Kubio Avenue. We still feel that this is the appropriate size and
location for the area's commercial facilities; but to greatly expand this to
cover all lands between Kuhio and Kalakaua would be a detriment to the entire
area,

i In summary, the Liliuokalani Trust is opposed to the proposed revision to the .
General Plan and Detailed Land Use Map which would convert the por.tions of the .

. Trust Lands between Kalakaua and Kuhio avenues from Resort to Commercial with
the exception of the half block bounded by Kealohilani, Kuhio and Ohua avenues.
We feel that since the remaining Trust parcels makai of Kuhio are already being
utilized or are committed for reso.rt use, the commercial designation would have
no impact on the potential reduction of overall .hotel rooms and, in the long
run, would have a negative impact on the quality of the Waikiki resort environment.

Sincerely yours,

FirsÚ Hawaiian Bank,
Managing Trustee

C pbell W. Stevenson
Vice Pre.sident and Trust Officer



October 30, 1974

CONSTitUCTION INDilSTit Y lÆGISLATIVE Of(G ANIZATION Suite 21/0 - 2828 Paa St.• Ilon<>lulu, Ilawaii 96819• Ph. 839-7238

Mr. James Crane, Chairman, and

i Members of the Honolulu City Planning Commission
Honolulu Hale
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission,

My name is Wilfred S. Nakakura and I am the Chairman of the Construction Industry

Legislative Organization, representing a crosssection of the construction industry

I from contractors, suppliers and equipment dealers to architects, engineers and

professional planners. I am here today to express the deep concern of our organization

and the Hawaii State Contractors Council over the potential adverse effects upon the
industry and the entire community if Bill 101 becomes law.
The CILO has always been in the forefront of those who have been calling for comprehen-

sive planning, in order to preserve that which is good about our way of life and to

provide the maximma opportunity for the people of our State to enjoy a healthy,

comfortable, happy and rewarding life. Although we appreciate the intentions of

Bill 101 to prevent deterioration of our major tourist destination, we believe that

it is in conflict with the principles of sound planning and will create more problems

than it will solve.

First of all, it is not wise to take such farreaching actions in only one area,

without relating it to other surrounding areas and to its impact upon the entire State.

The entire general plan should be updated and implemented as one whole, harmonious,

integrated, consistent entity. To single out Waikilki in this manner will cause its

problems to overflow and pop up elsewhere in the community. Perhaps this is what is

intended when the bill states as it's objective "to promote decentralization of the

tourist industry to alternative sites within the City and County of Honolulu."

Secondly, Bill 101 will create a hardship for those property owners who are already

in the area. The restrktions placed upon them by this bill will create a severe
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-I

hardship, Some have scraped together everything they have and invested it in their

property with the plans of erecting a certain kind of hotel or apartment building.

I Then along comes th is bill and the "Waikiki Moratorium" saying that if they d idn ' t
rush to get in some kind of hurridly thrown together plans, they would be out of

luck. Those who were lucky enough to get their plans in might prefer to take more

time to change and improve them, but they can't. Others, unfortunately, didn't have

the time or money to get their plans formalized and submitted before the deadlinei and they are out of luck. The result is not only financial bankruptcy for some, but
¯

also "badly conceived and executed buildings','

. Mr. Chairman, we agree that the time has come for "action", but we would rather see

"soundly conceived, comprehensive, well-coordinated positive action", and not just
a "frantic collection of a hodgepodge' of disjointed reports stampeding the city

into a panicked reaction."

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, we strongly recommend that the commission thoroughly examine

the adverse impacts this bill would have upon the entire community and state, and

report out an'"unfavorable" recommendation.

Thank you Mr. Chairman for this opportunity to share our concerns with you. You will

always find the CILO ready to cooperate and assist you in any way possible in your heavy

responsibility of promoting sound planning for our community.

Respectfully submitted,

Wi fred S. Nakakura
Chairman of the Board



October 29, 1974

Mr. James Crane, Chairman
Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu
190 South King Street, Suite 2\00
Honolulu, Hawali 968\3

Subject: Public Hearing - Bill # 101 - Wa¡kiki Detailed
Land Use Map Revision

Gentlemen:

The Outdoor Circle is concerned with any detailed land use
changes in the Waikiki area that would eliminate the B-5Resort Commercial District.

The B-5 sign regulations which are a part of the B-5 Dis†rict
Regulations in the Comprehensive Zoning Code were tailored to
the resort area and are more restrictive than those sign
regulations in the proposed 8-2 Community Business District.

We urge that the B-5 District Regulations be modified to
meet the intent of Bill No. 101, and that the B-5 category
and sign regulations be retained.

Thank you for your consideration of our views.
ncereply,

rs. Janet Wimberly,
Vice-Chairman, Signs Committee

JW:cm:aa

Encl
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B. B-2 Community misiness District-,

Sec. 21-80+. Sign Regulations.
¯

ithi.n a B-2 Commulitty Business di.strict, ru; accessory to a usepermitted therein, t;be followinh shall. be permitted

building side on e :h si e pe::rait:tc 11not exceed one and one-ha,. Squere icet a ochlineal foot of building fronce C; provided ow-ever, that no such cign area shall exceed 250square foot in area nor shall the total siña areaexceed 15¾ of the call area on which displayed orattached to. "

16

(b) One indirectlyilluminated ground sigaperzoning lot for identification purposes may beerected as part of the total sign area permittedon the building siác on which it is located;provided, however, that:

(1) A 12-square oot sign is pertaitted ifall buildings on toe street frontage of thezoning lot are set back between 25 to 50feet from the fron t property line;
(2) A 24-squero f oot sign is permitted if allbuildings on the s croc e frontage of the zoninglot are set back a rainimura of 50 feet frorathe front property line;

(3) No portion of such sign shall be locatedin or overhan o any required yard area orpublic right-of-way; and

(4) The groura.! sign s i he counted as oneof the two pertaiusible business si¿;ns againstall ground floor establishments within thezoning loton wulch it is locatoc."
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E. B-5 Resort Connercial District.
Soc. 2.1-844. Sign Roqu1at ions.

Within a B-5 Resort Commercial. di.stricL, as accessory to a une permi t.todtherein, the following shal l be permitted:

"(a) Two busiaass Gigns on the building, francy.,e
,

for each 3round 21003: es tablisinnent. Such signs' shall not be directly illumin:u:od nor raavil ; norB flashing but may be of the to Liawinü cypes:hanging, alarquee facia, pro acting or wall cign.I 28 ln" 31"DS day TO jcCt VC : OLIO.L1C Yl"DU-Oway. Tae rauxuaum sign area n: establista.ca: a::each buildin e .o on wh ch a os are permittei shall not exceed one-halž e c.: foot for each
--lineal foot of buildin fran to c; provided

, h< over
,that no sian area shc.il e::coco 150 sauere Le or10% of the well a.:ca en o..:icit : 10 displayeowhichever is s:Laller .

'

(b) One indirectly illLiminatCO grOUnd Sig3 pCrzoning lot for identification purposes raay be erectedas part of the total sign area permitted on thebuilding side on which it is located; provided
,however, that:

(1) A L2-square Fo e siW ia gex¾teed &€ 82.1buGdioas en the street frontage. of the zoninget are :sret back betteeen 23 to 5'O feet froim
.e. front property Íi.ne;
') ft 24-square foot sign is permi±ted LP 01buildin.gs on the street & emta,y :69 Ge zon:Mglot eve. set back a minimum of 5 fest ·frar» the.front PY¾erty line:

(3)) Blo partiem of such s¯ign Rhall be locat-edin or overhangs amy requise& yard errea or pubt zerigh¾e‡«y i and

(4) The g;round si gn shall be counced :-:n .ethe two permiss ole business signs age::.nst aground floor establishraents within the zor.lot on which it is located.

(c) One garden sign per zoning lot provided thatsuch sion shall be counted as one of the signspermitted in subsec tion (a) above.

0 3



October.30,.1974

Chairman and Members, Planning Commission
City.and County of Honolulu
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Commissioners:

The League of Women Voters of Honolulu supports the concept of Bill 101
to incorporate.and adopt the various plans, reports,and studies as part .
of the legally-adopted plan for the Waikiki Area. It is noteworthy
that some were developed wi.th.citizen participation. Specific details
such as on optimum visitor and resident population, decentralization of
the tourist industry, and-zoning are not currently being addressed.

In Hawaii we.have seen many plans, reports., and studies developed and
not used. Unless they lead to action, studies and reports.seem a waste
of time and paper. In public te.stimony the League has defined a plan
as a thoughtful action p'rogram. It seems time to stop studying on and
for Waikiki and to start action toward conserving some

ÏI~veable environ-
ment.. (We are not .suggesting returning to thd swampland.)

Along with the nation-wide well-known commitments to equal rights and
informed citi.zen participation, the League of Women Voters is concerned
wi.th balancing environmental concerns with:those for such matters.as
housing which is affordable.

We support the concepts of the "package of bills"' 101 .to 10.5 and enacte.d
Ordinance No. 4362 (Bill. 10.6.) on an environmental basis. If there are
"side-effects" which would result in displacement of .current

lower-income
residents who need access to the jobs and other facilities in Waikiki,
we would-make further.examination prior to hearing before.the City
Council.

- Si-ncerely yours,

Mrs. Mark H. Hastert.
President

Adeline Schutz Vice President and
Chairman, .Pla ing Committee

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF HONOLULU 1802 KEEAUMOKU ST / HONOLULU HAWAll 96821
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

November 13, 1974

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday , November 13, 1974at 1: 30 p.m. , in the Conference Room of the City flall Annex. ActingChairman Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Acting Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Charles W. Duke
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Fredda Sullam
Alice Takehara

ABSENT: Donald K. Hosaka

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning OfficerEugene B. Connell, Executive SecretaryAndrew Sato, Deputy Corporation Counsel
Ali Sheybani, Assistant Director,

De artment of Land Utilization
Stan Mofjeld, Staff PlannerCharles Prentiss, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of October 2, and 23, 1974were approved, on motion by Dr. Choy,seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.
PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider aGP/DLUM AMENDMENT request for a change in the General PlanGOLF COURSE TO Detailed Land Use Map for approximatelyPUBLIC FACILITY USE 40 acres of land located in Halawa,(CORPORATION YARD) Tax Map Key; 9-9-10: 27, from Golf CourseHALAWA to Public Facility use to accommodateBUILDING DEPARTMENT, the relocation and consolidation of exist-CSC OF HONOLULU ing corporation yard activities presently(FILE #256/C2/32) located at Kewalo, Municipal Office Build-ing Complex and Kapiolani Park.
Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on Sunday,November 3, 1974. No letters of protest were received.
Staff Planner Charles Prentiss presented the proposal of the ChiefPlanning Officer. The Building .Department has indicated that theexisting corporation yards occupying about 11 acres in four sepa-rate locations are inadequate in size to meet both current andfuture needs. The Kewalo Corporation yard which is located onState land is being considered by the State for the location ofthe Oahu Food Distribution Center and the expansion of the Univer-I sity of Hawaii's Oceanographic Technology Center. The State has



requosted tlutt the City alul County vacate the land which it currontly
occupies under Executivo Order. Those Stato lands are also being
considered for possible park use.

ßased upon an analysis of the request contained in the report,
it i_s the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that the g ¯¯

GP/DLUM for Waiawa to Halawa be amended as requested, by redesig.- gy
nating the use designation of the subject site from Golf Course to
Public Facility use. In addition, it is proposed that the alignment
shown on the existing General Plan for the access road be modified
to conform to the new alignment indicated in the report, and to the --.

60-foot width recommended by the Department of Transportation --

Services.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the report.

i- Public testimon followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Ernest T. Yuasa Director and Building Superintendent
CSC Building Department.

Questions were raised by the Commission as to an access linking
both sites, and acquisition and development costs. Mr. Yuasa
indicated that details of site plans regarding access have not
been developed pending approval of this request. Development -¯=

and acquisition costs in the report were submitted initially,
do not reflect current market prices, and need to be revised.

Testimony AGAINST--

Mr. Frederick Reicker, representing Queen's Medical Center

Objections:

1. Lack of coordination by the city of its various storage
areas resulting in an unnecessarily large taking of land
area for the proposed corporatio.n yard and bus depot.

2. Loss of approximately $200,000 per year in real property
taxes based upon proposed industrial development of the
property. A development agreement with Amfac to rezone B 3ÑA
the property for industrial use was held off due to g . EME
uncertainty of the H-3 alignment. ÑË

3. Availability of state lands should be solicited rather HER
than condemning private-owned land. -=L

Mr. Yuasa upon being recalled and questioned, stated that | pgg
incorporating the corporation yard and bus garage sites would B l i
be too small. Present and future use 20 years from now dictates AME
approximately 40 acres. The bus depot alone requires 9-11 acres.



The publi.c hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the recommenda tion of the
M Chief Planning Officer and recommonded that the request

be approved, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr.

I Kahawaiolaa and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT request for a planned development housing
HOUSING proposal of 40 studio- and one-bedroom

i WAIALUA units in 20 one-story duplex buildings;
(WAIALUA ELDERLY social and garden areas on 3.322 acres
HOUSING) of land in Waialua, Tax Map Key: 6-7-16: 28.
HAWAII HOUSING
AUTHORITY Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/
(FILE #74/PDH-7) Advertiser on November 3, 1974. No letters of

protest were received.
Mr. Ali Sheybani summarized the Director's comments and recommenda-
tions of the proposal. The agencies review indicates that public

g facilities are available and adequate except for sewers. A sewage
treatment plant is p.roposed, the Department of Health's approval of
which will be required prior to the isèuance of a grading permit.
The Federal Housing Administration commented that benches should be
provided in the courtyards, and fencing should be provided for
security between the garden and the east property line.

It is recommended that the application be approved, subject to
the conditions outlined in the report.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the
Director's report.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Representative Howard K. Oda indicated that he has worked
on the project for four years with the elderly who are very
much aware of the project and are eagerly awaiting its completion. Ma

Testimony AGAINST-- EG

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried.



I -

ACTION: Tho Commission adopted the Director 's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request ,

sub ject to the condi -

tions outlined in the report, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

HAWAII CAPITAL request for approval of plans for a 16-
DISTRICT APPLICATION story, 75-unit apartment building on top
(982 PROSPECT ST.) of a 3-story parking structure at 982
HUGH MENEFEE Prospect Street, situated within the
DEVELOPMENT CORP, Hawaii Capital District, Tax Map Key:
(FILE #74/HCD-14) 2-2-04: 1.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on November 3, 1974.
Correspondence received AGAINST the -
request is included in testimony against
the request.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of the
proposal. The building design proposes a single-loaded corridor,
high-rise apartment slab 16 stories, a total height above Prospect
Street of approximately 150 feet, 6 inches. The rooftop elevation
from sea level will be approximately 345 feet as compared to 350
feet at the Punchbowl Cemetery entrance look and 450 feet at the
main lookout. Below, and in front of the apartment building, a B
three-story parking structure with a landscaped recreation deck
on top, is proposed. The structure will be painted light tan.

There were rua questions from the Commission concerning the
Director's report.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Tom Hartwell representing the applicant
2. Mr. Jim Byrer, President, Hugh Menefee Inc.

Reasons in support--

1. The building design meets the CZC requirements of A-3
Apartment zoning.

2. The proposal provides housing and helps alleviate the housing g
problem in Honolulu. | BE

3. The price range of the units, $55,000-$60,000, meets the demand
for housing in the moderate income level.



4. Visual impact of the structure on the slopes of Punchbowl Crater
would not be very significant. L -

questioned by the Commission, the following additional information
was given:

1. They were unaware of the zoning controversy for the area having
worked on another project in the same area for approximately
nine months without problem, and because their building design
conformed to CZC requirements for A-3 Apartment zoning.

2. As to DLU's suggested alternative for double-loaded corridors,
- g their proposal for single-loaded corridors provides all views

one way towards Diamond Head. Double-loaded corridors would
create views in both directions, one view directly into the
Royal Vista apartment units next door.

3. Community meetings held in the area were futile because people -L
became so emotionally involved against the project they would
not listen to reason.

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Lynn 0, Robinson, Secretary, Hawaii State Veterans Council
(No written testimony)

2, Mr. Donald Kuwaye, Club 100 (No written testimony)
3. Mr. Lee Gray, interest.ed citizen (No written testimony)
4. Mrs. Yoshino Wakukawa, Member, Punchbowl Community Assn.

(No written testimony)
5. Mr. Jerry M. Kawamoto, Member, Punchbowl Community Assn.

(No written testimony)
6. Flr. Frederick W. Weber, Member, Punchbowl Community Assn.

(Submitted statement dated Nov. 13, 1974)
7. Mrs. Dorothy Chang Meadows, President, Punchbowl Community Assn.

(Submitted letter dated Nov. 13, 19.74) .
8. Mrs. Allyn Cole, Jr., Vice President, Historic Hawaii Foundation

(Submitted letter date Nov. 13, 1974)
9. Mr. Donald Wolbrink, President, Donald Wolbrink 4 Associates,

Inc. (Letter received dated Nov. 6, 1974)
10. Mr. Aaron Levine, Chairman.of the _former Citizens Advisory

Committee to the Hawaii Capital District (Letter received
dated Nov. 4 1974)

11. Mr. Kenneth S. Okuma, President, 442nd Veterans Club (Letter
received dated Nov. 12, 1974)

12. Mr. Ernest C. Schanze, Superintendent, Veterans Administration,
National Memorial Cemetery of the Pacific (Letter received
dated Nov. 13, 1974)

- 13. Phyllis L. G. Fox, President, The Makiki Community Association
(Submitted letter, undated)
The concerns and objections raised by the above individuals
are the same concerns reflected in the Director's report:

-s- 109



1. Protection of the landform and vistas to and from Punchbowl - -

crater, liighrises in this location would detract from the
beauty and significance of the national shrine.

2. llighrises in this location would not follow the intent of
the HCD ordinance to preserve vistas from the mountain to
the sea.

3. Additional traffic with accomaan ing automobile exhaust
fumes, and parking problems on Prosp"ect Street and in
Makiki.

4. A proposed Punchbowl scenic and historic district should
be established. A 40-foot height limit in this area would
be acceptable.

- 5. Hawaii Capital District Ordinance No. 3947 should be amended
to include 18 parcels of land under Tax Map Key; 2-2-04 which šÐk

were excluded as revised by Ordinance No. 4224.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried.

Discussion followed.

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, if a motion is in order, I would like to
move that either the problem be deferred with a recommendation to
the Council that the ultimate zoning of the area be clarified and
put into an ordinance. Then we could act intelligently on it.
Right now I question whether we can act intelligently.

KAMIYA: Let me get that motion correct, you want to defer it
and--

DUKE: Let's defer action and recommend to the Council that they
decide what they're going to do with this area by an ordinance. Put
the 40' restriction or leave it A-3, whatever they're going to do but
let's do it, then we can act on this. .

KAMIYA: Are you saying the Commission defer action until the
Council--

DUKE: Well, recommend that something be done within the time
limits that we have to submit a recommendation to the Council, which
is 30 days after the public hearing.

TAKEHARA: If that's not legally possible, why don't we say we

won't act on it, until, and that's our stand. It cannot be done -
that way?

CHAIRMAN: Do we have a second on this?

TAKEHARA: Well, I want legal opinion on this motion. Can it
be deferred?
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DUKE: I don' t think we can dictate to Council but we can
certainly recommend that this be held in abeyance until such time
as this issue is decided.

SULLAM: ßut, as far as Council is concerned, it's quite clear

i to them that they corrected the map to the underlying zoning which
is the 350'. It's quite clear to them but we here may not feel
that is the desirable height limit. That's what the ordinance
presently reads.

TAKEHARA: Then I'd like to know on what basis Council is
holding back approval of 944 Prospect. They're not acting on that.

CONNELL: They're not under any time stipulation.

SULLAM: However, is it so that we could recommend to the
Council that they change the zoning? That's the problem we're
facing whether to put this in the capital district or to recommend
a new district. In view of what Mr. Sheybani said, I just think
perhaps this should be put in a new district. Maybe they should
write a new ordinance.

DUKE: Well then, do you suggest that this application be
ultimately instant or action taken on the formulation of a plan
for a new district, Punchbowl District?

SULLAM: Yes.

DUKE: Well this can be our recommendation.

- WAY: Are you not saying that Council hold it in abeyance,
until such time as appropriate planning and designation of the
area into an appropriate zoning district, and that determination is
made.

DUKE: That's right. The first motion was never seconded so
therefore, it's withdrawn.

TAKEHARA: May I have this clarified? In other words, we can
make a motion to say no recommendation with a recommendation?

WAY: I suppose. Are you saying not make a recommendation on
this issue at hand but to .recommend as Commissioner Duke indicates,
that Council defer and consider the need for planning and appropriate
zoning designation.

TAKEHARA: That's right. Is that possible? In other words,
must we vote for or against it?

WAY: For or against with modification.

DUKE: Jui, deferral until such time, and it doesn't say for
or against.
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WAY: That may be . We'll have to huddle a little bit on that.

SATO: Under Section 5-406 in part, the commission shall
recommend approval in wholo or in part and with or without modif i-
cation or recommend rejection of such proposed ordinances.

Anyway, I think in substance, the Commission could recommend
approval in whole or in part, with or without modification, or
recommend rejection.

WAY: To the question, Andy, can the Commission pass on a no
recomiSnendati

answer is yes.

WAY: A recommendation, not a negative one, not a positive, or
- not a negative or positive with modification, but a zero
¯ TOCOmmendation.

DUKE: We've sent things up to the Council without recommenda-
tion. That we have done.

TAKEHARA: Right now we're wavering because at 944 we were told
the decision is the building is coming up. We're sitting here just
to decide on the design. We were told you're here to look at the

¯ design. Now, this is a similar case. Wes know about ways of working
on it later, But, what about the developer and the people? We have
to know too the rights of both parties before we can make a decision.
So, do we tell them no, and 944 yes by design only?

SHEYBANI: If I may suggest, it's also possible for the Commis-
sion to recommend to the City Council that they request some other
alternatives be explored by the applicant. In one way, that neither
ordinance has to be changed immediately nor any other action taken
place. If the applicant on his own accord gets the 75 units within
the 40-foot height limit, irrelevant of what the height limit for

- the area is, that is another possibility that doesn't require any
change. But, if the applicant comes up with that alternative, that's
one possible alternative.

DUKE: How can we legally tell the applicant you can't build
¯'

¯

40 feet when it's zoned A-3, 350'? I just don't see how we can
- truly change horses in the middle of the stream between 944 and

982 with the same information from the same department. I truly
believe the people on Prospect Street are overburdened with traffic.
There's no question in my mind that's a fact. I don't know about
other public facilities because as I've been told about six times,
this doesn't apply in this case, but it should. Nevertheless, I am -
surprised that DLU makes fish out of one and fowl out of the other,
truly, in such a short time.

SHEYBANI: I mention, Mr. Chairman, our position remains the
same as the other one. We have no input.



Another point for consideration, Council is right now considering I -

another revision to tho ordinance to create the precinct that B i
g Articlo 12 that was recently amended require--one is to create a

precise precinct, one is the general criteria precinct and
conceptual precinct. They are considering the change for capital
district. If you would like to recommend to the Council that -

change be made and the project be conserved under new rules after
revision of the ordinance, that is another possibility. The Mayor
in his letter refers to that current consideration of Council to
change their ordinance according to Article 12.

TAKEHARA: Could I have a legal opinion on this about making
no recommendation to this with a recommendation to hurry up and
get an ordinance passed one way or the other so we can make i a
decisions. Ë iË

SATO: There has been a precedent as to no recommendation in
the past.

CONNELL: I believe most of the no recommendations have been
those points in time when it was impossible for the Commission to
reach a majority vote. I don't remember a time when the Commission
sent up a no recommendation when we've had complete agreement.

SATO: Well, the end result might be that the Commission might
make a motion for no recommendation and that might be voted down.

CHAIRMAN: Andy, how about a recommendation on the legality of
accepting or denying the Director's recommendation, based on public
testimony?

SATO: You can do that. Any recommendation by this Commission
is purely advisory.

KAHAWAIOLAA: I'll go along with Commissioner Duke, but what
bothers me is the traffic, the roads, that may have some bearing.
The 75 units whether 350' high or going to the 40' height and
still coming out with 75 units, you'll still get the same amount
of cars. The people in the area agree to the 40' limit whether
it's 75 or 100 units, it doesn't matter to them as long as it's
40'. But, the increased traffic will be there.

CHAIRMAN: What if we deferred this matter to Corporation
Counsel for two weeks and come up with some definite answers what
the responsibilities of this Commission is as far as capital
district applications, and answer the question whether we have
the authority to impose limits at the 40' level.

SATO: The answer is clear procedurally what this Commission
can do. We have by Ordinance 4319, Section.21-1205(1)(b), after
receiving the report of the Director with all pertinent related
material, the Planning Commission shË11give notice and hold a
public hearing. Within 30 days after the hearing, the Commission
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shall submit its recommendat:ions to the City Counc i.1 through the
Mayor. That 's clear as to what the Commission can do.

DUKE: My personal opinion is right now that we should make no
recolitmendation to the Council on this particular application, but
before doing, we should recommend to the Council that an ordinance
regarding buildings on the Punchbowl area entirely, be drawn up
for guidance on what should take place on Punchbowl. That's what
I'd like to do so that we'd all be guided, including the Department
of Land Utilization. If we can do that legally, then I would so
move.

SATO: Are you suggesting a proposed change in zoning, is that
correct?

DUKE: I am asking direction from Council as to what they're
going to do with Punchbowl. No one knows right now, Make a
Punchbowl ordinance like we had a Diamond Head ordinance. We're
su estin that to them.gg g

SATO: Well, the results will end up again here.

DUKE: That's right. Good.

CONNELL: The issue before us is a Certification of Appropriate-
ness. So, the Department of Land Utilization has indicated that they
do not feel that the impact of this building in terms of the capital
district ordinance is that great. It seems to me that the Commission
should agree with the Department of Land Utilization, and in terms of
the capital district could indicate that this is an inappropriate
building and does have an impact on that area. Under Section
21-1205, it indicates that the Director shall evaluate the project
and determine whether it is a nonsignificant or significant project
as set forth either by this Article or by ordinance establishing a
historic, cultural and/or scenic district. Part of the objectives

¯ of this particular ordinance is to preserve historic sites. If the
Commission agreed that Punchbowl is a historic site, it seems to me
the Commission could go on record against this project and against -
the Certificate of Appropriateness because you feel the height
would interfere with Punchbowl.

The ordinance also indicates that when these issues are brought
before the Commission, all pertinent information must also be
given to the Commission. It seems to me that when the last appli-
cation came to you, you did not receive all pertinent information,
i.e. what it says in the ordinance.

DUKE: We tried to get everything we could dig out.
SULLAM: We.have done this before and I think we can do it now.

We can reconsider our decision that we took on 944 and send up the
same recommendation that we send up for this application.

CHAIRMAN: Can we do that?
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- SATO: I don' t: know how this can be done but J suppose the
PGZ Committee of City Council can by resolution refor the matter
back . But , it would take Council action.

CONNELL: What I'm recommending to you is the Director's

i Recommondation No. 1, the proposed building will have considerable
adverse visual and doleterious impact on the slopes of Punchbowl
crater due to its height, bulk and proximity to the crater's edge.
Base it upon the ordinance. This is your fact in law to be able
to do it. Then, add on to this, your concerns about the other 17

M parcels, a need for plans in the other area, district downzoning,
whatever that the Council can initiate.

SHEYBANI: You are referring to Article 12 which is not
strictly capital district. This applies to all historic districts.
The capital district has its own outline what is pertinent infor-
mation, what needs to be saved, protected and so on. For example,
the historic site you're referring to there are historic sites
within the district like Kawaiahao Church. Punchbowl is historic

¯ E but it's outside the district. 1EE:

TAKEHARA: Can we pull 944 back like Fredda said? iii
CONNELL: That's why I'm suggesting to the Commission that they

did not get, with due respect to Corporation Counsel, a complete
reading on the meaning of the ordinance and powers the Commission i &
has in terms of recommending. --

SATO: The Commission can but it would take some action on
the part of the Council at this stage. But, what I can suggest is
along with 982, send a further recommendation that 944 be recon-
sidered.

DUKE: Well, we're asking that.the whole Punchbowl area be BB
reconsidered.

SATO: That could be another recommendation, But, the motion
should be singular as much as possible otherwise we could pass on
15 different recommendations.

A C T I O N

DUKE: Well, I'll try again.
I move that we send it forward without recommendation truly with
a recommendation or a suggestion that the Council enact a Punchbowl
plan for guidance; then, we can make another motion that this
include 944 too.

CHAIRMAN: Is there a second to the motion?

TAKEHARA.: Couldn't we just suggest that we have justification
for denying this application because of that ordinance?
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DUKE: Ïf I were the applicant, there would be a very good ¯

quos tion how could you pass 944 and not pass 982 when they 're both
the same thing. I appreciate the amount of information we received
regarding them was somewhat different. Even DLU makes different
recommendations .

CONNELL : Ali, the s lopes of Punchbowl are within the capital
district, are they not?

SHEYßANI: A portion of it is. The upper portions of it is
- out of the ca aital district.1

TAKEHARA: I'll second Mr. Duke's motion.

(There was no further discussion. The motion carried.)

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held October 30, 1974
BILL NO. 101 was kept open and action deferred to the
WAIKIKI DETAILED LAND next meeting due to lack of a quorum.
USE MAP REVISION

Public testimony was continued. I --

Testimony in SUPPORT--

None E

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Mr. Jim Reinhardt, Secretary, Hawaii Chapter AIA (Submitted
. testimony Nov. 13, 1974)

2. Mr. Thomas G. Held, President, White Sands Hotel, Inc.
3. Mr. Laurier Gionet representing Hospitals for India
4. Gerry Lee representing VISTA

The above individuals expressed the same concerns summarized .
in the minutes of the last meeting.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried.

Discussion followed.

DUKE: I will move, and I'm not so sure I can go along with
the Planning Director's recommendation 100%, but I can't go along
with Bill 101 either, however, I will move that we do not recommend
passage of Bill 101 by the Council.

CHOY: I'll second the motion for discussion purposes.



3 CllAIRMAN: Discussion?

DUKE: Bill 101 is not comprehensive planning. It doesn 't
oven take care of the present much less the futuro. When we 're

g designing Waikiki to accommodate 65,000 people and there are
probably 80,000 presently there, that doesn't leave very many for
the future, it appears to me. Furthermore, I believe that the -

prime hotel land presently used for hotel purposes which is
directly across from Kuhio park certainly should be considered -

for hotel use and not for any other purpose--business, commercial
or what have you. To have any prime hotel area, that must be one.

The facts as presented by Freilich as being the reason for proposing
Bill 101, to me the studies were certainly outdated and inadequate
for a good comprehensive plan for such an important area like
Waikiki. By drawing a line down Kalakaua and saying one side is
hotel and the other apartments, business and so forth, is not very
good planning because of the chop suey set up we presently have
there.

Waikiki needs immediate attention but Bill 101 does not give it
the proper attention. I have read Bills 102, 103, 104 and so forth
and they do get into it better. But, Bill 101 is not the answer
to an area that is important to the economy of Hawaii that Waikiki
is. We must give it comprehensive planning. A move must be made
I don't deny that but this is certainly not the answer to it.

SULLAM: I agree with Mr. Duke. I too feel we have to start
with specifics. To just wholesale allocate land to high density
apartment or to resort without taking into account existing usages,
almost makes that newly designated use invalid.

So, I too will vote against the bill because I don't think it's
going to make any changes. I do think a thorough and detailed
analysis must be made, taking into account the present uses, and
anything preventing the area from becoming a sterile area where
there is just resort in one spot and commercial in another spot.
I think Waikiki lends to having varied uses in close proximity.
I think before we go any further, we really have to seriously

- think of open space, the view plane, the vistas, and start thinking
of historical preservation. Pretty soon, new buildings that we

- could preserve will be gone.

TAKEHARA: It's difficult again for me to make a decision if
you say having a moratorium when we get the money for this. After
December when this is lifted, do we go on with the present buildings
that have been occurring at Waikiki?

WAY: Yes.

TAKEHARA: So, this comprehensive planning will all depend on
the money.



CHOY: Mr. Way, if the $350,000 is not forthcoming, what will
be the option of the planning department?

WAY: Simply to continue with the interim plan that is now the
adopted DLUM for Waikiki. It stays in effect and the problems
continue to be unaddressed, some of the problems that I've men~

tioned--that is to say, we're not able along with other obligations
that we have, to actually undertake the necessary planning we feel
has to be done for open spaces, promenades, all streets, traffic,
improvements and whatever else are some of the problems of Waikiki
that go beyond just the mere juggling around of a few land uses, R
and arbitrarily drawing some lines that this side of the street is
going to be apartment and this side hotel and so forth.

CHOY: If this is so how do we address ourselves to any future
- applications for development? Do we have any people to intelli-

gently restrict the building given the zoning is already there?
Do we have any type of safeguards?

WAY: It's unlikely. There's always the possibility of the
so-called moratorium that is now in effect. But, I think you can E
only go so far with that. That will only take you to what might
be considered a reasonable point. After that, maybe it becomes g
unreasonable, then maybe we don't have any checks left. I don't
know exactly when that might occur but it has been pointed out to
us where there is a moratorium and there is a basis for it, for
example, the very fact that you intend to take some analyses and
some studies, and you're doing something in the meantime, you
don't want to preclude yourself from, or have preempted by a
major project or major redevelopment activity that this is probably
valid on the part of the Council, that is, it's a valid exercise of E -

their authority. However, cautions are raised as to the length of
time and be certain that there's a pretty good sound basis for y
creating such a suspension of activity. | ---

SULLAM: Has the city looked into getting federal funds to
help planning Waikiki, open space, and have they been successful
in any way?

WAY: Yes, and we were unsuccessful.

CHOY: I do agree with Commissioner Duke and Commissioner
Sullam that I'm in a quandry as to whether the Council is
reasonably right or whether Mr. Way's plans have overwhelming
merit over the Council's proposal of 101. It seems as though we're

]¯

at a point and time where we need money to move this thing forward $$
and there's this huge question mark whether it's forthcoming. I gi
certainly agree that something has to be done. I personally.feel - Sin
there should be some downzoning being that the amount of develop-
ment has just about reached it's saturation point.
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-- - At this point, I don' t know whether I could intelligently vote
against 101 or for Mr. Way.

DUKE: In the present review of the Oahu General Plan, I
understand the present concept of the new general plan but the
development plan for the area, could not Waikiki be given great
priority in the development plan for the new general plan? You
undoubtedly have some money funded for the development of the
development plan.. Is that not true7

WAY: Yes, that is not true.

. DUKE: Well, how are we going to develop any area with proper
planning?

WAY: We have requested some funding in the next fiscal year
for that purpose. In the sequencing of things and how we're
obliged to take care of our work, we felt we did have to get the
general plan first, then the more specific development plan to
follow, We are requesting additional funding for that. But,
there is the whole island to deal with and there is also that
question of priorities as well. We were hopeful that we could
run even parallel studies; that is to say, we felt Waikiki was
so important that we thought extraordinary funding, and have for
a number of years that would advance it even beyond the normal
phase it would be undertaking for our development plan work. So,
it's a possibility but I think we could undertake both; that is
to say, we've got other priorities for development.plans too.
For example, depending on whether or not the Council opts for a

major thrust outside of the urban boundary in our general plan,
then this may be, in fact, the number one priority to undertake
development plans for. I'm simply unsure at this point until we
find out a little bit more about which way they're going to go.
But, you see the dilemma. That's what I'm trying to point out.
We have a dilemma. We've got a lot of number one priorities or
could well have that situation confront us. There's no question
in my mind that Waikiki is the number one priority. It has been.
We've simply not been able to get to it because of the order of
magnitude of the task. A dilemma.

DUKE: Even though we would rec.ommend that Bill 101 not be
adopted, I still hate to see Waikiki stay in limbo because there's
no funds for making a proper study. Some action must be taken,
how? Maybe I can't answer that but there must be a way. I hate
to keep turning this over and saying, well, we can't do anything
until we get the money and we don't know where the money's coming
from. State hasn't given it to us. The Council hasn't so far or
the federal government may or may not help us. I'd like to see
something positive undertaken on this. I'd go for recommending to
the City Council that the city immediately get hot on this by
appropriating money for a study and a current study at that because
it's so im-ortant.
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WAY: We also have to koep in mind tluit maybe something's
going to be done by consideration of Bills 102 through 106. Maybe
tl11s is the interim kind of approach that I suggested what we have.
We have some interim measures that are being proposed through

- zoning, but we 're not significantly affecting the DLUM at all.

TAKEHARA: So you feel 102 through 106 would be a good interim
control until--

WAY: In fact the existing and adopted DLUM is an interim
measure in Waikiki and the proposals having to do with the changes -
in the zoning ordinance are further interim measures, Now, they've
got some problems too. They create other problems but at least, g
and kind of echoing Mr. Duke's concern, something is being done. g
It's not really facing up to some of the real basic planning problems
yet, but at least there are some additional control measures being
proposed for Waikiki. Bill 101 doesn't change the control per se.
The zoning would.

TAKEHARA: But 102 through 106 does have some control. E I Š$

WAY: Yes, they've got some possibilities.

CHOY: Prior to the formulation of Bill 101 by Council, was
there any reciprocal input between the general planning department
and the Council's PSZ committee? IWAY: No. I met with the Council's hired professional on I
think two occasions, but that was strictly of a fact finding
nature; that is, he was seeking to find out what was factual.

I guess I would have to say I'm not sure what this means. The
Council may initiate the proposals, we may initiate. I initiate
without going to Council ahead of time. They're the due process,
if you will, and the due process doesn't require or indicate that
there be what you refer to as reciprocal input.

CHOY: Let me clarify my train of thought. I do not agree
with the Council change in the detailed map of Waikiki whereby
they would take the entire strip mauka of Kuhio and makai of the
Ala Wai and make all of that apartment. Then again, in front
of the Royal Hawaiian which is a commercial area that the Council
recommended that be resort, and also the far Diamond Head end
resort to commercial, realizing that the.Council does not have
the expertise as your department in zoning and planning matters,
I was wondering whether both parties got together before this
map was finalized?

WAY: No, that is to say I don't know what if any implications
might be left on this but Council may initiate these changes, and
I may initiate changes. When I do, Council doesn't see them until
they've gone normally through the process from here to them, to
the committee and so on. It's kind of a situation that that's
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the way it is, that's the way we do business. There is a separa- -

tion of ontities in terms of executive branch, legislative branch,
and that's good.

CHOY: Then may I assume at this point this is generally

I the mechanics, this is generally what would normally happen.

WAY: No, generally these are not initiated by the Council.
This is most unique in that respect. You'll probably not see more
than one a year initiated by the Council. You'll see 20 out of

- - 21 being initiated through my office.

SULLAM: I'd like to know how much input took place from
the planning department and the community when the consultants
worked on this proposal. It appears to me he disregarded most
of the givens, By givens I mean that which already exists,

WAY: I can't speak for the second part of your question as
to the input or relationship with the community, and only the
part that involved myself and my department where there were a

- couple of meetings. That's it.

SULLAM: Another thing that troubles me is has an inventory
been taken of all the buildings that are existing and those that
have a life of let's say 50 or 70 years, or would some buildings
last that long?

WAY: I don't know.

SULLAM: I think before one goes ahead and--if this were an
empty plain, I could see where you could specify certain uses in
certain areas. But, if it's already built, I just feel you have
to take an inventory of what prevails.

SULLAM: Rather than vote for or against Bill 101 I feel it
might be best for us to recommend to the Council that'we see the
deficiencies in Bill 101 and we would like further work on it.
We'd like something better produced, something that would take
care of the problems that have been s.tated.

KAMIYA: We have a motion on the floor.

DUKE: Well, it appears to me that we have only one purpose
of being on this Commission and that is to listen particularly
at the public hearing to issues and the input that the public
gives us. Even Mr. Bremner of the Waikiki Improvement Association
stated in his testimony that he was speaking for Bill 101, but if
you truly analyze his statement, he would like to have about half
a dozen changes in Bill 101 and therefore it ceases to be Bill 101
again. The Oahu Development Conference :01 their testimony stated
that they were for Bill 101, but the input they put in, there
again he wants various changes made. So, he's truly not for Bill
101. All the architects, engineers and construction people and
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the people that Livo in Waik:iki stated that he didn't 1:ike Bill B -

101 and so forth.. Tllerefore, maybe wo should ho somewhat positivo
in telling tlic Council that 13ill 101 is not the answer to the
problems and it 's not a very popular bill. I believe th;It the
gentleman tluit advised us, I'm sorry he wasn ' t present for us to
ask him some questions. I believe that he devised it without
propor knowledge of the aron or the needs of the aroa. I'm not
a planner myself but Ï do know this, we 're not planning very much
if wo 're recommending plans for the future that are already not
even adequate for the present . Bill 101 doesn ' t give us a good
general plan for the future.

I'll go along with any suggestion that will permit us to convey
to the Council the fact that 101 is not the answer to our problem.
The suggestion that Commissioner Sullam made is all right with

¯ me. Anyway, I'm not going to vote for the passage of Bill 101.

CHOY: Since I had seconded the motion for discussion purposes
only, and I do agree with Commissioner Sullam half-heartedly and
Commissioner Duke half-heartedly, I'm still in a quandry. Somehow g -

. I do agree with Commissioner Duke that we have to convey to the | -

Council that possibly since they did not have the expertise as
planners, they should have consulted the general planning '

department. I would like to ask Commissioner Duke whether he
will accept an amendment to his motion to include Commissioner
Sullam's train of thought whereby we would recommend to the Council
that we 're not satisfied with Bill 101 and that we want more
indepth comprehensive thought to go into the bill and the original -
map that was forwarded to the Commission.

DUKE: Certainly I'll go along with that; however, we should
probably go one step more and recommend to the Council that funds
be made available for immediate and not five years in the future.

CHAIRMAN: We have a motion on the floor.

DUKE: Now we 're amending that motion.

CHAIRMAN: We have the amendment. Do we have any discussion
on the amendment to the motion?

DUKE: As maker of the original motion, I'll withdraw the
original motion. It's getting too compli.cated with all of this.

CHOY: The second withdraws .

DUKE: I' ll start all over a ain. Fredda let's hear our
motion and see what it ' s like .

ACTION

SULLAM: IVell, I would say to the Council that Bill 101 is a
good start but we are not satisfied with it. We would like to
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have greatal citizen input, groater input Erolli the businessos
that are located in Wai.kiki and the residents, we wou3d 1.ike--I

i remainbar Commissioner Choy and Commissioner Duke inctit iotied cortain
olemaiits they would 1ike to soc, and I think those should be in
tiic study and those should be included. Do you want to stato thoin

i again? I don ' t want to leave anything out.

DUKE: Wel l, I think we should also recommend that funds be
. made available for this additional study in order to got a compre-

I hensivo plan for the area, and it should be made avai lable soon.

EllAllUIAN: Any second to the motion?

TAKEHARA: I'll second.

CHAIRMAN: Ne've had a lot of discussion on this matter. DoI you feel we need more discussion?

ClIOY: Quostion?

- TAKEllARA: I'd like to ask a question. When he asks for funds,
could it be specified that it be solicited even from the city if
he were unsuccessful with the state?

CHAIRMAN: I think it's pretty well understood.

TAKEHARA: You're asking for the city funds.

DUKE: Council make funds available.

- TAKEHARA: I also feel efforts should be made by the Council
to look into state funding, city and state funds.

DUKE: Let's so recommend. If funds are not available from
other sources, that they make funds available. It's as simple as
that.

TAKEHARA: I would like the word soon changed to immediately.
CHAIRMAN: Okay.

(There was no further discussion. The motion carried.)

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka

UNFINISHED BUSINESS At the public hearing on October 23, 1974, ¯

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/ it was voted to accept the Director's
STATE SPECIAL.USE PERMIT recommendation of approval on the Condi-
(TRANSMITTING AND tional Use applications, with modifications.
RECEIVING STATIONS) Action on the Special Use requests were
(1) WESTERN UNION REALTY deferred for the 15-day statutory require-

(FILE #74/CUP-7 fi ment to November 13 1974.
#74/SUP-5)

Continued)
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(Continued)

(2) DOMliSTIC SATELLITE ACTION: The Commission accepted the
CORP. recommendation of the Chief Plan- U
(FILE il74/CUP-15 6 ning Officor and recommended

ll74/SUP-6) approval of the Special Use Permits
,

on motion by trs . Sullam, seconded :

by Mr. Duke and carried. i
i

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa,
Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara -

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Ilosaka

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 6:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lytnan
Secretary-Reporter -
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Moeting ol: tlie Planning Commission • -

Hinutes
December 4, 1974

The Planning Commission 11eld a meeting on Wednesday, December 4, 1974i at 1: 52 p.m. , in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.

I PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy -

Donald Hosaka (arrived 3:00 p.m.)

I Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Fredda Sullam
Alice Takehara

ABSENT: Charles W. Duke

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Ali Sheybani Assistant Director

Department'of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Herbert Mark Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of October 30 and November
13, 1974 were approved, on motion by
Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Dr. Choy
and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING Public hearings were held and kept open
UNFINISHED BUSINESS October 2 and 16, 1974. At the last
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT meeting, the matter was deferred for 30
HAIKU-HEEIA days at the request of the applicant to
UNITED DEVELOPMENT permit him to submit .detailed topographic
CORPORATION studies and a soils report.
(FILE #206/Cl/25)

Staff Planner Herb Mark presented an
addendum report of the Chief Planning
Officer indicating receipt of an alternate
boundary proposal from Mr. Brian L. Gray,
based on new topographic information utiliz-
ing a two-foot contour interval. The Chief ¯

=

Planning Officer's proposal was based on a =

five-foot contour interval map. An evalua- um
tion of the new topographic information and the alternate boundary
proposal has resulted in a modification of the earlier proposal. The
modified proposal concurs with the boundary suggested by the developer
in most areas but differs in those areas where it was apparent that
the grades exceeded 20 to 25 percent. Following is the revised
boundary proposal for the 18.11-acre area.



a. Reduce the area prosently shown on the llaiku Detailed Land Use
Map for Rosidential use for the sub ject area from 11.9 acres
to 10.7 acres, instead of tlio 11.9 acres to 9.5 acres indicatedin the earlier proposal of September 18, 1974; and M

b, Increase the curront Preservation designation from 6.2 acres g -

to 7.4 acres, instead of the 6.2 acres to 8.8 acros indicated
the earlier proposal,

Mr. Mark also pointed out that the soils report indicated by the
applicant at the public hearing has not been received.

Public testimony followed,

CHAIRMAN: It's the policy of the Commission to first hear the
applicant. Is the applicant here to represent the General Plan
Amendment to Heeia?

MORSE: Mr. Chairman, my name is Jack Morse, representing United 5
Development Corporation. There is some confusion, apparently, over F-who the applicant is. I know United Development Corporation is listed
as the applicant. In previous hearings on this matter, the planning
director stated that no, he is the applicant. I wish to speak inopposition to the planning director's objections so I would assume
I would fall under the opposition.

CHAIRMAN: Right; Does the planning director have any comment?

WAY: Mr. Chairman, yes. I'm unsure of the question that has
just been raised. Maybe that can be addressed a little bit later.
The point though that I would make is that in this case, we are
initiating this proposal. I think it's well understood by the
Commission that there are simply only two ways to initiate a general
plan amendment; one is through the initiation and action of the
Chief Planning Officer, and the other is through the initiation and
appropriate action of the City Council. But, I would comment that
this matter was left for consideration of receipt of some additional
information based upon a proposal of the developer and/or his agent.
We do have a supplementary report to present to the Commission which
could be done in a matter of a few moments. Then, it might possibly
be in order for the Commission to proceed with the hearing of addi-
tional testimony, if that be appropriate. So, if that meets with
your approval, Mr. Chairman, I would ask hlr. Mark of the Department
of General Planning to present our supplementary report and findings
on the subject.

HERBERT MARK: Mr . Chairman and memb ers of the Commis s ion, .on

November 18th, the developer submitted a new contour map--first of
all, you recall that the developer at the last go-around on this grequested deferral of action so that he could present soils infor-
mation -and additional contour information. We have received the
new contour map but we have not received additional soils information. ¯¯



The new contour map is based upon t wo-foot contours whereas the
older map is based on fïvo-foot contours. So, it is a larger scale.
What you soc on the lartier map, the old DLUM 1.ino is shown in the
black dotted line (referring to map displayed). The Planning
Director's first proposal is the yellow line. You have Proservat.lon
on your right, and Residential on your left. The Director 's second
proposal more or less follows the developer's new line which is the
blue line. The Director's second proposal is the red line.

The criteria used here is that areas that are 20%-25% slope or
more were put in the Preservation area. Areas below 20% are in

the Residential area. However, there are some small areas in the ---
Residential area that do exceed the 20%-25% slope criteria.
However, these we feel are nominal. -

The major differences is the area up here (referring to map). You
will notice that the Planning Director in his first proposal suggested MERE

that this area should be in Preservation as part of the Preservation ËÑËË
parcel. However, the ne.w information shows that most of this area

- is below 20% grade. Therefore, our line follows the 20%-25% grade - i
according to this new contour map. This new entire area has now
been placed in Residential. There is one corner that does exceed dii¯
the 20%-25% grade criteria. However, it was felt that this area
ought to be included in the Residential side because all the surround-
ing properties are in Residential; therefore, it would not be appro-
priate to have one triangular piece of Preservation within the
Residential area.

I might mention that the difference between the Director's present
proposal and the existing DLUM is a loss of 1.2 acres from the
Residential area to Preservation. Therefore, there is a seven-tenths
acre difference between what the applicant proposes and what the
Director proposes.

If there are any questions, I'll be glad to answer them.

CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions from the Commission? If not,
the public hearing was kept open. The Commission will now receive
testimony for.

Michael B. Cutler?

MICHAEL B. CUTLER: I'm representing the immediate adjacent
property owners to the planned development. We submitted to the
Planning Commission and Mr. Way also, a petition stating that we
felt that the land which should be developed should be under 20%

- slope. We supported the initial, and I imagine we would also
support the revised line submitted by Mr. Way based upon more

g detailed topography. We basically do not want development above
that line for fear that there are slide possibilities in the area.
Above the line, there are some raw land areas on the mid-slope of
the hil-1 on the Kahaluu side which were incurred by basically a

water permeation of the soil.



Ï personally don't feel that much of tluit area is developable
anyhow, I think thero are some real hazards in the entire area
that should be considered. Sevoral of us on the existinp Residen- Eg
tial side have had our properties raised by different developors,
some of them by the original developer to slant off so there's a gwater runoff on the back of all our properties toward this valley
area.

The house owned by Rockstead claims that they had an 8-foot piece
slide down the hill to that area. My main objection to allowing
it to go up the hill is the fact that there's a definite possibility
of slide. It's in probably very delicate balance of nature right
now being that there is some slide already occurring without having
any construction. We feel that the entire area above Mr. Way's line
should be totally left alone through whatever legal means so that it
could not be developed or tampered with because it could become what
we think a very dangerous situation for anyone living below it.

One question I want to bring out is that there seems to be no reason
for the unusual shape of the DLUM line. I think the developer in -
his map given to us is well aware there is a definite possibility
that's the origin of a spring. That probably could be one of the g
many reasons for the odd shape DLUM line that's existing now. This
stream eventually ends up at the Heeia fish pond. There's the obvious
possibility that tampering with the low lands or any of the side lands
could have a detrimental effect. I'm not an ecologist or know much
about soil engineering but there is obviously a very mucky bottom to
that. Any extensive development would probably cause a fair amount
of soil and water runoff. The valley is relatively narrow. I think
a water backage is a definite hazard if not treated correctly. I'm

¯ not saying in the future it couldn't be treated correctly. That's
why we've said we don't feel the developer--the developer certainly
has the right to develop the land. What we are very worried about
is it gets developed in a way that somebody can really end up getting
hurt.

I am representing the adjacent owners, not the Board of Directors of
the Haiku Plantation Association. I am a representative of the imme-
diate owners. The petition was signed by 14 of the adjacent 16
owners.

CHAIRMAN: Do you know whether the association has any kind of
a decision?

CUTLER: The association has made a decision--the Board of
Directors has made a decision. They are represented here today.

SULLAM: Is there any particular reason why the line has such
an unusual configuration? Has that been looked into?

CUTLER: It has been looked into but we're not sure the spring
caused it.



CilAIRMAN: Further questions?
Anyone else testifying for? 11 not, anyone testifying against?

MORSE: My name is Jack Morse representingUnited Development

i Corporation which was listed as the original applicant. This has
been going back and forth with Mr. Way as to who's the applicant. ¯¯¯

- My understanding is the Chief Planning Officer 's proposal is what ' s
before the Commission right now, I am testifying against that.I First, a couple of items on what's been said at this hearing. ¯.,

Mr. Cutler just spoke to you saying that he represents the adja-

I cent property owners. I would ask that he clarify that with you ¯

because he does not represent all of the adjacent property owners.
Perhaps he can give you a list. ¯

Secondly, in the Chief Planning Officer's report just given to you
today, the addendum, where he makes some suggested revisions to the
line and I quote:

I '''... an alternate boundary proposal from Mr. Brian L. Gray,..."
I think Mr. Mark also referred to it the same way. This is not a
boundary proposal for Mr. Gray at all in the sense that he's propos-
in that it be acce ted b the Commission.I PY8

When the ori inal re ort was iven to the Commission a cou le of
months ago, here wa another proposal. At that time, Mr. Gray
realized that it did not follow the topography very well. So, he
did present a more detailed topographical study. Mr. Gray's line -

follows the 20%-25% slope. It's not the proposal of Mr. Gray at
all. It's simply a better detailed topography.
I'd like to first of all thank the Commission for postponing the

i previous hearing at our request. We have additional information
we would like to present to you.

I brought an.aerial photograph of this entire area. You can see
the ridge line which is a natural houndary for this whole area

- and is certainly the edge of what Haiku Plantation should really
be. The City and County R-6 zoning line runs somewhat below the
ridge line, The entire area is all part of Bishop Estate's Haiku
Plantation. It was developed in increments and Unit III-B is theonly increment that has not yet been developed.
We have a problem as we told you before in developing Unit III-B.
First of.all, there is a declaration of protective provisions
which is not a document which the city and county is a party to,but which is a document that has covenants running with the land
originally sold. We're shifting the use of this entire area to
one-acre subdivision lots.. This declaration is on file with the
land court and as you see on the last page, will last for 75 years -

or up until the year 2040. It began in 1965. The other restric-
tion is that all of the residents in this area must belong to the



homeowner's assocation. This is not a condominium and yet the
homeowner's association is virtually the same as a condominium
association. All of the roadways throughout Haiku Plantation are
private. These are common facilities just like a condominium.

Nith this context, we come to the problem which has been raised by
the Chief Planning Officer, the basic criterion for general plan
residential development of no construction above the 20%-25% line.
We show you now (map displayed) what the proposed DLUM line will
do to the Unit III-B area. It frankly makes it undevelopable in
this area under the one-acre lot concept required by Bishop
Estate.

The problem is to reconcile the department's, the Bishop Estate's
and the people living in this area for one-acre lots, and the
goals and purposes of the general plan which is no construction
above the 20%-25% line. As a suggested solution to that, every-
body's goal can be attained. The solution is to conform the DLUM -

line to the other two zoning lines, state urban designation line,
the county line and put all two lines on the same line. Once
this is done, then there has to be some restriction on development
on any construction that goes above the 25%-25% line.

If you would be kind enough to look at the Declaration of Land
Use document I put in the packet, this is a suggested agreement
between the landowner and city. I'm sure-you'll refer it to your
corporation counsel. The gist of it is that the landowner agrees
and will have covenants running with the land so that no construc-
tion can ever take place above the 20%-25% line. This, I think,
clearly achieves the goal of the Chief Planning Officer and the B
general plan, and allows the development .of the existing part of
Haiku Plantation. - -

I'm going to ask Mr. Gray to respond to some of the technical
questions that have been raised about grading. I think Mr. Gray
will tell you that the only grading under this plan would be
minimal grading for the runoff. All of the houses would be cm .
very level land and virtually no grading required.

There were suggestions by Mr. Cutler regarding springs in the
area. He said there may be drainage problems. Mr. Gray can
respond to that too.
Mr. Mark said regarding the postponement of these hearings that
there was going to be a soils engineer report. Mr. Gray has checked
with the soils engineer after the Chief Planning Officer's first
report and asked whether there was any problem of the proposed - -

¯ development here. Mrb GTay Will tBÎl Ou that the soils engineers
response is so long as the development of the houses are built on
level land as proposed, there will be Ina problem.
The final thing I've given you in the packet is the resolution
from the Board of Directors of Haiku Plantation Association. As

130



I mentioned to all of the residents hero, somo 185 dwellings, the
board has resolved that the development of one-acre lots would be
desirable for the subdivision for the residents there. You will
notico in the middle paragraph of that resolution, the ßoard talks

¯ about questionable alternatives, the development of Unit IIl-B.
Eg If the one-acre subdivision is not permitted, what are the
4 alternatives? I can't tell you all of thom but I can tell you.

There is legally viable under what would happen if the DLUM was
realigned with the Chief Planning Officer's proposal. We would
have residential development to the west of that realigned DLUM
line which would be some 9 or 10 acres under the Chief Planning
Officer's revised suggestion. That is all zoned R-6 lots. So,
you'd have 10 acres in there. You'd have possibility for perhaps
70 or 80 R-6 lots. This could only be achieved, of course, only
if Unit III-B was taken out of Bishop Estate's provisions. It
can't be done right now. Bishop Estate in the protective provisions
does have the right to leave some of the undeveloped areas. I
can't tell you whether Bishop Estate would do it or not. I have no
way of knowing, but it is a legal possibility to develop this as

R R-6 zone. If that occurred, there would have to be a separate
access because we couldn't go through the private road of Haiku

g Plantation. That access would probably be through an existing
dirt road which is in state conservation zoning, and it is my
understanding that dirt roads can be allowed through conservation.
I can't tell you that this is going to happen but legally, this is
a viable alternative. The other access would be Kahekili Highway.

Mr. Cutler's testimony to you as a resident living right along the
area next to Unit III-B, his conclusion for whomever he represents,
I sure would agree. He says don't allow construction on the 20%-25%
line. That's what we're saying too. The fear he expressed to you,
I don't think they're viable fears. As far as the grading along
the 20%-25% line, there won't be any grading. Construction won't
be permitted.

In conclusion, we would ask that the original application requested
to the Commission which .I guess was never really brought before you,
the DLUM line conform to the State Land Use urban zoning line, con-
form to the county R-6 zoning line, and it would conform to every-
body's goals, including the city's, and we would enter into an
agreement something like we proposed to you here. I'm sure your
corporation counsel would want to look at it. Certainly, this will
preclude some less desirable development.

SULLAM: I'd like to know whether this is at all possible, since
Bishop Estate owns the land in Haiku Plantation--he said it was

- possible for Bishop Estate to take out this portion that's
undeveloped and put it into R-6, is that correct?

MORSE: That's my.understanding of the declaration you have
there. Anything that's common facility, this is their designation.



Anything that's not, it's actually subdivided in the lot. They
could take out coinliion facility if they want to.

SULLAM: Well, if they could do that, certainly they could use
the roads that are right in Haiku Plantation because they own that
land.

MORSE: Except for one thing, you brought up a good point.
When the roadways are paved, the Bishop Estate then gives a $1 a
year lease of the roadways to association. I don't know whether
they've actually concluded that or not but the declaration says
that they shall give the roadways by lease to the association for
the understanding of $1 a year.

SULLAM: Is there any way Bishop Estate can incorporate this i N¯at
portion even though it may not be one-acre lots into the Haiku " ZET
portion?

MORSE: It cannot because if you read the declaration, it says
one-acre lots.

SULLAM: I'm just wondering whether Bishop Estate could incor-
porate that portion somehow,

MORSE: I think not. The only way they could treat it differ-
ently would be to remove it from the declaration of protective
provisions, and seal it off as a private road, and then develop it
however the zoning permits.

SULLAM: In other words, there's no way the roads of the Haiku
Plantation can be used by this portion unless it's one acre.

MORSE: That's my understanding. The association of homeowners
has the duty under the declaration to maintain these roadways.

CONNELL: You have included the resolution by the board of
directors of the.Haiku Plantation in your presentation. Can you 50
indicate to the Commission the procedure by which the board of =

directors makes the decisîon?
MORSE: The chairman of the board is here. It is my understand-

ing this is from the board alone without trying to have a whole
association meeting.

MORSE: I can tell you this, several weeks ago, Mr. James tried
to get ,all of the residents right along the rim of the area to
come, laid it out and asked for objections if anybody had any.
The second step was to go to the Board meeting which I attended --

and Mr. James attended, and asked them because we wanted you to
know how the Board felt. We asked them if they agreed with this
proposal, would they prepare a resolution. I think that's how it
came about.

-8



CONNELL: In terms of declaration of land use which you
included, is this agreeable to B.ishop Estate?

- MORSE: I think it will be. I have not given it to them.
They have given us authority to come to you and to propose this type
of subdivision, in other words, an extension of Haiku Plantation.

¯

If it takes this kind of agreement to get this subdivision through
I can't guarantee that it will. I brought it up because your
corporation counsel has to look at it and will undoubtedly have
decisions.

CONNELL: Is it general practice to have conditions as part of
general planning changes?

MORSE: I have no idea.

CONNELL: Would the estate be open to a unilateral agreement
on their part?

MORSE: I think what this amounts to, if you look at the last
paragraph it says the trustees agree.

CONNELL: Except for the fact that there's a place in this for
the City and County which would be the City Council and the Mayor.

MORSE: Right.

CONNELL: Would Bishop Estate be open downzoning this whole
area from R-6 to R-l?

MORSE: If this subdivision can go in, it doesn't make any
difference if it's R-6 or R-1. Either one as I understand will
permit one-acre lots. The problem is the three type of zoning--
state, city and the general plan zoning. All three of those don't
conform.

CONNELL: What I'm pressing for is the various alternatives
that are open to the Commission, and also to try and discover what
exactly Bishop Estate is willing to do. So far what you have indi-
cated is that these are all possibilities by Bishop Estate who has
not agreed to any of them.

MORSE: They have agreed to this extent, we are authorized to
go in and try to get the boundary changed to allow this type of
subdivision. I don't believe they have really looked into it.
They have not seen this draft of the agreement and I can't commit
them to sign it. Obviously if they go along with our recommendation,
it would have to be only if Bishop Estate will sign the agreement.

CONNELL: When the abutting property owners in this particular
area signed their leases with Bishop Estate, were they informed
there would be a Unit III-B built?



I
MORSE: Mr. James is here and lie can answer that but my under-

standing was that preliminary plans for the whole Haiku Plantation
which includes Unit III-B, laid out in one-acre lots.

CONNELL: Mr. Morse, in connection with the Bishop Es tate
situation again, the question is to what extent h.ad they given
you any indication of their acquiescence to the R-6 subdivision
concept which you espouse?

MORSE: I never discussed it with them. All I know is there is
the possibility under existing legal restrictions and the declara-
tion under the present zoning.

WAY: So they haven't in effect actually said they would
approve such a proposal that would subdivide the area into what-
ever you indicated, 30 or 40 lots of 5,000 sq. ft.

MORSE: It doesn't give any indication.

WAY: One point by way of information to you and recollection
to the Planning Commission which you touched on, and that is the 5
matter of access through Kahekili Highway through a conservation
district which is authorizable by the Department of Land and
Natural Resources of the State, but is by no means--and I want to g
make this point rather emphatic--taken lightly by that board and
or when referred to the City and County for their comments, because
you are encroaching with development into the conservation district
which I'm sure you're aware and the Commission as well, is one of
the areas where great serious attention is given to any development
before authorization. This is not by way of a outright grant or
very routine considered matter at all. It's very seriously con- -
sidered, particularly in the steep slope areas. I just want to
make sure you understand that as well as, of course, the Commission
is aware of it.

MORSE: I understand that. I think all I represented was there
is an existing dirt road. They seem to be connected, I don't know.
Everything that is necessary for the permit, I believe, exists.

WAY: Except approval.

One other point I'd.like to raise following Mr. Connell's comment
of rezoning to an AG-1 or an R-1 or such classification. It
really is more representative the form of existing subdivision
there, and that is whether you had considered because I have some
doubts that it's possible to locate the units on the so-called
flat land, the land less than 20%-25% slope by allowing for the
setbacks that might be required particularly in some of these
other zoning districts.

For example, if this were to be classified in the Ag district, and
you might recall that this an agricultural subdivision under the

-10-
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prior--

MORSE: Under the previ.ous concept.

WAY: Yes, for which there is no concept at the moment.

MORSE: Right.

WAY: The front yard is a 30-foot setback from the right of

I way. Now, I suspect and it's more than a suspicion because I
laid a scale on the map, but this gets into the steep terrain and
I want to make certain we all understand there could be some
problems attached to that point, namely recognizing the setback
and confines or constraints of the 20%-25% slope line. --r

MORSE: Mr. Gray has a drawing on the board, perhaps he can --

respond to that.

WAY: There is another point which says that we don't concur
with the designation of the line. That may be the one Mr. Gray MEL

- is working from which may be somewhat of variances from what was
pointed out in Mr. Mark's report from what we interpret that line
to be. This adds .another dimension to the question of where can
you locate these units.

MORSE: Yes, you made a couple of changes to Mr. Gray's topo-
graphical interpretation which might affect a couple of houses on
there.

BRIAN GRAY: I think Mr. Way is quite correct. If we had R-1 or
AG, putting these houses closer to the roadway, it could mean losing
maybe one lot in pulling-the road down to conform to that. I don't
think we're far enough away on our interpretation. Our interpreta-
tion on the 20%-25% line is a matter of judgment and we could have
a chance again to confer with staff.

I want to address myself to three points which have been brought up
previously--drainage, soils, and grading. We had the layout of the ¯5

buildings on the site based on our interpretation of the 20%-25%
line. We find that we can place the building within that line with
no problem of grading. Where the 20%-25% line starts, it's fairly
level and t.hen it takes off quickly. We're essentially placing the ggr
houses upon flat land so grading is no problem. --

As far as drainage is concerned, there is a dry gully which is quite
pronounced down to this area (pointing to map displayed) where we
propose to put-in a culvert to cross access driveways, and then an

- open ditch which would go all the way along close to the boundaries
of Haiku Plantation subdivision back to its natural strean. This
ditch is still picking up all of the water that comes from the gig
Haiku Plantation area. EME

As far as springs are concerned, there's not just one spring in

-11-



here, there's a whol.e mess of them. This is caus'od because of
the underground water movement f rom the mountain. We did the
soils investigation some years ago. We went down a couple of feet
and found solid ground in roughly three feet. Surprising ly enough, u
we found coconut tree stumps growing at the level many years ago.
We feel that something has to be done with the springs because it's
a real mosquito problem in this area. We anticipate either creating
some ponds to get rid of the springs and use it as part of the HEdevelopment.

The soils investiá2ation I did go back and ask the soils engineer
for an update on the soÎls report. He said it's as required by law,
all the drawings are below the 20% line and my soils report already
says what you should do in that area. There's nothing more for me
to say. There's nothing more to add until you get into final design.

SULLAN: Those springs, how are you going to handle these areas
when you subdivide of the possibility of these springs becoming

- active?

GRAY.: Well these houses are on firm ground but those which
protrude a little into the swamp area. We had discussed that we
would use wood pilings so that the house is actually projecting
over the pond area which is aesthetics from a design feature.
None of the.buildings would be located on the swampy area.

WAY: You've examined the site in some detail in terms of soils,
geologic and topographic features. I think we're in reasonable
agreement on the relationship of the 20%-25% slope line. The B :--
question I would have is can you give us a reason why the DLUM line E igishould not be changed? Is there some criteria we're using that's "TT
inappropriate in your judgment?

GRAY: The only argument I can use is we are achieving the
goals of the general plan by leaving the general plan DLUM

.boundary and the proposed state land use boundaries and using
another means for protecting the area that should not be developed.
We had been proceeding for a general plan change in good faith,
with the understanding that staff was in agreement with our.proposal
to follow the state land use boundary. We Juld the discussion it
was a good idea to have all the boundaries adjusted so that every-
thing conformed. The anprication was made several years ago. It.
was only shortly before it came before the Planning Commission that
we found out that a different line was being proposed.

WAY: What you say may be correct but .I still see no reason
why the land use boundaries couldn't confor to the DLUM boundary -
and of course we can easily make the zoning boundary conform to
both. So, I don't see that's a problem. The fact is that you ghave presented to tus information that possibly.was not available
when those initial boundaries were establishéd.. I think it's quiteapparent that there 's question as to the validity of how they were
established. You've raised that question yotirself. by the indica-
tion of jhe black line there (referring to map displayed) which is



the old DLUM boundary. We 're certainly uncertain as to the roasons
for that. I'm sure th.at when or I have a suspicion that is that
when some of these lines were drawn, the base information of a
topographic nature was highly questionable or such a scale is to
be difficult to interpret wïth any precision. I'm sure this is
the very same problem is what the Land Use Commission staff finds
when they were drawing the original boundaries some years back.
So, it seemed to us that here was an opportunity to maybe initiate
from our standpoint a confirmation, conforming of the boundaries
if you will, but first addressing it as a general plan issue and
then maybe initiation of a boundary change from the state, and
appropriate zoning change from the county standpoint. These are
our choices too as I m sure you realize.

GRAY: I appreciate this is all normal procedure. In this case,
we feel we would be giving you all you need by doing it the way we
describe and perhaps we wouldn't have to go back to the Land Use
Commission.

WAY: Well, maybe we could take care of that for you.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mrs. Ruth Terner, adjoining resident

RUTH TERNER: I'm a ridgeline resident. One of the points I
wish to bring up is that when Mr. Cutler was speaking, I believe
there is a petition that we sent in to the Commission signed by
the residents along the ridgeline. There are 16 ridge residents.
Fourteen of the residents did sign this petition in support of the
line Mr. Way had presented.
As a resident, our main concern is the runoff from my property,and
the problems we have had with the heavy rains in the plantation
aiea. This is one of my biggest concerns.

I'm also concerned if the DLUM line isn't moved and the lots go
up that far, what prevents someone from getting a special change
for their particular lot for their particular acreage? If I were
an owner and had an acre lot, I wouldn't want to be told that I
could only build in a small section of this lot and the rest would
have to be left untouched.

CONNELL: Are you a member of the Haiku Plantation Homeowner's
Association?

TERNER: Yes, I am.

CONNELL: In terms of the resolution dated December 3rd, were
you consulted on that? iË

TERNER: There were .several of the residents that went to the
meeting on December 3rd. We did not know what resolution they
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I
made, They asked the residents to leave. The only residents that
were at this meeting, we went because we called and asked to go.
The board did not not i fy the residents . There was no not i fication
given other than the residents talking about it of what was going
on down in Unit IÏl-B.

CONNELL: The board asked the non-board members to leave before
they vote?

TERNER: Yes. We did not know what they're decision was.

CONNELL: There is no sunshine provision. The government is
constantly under pressure to be out in the open.

TERNER: I will say not all the board members were present at
this meeting. The board is representing the board and what these
people feel is best. But, there was not a meeting called of all
the homeowners so that all the homeowners in the association know
what is going on.

CONNELL: How many members are there on the board?

TERNER: Nine. EË
- (There were no further questions of Mrs. Terner.) i

2. Mrs, Nancy Clingan, adjoining property owner.

NANCY CLINGAN: My husband was here at the two previous
meetings. He was unable to come today. He is a board member
but he was not appearing today as a board member. He was coming
in as a resident.

There is some question about Bishop Estate removing this area from
under our protective provisions and then giving the development
rights to .somebody else to develop it as an R-6. The land manage-
ment from Bishop Estate said the development rights for this area
is expired January '75 They are then up for negotiation at that
time. He said that as far as they go about this area, they will
look at it at.the time the development rights expire, but that it
would take a pretty big decision for them to declare it a common
area and take out from under our protective provisions. There's
also some question whether they could do this without the okay of
the association notice. So, as far as that of a threat to the
residents to support this type of thing, I really don't think it's
too valid. We feel it is a threat to us by their just wanting to
develop it, threatening to take it out and put townhouses, apart-
ments or high density development there.

The residents have expressed grave concern about excessive road use
to develop this area. This is kind of a private problem with us
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M because we do maintain our own roads. I tliink between the rosidents
and the developer somethint; probably could work out as far as damago
to the roads coming in and out .

You asked about the rest of the members from the association knowing
about this. I estimate 75% have no idea what's going on. If we

happen to talk to a neighbor that's involved, then you know. If
not, you don't.

About 1½ years ago, a cluster development was proposed by United
- Development. The residents at that time at a meeting heard it

and later did vote that the did not want clusters us there.
4 There's nothing really that's caught on unless you're in on the

grapevine.
As far as the residents who live along there, when you sign your
lease--I'm a second property owner. Mrs. Terner is also a second
property owner. Mr. Cutler is the third owner of the lot. I was
not informed at the time when I signed my lease of Unit III-B.
Mrs. Terner said she was not also. The clusters came up after I
moved in. I was really shocked because that's the reason I moved
over there to get away from congestion.

Mr. Morse presented something to you having to do with restrictions.
We have not seen this. We have no idea what is presented to you in
his packet as homeowners.

Our main concern is that hillside is pili grass. The grass is about
all that's left in Kaneohe. Once that area is walked on or bull-
dozed, that grass does not come back. There is a very delicate
balance in that grass up there. It's a very beautiful hillside that
looks like wheat when the wind is blowing. From our standpoint,

- we're worried about the hill being damaged. There's also some talk
about salability of the land down the swampy area at the bottom.
I believe it was in '63 this area was not developed because it
wasn't considered salable. This is according to the statement from
Mr. Gray in his original application. I don't know why all of a

- sudden now it's considered salable.

The residents also do hike a lot.. We do use the trails on the
conservation area on the other side of this area. This brings
some question from some people, what happens to our access to that
area? If this development goes in, the rest of Haiku no longer
has the access to the conservation trails they use to have.

Mrs. Clingan was questioned by the.Commission.

CHOY: What is the balance of your lease presently?

CLINGAN: I believe about 53 years, renewable for another 10.

WAY: Would you have any objection as an owner to change the
zoning of the entire plantation to something in a larger lot size
minimum?

15.-
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CLINCAN: We have kl.nd of a zoning conflict out there because -

we use to get an agricultura l zoni.ng and this was arbitrarily
changed. I talked to the zon ing peopto and asked them just out
of point of information why the area was not an R-1 zoning. They El
said well, it's in R-6 and our declaration by ßishop Estate prevents
anything less than one-acro being developed there. We have peoplo g
who own horses in the area. They are in constant conflict with the
zoning, We had somebody that did look into a zoning change . They
found that the zoning we really should have is R-1. I think for
the protection of me as a resident, I would prefer that kind of
zoning because I do not know exactly how the declaration as far as - -

Bishop Estate would hold up if someone decided to go in there and -

subdivide the acre.

CONNELL: It would almost appear under your lease a clause I
note the use of the rural lots. It would appear that R-6 zoning
really doesn't fit in with the covenants of Bishop Estate. I
notice you can maintain poultry, rabbit houses, kennels,

CLINGAN: Chickens, goats, sheep.

CONNELL: Seventy-five animal units per acre. It would almost
appear that R-1 is the more--

CLINGAN: Yes, I don't think the zoning people would be agree-
able with my 20 chickens. I think this was just an oversight on
the part of the zoning people when they did arbitrarily do this
line. According to the zoning people, nowhere on Oahu is there an
R-1 zoning.

To the Chairman's call for further testimony, Mr. Ted James of United
Development Corporation appeared.

TED JAMES: My name is Ted James. I have the dubious pleasure
of being the developer, I've heard a lot of testimony today which
I think needs a little background filled in. For example, Mrs. Terner
and Mrs. Clingan are both second owners, Mr. Cutler a third owner.
They claim that they were not told, of course, of the long time exist-
ing 15-lot subdivision that was originally.planned in 1963. I'd like
to draw the Commission's attention to that large map. You will note
a little curve or indent This was the turnaround that was originally
planned for the original subdivision which is shown on any overall
map of Haiku Plantation since 1963. The reason it was not developed
at that time, Mrs. Clingan touched on this, was two fold. One, that
the area we were not sure of insofar as capability of the develop-
ment; and two, most importantly if you recall from the economic ties
we've been through that it shouldn't seem very conceivable that
people would buy down in the valley when they couÍd, in fact, take
their pick of the plateau that then existed for sale. So it was
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decided rather than put in tlutt subdivision at tliat time which was
tentatively approved, tluit we would withhold spending $150,000

i necossary to do this wi.th a dubious sale potential until a later
more propitious time. Of course since then, the subdivision was
actually sold out as far as the plateaus and more easily soon

i property. I think you will find all of the rim residents should
see and should know, I have in my canvassing of the rim residents
which I personally contacted by having them in my home for a

meeting and then subsequently delivered maps of this proposed
subdivision to all of those that did not attend, with a note
attached to it if there were any questions or objections to please
contact Mrs. Ellis the president of the association or myself for

i any answers we could given them or any explanation. I never
received but one contact from that letter and that detailed map.
So, it's hard for me to understand where as many objections that

i seem to be raised, can be raised without having made known earlier
so that we could address them.

There was also on the cluster, which she was shocked about, we did,
in going into the valley, a good deal of clearing so that we could
see eye to eye where the good terrain was, where the questionable
terrain was. We spent over $10,000 just doing this alone just so
we would know better how to utilize the land. We did have the hope -

of putting in a cluster type development, and lacked getting the
vote of the owners association by some 3% or 4% of the necessary
vote to allow the change or the type of positions this type of
development would entail.

We learned an awful lot about the land. We learned it was very
good land and very developable. I think the owners of the land,
Bishop Estate, would have to take a very hard look to turn their
back on this body of land. It is superior quality land as we found

I would say also that the question raised by the residents about
being cut off from any hiking is not too difficult to solve.
Where that entry to the valley occurs, it is not conceivable to
allow an access right-of-way across one of the designated lots.
This has been done characteristically and can be done again. This
brings up a counter point. Mrs. Terner indicated that the nature
is in very delicate balance as far as the pili grass is concerned.
I would say that hiking on the pili grass or rather the joyful ¯ggr

game of ti-leaf sliding by some of the residents children has worn si
some of the pili grass down. I'd be the last one to deny this
kind of use. On the other hand, development of the valley would
give an amount of control over the unscrupulous use, you might say,
of that area.

When we presented the cluster and lost out on the association
vote there was a resolution read into the minutes of that meeting
some 1½ years ago which instructed the developer to proceed with
the development of Unit III-B in the same concept that Haiku
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Plantation was conceived. So, there is a iitatter of record that
sometime ago, I will admit , that we were asked to go ahead and do
this. I think it spoke for a vast majority of the association
owners. M

iMr. James was quostioned by the Commission.

CONNELL: The resolution that you mentioned as part of the
minutes of the association, who voted for that resolution?

JAMES: A gengral membership meeting at the time.
CONNELL: At a general membership meetin ?

JAMES: Yest

FROM THE AUDIENCE: No, no. It was by mail.

I -.

JAMES: I stand corrected. It was by a questionnaire that il
was circulated and returned to the secretary.

CONNELL: How much of a return was there from the questionnaire?

JAMES: It was very high as I recall.

FROM THE AUDIENCE: It was over 75% returned. In order to
have Unit III-B approved, there had to be 75% in favor and the
cluster development did not receive the needed number.

CONNELL: But, the resolution for the development of Unit III-B
did get enough?

JAMES: On the alternative to continue on the same concept,
there was an overwhelming majority.

CONNELL: So there were two alternatives then, the cluster or ---

one-acre development.

JAMES: Right.

There's a question which Mr. Way asked Mr. Gray as to what reason
there might be for moving the DLUM line back to the state land
use boundary. I think Mr. Gray assumed that the commissioners
fully understood the ramifications of the DLUM line. As far as
our purposes are concerned, it doesn't have anything to do with
the general plan nor with the criteria. It has only to do with
the fact of whether this subdivision as proposed is capable of
being brought about because as I understand it, the land on the

¯ right hand side of the DLUM line as designated here could not be
counted in the computation for the one-acre lot. Therefore the
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lack of moving it to the state land uso would automatically fore-
close going ahead with the subdivision.

WAY: ßut, what you're saying is it procludes going ahead with
- this particular 15-lot subdivision.

JAMES: That's right.

WAY: It doesn't mean you couldn't have that 8 or 10 or 12 or
some such--

JAMES: Well, it does in the economics of it. The cost of the
road, for example, to serve 6 or 8 lots or 5 lots could be within i §ik
a very near figure what the cost is for a 15-lot subdivision. : *-e

Then comes two problems. One is the return to the Bishop Estate Ï $5F
which has grown accustomed to receiving and looking forward to I SEË
insofar as figures are concerned, and two is the cost of the lot

_-

to the leaseholder in purchase, and secondly, the annual premium Ë SE
or annual lease rent. You know as you shrink the number of lots,
your costs go up somewhat disproportionately to the benefits to be
derived.

WAY: Well, to get to a point, I don't think you have to run
that road all the way out, double the length of it.

JAMES: Well, this is the best solution we could come up with.

SULLAM: This is really geared to a very high income market
anyway, aren't they?

JAMES: We have had a very high income market. I imagine if
I were to guess what the average house would sell for today, it
would be around $175,000. The fact of the matter is, the original -

cost and the original owners are at a far different level. We
originally sold the first increment in the area of $38,500 in the
area of $42,000.

SULLAM: Are you saying then you don't believe you could sell
those houses beyond a certain figure? $Ë

JAMES: Quite right.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded
by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

MOTION: Mrs . Sullam made a motion to accept the Chief Planning
Officer's recommendation which was seconded by Mr.
Kahawaiolaa.

Based upon Junv material presented by the developer and
the addendum report of the Chief Planning Officer,
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Dr. Choy requestod a deferment of one week for further
study.

Mrs. Sullam's inotion failed to carry.

AYES - Kahawaiolaa, Sullam
NAYES - Choy, Takohara
ABSTAINED - Kamiya
ABSENT - Duke, Hosaka

The matter was thèn unanimously deferred to the next Commission
meeting, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs. Takehara and g
carried. E

AYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Duke, Hosaka

(Mr. Hosaka arrived at this point of the meeting.)

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-3
R-3 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential District to B-2 Community
B-2 COMMUNITY Business District and expansion of the
BUSINESS DISTRICT zoning request by the Director of Land
HEEIA Utilization from R-4 Residential District
HONOLULU FEDERAL to B-2 Community Business District to
SAVINGS 4 LOAN ASSN. include Tax Map Keys: 4-5-19: 19--of
(FILE #74/Z-12) 1,272+ sq. ft.; 4-5-19: 20--of 1,160+ E

sq. f¯.; and 4-5-19: 21--of 1,883+ sq. ft.

Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/ g
Advertiser on Sunday, November 24, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the
proposal. The applicant proposes to consolidate Tax Map Keys
4-5-19: 19 (being Parcel B of Subdivision Folder 1973-502), 28 and |
30, and 4-6-30: 1 into a single lot. Further, the applicant proposes E
to construct two 30,000 square foot, five story commercial buildings
in two .phases

which will accommodate the facilities of Honolulu
Federal Savings and Loan Association and other office uses. Off-
street parking and loading requirements under the provisions of the
Comprehensive Zoning Code will be adequate for the proposal. The
Director recommended approval of the request.

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the Director's
report.



Public testimony (:ollowed. --

Mr. Gary Stout , Property Manager, Ilonolulu Federal Savings andi Loan represented the appl icant and presented no further testimony.
There were no questions from the Commission of Mr. Stout.

I
-

The public hearing was closed, and the matter was taken under
advisement, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and - -

carried. ¯

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and i diF
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Dr. Choy, ,

-g;

I seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.
15EAYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam,
-¿gg

i Takehara ' ,=F

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Duke

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider aI ZONING CHANGE 4 request for a change in zoning of 5.1
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT acres of land from P-1 Preservation to
HOUSING R-6 Residential and designation of a

KAILUA 9-acre R-6 parcel to Planned Development
LONE STAR HAWAII, INC. Housing for 58 townhouses at Kailua,
(FILE #74/PDH-4) Oahu, Tax Map Key: 4-2-04: 1.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on November 24, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of the
proposal. The report indicates that the site plan selected from
earlier alternatives, seems acceptable. Desirable features of the
proposal are: limiting the development to areas of milder slope,
and provision of common recreation open space areas, private decks,
and substantial landscaping. The Department of Transportation
comments that "while this development will not overload Kalanianaole
Highway, it, together with other proposed developments in the Wind-
ward area will grossly overload the principal trans-Koolau Highway
facilities. Since the applicant's proposal is for development of
58 units and since a firm limit on the trans-Koolau Highway capaci-
ties has not been established, the proposal appears to be reasonable.

Ìh'e Director recommended approval of the proposal subject to the
conditions enumerated in his report.

Ìhere were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director's
proposal.

Public testimony followed.



Testimony in SUPPORT-- ' ¯¯¯¯

L

1 Elr. 1)ick Mcl3voy, Project Archa tect

DICK MCEVOY: I'm an architect with the firm oE Hogan Chapman E

and Cobcon. I'11 answer any questions the Commission may have. L

CHOY: Looking at the slope map, there's a tremendous amount of
slope where the buildings would be constructed. May I ask if these
homes will be on elevated foundations?

MCEVOY: Yes, on wood floor,

I.
CHOY: Being a layman, would you explain why the buildings have

to be constructed on elevated foundation?
MCEVOY: Elevated foundations do call for less grading than were

we to build the land up to receive a concrete slab. By going to
the elevated foundation, we could allow the land to flow under the
building.

CHOY: Isn't it possible then that the rainfall would run under
the building?

MCEVOY: No, it would be directed alon the building by swales
or piping so as not to go under the buildi g.

ICHOY: There are some buildings that will be on slope in excess
of 20 degrees.

MCEVOY: .Yes, in that case the buildings are designed to cross
the grade.

CHOY: The price of the units, approximately $90,000, is that
for the smaller units?

MCEVOY: This was the price given to us by the developer and I
believe it's an average price.

CHOY: How high is the highest structure from the ground? I
notice from the ground to the floor, there's quite an elevation.

MCEVOY: This was a point brought up by the Department of Land
Utilization also. Cutting of this section (referring t:o rendering)
was taken at a place where one portion of a building dropped a
full floor height down. This section happens to be taken right
at the point where the grade does that in order to go beneath one
unit to beneath another unit, 9 feet lower thereby accounting for
the appearance of a big gap between floors and the grade beneath
it. In reality, the floors will not and cannot be much more than
adjacent grade around the building for access into them.

HOSAKA: At the public information meeting, there were eight
concerns. If you'11 bear with me, perhaps we could go through
every one just to be sure we cover every point that they made.

-22-
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Number one, the need to widen distance between proposed buildings
and existing buildings in one section of the site. What was the
problem there?

MCEVOY: It's Building 4 which is the first building at the
entrance to the project. It's former location was at the closest
proximity to the property line and still be within the building
envelope. We could place it back 17 or 18 feet from the property
line. After the meeting, that building was turned and moved back
toward the proposed road about 6 feet I believe it was.

HOSAKA: Number two on the buffering and landscaping, how
about that?

MCEVOY: The planting plan was not altered in any plant
material. The intention was to be sure that large plants are put
in in the initial part of the project to assure that we did get
buffering in there. When the plans are finalized, we will indicate
what size plants we will put in the buffering area.

HOSAKA: Number three, the need for a fence along the property
line abutting residences below?

MCEVOY: On this particular item, it was our feeling that any
buffering required along the property line would be best handled
by a plant material as being a softer material, a more aesthe-
tically pleasing material than a hardlined fence which would
stretch from the road to the other end of this project. So on this
one particular item, we did not implement this particular point.

HOSAKA: Then, there will just be heavy planting rather than a
fence.

MCEVOY: Yes, there are portions of that which are indicated to
be hedge.

HOSAKA: Number four, the area above the site remain undeveloped.
I think that's covered, the fact that it will continue to be P-1.

MCEVOY: Well, it is P-1 but their concern naturally is what's
to stop someone from going in there at a future date and again
asking for P-1 to be rezoned R-6. My client has no intention to .
develop any further up there , To make assurance, he has submitted
a letter of intent to change the area between the property line we
had established and the existing DLUM line from residential to open
space.

HOSAKA: Number 5, grading be controlled, I think Dr. Choy
covered that. Did you want to add to that?

MCEVOY: Well, that's always been one of the conditions in
developing a pro3ect by the Department of Land Utilization.



HOSAKA: Number six, the height and bulk of buildings should
be reduced.

MCEVOY: Whorever possible, we dropped elevations of buildings
to get them close to the ground. After reexamination, we did drop p ·

some floors down.

HOSAKA: Without further excavation?

MCEVOY: Without further excavation.

HOSAKA: Number seven, additional guest parking is needed. I
think someone mentioned about tlie quarter space per dwelling. Is
that adequate or are you exceeding a minimum? E=

MCEVOY: This could be the minimum, r BET

MOFJELD: It's the standard we use for guest parking in all
lanned develo ments.P P

HOSAKA: Number eight, need for pedestrian walkways that lead
to the sidewalks offsite.

MCEVOY: The sidewalk at the building by Akipohe .Street did not
continue at that time. It has now been made to continue down to
the public sidewalk.

HOSAKA: Have you met with the community subsequent to July 11th?

MCEVOY: I have not.
HOSAKA: Have any of the developers?

MCEVOY: No.

HOSAKA: You feel those items just covered, 1 through 8, have
been adequately provided for?

MCEVOY: Yes, with the exception of item 3 we did not change.
They may have strong feelings about that.

SULLAM: I notice the parking is placed in the area that's
40% slope and more which means you're going to probably do a lot
of filling. Isn't there any.other spot that you.could put the
parking?

MCEVOY: No, all possible areas for parking have been thoroughly
examined.

TAKEHARA: In this letter which we received from the Kaopa
Community Association--are you familiar with that?

MCEVOY: No.
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TAKEllARA: There were two core horings at the 12-13 Eoot
level which indicated substantial moisture which could be a

El liazard to a building or road structuro. In relation to that,
several of the buildings will sit on filled land , arid the poten-

I tial softness of the fill plus the steepness of the slopes could
cause these buildings to slide downhill. Is there anything you
could tell us that would assure us that these hazards would not
exist?

- MCEVOY: All I could say is that our firm in the past and is
presently doing project on similar land with similar conditions.
I don't think this is an unusual condition. I don't think there
is anything here that cannot be handled.

TAKEAHRA: On filled land, what assurances can you give to
the buyer that in case the property does shift that repairs will
be made and so forth?

MCEVOY: We can build into the foundation a means of adjust-
ment to the building to take up some degree of settlement that
might be excessive, and structural engineers can tell us how much
tolerances we can allow there. So if anything should happen, the
building can be jacked up and adjusted to level the floor or window
jamming.

TAKEHARA: So, your company will follow up.

MCEVOY: We can make provisions in the homeowner's association
regulations that these things are brought to our attention and
corrected.

CHOY: I'm still not satisfied what you had stated on the runoff.
On page 8, the Department of Health indicates that the proposed site
for the subject development has terrain characteristic in which the
potential for surface runoff is great. Is it not a fact that the
choice of construction of your buildings on elevated foundation one
that would permit the runoff under the structure? Your answer to
that was no. But then again, considering this particular quote,
do you have anything to add to the characteristics of the terrain
and this great runoff?

MCEVOY: They're speaking mainly of runoff during construction.

CHOY: But I'm looking beyond that. You stated earlier that
runoff would not be permitted on to the development site. Can you
explain to me how this could be done?

MCEVOY: .I see. Runoff would be carried on the site but directed
away from buildings. Water would go around buildings rather than
through them so as not to undermine foundations. This would be
done by sloping the landscarrying it on surface where possible and
where not possible on surface, taking it underground.

CHOY: Provisions would also be taken then to prohibit any runoff



to adjacent property.

MCEVOY: Yes. Thero currently exists a concrete trench along
the entire back line of all tliose single-family lots. Water is
presently now directed into two accoss points to carry water to
the sewage system.

CHOY: Has an environmental impact statement been completed
on this?

MCEVOY: No. --

I El
CONNELL: If we might have staff clarification regarding the

. environmental impact statement (EIS). There is no EIS required
on this project, is that correct?

MOFJELD: No EIS is re uired on this ro ect because there are
no state or city moneys or lands involved.

SHEYBANI: One condition that would have re uired the EIS for
this project would have been if the general pla be amended.

CONNELL: My recollection of the information meeting was some
concern regarding the visual impact which you are taking care of,
that will be planted. If I remember, the reason they wanted the
fence was more of a security measure rather than a visual concern,

isn'MC

Oa so

es.

CONNELL: Why, outside of the visual concerns, are there any
other constraints that-would keep you from putting a fence in
there?

MCEVOY: Nothing.
CHAIRMAN: Are there any other questions of Mr. McEvoy? If not,

thank you, Mr. McEvoy.

Anyone else to speak for? gg

2. Mr. Michael Sell, Project Engineer

MICHAEL SELL: Tlus reason I put Mr. McEvoy up there is because
he's an architect and I felt he could field most of the questions. E
But, some of the questions got into the civil area which I'm quali- . SUN
fied to answer. iOne, it is fee simple land and will be sold in fee. Two, there's
no fill area there This is all natural ground. Three there's

II
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no groundwater in that arca. Four ,
about the runoff

,
there is on

i the lower portion of that development, a concrete lined ditch. The
road through the development will act as a pick up as the water
comes down from the upper area becauso it will have drainago Encil i-

I ties leaving the catch basins and underwater pipes. The upper
portion of the development, we will put a concrete lined ditch to .

take care of this runoff. The only runoff you would get from the g
-

existing lined ditch on the lower portion is from the new road down gi to the ditch.

SULLAM: The parking area is located on a 40%+ slope. How will ni
that be arranged without doing any filling?

SELL: No, the material there now is not fill. It's all natural
ground. We will have some fill when we develop this but we will use
standard engineering practice and compact it. There is an engineer-
ing man there and he takes the necessary samples and so forth. It's
common practice. ¯ imt

CONNELL: Did you run calculations of how many cubic yards
You would have to take out if you went slab on this rather than
post and pier?

SELL: Not to my knowledge. We didn't as Lone Star because
the initial concept was not slab on grade because we would have
to excavate too much. So, we went post and pier. That gives us -

also the possibility to keep the profile of the house lower -

because we can step it.

CONNELL: I think it's possible because slab is such an ordi- | -me

nary type of construction in the islands.

SELL: Well it is if the terrain is right but if you go into
slab on this, you get into retaining walls.

CONNELL: Well, on post and pier you're not on a different
kindSE Lfoundatcou

se not. We all realize that. It avoids that
excavation to get a slab on grade.

(This concluded testimony FOR the proposal.)

Testimony AGAINST-

1. Mr. David Lisignoli, Treasurer, Kaopa Community Association
presented written testimony, attached and made a part of
these minutes. His additional testimony follows.

LISIGNOLI: Two other points I would like to make along with
this to substantiate the problem and our concern relative to seepage



of water underneath the ground. One of our association members -

lives two blocks from that area on the same general slope. His
home has physically sunk and has cracks in it. Some of us have - |walked in his home, and you're actually walking downhill. The win- [dow jams, of course, have changed and it's hard to close the w:i.ndows. g -

We were hoping to have some pictures for you to look at today but g g die
this particular individual had to get back with the particular
developer to have the situation corrected. Investigation has shown
that there is an underwater stream or seepage--I cannot verify which
it is--but anyhow, there's enough water to cause the ground to
settle. It's resulting in the house being all bent out of shape. - -

I i EE
The second example I'd like to cite is another neighbor who lives NE
down in the opposite direction from this site towards Kailua town
in that same general site where they had their particular piece of
land was filled and compacted. This gentleman has since built a
retaining wall which has now completely tilted at about 10 degrees
again indicating bad packing or possibly underwater seepage. He's
having a difficult time resolving that.

That's all I have.

CHAIRMAN: Questions Commissioners?

CONNELL: What footing does the retaining wall have?
¯ LISIGNOLI: As I recall, it was about 2 feet wide and about

12 or 14 inches deep, directly abutting the existing drainage.
CONNELL: The house abutting, what kind of construction does

it have?

LISIGNOLI: Concrete slab. -E

CONNELL: When the Soil Conservation Service indicates that
the soil has moderate to severe limitations, what does that mean?

LISIGNOLI: It's their report so I'm.not qualified to say, but
I know a couple .of things they were referring to particularly were
the swelling of the ground from times when it rains to when it
dries.

CONNELL: Soil primarily clay?
LISIGNOLI: Yes, it is. ME

CONNELL: In terms of the substantial grade and waterflow
problems, potential hazards, mud and building slides, do you have
some data as 1:o potential problems?

LISIGNOLI: Only from the extent of the amount of grading that
appears has to be done to accommodate the housing in the development.
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CONNELL: How much grading?
I LISIGNDLI: I'm not qualified to say. I'm strictly going from

the section drawings wh1.ch is the ono you seo bohind you wh ich

I shows existing land line and the grading tluit will have to be done.

CONNELL: You mentioned all of the land areas which are available

i for residential zoning, where is that land?

LISIGNOLI: I don't have it at the minute but I'm certain there
must be other areas that are far more desirable for residential

i development than an area with possible underground seepage.

CONNELL: If your community organization would like, the

i Department of General Planning would be happy to provide you with
statistics on that. I think you would discover on the Island of
Oahu, there is a substantial shortage of available residential
property.

HOSAKA: I'm a little concerned about your remark on the

i
substantial moisture on borings B-3 and B-12. I'd like to ask -

staff if we have that or is it summarized in our report? ¯

$

MOFJELD: We do not have here the soils report or the drainage
study but both of these have been filed with the Department of
Public Works and have been accepted by them. I assume the borings
relate to the soils investigation submitted by the architectural
firm.

HOSAKA: Can I have your reaction on borings B-3 and B-12?
Could you expand on that a little more? I'm not too much of an
expert on--you're saying substantial moisture and we heard earlier
or was led to believe there was no underground w ter or moisture.

LISIGNOLI: This is reflecting the idea from the report itself.
We're .not engineers in anyway. We had taken it from other reports
we had read. -=

HOSAKA: You're talking to another layman. Could we get some
guidance from staff? What governs substantial moisture? When
they make a bore, they're not suppose_to find water?

-y

MOFJELD: I'm not an engineer either but the thing that happens
is that these borings indicating the soils conditions and water
condition which are engineering situations that drainage design or
foundation design has to take into consideration for successful
foundation engineering and drainage engineering.

HOSAKA: Yes, I realize that but is two bores out of I don't
-ggknow how many bores they made, is that sufficient enough to cause ggalarm? EE
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SilEYßANI: Two are samples among other samplos of borings that
they have dono and they have to make furthor. I believe the
gantleman's commonts about the houses that have problems with
foundations, those are the onos that are closer to the lake
arca. We have had a planned development there but they have had
to change their foundation design. They are doing that in the
final drawing stages. That is right at the edge of the lake.
As you proceed further away from the lake area, the top soil under-

¯ neath is still persistent, apparently. These developments we're §
2 talking about is a different type. We 're not in position to comment -
. on it, the Department of Public Works and the engineers for the

project are. The flat land at the edge of the lake, we have had g
some changing of ground condition because of the muck underneath
and landfill. This project does not require landfill at all.
However, the foundation has to be examined in detail by the Depart-
ment of Public Works before approval is given. So far, preliminary
report has been approved and accepted by the Department of Public
Works.

LISIGNOLI: I wish to make one correction to your statement
that the house by the water is shifting. It is not. It is on
the slope.

SHEYBANI: Is it in the drainage area, in a valley or on a ridge?
The level of it is how high?

LISIGNOLI: The whole area is a hillside. It's sitting on a
plateau and part of the hillside. It's not in a valley necessarily.

HOSAKA: Were the borings done after September 30th when Hogan,
Chapman and so forth made their preliminary study? '

RESPONSE FROM AUDIENCE: No, they _were made before that date.
Ernest Hirata, the soils engineer, he made them under Hogan-Chapman's
direction,

HOSAKA: I'm still concerned that there's two borings that show -
substantial moisture. It might be wise to get a representative
from the engineering division to expand on that one thing.

MOFJELD: The preliminary drainage plan and hydrology study has
- been accepted by the Department of Public Works. In other words,

they have indicated no alarm and have approved the project in a
preliminary manner. Now, as the project goes into final construc-
tion drawings, more borings will have to be done, more detailed
engineering studies made, and the final engineering documents
approved by the Department of Public Works. I'd like to point out
in our conditions under Director's comments and recommendations
under the drainage study, we're asking that the applicant shall
undertake--that is if he was to get the issuance of the grading
permit--a drainage study to determine or resolve any potential
danger due to affected areas due to drainage from the project site,
to review approval by Department of Health, Department of Land
Utilization, and Department of Public Works. Hydraulic calculations
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¯¯ must be approved by the Department of Public Works before the issuance
of grading permit.

I'lli sure these engineering concerns will be met bofore a grading

i perinit is to be issued by the Department of Public Works.

HOSAKA: Probably the same assurances were made with these
two houses though that seem to be shifting around. That doesn't
sound like a very assurance at all. There's no guarantee at all.

CONNELL: Also keep in mind that a house which is on slab and
if the land shifts, is going to have a lot more damage than a house

M that is on post and piers. The elasticity on concrete slab is very
nill. We ought to keep in mind, we're talking about two different
foundations.

The other thing is it's not at all strange in Hawaii to go down
12, 13 feet and hit moisture.

HOSAKA: Well, this is what I want to determine.
CONNELL: The core as it is pulled, they will measure, it could

run anywhere from straight on up. This is part of the thing Public
Works looks at.

LISIGNOLI: What seems to be missing here is what is an.
acceptable amount of moisture which seems to be the question,
substantial, excessive or is it acceptable.

CONNELL: I think again this is one of the problems, when the
engineers look at the sample, they're putting their professional
credability on the line and the possibility of suits if anything
should happen. The city engineers put their job on the line.

Let's look at the problem in terms of moderate to severe limitations
in terms of soil. Most of the soil in the Ewa Beach area is classi-
fied the same way. Again, it's the elasticity of clay and the
movement. The Island of Oahu is substantially filled with this kind
of soil. The Department of Public Works has checked this out. There
is further checks on it as you will note in the conditions put out
by the Department of Land Utilization. There are far more studies
which have to be done before that building permit is finally issued.
This is why I asked earlier whether you had specific data that indi-
cated there would be these problems. I certainly appreciate the
concerns of the people in the community but I think we also have to
appreciate the fact that it's the city engineers plus private engi-
neers that have looked at these problems and have indicated that
they don't see these vast concerns.

LISIGNOLI: One thing I find a little confusing is the fact that,
again referring to this report I referenced in the statement, in
October '72, the Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation, I
realize .the statement they made that it has severe limitations. So,
there's 'got to be something there. We have one group saying one
thing and another group approving the same place.



Sill:YßANI: Tho U. S. Soil Surveys are n1ways lika a footnote on
overy lotter wo recoivo, and are based on shallow ground survoys at
five-foot depths. They havo data for tho wholo island. There are
four categorios, severo, med tum and so on. They have this footnote
that the final decision and suitaba l tty of land should be made based M
on further survoy and soil study . That footnote could be included
in the report to mention what the depth and the source of
information is. This U. S. Soil Conservation information is the
basis of the Department of Public Works review of the grading plan.
As a matter of fact, the grading ordinance calls for compliance
with the U. S. Soil Conservation Service.

As to the question that they have checked previous foundations and - s-
still have problems, we don't know of any monitoring agency in the
city to ask, besides Public Works, to check the foundation. If you U
have any thought in mind besides the Department of Health, the
Department of Public Works, and other agencies that you mentioned,
our agency for landscaping and architectural treatment of the units,
we would like-to know what agency to go to check the foundation. We

usually ask the engineer for the foundation of the building to find
the foundation drawings and stamp,

As to the matter of inspection, that is one matter that has to be
improved. Other than that, we don't know what agency to see to
control and to make sure this does not happen.

HOSAKA: Well, you're not saying we're unreasonable in asking
for this because this is a public hearing. If we're not completely
satisfied with some of these remarks I think it behooves us before
making a decision to have an expert 11ere. You yourself admitted
you're not an engineer or expert on this. All I want to know is
there's two borings that show substantial moisture. Although it was
s'aid that won't cause alarm, let's get the experts to say that.

SHEYBANI: We can ask Public Works to explain this. Also, we
can ask for additional requirements that foundations be checked by
inspectors of Public Works on site if need be.

HOSAKA: Those rovisions are listed in the Director's recommenda-
tionsa

SHEYBANI: The provision is that the Public Works approve the
foundation and grading plan.

HOSAKA: Well, I don't want to wait until then. I want to do
it now.

SHEYBANI: There is no foundation now to check. This is tenta-
tive approval at this point. When the final design, building plan
and grading plan, is developed, that is when the final foundation
design is developed. You could require that they finalize their
plan, go through approval of foundation and then come back and
get tentative approval. That could be done if you wish.

HOSAKA: Mr. Lisignoli, based on the discussion that we've
heard from staff, are you satisfied with the substance of our
discussion? Would you be more satisfied if you had someone from
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14il>1\c Works to coliia in niid tall about tliis boring? I tion't wiint
to put unduo delay on tlie eleveloper, anel yet I want to be sure
that we cover the w;iterfront You brought up this thing tibout
the bor:ing and l'm oli it, sink or swilli.

LISIGNOLI: Well, that's one of the ma.in retisons we put it in
here. It's even of greater concern when you consicler the fact

I that some of that area that houses wi31 he sitting on be it in
a minor portion, i.s going to be fill, thrit kind of soll when it
gets wet has a greater tendency to s3ide. So, we 're even more
concerned as to how much water is running underneath that ground .I Dur concern was increased when we came across this house a few
blocks away that has shifted. It was supposedly on firm ground.
I would very much like to soo more detailed in:Eormation as to
how concorned should we be,

HOSAKA: Nell, I'd like to request of you if thero is a delay

i in the public hearing, or a delay in the decision that you do bring
further evidenc'e. Either give it to the Chairman or to any one of
the Commissioners or myself in terms of pictures and so forth of
the two houses that you named because right now we 're talking offI the top of our heads,

KAHAWAIOLAA: I would like to add that you check out the two -

sites and see whether it was landfilled.

CHAIRMAN: Further questions? If not, thank yo 3, Mr. Lisignoli.

Next, Ellen Ho.

2 Mrs . Ellen Ho, adjoining property owner

ELLEN HO: I live at 1331 Akiahala Street. My home is one of
the abutting properties of the concerned development. I would like
to ask your support in denying the zoning change from the present
P-1 designation to R-6. My primary concern is the steep topography.
I would like to quote from the State of Hawaii Land Use District
and Regulations Review 1969, page 50, to help substantiate my
concern. We had recommended to the Commission that the portion
makai -of the highway remain in the present Conservation district
because of the steep topography and the potential erosion and
runoff problems. Despite the consultant's recommendation, the
State Land Use Commission changed the State Land Use designation
from Conservation to Urban. Are you also going to .change the
zoning regardless of the terrain? This area is very steep and
when it rains, which is quite often throughout the year, the water
runs down the mountain like a river. I ask again for your support
in denying the zoning change from the present P-1 Preservation to
R-6.

CllAIRMAN: Questions, commissioners?

HOSAKA: How long have you been in your home?

HO: Two years..



110SAKA: Any sh i ft i.ng i.n your homo?
--

110: Our concreto foundat ion is pretty good but we've hadprobjems with f.ixi.ng the pipos. We've had to dig it up and haveit changed.

IIOSAKA: llow about your neighbors?
HO: Yes, it's shi.fting. They've had trouble with the backup g idrainage.

E | s.
CHAIRMAN: Commissioners, further questions? If not, thank you. i 25

Next, Warren Jenkins,

I
-

3. Mr. Warren Jenkins, adjoining property owner
WARREN JENKINS: I'm going to have to speak off-the-cuff because gI thought I had a prepared statement but you all sort of knocked it gdown, So, I'll touch the areas that I want to talk about,

iThere is as Mr. Sell says, a concrete catch basin which runs aroundthe back of the property. What I want to point out is that inseveral places, the water is caught coming down the slope rightalong the sides through the yard. There are no concrete pipes. So,what have we got? After a couple of years erosion of that soil from -water, come look,

Number two, my wife and I moved in about 2½ years ago. We plantedbanana and papaya trees right up on our property. These are treesthat hold dirt very quickly especially in Hawaii. The soil here isnot conducive to growing any kind of vegetation of substance. So,the regional buffer the architects talk about, the trees? Take alook at the drawing, beautiful art work, Look at the trees, howmany years will it take to get there? This is part of the concernof the community. These housos (referring to rendering displayed)are about 30 to 40 feet high, and yet they're sitting above theroof level of the house below. Now, this is going to be a 20- to30-foot high tree? Can you imagine the expense bringing that stuffin here just to make this regional buffer?

Time and again we have heard references about this slope. I'm surein any kind of development, engineering can take care of it, butthere is the expense depending on what we're talking about. Maybethose $90,000 townhouses will be $120,000 when we really take alook at the expense involved in correcting some of these problems.
Consider this, it seems to me from the discussion I hoard at thebeginnin of this session thdt the ma ic number is somewhere aroundslopes o 20 to 35 degree'slope. Look at what Mrs. Moriguchi presented
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you. If you look at the slope drawings oil this aron, it scoms that
over 50% oxceeds 201. Much is 50¾ to til% nnd some over 101 slope.
No can got cute uncl play with finures and say we can do this and we
can do that.

Concreto slab. D,an't you know that concreto slab shifts more when
you're talking about foot ings and all? Cut a log off the table
and the whole table moves. I'm not an engincor but I know concrete
slab distributes weight. So, if a building with a concrete slab
shifts, you really got problems.

II
I took a look very briefly at the--I don't know what the technical
term is but the hydrological report provided by Mr. 11arada, all
Mr. Harada is stating is what is there. He's certifying what is
there. He's not certifying that more soil will make it perfect.
Now, if two samplos, a dozen, two dozens, whatever, indicates some
moisture not even substantial moisture, isn't it well to be
concerned? The Board of Public Works has said that preliminary
studies seem to be okay. That's just what they point out, it's
preliminary, We would need the detailed studies, they say. I Eli
venture to say that if Lone Star really did the work, they should dii
have had that today.

Add that all up, $90,000 average. Based on what? Based on what
they presented here is what I'm saying. That would seem to be
reasonable to me. I'm a part time real estate salesman. One of
the things I have to know is how to calculate monthly mortgages
based on the selling price, So, you take $90,000 and you figure ---

what will the buyer's monthly mortgage be if he bought a home at
that price. In today's market, 20% is nothing. Don't come talk
to us. So, let's say he has $30,000 as a downpayment. Being very
conservative using 9% interest, add to that the maintenance fee--
It'.s $50.00 a month at Mililani, add to that property taxes, add to
that insurance, and I tell you he's got a mortage of over $600, and
I'm conservative. Use the base ratio of 4 to 1 conservative on a
$600 a month mortage, and you have to make $2400 a month family
income, multiply that by 12 and $28,000. Now who, except maybe --
Mr. Connell, makes $28,000 family income? I certainly don't make ¯=¯

it J venture to say that the people who live along here (referrïng
to rendering) wouldn't live here if they made it.

That's my point of view. Take it for what it's worth. gg

CONNELL: Even with my wife working, we don't make that much.
Is your concern that the developer is going to lose his shirt? -

JENKINS: I think if the developer was truly being responsible,
they would have accepted the study--see, we came in before two years
ago. That's who.re the U. S. Soils Conservation report came from.
Two years ago they came in and they were denied by your predecessors
for a much larger piece of land of which that is only a part of . I
feel if they were truly responsible, they would have accepted the



: rationolo for this decision todeny it, and go work on some of thei.r

y
other hundred acres they have around there.

lloro's another thing. If you look at that drawing up there, this
i ga l ls me because th i s (refe rring to map displayed) is residen tial -
1 and this is residential. What could be in the developers mind?

When they laid out this area to bo developed, they como along hero g
with a road, and you think they go in here and tap that? No, they |
bend the road. You think they put in a road here and say s,top at

i the residential line, herc's preservation, we're finished with this?

1 No, there's a bend in here for a reason. They go up the slope, 30,
- 40, 50 degrees bending it loft. I saw the drawing, slabbed houses

which would moan, as Mr. Sell says, retaining walls, etc. Cut into
that mountain. That's what galls me. 8

SULLAM: Is it possible that we see the development that was

proposed for tltis very same site two years ago?

MOFJELD: We could hunt it up but that is a valley situation
which tapers off and then is sort of irregular which could be

developable perhaps not in terms of single-family dwelling without
a lot of grading, but as a planned development. So, the approach
was 26 acres could not go into residential zoning but perhaps 5.1
could along the presently zoned residential land to create a

development that would be feasible. The remainder of that'26 acres -

would go into P-1.

SULLAM: Then this is somewhat of a compromise. Actually, I

was looking at the slope analysis and was wondering why you permitted
so much of this land which is in preservation which is 30%, 40% plus
to be part of this planned development. One would think when you
go into preservation land, you'd be very, very careful and only take
that land which is the maximum of 30% slope.

MOFJELD: Some of the steeper slope in making the boundary line

is somewhat regular. Some of this area in 20% to 40% is not
proposed for development. Some of this irregular land is a variation

of contours in 30% slope. This is generally a kind of valley area.

SÚLLAM: Were you including some of the very, very steep land
in order to get the density to do planned development?

MOFJELD: Not really. If it was-.possible to put i.t on the .site,

you could get 50% more, perhaps, dwelling units with your planned
development density bonuses abutting preservation land just in
terms of land area opposed to floor area. The density is actually
less than what would be with subdivision. So, the line doesn't
extend into stee areas in order to ain that densit .

SULLAM: Well, I feel when we go into preservation land, we

should be extremely careful. That's why we have preservation
boundaries, to keep those lands in open space. If we go into them,
we must have very good justification. They must be lands that are



very buildablo. I see here as I look at the map that you've
included some very, very steep lands in this development when
you take it out of preservation.

MOFJELD: I think you will Eind that area is not being used

i for development. It will be part of what can be landscaped as
part of the development. It helps define somewhat regular bounda-

. ries but it is not in usage as far as buildings are concerned.

SULLAM: Then I feel why don't we just keep it in preservation.
¯ Why should we change the boundary?

MOFJELD: The point is under planned development, it's building
there according to plan. This will be the ordinance that will be
documented or one of them. These areas that you're concerned with

I will not be developed, and the maintenance will be assured as part
of the responsibility of the homeowner's association.

CHOY: A question about the planting and replanting of the
development to prevent erosion. He stated twice he tried to plant
banana and papaya trees at the back of his lot and discovered
that the rate of growth is rather limited. I realize that the
Department of Land Utilization is also human and even the experts
have made mistakes :b1 the past. In expanding on Mrs. Sullam's
train of thought, could it be that this particular site could also
be one of those great big errors that we will be committing by
taking preservation land and rezoning it to residential? I asked
earlier whether an EIS had been developed, none had been and
according to our Executive Secretary, it wasn't necessary. I
think as an individual, that we're assuming a lot when we begin
to take nature and play around with it. I am almost sure that
the Director of Land Utilization has not gone into this area.
I'm not speaking of this thorough academic planning. I'm not an
expert in that but I think it would be a tremendous sociological
impact when this particular development is permitted to be
completed.

MOFJELD: Well, if your concerns are engineering concerns--

CHOY: Partial.

MOFJELD: Yes, but we can only give enough prudent judgment
with the best engineering präctices and local ordinances that we

have available. The grading ordinances are presently strong
enough. They have to be strengthened. But, within all possible
engineering caution and design and public agency review, this
project will be analyzed in the final drawing. There's always
the possibility that there's an error in anything you attempt.

CHOY: Could you give me the rationale the Director of Land
Utilization posed such a tremendous amount of conditions to such
a deve lopment?



MOFJf3LD: It was to meet the possible engineering problems thesite might have.

CHOY: So, there is a real risk that there are problems .

M0FJELD: We recognize potential problems. If we thouglit the arisk was that great, that the project did not moet public healthor safety values, we would not have given a recommendation for -approval. The feeling was that within the engineering safeguardsavailable to us in promulgating the review of construction documents,the project could be engineering feasible, subject to further site Mand engineering design analysis, ¯

KAHAWAIOLAA: You were saying along the site there is a ditch.
JENKINS: A concrete catch ditch,

KAHAWAIOLAA: Along the road there will be catch basins. What -the developer is saying is that anything coming from above the roadwill be caught at the road side because of these ditches. So, you're¯

only worried now from the road down which would be less. That's Mwhat I understood the developer to say.
CHAIRMAN: Further questions? If not, is there anyone elsewho would like to testify against?
JANE HORIKAI: I just have a question. Am I correct in assumingwhen he stated that Lone Star would come in later, if they got thischange in zoning and downzone the rest of the area? The area is

apprçximately 150 acres. After he develops this 10 acres, is hesayi-ng he would downgrade the remaining 140 acres or so that heowns?

MOFJELD: At the moment, he's asking for a general plan change.At the moment, the boundary of the zoning area between R-6 and P-1,all of the area is residential in terms of the general plan. Thegeneral plan change is not.conditional on this because he's alreadyfiled a letter of intent for the remainder of this 26 acres to gofrom residential to open space assuring that he or someone elsecould in the future apply for rezoning of this P-1 to residential,consistent with the residential designation on the general plan,whether this rezoning goes through or not. That letter was filedon October 21, 1974.

CHAIRMANT Do we have anyone else wanting to testify? If not,Commissioners?

HOSAKA: I move to close the public hearing.
KAHAWAIOLAA: I second.

CHAIRMAN: Moved and seconded to close the public.hearing. Allthose in favor?



i sur
(The motion to closo the publi.c hearing was carried.)

CilAlludAN: What is the pleasure of the Commission?

Dr. Choy?

I MOT I ON

I CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I move to deny this rezoning of 5.1 acres
from Preservation to Rosidential.

I HOSAKA: I second for discussion.

CHAIRMAN: It's been moved and seconded to deny. Discussion? ¡ age

CHOY: I would like to clarify my stand for the motion I've
made. Notwithstanding our Executive Secretary's explanation of
the shortage of residential building sites, I feel very strongly

I about the excessive grading on this particular site for a planned
development especially on the Windward side. I think there does
exist other land much more desirable than what has been presented

I to us in view of the fact that the approximate site before us today
has been denied two years ago. With this in mind, I don't see how
this body then can move in two years and grant such a zoning change.

Secondly, the cost of the units. We were just given a figure of
$90,000. With the price of real estate in this town, I have to
agree with some of our witnesses that the price will probably be
in the neighborhood of $125,000 to $150,000. It does not substan-

- tiate in my mind to help alleviate the housing shortage because it
is directed to a segment of the public that really don't need this
type of housing.

SULLAM: I will support Dr. Choy; however, it does come to my
mind that probably this proposal is sort of a trade.. I didn't
realize that we had denied an application in this area two years
ago and that the applicant was really going to put some even steeper
land presently zoned residential into preservation. I wish we had
been informed of all this. If we're going to be trading, then we
look at this in a different light.

KAHAWAIOLAA: I have a question for staff. The 29-acre R-6
portion, could you explain that?

SHEYBANI: The total land in this area is 26 acres, 3.1 is in
residential. There is another 5.1 acres to make it 9 acres.
All together the land general planned is 26 acres. He's asking
that 9 acres be zoned to residential. We're going to put the
rest of it back into preservation as far as general planning.

KAHAWAIOLAA: The rest of the 26 is in P-l?

SHEYBANI: As far as zoning is concerned, it's in P-1 yes, but
general planned for residential. Usually you have the reverse of

163



this, land that is general plannod for presorvation and zonod for
residential, one step ahead oE the general plan.

SULLAM: However, zoning is the uso that one must abide by
legally.

SHEYßANI: That's true.

SULLAM: So therefore, all of this trading really isn't quite
necessary in order to keep this in open space.

SHEYBANI: Right. On the other hand, zoning should comply
with the general plan.

TAKEHARA: In regards to Fredda's concern about 2 years ago,
it's a little different to me in the sense that we're asking just
for a portion of it, in order that the developer can build.

CHAIRMAN: Before we even go into the subject of what happened
two years ago, I think it would do the Commission good to find out
if it is really true it was denied two years ago, and exactly what M
was denied.

TAKEHARA: Also, the discrepancy in the report where one set
of experts tell us it's acceptable and another report shows concern _¾

that it is hazardous to build on regarding the shifting, drainage
and so on.

CHAIRMAN: What would be of interest would be on what grounds
it was denied. R E

HOSAKA: If I remember correctly, the soils report is two years
old. Possibly we should get further data on this. I'm not really
sure in my own mind that I can vote with the motion. I would much
prefer deferral of this application until which time we receive
this kind of testimony from Public Works, and also ramifications
of that 26-acre development.

CHAIRMAN: After listening to the discussion, I would certainly
suggest that the matter be deferred.

MOTION WITHDRAWN
_¯

CHOY: As maker of the motion, I would withdraw my motion very
reluctantly. I've sat here for a whole year and I've heard
supposed experts and engineers before us testifying, and I have
never as yet ever been even partially satisfied with the type of
material presented to us. Often times, they don't even show up.
I think this is for nought. Because of this, I do withdraw very
reluctantly.

HOSAKA: The second withdraws.
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MUTION

HOSAKA: I'd like to move tluit we defer action on this
application for two weeks for further evidence in terms of--
I'm sorry Wil but I'm going to ask for experts--soils experts

i from Public Works and other bodies if staff can round these people
up, primarily runoff, the soil tests and the liko, and also to
have further input on the application two years ago.

TAKEHARA: Second.

CHOY: I'd like to speak against the motion. Whenwe do such
as we have, we're closing the doors to the neighbors and the people

E living around there since the public hearing has been closed.
Because of this, I think the developer would be the only one that

I would be sitting in a better position whereby he could submit
further study.

HOSAKA: I see Wil's point of view there and it's apoint well
taken. I would strongly like to suggest to the people who testified
against the application to be in the audience so that we can ask
them questions. I think we should be fair about this. ¯¯

CHOY: If you make this part of your motion, Don, I'll concur.

CHAIRMAN: Well, we can' t force the people to come. We can
only suggest that they be here.

HOSAKA: I'd like to add that we would like to urge those
people that did testify to come back again. In fact, I requested
one of them to have some pictures and other input that is pertinent
to this situation. If these people would kindly consider this,
and we're doing this on your behalf, that they plan to be in the
audience two weeks from now.

CHAIRMAN: The same offer is made to the developer.

KAHAWAIOLAA: Since we've asked this of both sides, I'd like
to suggest that we reconsider closing of the hearing.

CHOY: I agree. - E

CHAIRMAN: There's a motion on the floor.

HOSAKA: Question.

CHAIRMAN: The question has been called for. All in favor of the
motion to defer?

(The motion to defer was unanimously carried.)

41-



[)E,0 & 1974

MOTION

CHOY: I would movo that we reopen the public hearing.
KAHAWAIOLAA: Second.

CHOY: Question.

CHAIRMAN: question has been called for. All in favor?

(The motion to reopen the public hearing was unanimously carried.)

The public hearing was kept open, and the matter was deferred for
two weeks.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 6:17 p.m.

Respectfully submitted, M

Henrietta B. L man
Secretary-Repor ter

!
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I Meeting oE the \>lanning Commission
Mi.nut es

December 11, 1974

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, December 11, 1974
at 1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex, Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Dr, Wilbur Choy ---

Donald K. Hosaka
¯

Antone Kahawaiolaa
Fredda Sullam

¯¯

Alice Takehara

ABSENT: Charles Duke, Vice Chairman

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner
Betsy Marcinkus, Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPITAL . request for a Certificate of Approprl-

- DISTRICT APPLICATION ateness for installation of two bus-
(BUS SHELTERS) shelters--one on Beretania Street, the
CSC DEPARTMENT OF other on King Street, Tax Map Keys:
TRANSPORTATIONSERVICES 2-1-23: 16 and 2-1-25: 3.
(FILE #74/HCD-17)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on December 1, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report of
the request. The 8-foot height of the proposed structures is well ¯¯

within the height limit of the district.(65 feet). There is no
open space requirement. One shelter will be located on the mauka
side of Beretania Street by the State Department of Health Building,
and the other on the makai side of South King Street near the Punch-
bowl intersection.

The Director recommends approval of this application, subject to the
following conditions:

1. The roof of the bus.shelters be painted in nonreflective,
unobtrusive color to reduce glare.

2. The final drawings for the bus shelters include provisions for
coordinated lighting, street furniture and signs.

There were no questions of staff regarding the Director's report.



¯

DEC :1.1 1974

Roccived into the record at this t ime was a letter froin Nr Rik
Nisitioka, State l?ublic Woit Ungincei, State Depattiwrit of /\ccettnt
ing and General Servi.ces, which states:

"While we are genot ally in favor of the proposed projet t ,

we believo the following i tems must be resolved bofore the
projects will be acceptable to our departinent:
A. King Street Shelter

1. We assume that the shelter will be located on
State land. If this is the case, an easement in
favor of the City and County of Honolulu must be .

-

drawn up for the piece of land on which the she lter
will be located

2. The King Street shelter will be located within the
most sensitive area las defined by the plan submitted
to the City Counc11by JohnCarl Warnecke) in the
State Capital Complex. We have not been afforded
an opportunity to review the plans and are concerned
that the design mav not be compatible with the

¯ location, We would also like some statement on
frequency of maintenance .

B. Beretania Street Shelter
1. We have forwarded your request to the Department of

Land and Natural Resources for comments since if the
shelter is to be constructed on State land at that
location, it will be on a parcel under their control.

2. The City and County Traffic Engineering .Division,
Department of Transportation Services, has by letter
dated January 28, 1974 requested that a driveway be
constructed from the Health Department's parking lot
to Beretania Street in approximately the same location
as the proposed bus stop. We believe the locations
should be coordinated within the Department of
Transportation Services

In view of the above, we recommend the Certificate of Appro -

priateness be denied at this time . The projects should be
resubmitted at a later date when proper coordination has
been effe.cted.

No person was present to speak either FOR or AGAINST the request,

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director 's recommendation and
recommended approval of the application, on motion by Mr.
Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried

AYES Choy Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Duke
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I DEC 11 74

i URFINISilLiD BUSINESS Public lion r ings hold Octohor 2 6 10 , 1974
GP/DLUM MÆl:iNUM1.iNT woro kept open on request of the developer's

i HAÏKU-HEEIA at torney . The public hear.ing of December
UNITED DEVELOPMl3NT 4, 1974 was closod and action deferred for
CORPORATION further study by the Commission.
(FILE //206/C1/25)

Questioned by the Commission whether a study had been made to determine
precise grading, landfill, and buildable lot area, Mr. Way stated:

I "No, I don't think we went into careful calculation of that. Under the
proposal that we have, there would very likely be a different configura-
tion for the subdivision. In effect, what we're really talking about is

I whether we will permit a maximum subdivision within the total area of
some 12 or 14 lots or something less than that. That's what the end
product will be. Under the proposal that I have, it would limit the
area to something--and I'm only roughly estimating--maybe half that number

i of lots that would actually be developed. We have made no site study of
that nature. It's quite premature at this stage.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the recommendation of thei Chief Planning Officer and adopted the following
recommendation reflected in his addendum report, on
motion by Mrs. Sullam, seconded by Mrs. Takehara and
carried:

1. Reduce the area presently shown on the Haiku Det.ailed
Land Use Map for Residential use for the subject area
from 11.9 acres to 10.7 acres, instead of the 11.9
acres to 9.3 acres indicated in the earlier proposal
of September 18, 1974; and

2. Increase the current Preservation designation from
6.2 acres to 7.4 acres, instead of the 6.2 acres to
8.8 acres indicated in the earlier proposal.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Duke

STATE LAND USE Submitted to the Commission for review and
COMMISSION PETITION recommendation is a petition from the State
KAILUA Land Use Commission to amend the Urban-

I
(KAWAINUI MARSH) Conservation District boundary in the Kailua

(Kawainui Swamp) area. The petition requests
a change in State land use district designa-
tion from urban to conservation with the
purpose of increasing the boundaries of the
proposed Kawainui Park.

Based upon review and analysis of the petition, the Chief Planning
Officer concludes in his report dated December 6, 1974 that in
essence, the Land Use Commission's proposal for a change from the
Urban to Conservation District relies upon a City Department of
Recreation proposal to implement a major parR facility in the area.
Since a park such as that which is being proposed can be appropri-
ately implemented in either the Urban or Conservation District,
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there is no essential reason for changing State Land Use Distr.s:
boundaries, In fact , i f this a roa is placed in the Conset va trol,
District, the proposed urban type of park uses nuly be inappropt tato.
This is not to say that legit i.mate reasons do not exist is sc.l..ade
all or portions of the subject areas from potential uihan etic. auch- i ¯_-

ment. All of the issues part i.nent to the proposed change in the -

State LandUse District boundarles arecurrently being addressed in HI i
greater depth within the scope of an evaluation of a request from -

-

the Department of Recreation for an amendment to the General Plan- g as?
DLUM. Analysis connected with this request and its evaluation will
provide an appropriate basis for whatever changes in land use pottey
may be needed with respect to the relatively detailed relationship
of urban and conservation uses in the Kawainui Swamp area.

On the basis of evidence submitted in support of the proposed Land
Use District Boundary change wh Lch, tor the most part, ielares t
a relatively detailed land use issue, the Chief Planning Officer
does not believe that favorable action on the part of the Land Use
Commission in this matter is either appropriate or necessary, and
recommends that the subject petition be denied,

The following discussion transpired.
-=-

SULLAM: Somehow it would seem more logical to me to place these
two additional portions in conservation too so that the entire park ¯

will be in conservation= The stipulation unde.r onservation district | .-

even specifies that park lands should be in conservation district.
It says lands necessary for providing and preserving park lands,
wildernesses and beach reserves, et cetera, et cetera, Park lands
seem to be a very definite category that has been described in
conservation.

MARCINKUS: However, the emphasis is definitely on outdoor
recreation, in other words--hiking, camping, on the water-oriented
recreation in the conservation district, The point we're making
here is that once you've introduced these much more intensive kinds
of urban park uses, then it is more appropriate that it be within
the purview of the City and County for the planning, We feel
there's no problem whatsoever in plannïng for an integrated park
for Kawainui Marsh which has some of its area in State conservation,
the part that is water okiented and some of the area in urban
designation.

SULLAM: The park that is in conservation would not be under
the jurisdiction of the City, is that it?

MARCINKUS: The City and County Department of Recreation would
have to deal with the State Department of Land and Natural Resources
through their regulation for, in order to implement a park in the
conservation area, whereas, to implement a park in an urban area is
within the purview of the City and County .

WAY: One other point to the question which has to do with the
general plan and as we d td point out in the report, a portion of



it is designtrted by policy for an agri.cul.tural use. In fact, a -

I portion is being so used.

Again, I think the key to th Ls in appropriately responding to
SLUC is really looking after the County's general plan and soi ti.ng

i out the associate land uses which procedure is underway. It has
a number of ramifications involving other competing public uses.
There is a question of the highway now shown on our adopted DLUM,

I an extension of Kalanianaole Highway. There is a question of use
of some other public facility, I think the proper form for sorting
out these land uses first is at our general plan level, and then -

we may deal with the question of whether all or portions of the park ¯¯

should be appropriately designated for conservation, urban, essen-
tially those two.

I SULLAM: Are these lands currently general planned for park
or are they zoned R-6?

g WAY: The designation is open space. There are a number of
designations on the general plan, the major portion presently gg
shown for open space use, I don't think there's any park designa- Ei
tion specifically as you indicated yet shown on the general plan.

MARCINKUS: Tlpat's true. There's no park designation.
Predominantly for both areas it's agricultural DLUM designation. gg
There's also open space, the roadway,.drainage, a small part of EE
residential, and industrial.

SULLAM: My concern is, is it possible for some of these land-
owners to come in and proceed with the zoning that's specific and
make it difficult to obtain these lands for park in the future?

WAY: It is possible. However, it's extremely difficult in
this area to implement some of the zoning proposals because of the
inadequacy of utilities.

SULLAM: That's one of my prìme concerns that this land not be
made unavailable to the City in the future.

CHAIRMAN: In line with what Commissioner Sullam is talking
about, the State Land Use District Regulations Section 2.9(e)
states: "Lands necessary for the conservation, preservation and
enhancement of scenic, historic or archaeologic sites and sites
of unique physiographic or ecologic significance shall be included
in this District except as otherwise .provided for in other sections
of these regulations." Wouldn't it be better to have it in
conservation?

WAY: We.would point out, it's somewhat argueable it appears
to me some of the criteria. However, then comes the question or
the point, why not all of our parks in a conservation classifica- EP
tion and what purpose it serves I think this is the key .point

the Commission ought to look at Certainly some lands, possibly
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-

-..

state ownership more particularly befitt:ing ille nature oE th.it
description miLrbt verv well be maintained in a Stato conservat ton

classification Thoro's a yttest lon it's obviotis we, have an :irega-

lar pattern of district aug in this location but I thins it 's
:ilmportantwe felt at \ca>t ilgain to pa.l.nt out t.hat lii:iny ot «e

points can be addressed and taken into account at the timo 'ha a

new policy 1s sot for just exactly where the boundaries for the
park shall be and what more speelÏ Lcall.y it's naturo and character
should be.

CllAIRMAN: Did Parks and Recreation come out with any kind of a

plan to what they want in this particular area?

I
-

WAY: Yes, I do believe they do have a plan. That's where we Ë
obtained some of the information on the kinds of facilitics; however, y

this too is subject to further change, Many of the proposals in il

their current plag and I think may be quite frankly, that's g '

stretching the point to call it a plan - g -

CHAIRMAN: Do we have anv kind of a timetable? i ¯1

WAY: Not to my knowledge. 95:

MARCINKUS: It's something that they're working on but they
haven't reached the final conclusion either about the boundary or
the specific uses for their proposed park.

SULLAM: Was there any recommendation from the Department of
Parks and Recreation? Were they consulted?

WAY: Yes.

TAKEHARA: This proposal by the State Land Use Commission
which they're proposing.a land use designation of conservation,
that does assure there would be no future urban encroachment or
other kinds of encroachment in that area?

WAY: No. It may appear that way but the answer is no. In
fact, there's a real question tirat many of us have worried about
as to the range of latitude of uses that have been permitted in
conservation tones through the years, and that, in fact, it has
been viewed with some .alarm simply because there've been even some -

commercial uses allowed in a conservation district. We have a

couple of examples on Oahu and some examples on the neighbor
islands as well I think now that they have developed some regu-
lations, we're a little better off in that regard but I don't
think we could say 100% assurances that there would be no urbaniza-
tion in the conservation district For example, on Oahu there's
the so-called Paradise Park which is in a conservation district,
a commercial operation.

MARCINKUS: Hawaii Loa College too

WAY:. Hawaii Loa College 101s permitted in a conservation area,
another example of a purely urban use. So, it raises a question.



HOSAKA: 1'cl like to know by tilo redosa.gnation of the innd
boundarios by the Stato, would tlaat hamper or enhance the concept
that 's outlined by DOR?

WAY: From my perspective, I don' t know t,hnt it 's a plus or

i minus necessarily . It ' s already been pointed out however , i t and
when a specific proposal to implement portions of the park, what-
ever, it is subject then to the review by the Department of Land
and Natural Resources. Whether that can be considered a hindrance
or help, I don't know. It's simply another element introduced

i - into the process so to speak. If it were in an urban classifica-
- tion, our Department of Recreation could simply proceed pursuant
i to whatever our own requirement might be.

HOSAKA: By the same token, by redesignating it to conservation
wouldn't it lessen the chances of developers coming in? In other
words, here's conservation. It would be very difficult.

WAY: That's arguable.

HOSAKA: Even though you've given us two examples. It's R-6,
R-4. They could conceivably build on it. Look at this Dillingham
project that came up, the shopping center that was proposedh They
must have gotten some agreement by the landowners there in using
their lands for a shopping center. I think the public is a little
concerned about the fact that there are these pockets of urban
zoning that can be built on,

- -
WAY: Keep in mind however, that just because they are desig-

g nated conservation does not prevent the Dillingham's or anyone else
E from coming in and proposing further urban-type uses on the area.

That doesn't stop them from proposing general plan amendments.
g That's up to us and the Council to ultimately decide. So, conserva-

tion designation doesn't prohibit that from occurring. In the case
of the zoning, yes, that is to say if they propose residential use
and could otherwise meet the facilities and other requirements for
that parcel.

HOSAKA: Also, wouldn't perhaps the redesignation, I don't know,
lower the value of the land, therefore make it easier for the City
to buy the pieces of property, or should we leave it in urban and
but it at urban prices later on?

WAY: Well, I'innot so certain, I don't know how to answer
that one. What are they going to come up with by way of evaluation
is up to the appraisers. I guess all too often I've seen the situa-
tion occur that tlui appraisers take into account some sort of
potential urban use whether it's designated urban or conservation
or not, and whetlier it's altogether suitable for use. It's a

question I don't know how to answer.

HOSAKA: To me, it behooves the City to take this approach of
perhaps conservation which would more than likely 'than if it -were

urban, lower the price in the future if DOR is continuing their
pursuit in an integrated park use of this swamp area.

SULLAM: Has the City any plans as to when it 's going to



- DUTCÌ1aSc these 1.wo n:iccols? .
---

MARCINKUS: Not ta liiy kilowledge It 's awaiting t ti.alizat.lon

of DOR's plans and spot i f ic it ions al houndiir ies.

WAY: I'm uncertilan of thtit We would have to check CEP but
I believe some pruchase is contemplated within tluit. period. But
again, that's contingent upori sortinyt out the general plan. quest .an

of precisely what and whe re should be park and what should not
Then, we can specifically program the funding Many of these
questions you're talking about are general plan «ssues. Please -=

understand, that's part of the problem. We're uncertain and unsure ¯¯

because here is a mere Land Use Coimnission petation, sort of a

45-day return around situation where we're suppose to say yes or me

no with our policy clearly not we i i established, and in tact being
brought into question, There's a lot of issues that need to be
sorted out and the place to do it is at the general planning B
review, not here

HOSAKA: Well, knowing what you've progressed on the GP so
far, do you think that the petition if approved will in any way
curtail your movements or maneuvering for boundary changes in the
future? In other words, is it contrary to what you're thinking
about in that area?

WAY: Contrary to present plans i
HOSAKA: Because as far as I can see, I can't see why we

cannot recommend approval of the petition It seems legitimate,
something that's warranted, and we should go ahead with an approval.
That's what I think

WAY: It's contrary to your adopted policy is what you're
saying. The Commission has made a number of these reviews and on
similar lines, and well established the policy that you must recog-
nize the general plan first. Now, if you want to substitute your
judgment for the policy, that's what.you're doing. That's your -

choice

CHOY: Is there any time constraints for reply back to the
Commission and number two, would the LUC then go ahead to make
the boundary change regardless of our recommendation or not? Do

E¯

they have that prerogative?

WAY: Yes, on the latter question irrespe.ctive of what your
recommendation may be. The.answer as to a time constraint, we
get a 45-day turnaround plus a 15-day. We normally Tun pretty
close to that I'm not exactly certain where we stand, We could
check that ,

CHOY: Then in other words, recardless of what is discussed
here, if the Land Use Commission saw tit to go ahead and redesig -
nate the boundary change, they could go rig¾t ahead and tedesignate
the area in question to conservition .

WAY: The Land Use Commission could make tlie decision, They
have the uthor ty



You may remember at one point ,
tlio Comini ss ion was quite suppo rt tvo -

¯

of a concept which said that the Land Use Commission could not mako
the changes to tlie boundary except in accordance with he general
plan. This has been supported by other count tes as well, ' 'm
unsure precisely how to say where that support luts come from, some B

i commissioners, some planna ng directot s and so forth. I think ït 's -

basically rather sound that too often the Land Use Commission does
not give appropriate recognition to the respective counties' plans . I

i in making these boundary changes. There are a couple of good
examples--the 735 acres of urban land designated in Kahaluu which
is shown agricultural on our general plan, That's just one that
comes to mind. ---

SULLAM: In other words, the county is not ready to put this gy
land into park. I tif

I
r .mr

WAY: That's correct -e

SULLAM: You're uncertain of the configuration of the land,
whether it will be larger than the parcel that the Land Use Commis-
sion has specified or smaller,

WAY: That's correct, precisely. The other thing is it's a

situation not unlike that which we faced recently in the boundary
review where this Commission asked the Land Use Commission to
hold on boundary changes until we had a policy on our new general
plan. In effect, this is an identical situation at a smaller scale.
It's involving a specific boundary situation. So, that's what I
was getting at, When we're adjusting the county's policy, it might
be more prudent to keep that in mind that we have a kind of position
before the Land Use Commission.

SULLAM: When will the County be ready to proceed with a
recommendation putting this land into park?

WAY: I don't know.

HOSAKA: Would it be appropriate to get some comments from
the representative from the Kawainui Ad Hoc Committee?

CHAIRMAN: If that's what you want.

HOSAKA: It seems like this Ad Hoc Committee has done quite
a bit, and perhaps could throw a better light on the situation,
moreMUhR LweS veO,reCad sR AfarKAWAINUI

AD HOC COMMITTEE: Thank you,
Mr. Hosaka. I really appreciate this opportunity, The Ad Hoc
Committee for Kawainui Regional Park approached the Land Use
Commission and indeed had our own petition before them during the
5-year boundary review at the request of the Department of Recrea-
tion because at that time the department felt very strongly, and
still feels that way, that their position for protecting this land



unti3 all of the necessaty scient if:ic studies llave boon com>leted
and so iliat they liiay kiiow t xa.i:y liow cliey catti Iliake ::arla lisiicl al
firm conceptualizat i.ons as to how the paik will ho dovri od, thi
would give add:it lonal protection to the lands in question .. 1

perhaps at least would put one other layer of protect.ton .i.n il:,s

area until they have such firm plans. To this and, we did petit.on
the State Land Use Commission For whatever leasons at the. r owli,
they chose instead to initiate their own potitton, outstde of the

. 5-year boundary review. lt is our very great hope, of course,
that this Commission will then affitm that petition Because, it

will be helpful in protecting the land for everybody that lives
on this island, The fact that some of the boundaries are sti.ll
in question, certainly does not apply to subiect Area l. There's
no question about those at all.. Those up on the hiliside,
certainly there are questions there. However, it seems to me this
is a golden opportunity to give the protection to this ma jor atua
the larger area especially in Area I,

Just as Mr, Way has pointed out the present pol:, ies are subject
to change, there would be absolutely nothing opposed apparently to
your determining to go against the existing polily knowing that
chan=e is comin

Also, I had made a note of another remark of Mr. Way's. He was
pointing out all the kinds of activities that can take place in our
conservation lands. I might point out that if this were in conser-
vation, it might alleviate some of the dangers for instance of -
highway costs crossing the marsh, at least it would give that
additional protection_as well as any other urban development. The g
fact that one can have recreation within the conservation zone,
if at .some future time ïf we have this conservation designation,
at some future time even with regard to hillside properties, at
that time, those particular recreational activities, we could then
request the changes to suit them but în the meantime, we would have
an overall additional protectïon for the entire park till a concept
is firmed, based on the integrity of the marsh

HOSAKA: You've been working with the Department of Recreation
quite closely?

SETO: Oh yes

HOSAKA: How far are they along on their plans? Apparently
some of the information has not reached the staff. What portion -

of that haven't they seen?

SETO: I'm sorry for that : For one thing, the people in the
Department of Recreation keep pointing out to us that when we have
objected to certain aspects of the concept presently before the
Chief Planning Officer, this is only a concept They have learned
that there may be a great deal more to the ma.rsh with regard to
its ramifications for other .areas including our bays and seas .

They have decided that until the conclus on o the limnological



survey, and until they know what t hi - eut tre ecologi.cal ent i ty is
consisitng of, they are loathe to hocome fi.rm about where anything
is done as far as develop:ng it is concerned. This survey as going
to tako about a year. Now for th is reason, we would very b like
to have this extra assurance given that a t least one other i.s p in
the process for land usage to be put into protection for the aren .

HOSAKA: When did this survey start? Has it star ted already?

SETO: The discussion having to do with what will be required
has been completed and those recommendat ions made to DOR. The
people to be assigned these jobs to determine who will actually do
the survey have not yet been worked out. I believe it's hopeful they
will be able to utilize as much as possible those people who are at
the UH and qualified to do this and through the State Fish and Game,

i Because you see, ultimately in the heart of this park there will
be a wildlife sanctuary. This wildlife sanctuary will have to be
maintained and overseen by people at the State level. This is a

g golden opportunity through the action of this Commission to show
some State and County harmony toward an end goal which is a part
of absolute uniqueness. There is no other tropic marsh land park
in the world.

II HOSAKA: The Hawaii Fish and Game Department has not started
a survey, is that correct?

SETO: Yes, in the sense that they have determined what it is
they need to know and what kinds of scientific disciplines will have
to be called upon.

HOSAKA: So the year you suggested for the survey to be
completed has started?

SETO: No, I would think this can start almost anytime now.
So, it would be a year probably by next January by the time we
would have all the information necessary. This does not mean,
Mr. Hosaka, that planning can't accompany that. As scientific
data is accumulated, then they'll know okay, here is where the
water channels are, therefore we can plan the waterways in this
area. Other areas may not be used for this or that and therefore
may be filled and used for picnic grounds and so forth.

HOSAKA: As far as you know, are .there going to be other
surveys that perhaps would be under a scale of the ending of this
other survey by Fish and Game?

SETO: Not to my knowledge, Mr, Hosaka, no,

HOSAKA: The area is so large, I could see survey upon surveys
being made and nothing being done.

SETO: No, it has to be multi-disciplined or it would be of
little import besides which the Department of Recreation is anxious
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to get with this. After all, the first oort aan of thi.s was -

purchased, what 1.1 years ago, after many tllteats on 'hat lanel. De
want to avoid that during thin CEltÌ.Cal LLlue by havin . ihe ¡,oten
tial threat of the landowner and/or developer bi inging se her
question to bear here

CHOY: May I request Mr. Sandy Holck, the newly elect.ed Nindward
Councilman to give the Commission some of his tdcas and fee iings
on this petition?

COUNCILMAN HOLCK: Thank you, Mr - Chairman, She 's said = --

everything I wanted to say here except that I want to emphasize : -a

that as long as the area in question remains in urban, we will i $
continually have people applying tor development in that area. -mm

Her point that was just brought up is to make sure that this place i ËË!
is rezoned to conservation and a protect it now This is what = -me

I'm for, If it ever gets to the Council level this is what I'll . ..

be fighting for.

HOSAKA: Apparently as our Director had 3ust indicated, the
petition is somewhat contrary to our present general plan, What
are your comments on that?

HOLCK: Well, I haven't seen anything in the general plan to
show the contrary except for the opinion from Mr. Way.

TAKEHARA: What about the statement of Mrb Way in regards
to assurance that urbanization cannot encroach into conservation,
because it's still possible Do you realize that?

HOLCK: As long as it remains designated urban, we will
continue I believe, to have people applying for development in
the area- I think we should protect that area by redesignating
into conservation now to eliminate all these things,

TAKEHARA: Are you saying if its redesignated conservation
that urbanization cannot take place in there?

HOLCK: I'm not saying that I- think that perhaps in the
overall plans in developing into a conservation park, animal
sanctuary, that perhaps there maybe a call for some sort of
urban development in that area I don't know what it is It
could be a building for a museum or what have you But I think
it's easier to accommodate such a plan if it is within the overall
plan to change from conservation back to urban to accommodate such
things.

CHOY: May I request Flr .Duran to step forward so that we
could ask him some questions?

¯ CHAIRMAN: Mr. Duran?

SULLAM: Mr. Duran, you were aware that eventually the City ¯¯

and County sets the policy--that is, determines what use it's
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going to put land to. In this I.nstance, tt. seems the State Land
Use Commission wants to set the pol icy. What is provent ing the
City from going forth and setting the policy unti.1 thi.s da'e" I

mean, it hasn't even done so at this date.

M DURAN: I'm sorry, what prevents the City from settïng the
policy, is that your question?

SULLAM: Yes, setting the policy with the recommendation from
DOR. You are from DOR, You certainly would know to what extent
the park will be and which Lands will go into the park.

Il DURAN: Well, there's nothing from preventing the City from
setting the policy unless the State choses to put property in

I conservation, and then they supersede County zoning and also the
general plan.

Bob 's right in a way in saying that conservation has been misused
in the past. There's nothing to say that urban uses couldn't occur
in conservation districts in the future, I'd like to think that
it,does give our department additional protection in lands that
we would like to acquire, at least immediately while the zoning
still is residential and agriculture, We feel that the area we'd
like to expand our existing land into is vital to the park and
is ideal for residential development. Of course, we had the threat
of a shopping center at one time So, I'd still like to beli.eve .
there's enough interest in the total development of our County by
the people that the Land Board wouldn't grant a permit for an urban
use in an area that we'd like to acquire for park purposes, if the
land is designated conservation.

SULLAM: But., my concern is why can't we go through the procedure
of the City evaluating these lands with the recommendation of the
Parks Department and then once the boundaries are established, go

into the Land Use Commission with firm boundaries and putting the
entire park into conservation

DURAN: Well of course, the Land Use Commission is bound by a

timetable. They've .made an application and they've initiated an
application and by law they're required to act on it within a fixed
period of time. The timetable of the County is such that it's
behind their timetable. That's the only reason I can see at this
time that there's a difference because once the GP is amended,
assuming that you change your policy, the Council agrees with it
and there is a GP amendment that reflects park designation for the
land that we seek park designation, then there's the matter of
changing the zoning. Then, we'll have to reinitiate a change in
zoning to possibly preservation to again protect the lands that we
would like to acquire I think the conservation district applied
immediately would give us some protection, much sooner than we

could accomplish the GP amendment and the zoning amendment.

SULLAM: But philosophically, this seems to be a roundabout way
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of doing it. The State is dictatilig to tIle County how to .. th
pl an .

DURAN: Well, of course, we could get into the ph Llos

the State zoning. I.'d like to talk about that. I don't ki w

that it's going to change anything but that happens t.o be the way
the State law can funct i.on They can ignore the counties general
plan and zoning and impose their own will. So, it's possible tha
a conservation zone could be applied for and a new resort. develop
ment started all through State action as an example. There is a N -

case where the State would set the policy for the City.

You look back 15 years ago when this concept at state zoning was
first proposed, we didn't have planning stafts, generu.1 plans, and
as tute commiss i.oners as you do today , The re was probab ly jus t if i

cation for state zoning then i question it today.

SULLAM: Except in this instance, how do you feel?

DURAN: In this ins tance I think it could be aff initive to
us but it could work to the contrary too, I would like to believe
that the conservation district as we understand conservat.ion would
be a protection temporarily at leas t.

SULLAM: You feel these lands are in danger of being developed
if we don ' t act quickly?

DURAN: Well, we have had a threat. It 's very possible with
land as limited as it is, close to urban communities in an urban
designation and zoned residential and undeveloped, I think there is
that potential, and I feel this would give it that added protec tion.

HOSAKA: You said that the State could redesignate to conserva-
tion from urban and even while this is going on, a resort development
can be planned outside of the County, but you didn't finish that. I
guess it still would have to go through the County level in terms of
approval?

DURAN: No, not if it is in the conservation district. The State
has complete jurisdiction over land use, contrary to whatever County
laws there may bes This is what your Director mentioned earlier
But .in this ins t ance, I ' d like to be naive enough to think tha t î t '.s
going to give us some added protection

SULLAM: When do you think the Parks Department will have its
plan prepared for this park so that they can come in and request
P-1 zoning.

DURAN: Well, I think Mariel s estimate of the timetable is
probably very accurate I think it would be about a year before
we 'd have a fairly detailed park plan for .this azea because the
limnological surveys. that ne're looking forward to, also an EIS,
these things will take .tifne



I
SULLAM: Ïs it your planultimately to have it designated

preservation, the entire part?

DURAN: Yes. I think the sooner we got rid of the rea dential

i designation, the more protection we'll have for the acquisitton of
this property. As you know, in the past where we have parks
proposed under privato ownership that should a development occur
or be proposed and the money is not available, we have no a l.terna-
tive but for the City administration to recommend the development
to the Council. Then, that proposed park land is lost forever.
The same thing would be true if a developer proposed residential
development in the area makai of the quarry road. It's properly
zoned and if he meets all of the requirements of the County, he
could go ahead and develop that area even if it's designated for
park purposes.

CHOY: What point in time will the Department of Recreation
seek to acquire any or all of the remaining parcels of the swamp
for park development?

DURAN: Well, according to law, we can't request any CIP funds

I until the general plan is amended to designate the area for park
purposes. As soon as that's done, our immediate priority will be
to begin acquisition. We don't know what the land is going to
cost. We've requested the Land Division to give us an estimate
so we can begin programming the logical acquisition through the
CIP program. I estimate it's going to take probably 6 to 10 years
to acquire all of this land.

CHOY: Has your department been in communication with the Land
Use Commission concerning this particular parcel and it's uses as
a park?

DURAN: During the 5-year boundary review, we submitted a
list of parks that we requested be classified conservation. This
was one of them.

CHOY: What was the response?

DURAN: No response,

HOSAKA: Just .for clarification, Areas I and II in your total
concept, those lands would be necessary for what you envision in
final reality.

DURAN: The bulk of Area I abutting Pali Highway is critical to
the total park design. Area II, most of it is already city owned.
The rest of it is remnants and so wouldn't pose any threat. The
critical area is really along the highway and makai of the quarry
road.

HOSAKA: If the State redesignation of land went to conservation,
it.would enhance DOR's concept in terms of your future planning.



This is your ul.timate aim, at least th a la vhy you had askt.ti Gutdoor Ctrele to pet.:t ton the Siate Land Use Commisei. o

CHAIRMAN: Further quest.ioils? I t. riot, thank you Mr . 1)uran
Commissioners?

HOSAKA: I believe there isn't sufficient time in order to mak
a decision at this timo, that we were given this repo:t and we

- have only till the .16th in ord.er to render a tecommendation for thi
-¯ petition, Is there anyway of requesting SLUC for additional. time?

WAY: There is no way under the rules; however, my recollectionis we may have had another situation where we were in a day or ss::, |and I think the Commission would not act without having your Brecommendation. If we put them on alert that it would be forth-coming within a given period, I think it should be kept withan a yreasonable period like a week or something like that, 1 thinkthey'd be quite understanding at this point- I really don t thinkthere's a problem. The 16th is the official date and your nextmeeting is the 15th, I think it would probably sit there forawhile before they got to it anyway with the boundary review goingon.

MOT I ON

HOSAKA: If there's no further discussion, I'd like to makea motion to defer action on this petition until the 15th. ¯

KAHAWAIOLAA: I'll second.

CHAIRMAN: Moved and seconded to de£er. Do we have any furtherdïscussion? Dr. Choy?

CHOY: I'm still not convinced that the deferral is that -important 1 just can't see what else, Mr Hosaka, tlüs Commissioncould receive in order for us to render an intelligent decisionWhat are you going to ask for?
HOSAKA: I'm not asking for

.anything. I'm just asking foranother week to re-read the materials. I think the ramificationsof our vote is large enough and diverse enough that we shouldhave additional time for this I don't think a few weeks is
.askingtoo much for the Commission to d.elay the vote I want more time.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? If not, all those in favor -of the motion to defer, raise your right hand
--

(The motion to defer failed to carry



AYES Hosaka, Kahawalal. t, Kaliitya
NAYES - Choy, Takehaca
Al3STAINED - Sullum
Al3SENT - Duke

¯ D1SCUSSlon followed.

SULLAM: Does the recommendat ton t.o the Land Use Commission
have to be yes or no? Can it be something with a little more to it?

I would like the Land Uso Commission to know that we disagree with
the philosophy of the State dictating to the counties the uses of
land. But, in this instance because it will enhance the possibili-
ties of the extension of the park and insure that the park will be -

able to be executed the way we state it will go, that we would
recommend that they place it in conservation Can we make such a

¯

--

recommendation? I ËËÌ

A CT I 0 N

TAKEHARA: I'm uite concerned about the technicalities between
City and State prop sals and policies, but at the same time, I do
feel that our job here is to put the public interest first. So,
I move that we support the State Land Use Commission's petition
with a recommendation--with Fredda's recommendation which is what?

SULLAM: That the land use policy of each County should be set
by each County and not by the State, but in this instance, we will
go along with them merely because we feel there are certain achieve-
ments that we're looking toward

CHOY: I'11 second the motion.

CHAIRMAN: Discussion?

HOSAKA: I'm going to abstain from voting merely because I
made the motion that I needed more time and I still believe that.

CHAIRMAN: Do we have further discussion?
WAY: I might comment and I promise, Mr Chairman, this is the

last. I might observe that a recommendation such as has been
proposed would also enhance the possibility for a one-stop shopping
center and do keep that in mind--that is, one stop before the
Department of Land and Natural Resources could just as theoretically
there could be a subdivision of that area which is quite hypothet-
ical in my judgment because of landfill and sewerage distribution,
disposal problems. It's been made abundantly clear but I'm just
saying you're taking us out of the act at the County level, includ-
ing your City Council, most of your appropriate Cit y agencies who
deal with the land use affairs, Just be quite aware of that point.
I know you are.



SULLAM: However, in my statement l said because t won tu
enhance our possibi l i t les for execut ing the park ! Uidn' t a,
anything about shopping centers or other uses, Perba we

.,hauld

make that a condition of rezoning to conservation only ..

' we ti
be used as park, the boundary line as designited by the Cout.s

CHAIRMAN: That wi11 be added?

TAKEHARA: I'll second that amendment.

CONNELL: Clari.fication Your recommended conditton would be
a condition of the State Land Use Commissiort boundary change?

SULLAM: Yes,

CHOY: Clarification of M1.>. Sullam, In other words, we will
be forwarding to the Land Use Commission an acceptance but condi-
tioned with all the amendments that have been discussed? We will
be forwarding to the Land Use Commission a conditional accepcance?

SULLAM: Yes,

CONNELL: The State Land Use Commission has within its owerP
to write conditions on changes, It seems to me the Commission is
recommending acceptance of this, but inasmuch as all testimony has
indicated it will be for a park, you are going to insure that with
the State Land Use Commission, What you're asking them to do is -
to condition it to that effect to prevent a one -stop shopping center
or whatever.

SULLAM: Yes ---

TAKEHARA: Right

CHAIRMAN: Is the motion clear? Ready for the question?

HOSAKA: Mr Chairman, I will abstain for the reason 1 stated
th at I need more t ime .

CHOY: Question,

CHAIRMAN: All those in favor, raise your right hand.

(The motion carried,)

AYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Sullam, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSTAINED - Hos aka
ABSENT - Duke

ADJOURNMENT: The mee t.ing ad journed at 3 20 p sm.

Re pec tft 31 su mit ted,

Henrietta B. /man

Secretary Reporter
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II

IIThe PlanningCominissi.onholdamoetingon Wodnesday, I)ocainbar 18, au a

at 1:40 p.m., in the ConEerenec Rooniof the City llal.1 Annex. t:h. n

Randall Kamiya presidad

PRESEelT: Randali Kamiya , Chai rman
llr . W I ll>ur Choy
Donald 11osaka
Ant one J . Kalulwalolaa

-- Alice Takohara
IIarr . t Wikum

ABSEWT: Charles W. Duke

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Pianning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Exe utive Secretary
Ali Sheybani, Assistant Director,

Department of Land Utilization
Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Walter Lee, Staff Planner

Before proceeding with the public hearing, the Chairman welcomed to the
Commission, Mrs Harriet Wikum, recently appointed by the Mayor to suc-eed
Mrs. Fredda Sullam whose term has expired,

PUBLIC HEARING The public hearing of December 4, 1974
ZONING CHANGE was kept open and deferred for further
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT information regarding a previous applica-
HOUSING tion in the area two years ago, and for
KAILUA report by a representative from the Depart
LONE STAR HAWAII, INC. ment of Public Works concerning drainage
(FILE #74/PDH-4) runoff and soil conditions in the area.

Staff Planner Henry Eng gave the following additional report.

ENG: The area now being considered for planned development is
part of an earlier request for zoning which was submitted to this
Commission on January 17th 1973. There were three areas involved.
Area 1 and Area 3 were recommended for change in zoning from P-1
Preservation to R-6 Residential district. They essentially involved
boundary adjustments. The planning director at that time did not
recommend Area 2 for a change in zoning. This was largely due to
the insufficiency of information to permit a more detailed evalua-
tion as to whether the entire site or portions of it would be
suitable for development. It was suggested that the landowner do
additional studies through the PD process to determine which areas
if any would be suitable for development, and to develop appropriate
building types for this area. The Commission at that time concurred

185
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in those recommeridations wh b i ultimately :idop a by the .
Council. The current prop! ut in our view s ti loglica , ntial,
and acceptable one. It involves 9 0 acros of the origina.. lo:e

of Area 2. Of the 9.0 acros .liivolved,
5.9 acres is already , sd

for Residential use; 5 | Lieres is n.aw being; icquested for change
. i.n zoning from P-1 Preservat ion to R-6 Residential in accord with

the adopted land use plan Eor the area. All of Area 2 is cur enr .
designated for Residential use on the adopted DLUH, The appl ican

has as of October 21st requested that the bal.ance, _in other words
the 17 acres of Area 2 not ïnvolved in the present PDll, be redesig-
nated from Residential use to Open Space use. This project is no
being reviewed by the Department of General Planning,

The area outlined in red freferi ing to map displayed) is the area at
the planned development, The b k l ine through the PD si te ind i

cates the areas which are zoned Residential a ad also indicates th
¯ balance which is being sought for Residential zoning at this time

The areas between the red and the orange line 13 acres out of thia

area, are now being considered for redesignatÌonto Open Space to
prevent any further residential development on this slope.

This concludes the presentation. I'd be pleased to answer any
questions,

CHOY: What is the maximum-minimum slope angle on the parcel
as slated for rezoning?

ENG: Mr. Sheybani perhaps could go into the details of the
proposal. My presentation is simply to bring the background to
indicate that this Commissi.on did concur with the procedure which
is now being followed by the landowner

By the way, there was also question with regard to the subdivision
on this Area 2, There was a proposal for 90 some-odd residential
units No action was taken to give tentative approval at the time
inasmuch as the zoning was not init iated.

SHEYBANI: The slope map of the project is before you, The dark
col.or is the higher slopewhich is 40% andover. However, on that
area of the site, no. major building would be located there, As a

matter of fact, the parking area shown is below the 40% slope, The
building occurs on slopes of 5% to a maximum of 25%.

CHAIRMAN: One of the conclusions on the first application
which concerned Area 2, in the :teport it states, ".. ,Because of
exces.sive grade, the parcel is not entirely suitable for residentïal
development , . . ." Could you .point out that portion which is declared
excessive grade?

SHEYBANI: Excessive grade is partially within the site and
beyond Those are all 40% and over .

188



CONNELL: Mr . Cha i ronin
,

t lio C wimi ss i on had request ad report
from the 13eparttiient of Public Works iagarding drainage and soil.
Wilma Naillunart froin the l)opartment of Public Works is here.

Mrs . Wilma Namunart represent ing the D1.v i.s ton oE Engineering,

i Public Works Department and Mr. Ernest Hirata, Soils Engineer,
were called upon and questioned by the Commission.

HOSAKA: We had some questions at our last meeting. The commu-
nity association in that area voiced some concern about some borings
that were made, in particular borings No. B-3 and B-12, that there
was substantial moisture at the 12 to 13-Eoot level. They also

i further thought that this unde und seepage would affect the area.
What are your comments along that line? How many borings did you
make?

NAMUNART: There were 13 borings made. I'll go through the
soils report by Ernest Hirata which says: "Groundwater was not

i encountered in any of the exploratory borings, However, boring
B-12 indicated a very high moisture content in the soil and if any
slopes are planned in this area, some seepage from the slope
face can be antici ated.

HOSAKA: Well, is this a normal occurrence when you do make
borings in any area? Should we be highly suspect of that area
because of the two borings that showed some of the seepage?

NAMUNART: I'm not qualified to answer that. Perhaps Mr.
Hirata whose company made the soils report can tell you.

ERNEST HIRATA, SOILS ENGINEER: I wish to clarify exactly
what we mean when we say very moist conditions. This is a rela-
tive condition We have compared most of our samples taken in
those 13 borings , Out of those 13, only at these two locations
was it found to be relatively higher than the other borings,
approximately 12% higher, Now in our report, we stated no ground-
water was encountered, As such, we knew that after the boring
was completed, we did not observe or see any groundwater existing
in the boring. Our conclusion was that there may be a possibility
of seepage indicated by high moisture. The reason for high mois-
ture content could be to a localized condition or possibly there
was seepage. This could also have an effect on the time of the
year the boring was taken. I don't recall at this time what the
weather condition was but it does not indicate that there is water
there. It is a relative thing.

HOSAKA: The line of questioning was prompted by the residents $2
there that indicated some shifting of houses in the surrounding Ei
area. They live close by to the proposed subject site and as a
result, this is why we called you people to explain if at some
time in the future this high moisture content might cause houses
or the PD to shift.
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HIRATA: Norillally if yoti !iad i scepage condittun, i.t does noi
necessarily as a subsequent cane.lus.on caUbe SOttlem0DI I)UC TO

rainfall, water percolates to the ground and tries to f ill- r -

lowest point. It illay fl.ow in a pal ticular stratuin or a pal t 'au i 24
plain. In tlii.s case, we do not ha.ve ti plain of failuro for pass | -

ble stability. It is a bontogencous soil. I'm assuming there is M
seepage. Water would be flowing but i.t doesn't necessara1) cause
settlement. In luost cases it will not.

HOSAKA: What causes bonios to shift? There's various reason, * ¯¯=

but one would be underground water. i -¯¯

I i
HIRATA: Not necessarilv. | JUE

HOSAKA: Or a heavy moistu· E Ontent in the soil" You smile g
at me, Mr. Hirata-- g ; em

HIRATA: I can't give you an answer unless you have a specific |
g¯g

example There are many Teasons as you can imagine, It depends i ggg
- if the property was on cut or fill material. It certainly could ¯

UF
be due to construction. The building contractor may have over- -

-e

excavated and not properly put back the soil in place. It's
difficult to say why a house sinks unless you have a specific R mr
example. ËÊ

HOSAKA: You understand the reason for the line of questioning

HIRATA: Yes, I do,

CHOY: We understood as far as the application.is concerned
that replanting would be done after development is completed, We

also heard from the residents that the soil there is quite poor
as far as wearing of plants, One individual testified that he B
and his wife planted papaya and banana trees but that it wouldn't
grow, Can you explain the replanting?

HIRATA: I am an engineer but not an agricultural engineer,
To determine what could grow and what can't, you'd have to have
a chemical analysis We do physical analysis through properties
of the soil for engineering purposes sjo I could not answer that,

CHOY: How far apart were these borings done?

HIRATA: About 400 or 500 feet apart,

CHOY: If the boringswere done closer for a critical or marginal
parcel of land, could it possibly be that more problems could be
uncovered like creeping of the soil? EL

HIRATA: There may be other places where you have high mo.isture ggÇ
content -

CHOY: But there 's no guarantee?



Il
llIllATA: What we did was a peel:ininaiy, leasibility type study,

So, our borings are scattered 11 's more or loss Ïor proliminary
purposes.

CHOY: So therefore, your study and your final analysis is
just a tentative one to enable the planner to proceed. It's not ---

a guarantee
- HIRATA: That's correct

CONNELL: Out of your experience of soils, are there other ¯
¯¯

areas that have been developed on Dahu that have soil charac- I; ¯¯'-

teristics similar to this particular area? r ;-

HIRATA: Many places. Actually, to bring out an example, in

i the Kaneohe area, the Ahuimanu area, the moisture content runs
50% to 60%. That necessarily does not mean a problem. Houses
have been built out there with no adverse effect. So 50% to 60%
is normal moisture content.

CONNELL: One of the questions that was raised by people in
the community was the report of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service which indicated that the site has
moderate to severe limitations for homesites. In your investiga-
tion in this area, did you consider the report by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture Soil Conservation?

HIRATA: At the time of our report, I did not see the USDS
report. However, we are familiar with their books which outlines
the soils types for any given area on the island. Their survey
is limited to the upper five feet, In any case, in their footnote
they do recommend that subsequent borings should be taken.
Normally, that's where we come in, We take borings much deeper sie
than five feet to determine the soil conditions and the stability
of the slope.

CONNELL: Based on the information or the concerns which have sa
been put before the Commission and which have been relayed to you,
have you made any substantial change in your recommendation?

HIRATA: No, I have not

CONNELL: Wilma, the concerns of the community were indicated
- to the Department of Public Works, In the review of the Depart-

ment of Public Works, has there been any change in the recommenda-
tion of the Department of Public Works?

NAMUNART: No.

WAY: Mr. Hirata, question in two parts--one, whether your
soils analysis indicated any special precautions that were neces-
sary by way of construction, and second, is it your recommendation di
to your client that further soils analysis or investigations would

¯¯

be made as the project progresses into detailed design stage?
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lllRATA: ln our prel.tmtn.ir iepoit, we had mentioned somt OL

the possible probloins that any be encountered in soils lhese ar:
problems that could be encountered in any t ype of soil sus
air drying of soi.1 in order to coinpact the material to its ..nuin

inois ture content, things l ike that . Norittal ly upon complet ion or
the grading plan, we do review the grading plan and if we quest ton B $
certain areas, we would defin tte ly make recommendations to f lie Ë
developer that additional borings may possibly be needed in cer- g Ë
tain areas if there is a cut or excessive fills . This repor t we

did is in a more general term looking at the overall project s:itt

Public testimony was continued

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr, Joe Hogan, Chief Executive Officer of Lone Star Hawa ti ,

Mr. Hogan concurred fully with staff 's additional comments
on this matter ,

The Commission had no questions of Mr . Hogan.

2. Mr. Dick McEvoy, Project Architect, was questioned by the
Commiss ion .

CHOY: Will the buiIdings be placed on cement slab or
elevated foundation?

MCEVOY: The building floors will be wood floors elevated
above grade, It was one of the requirements of the Department
of Land Utilization that we keep cut and fill to a minimum on -

this site . By using the elevated platform, we can allow the
grade to be relat ively undis turbed There would be no concr e te
slab on grade. ¯¯-

CHOY: On your larger structure on 30 to 40 degree slopes,
how long would the wooden floor area covering four units be?

MCEVOY: About 100 feet

CHOY: According to the toils engineer, there could possibly
be a shifting of the soil on the upper strata of five feet, How

far down will your foundation be implanted?

MCEVOY: That would he a recommendation of the soils
engineer. He will tell us that we either go down so many feet
until we reach undis turbed soil or that our footing. would be
of a certain size if it 's going to be on fill. material

TAKEHARA: To what extent has your company done with he
community as far as working together on their concerns?
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HCEVOY: We mot at a pilla1 sc licaring at Koolu l.ilomentaryi School some time b:w L At that meeting, about: 70 residents
showed up outlining thei r concerns with the project . We talkod

I back and forth at the meeting and infornuilly afterwards as to
what their concerns were .

TAKEHARA: In regards to the physical barrier between the

i proposed development and the abutting homeowners, what are
your plans to prevent a dangerous s:LtUltiOR ETON OCCUTTing?

MCEVOY: We had indicated that we prefer to handle anyI separation between the single-family homes and the planned
development here with planting material rother than a hard
lined fence for aesthetic reasons. We feel plant materials

I are a softer and more pleas og barrier. Our landscape archi-
tect is here if you want to direct a more specific question to
him.

(There were no further questtons of Mr. McEvoy.)

3. Mr. Mel Kuraoka, Project Landscape Architect, was
questioned by the Commission.

CHOY: One of the residents had indicated they had tried
to plant banana trees and papaya trees and discovered that the
soil wasn't fertile enough to support the normal growth. Could
you answer that question knowing what you do of the subject
site?

KURA0KA: I don't know the existing circumstances of that
individual who planted that papaya or banana tree but you have
to do something to the soil. The soil's just not going to
produce.it.

CHOY: Then you're virtually saying it will be a guarantee
in your area of expertise that revegetation and normal growth
could be attained?

KURA0KA: I won't guarantee it.

CHOY: I'm sorry, I'm looking for an answer, sira

KURAOKA: Well, we will make sure our work as far as
inspections and supervision during construction is performed.

CHOY: In other words at this point in time, you.are not
able to answer my question adequately.

KURAOKA: Would you repeat your question?

CHOY: I want to know the ability of the subject site to
support revegetation in a reasonable manner. You will be



grading and removing veget a i on on the sub lect s i to, posa ibly

some matured troos? lh.;ng a landscape architect, i know tluit
transplanting of trees is possible. Ïs there a guarantes that

whatever you replant on tite subacct site after grading wou.d
survive?

KURAOKA: We 're go ing to specif y that any plants that do
not survive--it would be a guarantee by the contractor to be g
replaced, That would be his performance as the contractor g
for a year.

CHOY: What happens after a year lapse? --

KURAOKA: I th ink it would be the negligence performed by
th a maintenance people

CHOY: Not by you?

KURAOKA: No, I'm not in the contract
HOGAN: Mr. Chairman, I'd just like to make one clarification

that we have developed in the immediate area adjacent to this
proposed subdivision We have been mulching banks on both
sides of it for the last three or four years. The mulching on

¯ those banks has stayed It 's visible evidence that the ground
will sustain growth,

(There were no further questions from the Commission.)

Testimony AGAÏãST--

1. Mr. David Lisignoli, Treasurer, Kaopa Community Association

LISIGNOLI: At the last meeting, I was asked to present
some pictures to the home I spoke of that had settled and
resulted in contorting the hous.e, if you will, causing several
internal problems Another set of pictures I have included
shows the wall that I spoke of which. fell over.

In talking .to the individual who lives in the house, the concrete
slab on which it is built cracked approximately two-thirds of
the way across the house, the shorter one-third being a part
that's settling. The spanof 12 feethas settledfour inches.
You can see from the pictures that the closet doors do not
close squarely There are gaps One of the walls in the bed-
room closet is raised off the floor from one to two inches.
The master bedroom shower stall has large cracks in it, and
the mirror was bowing almost to the point where it was about
to shatter. We finally took it off the wall to relieve the
pressure on it.
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I Tho individual informed me I.nat they had talked to the F11A in
dealing with Lone Stai .;ying to get some correction to this
problem. The FllA indicated that at one time there was a stream .

I which cut across the corner of the lot and under part of the
house. The stream material was fill material which covered
about one-third of the house . The other two-thirds of the lot
was primarily cut land. So, we have a combination in this
particular case.

Regarding the vegetation situation riLdyt on the boundary there
is an area which was caused away by bulldozer or something and
I don't know who did it or when it was done but it was done
before the time I moved in about 2½ years ago. This is the

i exact same condition this site has been in for 2½ years. I
have a hard enough time keep.ng weeds out of my yard which I've

- put top soil on from seeds growing out of this area. To me,
if nothing is growing there the last two years, I can't see how
anything would now.

Two other things which the Commission specifically asked me to
¯5-

come back on were a couple of drainage outlets which we indi-
cated capture the water on the hillside and carry it down some-
times into an underground pipe, in two specific cases, right on
top of the ground between two homes. These are pictures of

I those two particular situations. These drainage canals are
gathering water from the development site.

The last picture shows the degree of slope coming down into
the yard of the homes that directly abut the development site.

The reason for our concern.relative to vegetation is to
prevent runoff and also to hope that we won't have to someday
look up and see a site which is now on Akepolo Street which
shows an area which has to be gunited in order to keep it
from coming down which is a very sad blight on the community
on the hiŠlside.

2. Mr. Warren Jenkins, adjoining property owner

JENKINS: I have a copy of the State of Hawaii Land Use
District Regulation Review prepared in 1969 by Eckbo, Dean,
Austin <rui Williams, consultants to the State Land Use Commis-
sion, on page 50, who had recommended to the Commission that the
portion makai of the highway remain in the present conserva-
tion district because of the steep topography and the potential
erosion and runoff problem.

The second page is a loan analysis sheet developed by a lending
institution regarding an average $90,000 purchase price which
we are talking about on this project. Based on conservative
interest rates and a $30,000 downpayment what the monthly
payments would be for this $90,000 price worked out to $660
with a $55 maintenance fee included as well as an estimate for
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annual taxes and I i re insui inee, Six-hundred sixty dollars
with a 4 to 1. ratio t ytnil ity Iai the loirn works out to some-
th ing like $31,600 annual fami ly income. I'd like you to
consider that in terms at answering llawaii's housing: crisis.

KAllAWAIOLAA: With the presont s i te maintenance, the runoff
will continue unless vegetation gets thore pretty fast. If the &

project went into effect, would it help the runoff or help the
growth?

JENKINS: With grading, removing of the scrub vegetation,
the road system planned, I think all of this is conducive to
speed up the runoff. I recognize that engineering-wise you can
tilt the road as such to ca'ch the water and proper drainage
measures can be taken. Howeve:, the road runs only through a

portion of the proiect. I don't know, it's just an impression
that I have. Unless substantial engineering effort is made
and relative costs to this effort, I don't see where the cost
is going to stay $90,000.

At this point, Mr. Clifford Arakawa, Project Engineer, was called
and questioned by the Commission

KAHAWAIOLAÁ: The basic problem of the community is below
that site which seems to have flooding and overflow during
the rainy season that runs off from the site itself. If I
understood correctly the last tïme, they said if the project
goes in and with the roadway splitting the project in the
middle, the effect of the flooding is that the roadway will
catch the top part and lessen the effect to the residents
below, The biggest problem would be from the road down to
the residential.site now,

ARAKAWA: That's true. There is a roadway cutting across
the site We are going to physically place the inlets to
catch the Water and pipe it to the existing storm drain,
therefore less will be flowing on the ground.

KAHAWAIOLAA: From the report on.grading,.it says minor
grading will be done offsite to repair the exposed eroded
area, Where's that eroded area, offsite or onsite?

ARAKAWA: That relates to a cut that was previously made
by someone else. the are planning to doctor that area.

SHEYBANI: Mr. Chairman, that eroded area is partially
out of the PD site. We asked the applicant to make an effort
to stop erosion on that site. It's part of the applicant's
plan, in addition to landscaping within the project to put
top .soil and vegetate the eroded area above the site.
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CHAT RMAN: That ai e¿i i eroded because of ç;rading previously -
-

done?

SilEYBANI: Previous gr ad i ng, n.ot because of this subdivision.
That was thoro before th.ts subdivision occurrod.

CHOY: The two proposed bu:i.ldin gs on the upper right hand
corner of the subject site, those will be placed on slopos of

- 30 to 40 degrees, is that correct?

SHEYBANI: Between 20 to 35 within that rango. I should
indicate that the structures on that kind of slope are all on
poles and do not requ:tre excessive grading. There would be
adjustment of the length of poles.

CHOY: So, there will be minimum or no grading on that
3articular site.

SHEYBANI: Under the building.

CHOY: Under the building, there will be no grading at all.

SHEYBANI: No grading at all

ENG: . For purposes of clarification, we should understand
that the slope here is indicated in percent' rather than in
degrees. A 45 degree slope is a 100T slope.

CHOY: Thank you,

(There were no further questions of Mr. Arakawa.)

3. Mrs . Martin Wong, adjoining property owner

WONG: In regards to a question we were asked last week
as to alto native housing for people that is so needed here
in the islands, we would like to suggest that you consider a
recently completed 5-year review of the general plan which
has stated development in areas that are being planned, and
consider initiating a long overdue development plan for the
whole Kailua area. We really shudder to think of our area
becoming another area such as Waikiki and Waipahu with all
this spot rezoning instead of having a whole general develop-
ment plan.

(The Commission had no quest ions of Mrs . Wong.)

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
b Dr. Choy and carried
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ACTION: The Commission recommen:led that Lhe request be denied,
on motion by lit Choy ,

see:ondeel by Mrs. Takohar:i and .
carried, based upon

1. Cost of the units proposed at. $90,000 would not
contribute to t he ex ts t ing housing shortage on
Oahu.

I F

2, Preservation lands should remain in that
classification,

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, gm
lW - ..itum um

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Duke ---

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
ZONING CHANGE a request for a change in zoning from

¯ R-3 RESIDENTIAL TO R-3 Residential to R-6 Residential
R-6 RESIDENTIAL District on approximately 10,002 square
KANEOHE feet of land situated on Kaneohe, Tax

¯ MR. LARRY MASHINO Map Key: 4-7-55: 55 (Lot 984).
(FILE #74/Z-46)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on December 8, 1974.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to construct an additional
single-family dwelling on the premises in accordance with R-6
Residential District regulations This requested change.can be
viewed as simply a logical extension of the existing R-5 and
R-6 zones which abut the subject parcel, and is in conformance
with.the General Plan Detailed Land Use Map for the area. Eg

The Director recommends approval of the request.
No discussion followed

No person was present to speak either for or against the request.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried

ACTION: The Commission ado ted the Directoris recommendation and
recommended

approvpal
of the request, on motion by Mr.

Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Mrs Takehara and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara,
Wikum

NAYES - None --

ABSENT - Duke

12-



PUBLIC HEARING A pub t te licaring was hold to con.sidor a
GP/DLUM AMl:iNDMUNT pi apo al to amend the Genera.I Plan and
PEARL CITY llalawa Walawa DLUM by adjusting the
(HALAWA-WAIAWADLUM) destgnated boundarios for the adjoining
CSC DEPT. OF PARKS fi school and park in Manana to reflect the
RECREATION ac tual established location of these two
(FILE #310/C2/32) facilities, Tax Map Key: 9-7-68: 4.

I .

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
¯¯

Bulletin/Advertiser on December 8, 1974.
No letters of protest were received. -=¯

Staff Planner Walter Lee presented the report of the Chief Planning
Officer. The 10.67 acre site is located in the center of the --

I Manana community in Pearl City Both the school and park have been
constructed and presently exist Present park facilities consist
of two basketball courts, one volleyball court, one softball field,

g and a children's play area. The Department of Parks and Recreation
is planning to incorporate additional facilities, including a swim-
ming pool and a recreation building into the Manana Neighborhood
Park at an estimated cost of $190,000. This is to be a joint State-
County project with the State contributing $50,000 towards the total
cost. DPR has requested that the locations of the school and park,
as currently shown on the DLUM, be redefined so as to reflect
existing conditions and have the neighborhood park portion of the
complex front on Kuahaka Street Also, the DLUM designated area
would be expanded since the park site now shown on the DLUM is only
approximately three acres in size while the existing park site is
approximately four acres in size.

Based upon the analysis of the request, the Chief Planning Officer
concludes that the General Plan has identified the need for a
school/park complex in the residential community of Manana. How-
ever, the existing school/park complex does not conincide with the
use designation as shown on the DLUM, The analysis shows that the
existing 4.015-acre site of the Manana Neighborhood Park is needed
to meet area requirements and that the isolated nature of the
Manana community makes the inclusion of additional recreation
facilities in the park appropriate. The Chief Planning Officer
proposes that tiio General Plan.and Waiawa-Halawa DLUM be amended
to incorporate the existing site sizes and location of the Manana
Elementary School and Park, as reflected in his report dated
December 2, 1974.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the report.

No one was present to speak either for or against the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mrs. Takehara and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the recommendation of the ChiefI Planning Officer and recommended approval of the proposal
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as indicated in b is vapor t dated December 2, 1974, on
mot Lon by Mrs, Takchara, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, ilosaka, Kahawatolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - Nono
ABSENT - Duke

PUBLIC HEARING A aublic hearins was held to consider a

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/ request Eo r a Conditional Use Permit and
SPECIAL USE PERMIT Special Use Permit for a commercial dog
(DOG KENNEL) kennel located in Waianae--southeast
WAIANAE corner Paheehoe and Puhawai Roads, Tax
SER CAM KENNELS, INC. Map Key: 8-6-09: 15.
(FILE #74/CUP-27 6

m

#74/SUP-11) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on December 8, 1974.
No Letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to construct a facility adequate
to accommodate a maximum of 100 dogs. The kennels will have an
enclosed 4' x 5' sleeping quarters and an open air run 4' x 10',
designed with suggestions made by Mr. Arthur McCormack of the
Humane Society.

Questions were ra.ised by the Commission.

HOSAKA: How has the Budreau kennel at Campbell Estate
been doing?

CHEE: Mr. Budreau came in for a commercial dog kennel for
55 dogs. While this SUP/CUP was being reviewed by the Commis-
sion and City Council, the applicant obtained y building permit
for a private residential kennel which would allow them 10 dogs
under the age of one year on this lot without a CUP. In the
process of taking a field check of this subject application,
I went out to see how the operation of the 55-dog kennel was
doing and found that it had not been constructed. On reviewing
the resolution which approved that CUP, there was a time limit
of one year in which he could construct . The Director of Land
Utilization revoked that permit

The residents in the area have been complaining about the
private residential kennel This kennel is enclosed by a

hollow tile wall, has louverEd windows, outdoor runs, is not
air conditioned and soundproofed. This is their concern that
if 10 dogs will bother us now, what will 155 dogs do to the
area. In the review of Ser .Ca Kennels application, we felt
that these concerns can be handled by soundproofîng and
air-conditioning of the structure, and o£ keeping the dogs
within the enclosed are

-- Because Budreau's plan for the CUP for the commefcial kennel
did not reflect his pilvate residential kennel, he had sub-

itted revised plans for our approval We feel that this



matter because of the timo lapse and because of the change þ =R
in general conditions in the area and now rogulations, that --

we would like to review his application again and possibly

I take a look at some other means by which we could control the
barking, and concorns of the residents in the area for noise.
lfis application was approved, subject to a noise study butI it did not require him to soundproof his structure,

IIOSAKA: Why didn't he construct the kennel?

CHEE: I understand he had been working all along on his " --

permit up to February of this year and had not realized that

I his building permit would lapse, and hadn't come in and
renewed the building permit. So, the permit expired. He had
not done anything since February of this year. I also under-

I stand he has run into some financing problems.

HOSAKA: It wasn't because of the change in need for
kennel or anything like that?

CHEE: I don't know, Mr. Budreau is here and can answer
that for you.

CHAIRMAN: Do you have any concept of what the Department gg
of Agriculture means by agricultural park? ||

55
CHEE: I talked to a representative of the Department of

Agriculture and in our discussion, they had indicated they
had only made a submittal to the Land Use Commission. There
were no rules and regulations, no written proposals. It was

- something they would like to do but was not firm.

CHAIRMAN: According to the Soils Conservation Service,
the soil conditions are not really suitable for cultivation,
but don't you think a statement like that really does not rule
out the possihility that this is a good economic productive
land for agriculture? Isn't there a possibility that nursery,
chicken farms or some other type of agriculture besides fill-
ing of the land is possible?

CHEE: I agree that because the soil is difficult to
cultivate should not rule out the possibility of it being
used for agricultural uses; -however,

the applicant has applied
for the CUP/SUP and we review the appropriateness of the
request and surrounding uses. It was felt that these things
and other comments by other agencies, and the conditions that
would be placed upon the approval would outweigh taking the
44 acres out of productive agricultural use.

KAMIYA: What I'm getting at is this land is, in essence,
good agricultural land, may be not for cultivation but for
other uses in a riculture.

199
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i 3. Conecrning a questton as to the Itnancial feasibility 01 this
proposal to succ.ced recognizing the present enorgy .r sas and
the fact tliat this is a seasonal -type operation used w

I during the summer by vacatroning dog owners, Mr. Camacho
indicated additionally, he is licensed to and will hold classes
for obedience training, prepare and groom show dogs, and for
the convenience of his clientele sell dog food, collars, etc.

I His operation will include pickup and de livery dog service.

4. As to the use of pesticides by farmers in the area and its -

effect upondogs, Mr, Camacho indicated that dogs are quitei hardy unless they are in direct contact. Pesticides also
help to control fleas and ticks.

1
-

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Mrs . Wendy Takahashi, adjoining resident
- 2. Mrs. Takahashi (mother- i.n-law of Mrs. Wendy Takahashi) , adjoining

resident
3. Mrs . Mary Gregory, adjoining resident

OBJECTIONS--

1. Noise from barking dogs, Even though the kennels will be
enclosed, air conditioned and soundproof the dogs will be
released at 6:00 a.m. Some residents work nights and will be
disturbed by barking dogs during the day.

2. The proposal is not compatible with the existing environmental
character of the neighborhood and will encroach upon the -

peace and quiet of the neighborhood.

3. Agricultural lands in Waianae should be kept for agricultural
use. These Lands are purchased for speculativo purposes
and result in exorbitant costs too prohibitive for purchase
by prospective farmers who wish to farm the land.

4. The need for the kennel to serve the 19aianae area is not
justified because very few people in the Waianae area can
afford to place their dogs in kennels,

5. One of their needs was to be able to build more houses on their
property which was preferable to non-agricultural uses such as
dog kennels.

The public hearing way closed, on motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa,
seconded by Mr. Hosati and carried.

MOTION: Mr. Kahawaiolaa moved to accept the Director 's recommendation



DEC 18 1974

3. Concerning a quest ion as to :lie I. tnaticial Ecasib t i ity of cliis
pt-o¡>osa.1 to sucoced rocaglitzilig tilo pi-oselit energy ...r s:s alid
tlie fact that this is a seasonal -type operation used liin, i,
during the summer by vacationing dog owners, Mr. Camacho
indicated additionally, lio is licensed to and will hold classes
for obedience training, prepare and groom show dogs, and for
the convenience of his clientele sell dog food, collars, etc.
His operation will include pickup and delivery dog service.

4. As to the use of pesticides by farmors in the area and its

g effect upon dogs, Mr, Camacho indicated that dogs are quite
g hardy unless they are in direct contact. Pesticides also

help to control fleas and ticks.

II Testimony AGAINST--

1. Mrs. Wendy Takahashi, adjotning resident
2. Mrs. Takahashi (mother-in-1.aw of Mrs. Wendy Takahashi), adjoining

resident
3. Mrs. Mary Gregory, adjoining resident

OBJECTIONS--

1. Noise from barking dogs. Even though the kennels will be
enclosed, air conditioned and soundproof, the dogs will be
released at 6:00 a.m. Some residents work nights and will be
disturbed by barking dogs during the day.

2. The proposal is not compatible with the existing environmental
character of the neighborhood and will encroach upon the
peace and quiet of the neighborhood.

3. Agricultural lands in Waianae should be kept for agricultural
use, These lands are purchased for speculative purposes
and result in exorbitant costs too prohibitive for purchase
by prospective farmers who wish to farm the land.

4 The need for the kennel to serve the Waianae area is not
justified because very few people in the Waianae area can
afford to place their dogs in kennels,

5. One of their needs was to be able to build more houses on their
property which was preferable to non-agricultural uses such as
dog kennels.

The public hearing yap.. cl.osed, on motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa,
seconded by Mr. Hosak and carried.

MOTION: Mr. Kahawaiolaa moved to accept the Director's recommendation
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for approval of the CondI tianal Uso Parmit, seconded by
Mrs. Takohara.

Discussion followed

The Chairman and Dr . Choy spoke against the motion for
the following reasons:

1. The need for agricultural land outweighs the need for
this commercial operation.

2. A precedent would be set which would encourage specula-
tion by landowners for commercial facilities in this
area.

3. Concern whether the noise factor could be abated.

4. Question whether the applicant could successfully survive
in this seasonal-type of commercial venture.

It was the feeling of the other commissioners that:

1. While the need for agricultural lands does exist, exorbi-
tant costs would make it difficult for prospective farmers
to realize a worthwhile return°for their farming efforts. -

2. The size of th.e lot for this kennel operation is minimal
and prohibitive land costs would prevent use of this
particular parcel for agricultural use.

3. Need for the facility is substantiated by statements
from the Quarantine Station and the Humane Society plus
the fact that there are no boarding facilities for
animals in the Leeward area,

4. As to the noise factor, the conditions outlined in the
Director's report are stringent and offers protection
for adjoining residents

5. The question of the applicant's financial ability to
carry this operation should not be weighed.

The motion for approval failed to carry.

AYES - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - Choy , gamiy a
ABSENT - Duko

Due to the impasso, ad tion on the Conditional Use Permit was deferred
to the next meeting.

-18-
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The State Special Use Permit s.i d te rred iUT d L,. '.EDf y j c] I

of 15 days ..

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:30 p m.

Re pectfu i submitted
,

i Henrie te B. Lyman
Secretar -Repor ter
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JAN 15 1978 -

Meeting of the Plann:ing Commission

,Janua 1975

i The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, January 15, 1975
at 1:45 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.
PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman

Charles Duke, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka
Antone Kahawaiolaa
Alice Takehara
Harriet Wikum -

STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer EP
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary .

Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Jack Gilliam, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of December 4, 11, and 18, 1974
were unanimously approved, on motion by
Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.
Mrs. Takehara abstained from voting inasmuch
as she had not read the material.

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION The following resolution was unanimously
FOR COMMISSIONER adopted and presented to Mrs. Sullam,
FREDDA SULLAM on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Duke

and carried:

WHEREAS, COMMISSIONER FREDDA SULLAM has given generously of her time
and energy to the City and County of Honolulu as a Planning Commis-
sioner from June 3, 1969 to December 11, 1974; and

WHEREAS, her questions and comments have opened many a new vista in
the Commission's deliberations and decisions; and

WHEREAS, her dedication to excellence in architecture and urban
design has.been an example for the staff, Commissioners, and general
public; and

WHEREAS, her grace and charm have remained steadfast even in those
long pauses while waiting for a second to a motion; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the
City and County.of Honolulu express its appreciation for COMMISSIONER
FREDDA SULLAM'S valuable service; and

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission wishes her every
good fortune in her new endeavors in assisting the community.



UNFIN1SHED BUSINESS The public hearing was held and closed
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/ on December 18, 1974. Duc to an impasse,
SPECIAL USE PERMIT action on the Conditional Use Permit was
(DOG KENNEL) deferred to the next meeting. The Special
WAIANAE Use Permit was deferred for the 15-day
SER CAM KENNELS, INC. statutory requirement.
(FILE #74/CUP-27 6

#74/SUP-11) The following transpired.

CHAIRMAN: Next item on the agenda is unfinished business 97
item 1, Waianae Conditional Use and Special Use Permit. The EE
public hearing was held and closed on December 18th and action -
deferred.

ICHOY: I would move to accept the Chief Planning Officer's
Alternative No. 4, if you will permit me, to recommend denial on
the basis that the proposed use is not in conformance with the pur-
pose and intent of the General Plan for this area. To further recom-
mend that because the Commission finds that numerous conditional
uses as indicated in the CZC are not compatible with agricultural
uses, that the City Council have the following sections reviewed:
21-401, (c) and 21-501, (c). To have deleted any and all uses B
which are not directly related to the agricultural industry.

TAKEHARA: I'll second the motion.
CHAIRMAN: Moved and seconded to deny as recommended on

Alternative No. 4. Discussion?

HOSAKA: Could we .have staff go over some of the high points.
This is our first meeting of the new year and it's been some time
since we discussed this matter.

CHEE: As a point of information, we have some new information
which I would like to bring to the Commission merely because it
was brought up at the public hearing held in December.

The Wilmay Kennels operated by Mr. Budreau which is located a half
mile away from this new proposal had requested the City Council
for modification to his kennels. City Council met on his modifi-
cation and referred it back to the public hearing process. However,
this applicant has since withdrawn his request for that commercial
kennel so that there is no valid CUP/SUP.for that other kennel
now.

On the Ser Cam Kennels, the proposal is for commercial boarding
kennels for 100 dogs, involves the CUP within an agricultural
district, it is also within state agricultural land and therefore
it requires also an SUP. The Commission has the prerogative--

If the SUP is denied, the CUP is null and void.



The Commission may take action to approve or deny the SUP.

I If they deny the SUP, the CUP goes no further. ßoth appli-
cations would be killed at this point.

I If they are to recommend approval, it will then be forwarded
to the SLUC who would take action on the SIIP. The ClIP would
then be forwarded to City Council for their action.

The recommendation for approval of both the SUP and the CUP by the
Director of Land Utilization involved reviewing all aspects of
state land use guidelines and also the criteria that is cited ---

I within the CZC. Recommendation for approval was based on 17 condi- ¯jg

tions. Some of the more pertinent conditions are-- i BET

I Except for the open runs, the kennel structure shall be
air conditioned and soundproof.

All dogs shall be kept in the enclosed sleeping quarters

i by 7:00 p.m. and shall not be allowed in the open run area
until 6:00 a.m.

Landscaping plans showing a screening hedge on the south
boundary for 250 feet and the front yard shall be submitted
to the Director for his approval prior to obtaining a
building permit.

A waste disposal system shall be installed in accordance
with the State Department of Health Regulations.

Within three months following occupancy of the kennels
and thereafter as may be determined necessary by the
Director, the applicant shall have a consultant conduct
a noise study in the form and under conditions acceptable
to the Director. Said study shall be submitted to the
Director for his review and approval. Where a noise
violation is found, the applicant shall take such corrective
action as may be determined necessary. This could include
but would not be limited to surrounding the entire facility
with a sand-filled cinder block wall 8 feet high.

Other matters of concern involved the comment of the Department
of Agriculture which felt that the use was not considered an
agricultural use. Other comments from government agencies were
not adverse to the proposal. Those that expressed some concern
were covered under conditions as I have cited previously.

CHAIRMAN: Any questions?

CHOY: Yes. Concerning the noise, may I ask, the material BR
that will be used in construction of this kennel, what type of 50
material will be used for the roof of this kennel?

CHEE: The plans are an indication of what the elevations
will look like. The actual construction material would be deter-
mined upon application for a building permit. This would be

06



I Ill
reviowed by the 13uilding Department. Soundproofing measures and
the type of materials which would be used would be checked out by
the 13uilding Department.

CHOY: Question again to the noise lactor. I understand it
is usually a general practice by facilities like these that when
they know that a sound consultant will be checking the sound
factor, that it is very possible the animals being boarded will
be tranquilized. I would like to have this particular area
qualified. How would the Director of Land Utilization control
such a practice? - imm

CHEE: Dr. Choy, I believe that Condition 13 would take care
of that concern because we are requiring that the applicant shall B

.have a consultant conduct a noise study in a form and under condi- ¯

tions acceptable to the Director. I am not aware of such an g '

instance where they would tranquilize the dogs. This would be
something that we would keep in mind,

CHAIRMAN: Further questions?

HOSAKA: Then Mr. Budreau has withdrawn his request for CUP,
therefore the situation stands where there will not be a dog
kennel out there unless we approve the new dog kennel?

CHEE: Yes. Mr. Budreau has indicated that the reason for
his withdrawal is based on economics. At some future date, he
plans to reapply. At this point, we would be considering one
commercial dog kennel in this area, His permit had been revoked
and he wanted to submit a modification to Council. Council
referred it back to public hearing and he has withdrawn his
request.

HOSAKA: Have you made an evaluation of his request? In
other words, he talks about economic conditïons and he documents
this that he had 15 kennels vacant during some period of time.
I'm just wondering if we need to assess the need then for a new
dog kennel.

CHEE: I think this was a subject of much discussion at the
public hearing, and it was the department's feeling that we would M
address the question of need in the report in the recommendation.
We had checked with the Humane Society and the State Animal
Quarantine Hospital and there appeared to be a need. However, as
was pointed out at that public hearing, whether the applicant was
going to be able to make or not make his business venture, we felt
was not part of the evaluation of a request to permit him to
establish and operate; Ours was on the view of the compatibility
of the use to the area under the CZC requirements for the CUP and
the state guidelines for the land use agricultural designation.

CHAIRMAN: Speaking of economics, this public hearing was held --

on December 18th and Mr. Budreau's reply concerning economics
-_-

covers the date December 26 to December 30 which is after the
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I public hearing. So, this is real.ly an update on Ihe economic
situation,

DUKE: Possibly l'm going to ask some quest ions that have to
do with the application but al.so with the mot.ton, The applicant,

I as far as I can determine, has fulfilled all of the requirements
that are required by present rules and regulations, Is that true
or not?

CHEE: Yes, this is true.

DUKE: The land that is designated agriculture, has it ever
been in agriculture? If so, how long ago?

CHEE: It was my understanding that it was formerly used as
a dairy, I am not able to give you any further information as toI whether it was in agricultural use and how far back.

DUKE: You stated that it was barren and it's not in agricul-I tural use presently

CHEE: That is correct.

DUKE: My point in asking is that the motion states that he
wants to recommend denial on the basis that the proposed use is
not in conformance with the purpose and intent of the general
plan. That's very good, But, we're setting, I believe a precedent
because that's the object of a special use permit is may be to
deviate somewhat from plans. You wait·until a gentleman comes
along here and wants to put a radar tower on top of a mountain

- whether it be preservation or agricultural, we undoubtedly will
give him a special use permit. Therefore, I think we should have

i some clarification on this not in conformance with general plan
as a reason to deny.

CLEGG: Let me separate some of the issues here, possibly.
There :Ls a fifth kind of alternative.

It would appear that the use conforms to the rules and the law of
the Land Use Commission in their agricultural designation of state
land use, that this is a permitted special permit, shall we say.
We're dealing with two issues here--the special permit and the

I conditional use permit.

DUKE: Yes, I understand that.

CLEGG: It would appear that the applicant has also conformedI to the regulations in the CZC with regard to CUPs in an agricul-
tural district.

It would also appear from our review the problem is that the CZC
does not conform to the general plan. One possible action at this
point in order bring this further is to approve the special permit
because after all the special permit is dealing with the state
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land use law and seeins to be in conformance, and at the same time
deny the CUP on the bas is that it is not in conformance with thegeneral plan Char ter states that the zoning shall implement thegeneral plan, and follow through with the recommendation made that

¯ tlio City Council thoroughly review those areas of the CZC which
permit, we feel, are non-implementation actions or activities with Bregard to the general plan, What this would do is shift the problemwhere it belongs, I think, at the City Council review and yet not
kill the application in terms of the Land Use Commission where theCommission does have that power. If it denies the special permitat this stage, the whole issue is dead. I don't like to see indi-
viduals et cau ht ua in technicalities of the law. I think that's =mm8 8 1

-....unfortunate, but that is one possible alternative for the Commission -to take.
- Does that clarify?

DUKE: Well, somewhat but aren't we still setting a precedentat this point in time because we 've had many special permits come
before us before that were not in conformance with the generalPlan.

CLEGG: That's true. I think what we're doing is recognizing
that fact at this point and saying yes, those were not in conformance
with 'the general plan and it's about time we recognized it.

DUKE: Well, do you think we should make a guinea pig out of
this particular applicant, or do you think we should ask Council forguidance on telling us that special use permits because of thus and
so will not be permitted on agricultural land that are generalplanned for agricultural land?

CLEGG: Well, I think that's what we're telling Council.
DUKE: Well, we're not really telling them that here. We should

be more specific if that's what we want.
CONNELL: Again, I think it's important that we separate the

two permits. I don't imagine the Commission would want to ask the
City Council about SUPs. The special.use permit is an issue between
this Commission and the State Land Use Commission. City Council hasnothing to do with SUPs. Under the statutues of the State of Hawaii,special permits come to this Commission. If they are denied at thispoint, it is a dead issue, Recommendations to the Council are on the
conditional use permit. We have to keep these two areas separate asMr. Clegg Ins indicated. There is yery little doubt that this provision on the Rules and Regulations of the State Land Use Commission
will provide for this type of use in an agricultural area. I thinkthe issues that can be brought up is to what extent do the.StateRules and Regulations have greater precedence than the policies of -the City and County.

DUKE: Has the applicant fulfilled all the requirements oft1e law up to-t11s point.



CLEGG: Except for tlic general plan.
DUKE: Except for the general plan and that's the roason if

it was planned otherwise, he wouldn't want a special uso permit.

I It's planned for dog kennels. He could come in and say I want to ¯¯_¯

put up a dog kennel.

CLEGG: Affirmative,

DUKE: Therefore, he has to use this application, e -=

CLEGG: That's affirmative. i ËER

DUKE: And under this means of application, he has fulfilled
all the requirements.

CLEGG: Yes, he could ask for a general plan change.

DUKE: No, that's not necessary under a conditional use permit.

CLEGG: Our contention is there is a serious question as to
whether it's necessary under a conditional use permit. Correct, it
is not necessary under a special permit. The general rule of the
zoning and planning issue is that the more stringent regulations
shall apply. That is, the county's rules are more stringent upon
the use of agricultural or conservation land. The county's rule
shall apply.

DUKE: But Sir, we don't ask for a general plan change when
we want to put up a radio tower or radar or certain other things
that doesn't have the stigma of a dog kennel.

CLEGG: Well, I don't think a dog kennel has a stigma,
personally.

DUKE: I think it does--flies, noise--I've been reading the
proof here.

CLEGG: What we're suggesting is we should have raised the
same issue when the antennas and towers came up.

DUKE: But, we didn't.

CLEGG: That's affirmative.

DUKE: Well, I don't believe an applicant should be denied a
request merely because we should have done something in the past.
I think we should do something now that would forbid applications
of this nature if they are not according to the general plan, and
rule that way.

CLEGG: Well, the Commission cannot forbid but can recommend
that the Council supply the necessary ordinances to permit them.



DUKE: The Department of Planning wouldn 't have come forth
if it didn't fulfill all the requirements. This musthave fulfilled
all of the requirements.

CLEGG: The department is talking about three laws, land use
law, general plan, and the zoning law. We 're saying it meets two B

of those three. The recommendation here is by the Department of
Land Utilization, not the Department of General Planning,

DUKE: I understand.

CLEGG: The other possibility is to go forward with a positive
recommendation for the CUP and the SUP with a recommendation that
they review the conditional uses allowed in agricultural areas on
the general plan. In a sense what we're saying you're doing thore
is passing what you recognize is an illegal act. Well, that's a

strong word.

DUKE: I think that's not proper for the record.

CLEGG: I withdraw the word illegal. Unlawful.

DUKE: I dislike that also.

HOSAKA: The last time we had this public hearing, I asked 5ËE
for any specific reasons why we should deny this request. I did =

not receive any that could change my mind. So, I'm speaking
against the motion in that all the requirements as pointed out by
Commissioner Duke have been fulfilled. As Mrs, Chee has indicated,
it is not within our realm to talk about economic conditions and gg
this should not even be considered. So, here we have before us an _;

applicant who is asking for the special permit and the conditional Bi
use permit and I see no reason why we should not give it to them.

I realire from the community association their petition against
this in that they're concerned about odor,.noise,.and the fact
that the dogs will harbor ticks, fleas and the like. I appreciate
that but I think the 17 conditions that have been laid down by
the department are stringent enough to curtail any of these kinds
of objections. So, I will have to speak against the motion.

TAKEHARA: I'm reversing my decision. I'm supporting Dr. Choy's
motion for various reasons. We've received various communcation
from the community people including one from the Waianae Farm Bureau
which stresses the need for agricultural land. At this time, in
their own .studies made by the United States Department of Agricul-
ture, it shows that the soil is suitable for agriculture in culti-
vating and also for things such as pasture, poultry and livestock.
I feel for the community people and also for the applicant because
there is a need for the kennel as they expressed at the hearing.
However, I feel when the landowner bought his property, he realized
it was AG-1 He knew his obligation to this property. There is a
need at this time to preserve our agricultural lands.

211
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HOSAKA: I'd like to rop3y to that roiimrk about need for
agricultural land. I'm all for agriculturtil land. Don't misunder-
stand me.. But, this guy has sat on this property Ear a number of
years and it hasn't boon cultivated. There is a potontial for -

truck farming as indicated but there 's no evidence at the present
or even in the future that he is going to make this land productive
in an agricultural senso So therefore, I would need to speak
against.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion?
CHOY: Question. diË

CHAIRMAN: All those in favor of the motion raise your right
hand?

(The motion to deny carried.)

AYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum i gy
NAYES - Duke, Hosaka ¯ EE
ABSENT - None -

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT proposal to amend the General Plan for
DELETION OF PORTION OF the northwesterly portion of Makakilo City
PLANNED CIVIC CENTER 4 (Tax Map,Key: 9-2-03: portion of 2) by
REDESIGNATION TO modifying the currently designated land
RESIDENTIAL; COMMERCIAL use pattern as follows:

. TO CIVIC CENTER; RELOCA-
TION OF SCHOOL/PARK 1. Deletion of the planned Civic Center
COMPLEX; MAKAKILO site (except for the portions now
DRIVE REALIGNMENT; occupied by a fire station and a Board E
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS of Water Supply facility) and redesig-
BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL nation of this area for Residential use. g
4 PRESERVATION;
DESIGNATION OF BOARD 2. Redesignation of a 2.8-acre portion of
OF WATER SUPPLY FACILITY the 25-acre town center site from
ON MAKAKILO DRIVE Commercial to Civic Center use.
MAKAKILO CITY
FINANCE REALTY CO.,LTD. 3. Relocation of a planned school/park
(FILE #290/C1/30) complex in the northwesterly corner

of the community to a site adjoining
Makakilo Drive. The currently desig-
nated school site would be deleted but
the park site would be retained.

4. Realignment of a portion of the planned
Makakilo Drive right-of-way through Ë 3MF
land with a more moderate slope. E 9-A

5 General adjustments to the boundaries
between residential and preservation



areas in order to bottor refloct
topographic conditions .

6. Designation of a ßoard of Water Supply -

I facility sìto on Makakilo Drive opposite
the proposed new school/park site.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser oni January 5, 1975. No letters of protest were received. | 1B

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief

I Planning Officer. The requested amendments affect several scat-
tered parcels of land within the proposed Palehua PDH development
which is located in the north central portion of Makakilo. The

i proposed Palehua PDH encompasses 293 acres of land and is tenta-
tively planned to accommodate 2,755 dwelling units when completed.
In addition to housing, an elementary school, a public park, a

i private community center, eight private secondary recreation
centers, and numerous tot lots are planned.

The basic problem which this amendment request addresses is the
inadequacy of the generalized land use pattern which was initially

E established for Makakilo on the General Plan in 1964. The prepara-
tion of plans for its development has generated more detailed

i information concerning terrain conditions, planned population
density and distribution, traffic and pedestrian circulation net-
works, the need for parks, schools and other services, etc., which
was not available at the time the General Plan was prepared. The ¯ ¯

intent of this request is to adjust the permitted development
pattern so that it takes into account this new information and
better reflects the character of the land and the need of the
prospective residents. The development policy and basic land use
pattern shown on the General Plan would be retained.

Based upon an analysis of the request, it is the recommendation of
the Chief Planning Officer that the land use pattern shown on the
General Plan for this section of Makakilo be amended as indicated
in his report.

Discussion followed.

TAKEHARA: What was the rationale for lessening the acreage
of the school from 12.0 to 6.27 Why is that park next to the
school so large, 8.5, when the guidelines for Jul elementary
school states a minimum of 2.5 acres?

PORTMORE: First with respect to the school, they're asking
for 6.7 acres because it is an elementary school and their
standard is basically six acres. What happens is we have a two-
thousand scale map which somebody drew a blob on back in 1964.
When you blow it up to 100-foot scale and measure it it comes
out to 12 acres. I don't know that there was any conscious
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effort to put a 12-acro school site on the 1964 plan is whatI'm saying. I don't think you can put any ing>ortance into the
El fact that there happens to be 12 acros w:i thin that area once

it's blown up., What is important is the school people feel they
g need a 6.7-acre site to provide a school for 800-900 students.

They don't need any more and therefore there's no point inpurchasing more land.
With regard to the park, the 2.5 acres is the minimum. That's
all it is, Generally what we have is a 4-acre park next to aschool through general practice as in the case of this school/park complex. The school opened in 1973, However, this parkis tending to be more than just a neighborhood park. It's goingto serve community park needs for people who live in the makai
portions of Makakilo as well as the people in Palehua PDH. I
believe it's going to have an olympic size swimming pool, forexample. There is no community park facility in the existing
portions of Makakilo so it's intended to provide more for the10,000 people that will live here. They wanted more area to
provide more expansive and more variety a facility.

TAKEHARA: I realize it was DAGS who made that recommendation
for 6.8 acres for a school but it just got me that it's a verysmall area for a school. They must anticipate a low enrollment.

PORTMORE: The enrollment anticipated is 800-900 which I
guess is somewhere in the standard of what they build elementaryschools for. This is their general policy around a 6-acre site
for an elementary school. There's no departure here. The question

B you raise may be one of their general policy rather than a specificone.

DUKE: This 6-acre park is not too large a park for a 10,000populated community is it?

PORTMORE: There is another public park next to Mauka LaniSchool. According to the Department of Parks and Recreation, the
service area boundary for this park includes the people who will
live in Palehua PDH. Also, within the PDH there are extensive
private recreational facilities that will be .provided in additionto the-8½-acre park There will be a community center of 7 someacres, There will be 8 secondary recreation centers, each halfto an acre in size throughout the PDH which will have swimmingpools and small play areas, There will also be numerous tot lotsthroughout the development, So, it's a case where they will be
providing extensive private recreational facilities which theDepartment of Recreation likes to recognize. If you do a strictnumbers game and count all the people they say will be in the
Mauka Lani park service area, the number left over (or within theproposed new park's service area) is only about 4,600. Multiplyingthat by 2 is 9.2 acres. This is close to 8.5.

DUKE: That looks pretty good to me.

11-



110SAKA: What are the major changes?

PORTMORE: Major changes are the civic center and retaining
the park.

TAKEllARA: I realize that after the developer 's proposal was
received that the community objected to the deletion of the civic
center. Now, the planning officer has added 2.8 into the town
community center. Have we had any feedback from the community as
far as their feelings on this reduction of 7 point whatevor to
2 89 =

PORTMORE: No, we have not, I think their main concern was
that there would be no facility. In their letter objecting to
the deletion, they didn't really get into how much. I'm sure
they're not that familiar with it We did communicate with all
possible agencies that might want to locate something in the
area, checked them all out, and we came out with 2, and then
proceeded to leave enough--2 to 28 times the area that they indi-
cated would be necessary in any case.

TAKEHARA: Why does the police department say there is no need,
that Pearl City services are sufficient for Makakilo? Is this a
statement made with knowledge of population projection for Makakilo,
or is it just present?

PORTMORE: I believe it's with knowledge of the projection.
They are aware of what the projected population is. I did commu-
nicate with the person responsible for that on the phone and he
did ask me that question--how many people? So, I'm sure they are E
aware of what the ultimate population of Makakilo was expected to
be.

II(There were no further questions of staff.)

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Journ Yee, representing Finance Realty Company

YEE: In relation to the material presented by the Department
of General Planning, we are in agreement with all the .changes

recommended; however, I want to make sure the boundary does not
interfere with the PDH application. I don't think there's a problem
there. In fact, I think it serves and improves the situation as far
as the PDH application is concerned.
In connection with the relocation of the civic center to the town
center site, we are in agreement that's probably the best location
for us in terms of service and convenience to the people in Makakilo,
both the present and the future. One.of our representatives have
contacted some people in Makakilo. I don't know their names. We
had indicated no objection to relocating the .site to the town center.
They weren't too sure about the size of that site until we had taken



that person on the sito and showed them what 2.9 acres looked like.
It appears that they are satisf iod . I might further comment that

U in the event at some future time there is ti need for a police station,that 's another function that might require additional space. I
beliove that we can provide for it bectiuse we llave reserved suffi-
cient areas in the town center to meet future unforeseen needs. I

¯_ believe 25 acres in that area is adequate for both the commercial
M activities plus the City activities and sufficient space for expan-sion in event 15 or 20 years might require when Makakilo develops

more fully.

One comment in connection with the community park. The swimming
pool is a 25-yard pool and not an olympic size pool. In connectionwith the PDH, Finance Realty will build the swimming pool at their
own expense and will dedicate that to the City and County so thatboth the residents of the planned development and of the area, plus
existing residents in Makakilo will utilize the pool.

I will be happy to answer any questions.

TAKEHARA: I know your development has started already, Mr. Yee. ;-2|Also, this is a general plan amendment. There are a lot of PDHsdeveloping at this point. Could you tell us the estimated cost per '

unit?
YEE: That's a real tough question, When we started the appli-cation on the PDH about a year ago, we had made estimates of certainhousing costs. In between that time and this time, the cost ofconstruction has increased about 20%. So even the information we

submitted a year ago is out of date. I think the best answer I
can give you is along this line. We recognize housing is a real,
real problem here on Oahu. We intend to serve that market to thebest of our ability based on cost. We would try to do as manythings as we can to do a good job and still try to get it within
as many income groups as we can. Right now our townhouses are
selling on the average price of about $48,000. We are extremelyconcerned about inflation and costs as I'm sure you people are.
We want to provide many of these additional facilities because we
think on the long term basis, they are needed. However, we have to
constantly relate that to the ability of the people to pay for them.
I certainly recognize your concern on that. We are more concerned ---
on it because if we can't provide any housing the people can afford,

--iiwe'simply won't be able to remain in business.
TAKEHARA: What's the cost of Makakilo Hale?
YEE: That's $48,000. We have not been able to raise the

price to compensate for the increase in construction cost.
CLEGG: How many parking spaces you anticipate at the

commercial center?
YEE: Sorry,.I can't answer that. That would depend on the

ultimate floor area and the types of other facilities.



Il
CLEGG: I'm alerting you to the Eact that if you're going to

build a thousand, you're going to have to get a building permit
from the Environmental Protection Agoney, if you didn ' t know that .

YEE: I don't anticipate that we'll get into that problem for
a number of years and at that time, we '11 probably design it for
999.

CLEGG: No, they have another rule in there that if you add
500 you've been had. You can't escape.

YEE: We don't anticipate this to be a regional shopping center. | |
It's primarily a community shopping center for the convenience and B |
use of the Makakilo residents. E

CLEGG: It's really your problem because the fine is $25,000
- per day.

YEE: Thank you, I appreciate that. i 2¯¾

CHOY: I'd like to your rationale for deleting the civic
center from your proposal.

YEE: I have personally been involved in planning work for
a number of years. It's my personal feeling that the civic center
function should be where it's most convenient to the residents.
The library for instance should be located where you could drop
the kids off and then do your shopping. Also from the traffic
pattern, that probably would make more sense. Secondly, the
existing site for the civic center is steep and not really suitable.
Development costs would be very high. The present policy in the
City and County agencies has been to take the best sites available
for functions such as schools and playgrounds,

CHOY: Being that the civic center is reduced to 2.8 acres,
if I understood Mr. Portmore correctly that the City would purchase
the land, could it possibly be that you people would make this 2.8
acres a gift to the City?

YEE: Even if the civic center were to stay at its present
location, it's still the present public policy to either purchase
or develop your own facility. I'm afraid I can't go along with
the-suggestion.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Yee.)

Public testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST--

Mr. John Meatoga, President, Makakilo Community Association,
- expressed opposition over deletion of the civic center site



pointing out the nood for a polico station in their aren .
Even though existing population does not indicato a need,

i Makakilo's geographical remoteness and eventual population
will require a civic center facility,

i The public hearing was closed, on motion by Nr. Duka, soconded
by Mr. Hosaka and carried,

i ACTION: The Commission adopted the proposal of the Chief Planning
Officer and recommended approval of the request, on motion ,

by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy,.Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara,
Wikum

NAYES - Nonei ABSENT - None

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a i aus
- CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a modification of the approved

MODIFICATION plan to reduce the floor area by approxi-
(REBUILD INTERMEDIATE mately 4,000 square feet while maintaining

- CARE FACILITY IN R-3 the same bed count, for an intermediate
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT) care facility located at 2670 Pacific
2670 PACIFIC HEIGHTS Heights, Tax Map Key: 2-2-23: 36. Further
DR. HENRY MANAYAN change would involve the use of a pitched
(FILE #72/CUP-1) roof instead of the previously approved

flat roof. These changes are being
requested in an attempt to reduce the cost
of rebuilding the facility.

Publication was made in·the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on January 5, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report of the
request. The requested reduction in floor area does not adversely
affect the public interest and is therefore acceptable. The revised
plans further unify the project by placing all bed facilities under
one structure. This would tend to promote greater efficiency and
surveillance in the operation of the proposed facility. The change
to a pitched roof would render the facility more in keeping with
the residential character of the area.
The Director recommends approval of the request as indicated in
his report.

No discussion followed.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--



Mrs. IIenry Manayan, Administrator, Hale Ho Aloha, indicated the -

prosent shortage and existing need for this type of care
facility on Caliu. She requested the Commission's favorable
action on this matter.

Tostimony AGAINST-- -

- None - -

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded Ë 951
by Mr. Duke and carried. : -s-

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the Conditional Use Permit,
subject to the conditions contained in the Director's report,
on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and
carried.

-se

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara,
Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from existing
(B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS B-2 Community Business District to R-6 Resi-
TO R-6 RESIDENTIAL) dential District in conformity with the
WAHIAWA Detailed Land Use Map for this area in Wahiawa,
MRS. SOON YEE CHOI SONG Tax Map Key: 7-4-05: portion of 30.
(FILE #74/Z-51)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on January 5, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to retain the residential uses on
the subject site in lieu of commercial uses. The parcel is split-
zoned B-2 Community Business and R-6 Residential District. The
requested change would be a reasonable extension of the existing
residential distiret since it conforms to the DLUM. Its approval
will bring the entire parcel involved into a single zoning district.
Residential uses already exist on the .premises.
The Director recommends approval of the request.
No discussion followed.

No one spoke either for or against the request.
The

.public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried.



II ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director 's rocommandation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by Dr.
Choy, seconded by Mrs. Takehara and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duko, Ilosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya , Takehara,
Wikum

-¯

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a ilCZC AMENDMENT proposed amendment to the Comprohensive diCHAPTER 21, REVISED Zoning Code, Chapter 21, Revised Ordinances
ORDINANCES OF HONOLULU, of Honolulu, 1969, as amended, relating to
1969, AS AMENDED, identification sign for buildings.
RELATING TO IDENTIFI-
CATION SIGN FOR BLDGS. Publication was made in the Sunday Star- Ei---(BILL NO. 140 (1974) Bulletin/Advertiser on January 5, 1975. No E-i(FILE #74/CZC-13) letters of protest were received. EME

Staff Planner Jack Gilliam presented the
Director's report of the proposed amendment ¯¯¯

to the sign regulations in the various
commercial and industrial districts. The

amendment permits a building to have one wall sign with a maximum areaof 12 square feet to identify the particular building. This building
identification sign would be counted as one of the present permitted ¯¯

signs and, therefore, there would be no increase in the number of
size of signs allowed by existing regulations.

The Director recommends approval of the proposed amendment.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director'sB report.

No one spoke either for or against the request.
The public hearing was closed, on motin by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the proposed amendment, onmotion by Mrs. Takehara, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara,
Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m.

y pibmi ed,

Henrietta B man
Secretary-Reporter
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Meeti.ng of the P1tinning Commission
Minutes

January 29, 1975

i The Planning Commission liold a meeting on Wednesday, January 29, 1975
at 1:40 p.m., in the Conference Roomof the City llall Annex. Clniircuin
Randall Kamiya presided.

I PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Charles Duke, Vice Chairman
Dr . Wilbur Choy

i Alice Takehara
Harriet Wikum

i ABSENT: Donald Hosaka
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer
Eugene ß. Connell, Executive Secretary- - Ali Sheybani, Assistant Director,

Department of Land Utilization

i Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Johan Ronningen, Staff Planner
Carl Smith, Staff Planner

UNFINISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held and closed on
CONDITIONAL USE/ December 18, 1974 and action deferred to
SPECIAL USE PERMIT January 15, 1975. On January 15, 1975,
(DOG KENNEL) the CUP was denied, and action deferred
WAIANAE on the SUP to January 29, 1975.
SER.CAM KENNELS, INC.
(FILE #74/CUP-27 4 No further staff presentation was made.

#74/SUP-11)
The following transpired.

MOTION

DUKE: I move to approve the SUP.

WIKUM: Second.

DUKE: We all know from the last
meeting that the CUP was denied. If we
deny the SUP, then we close the door on

this applicant completely without permitting him to go before the
Council and elected people that make the planning decisions. I
feel it is only proper that this applicant be given a chance to
air his case before the City Council.

I also would like to amend my motion, if my second would permit
me to, in this respect--



Ï move that we pass the Slll' and ask guidance from the City .

Council on condi tional use permits where i t does not agree
with t11e general plan, because Ï know that sometime in the
future, we are going to have problems como before us and M L

we're going to probably ruo the day that unless we have
guidance that we set a precoclent on this general. plan versus
ClJ P ,

C1lAIRMAN: Maker of tlie second, do you agree with the amondment?

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I feel that tho amendment to the motion
is not applicable because the Sl]P is one directed to the State
Land Use Commission and not the City Council. In my motion at the
last hearing for the denial on the CUP, we did ask, in fact, for
the Council to clarify the CUP. I think this is just a repetition,

CHAIRMAN: Your point is well taken, Dr, Choy

DUKE: I would like to have that clarified. I recall your
motion quite well, Doctor. Maybe we could look up the minutes
and determine whether you asked Council for clarification or not. U

CHOY: On the last motion, I had selected Alternative #4 that g
was forwarded to us by staff which reads-

"To recommend denial on the basis that the proposed use is gg
not in conformance with the purpose and intent of the General g¯g

Plan for this area. To further recommend that because the =

Commission finds that numerous conditional uses as indicated
in the CZC are not compatible with agricultural uses, that
the City Council has the following section reviewed:
21-401(c). To have deleted any and all uses which are not -
directly related to the agricultural industry,

DUKE: If you had not put in agriculture per se, I'd buy that.
But, when you say agriculture only that you want a ruling on, then
I think you're wrong because the general plan covers many things
besides agriculture, We will have CUPs requested for other areas
in the general plan besides those zoned for agriculture.

CHAIRMAN: Point of clarification. I think Commissioner Choy's
point is well taken that this will be going into agriculture, I
would suggest to work on a motion to accept or deny, and to follow
that, we also write a letter to .the Council asking the Council to
study portions of the CZC and if possible, make the corrections,

I think we are arguing over a point that can't be handled very
easily.

DUKE: Well Sir, I think you're somewhat correct there, other
than the fact that the whole thing was brought up as a technicality
anyway. So, why compound the technicality by not straightening out
another technicality Your suggestions that we ask the Council for
guidance in a letter, is well taken. As a result I withdraw my
amendment to the motion,



I. ' JAN ßD 1975

TAKEHARA: I would 1..ike to speak against the motion. My reason
for this is in relation to the motorial wo received, the reference
being the State Land Use Commission Rules and Regulations, 2.24 and

- 2.28. Section 2.24 titled Test to be Applied, the guidelines
presented to us have two sections that I teal we are qualified for

i this proposal, sections--
(e) That the land upon which the proposed use is sought is

unsuited for the uses permitted within the District; and
(g) That the proposed use will make the highest and best use

of the land involved for the public welfare.
I think with both these guidelines, I feel that we just haven't had
enough evidence to show us that this land is not suitable for
agriculture.

DUKE: I also read those items. Alice, if you're speaking
against the motion, we only have five here and it couldn't possibly
carry without everyone for it, Therefore, I'd like to get clarifi-
cation on one item from Mr, Way regarding the SUP and the CUP.
Then, I would like to prevail on you to maybe reconsider.

Mr. Way, the question is if the Commission does not approve of the
SUP, the question is dead.

WAY: Yes.

DUKE: Even the CUP cannot go before the Council.

WAY: I guess in a technical sense, the CUP would probably
proceed but it would be more on the basis of an informational item
rather than an item for action before the Council. I think what
would happen, and I'm a little uncertain here, that we would
probably forward it saying we had received this, however, the
Commission had recommended denial of the SUP therefore, the matter
is moot before the Council, in effect.

To answer the first part of your question, the Commission does
have jurisdiction or_to put it the other way around, the approval
of the Commission must be received before the State can further
process SUPs.

DUKE: That's the way I understood it. If the applicant
wants to pursue this before the Council, it is then a moot.question
because he couldn't do anything before the Council anyway.

Now, if we approve the SUP even though we denied the CUP, Council
still has an opportunity to decide for or against the applicant.

WAY: That's correct.

DUKE: So, by not approving the SUP, we are denying him his
right to further consideratîon. I think each applicant has that
right, not to let us be the deciding body on this. We make recom-
mendations and we recommended denial. Yet, he still has the right



to go before the Council and maybe ho can prove his point there.
l. don't know But, unless we approvo the inlP, he's a dead man and
i don ' tl ike him to be a dead inan merely because we 're fighting
over words.

CHOY: If I read you r ight, whenever an applicant submits an
appl.i.cation to us, in ossence what you're saying is we should koop
it in the ball park by passing and rubber stamping everything that's
coming through here especially where an SUP is concerned. You
readily realize there's several commissioners, especially myself
being the maker of the original motion, that we do have the juris- --

dictional power or right on the SUP. I don't think we 're usurping --
the privildge of the applicant in this instance.

DUKE: Doctor, I think some of us have this twisted in our
mind. I'm not saying you're one of us but, the CUP we have denied.
As far as we're concerned, we are recommending to the Mayor and
the City Council that the dog kennels not be constructed on this
agricultural land, That's a fact and we all know that.

But, the SUP is a State obligation If we do not approve of the
SUP, we are not giving this applicant due process. We're shutting
the door in his face right now because we're the ones that act on
the SUP, not the City Council. Every applicant should be given
due process. I don't think we should shut the door in his face,
really, even though we're denying the CUP,

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I think this is ending up as a debate
between Mr. Duke and myself, I'm not convinced, really, that the
best use of this piece of land should be for dog kennel. Unless
I could be convinced and proven, if there's no other question, I
would like to ask for the question.

CHAIRMAN: The question has been called for,

DUKE: Clarify the motion

CHAIRMAN: You want a clarification on the motion?
DUKE: Well, I want everyone to have clarification. I made

the motion. I'm moving that we approve the SUP. I just want
everyone to understand that.

CHAIRMAN: All those in favor of the motion, raise your right
hands

(The motion to approve the SUP failed to carry.)

AYES - Duke, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Kamiya, Takehara
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

The Chairman called a recess

-4-

224 :¯



Upoti resuming the liioot i ng, the To l 1.ow tity discitssion transpired:
L

TAKlWlARA: Ifr. Chr.liriitall, J ' d l i ke to make some correctionsi to I:ho statoillent 1 inado .ill regards to spotiki.ng tipilinst flie motion.
It was pointadout toille tilat p,uidelines (c) and (g) I quoted for

i the test to be applied from the Stato Land Uso Rep,ulations, do
conform with this SUP. Th.is is because there is a discrepancy
between the SUP and what I felt was our guidelines for the Countygeneral plan. The SUP does include domestic animals as part of its

I allowable usage. Our County general plan does not include it.
I do feel in looking at Section 2,23, Petition Before County Plan-
ning Commission, it states that this is part of our duty, Mr. Duke,

I to deny or to recommend acceptance on the SUP. At this point, I
can find no justification for denying it according to the State
Land Use Regulations.

CHAIRMAN: Is there a motion?

TAKEHARA: I would like to make a recommendation after thei motion does pass.

CHAIRMAN: There's no motion on the floor.

I TAKEHARA: When I do vote for the motion, I'd like to see the
CUP evaluated at the Council level.

ACTION: ¯¯

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, if it's in order, I'd like to move that
we approve the SUP

WIKUM: Second

CHAIRMAN: It's been moved and seconded.

TAKEHARA: Is it possible to attach a recommendation in an
amendment form that we pass only because we'd like to have this
CUP evaluated, as was in the original motïon made last meeting?

DUKE: I'm sure that will follow,

Mr. Chairman, I think Alice has clarified, in my mind, everything
that's in favor of this motion. Therefore, I see no reason for
me to speak for the motion at this time. If it's in order, I'd
like to ask for the question.

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, if I may have the floor.

Mr. Duke, if I'm going to reverse my vote, I would like to be able
to clarify it. As far as I'm concerned this is a compromise. I
do agree with Commissioner Takehara. In my mind, I'm still not
convinced that the intended usage is the thing we want for the area.
But for the sole purpose of redirecting this issue to the City



Council to clarify some of those problems tluit confront this body,
then Ï would vote for the liiot ton

Then again, the Chair had clarified also that this body does have
the right to deny or approve the SUP, and it's not a recommendation.
I think we should all be cognizant of this one particular fact.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? If not, all those in favor raise
your right hand.

(The motion to approve the SUP was unanimously carried.)

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

ENG: Mr. Chairman, I have a few points of clarification for
the record,

First of all, the public hearing on this matter was held on the
15th of December, 1974. In accordance with the CZC, I believe
the Commission has 30 days to transmit this to City Council, The
30 days have lapsed so it would be wise to send it up as soon as
possible, a-o

The second point is the Department of Land Utilization would like Ë$$
to have clarified, the basis for denial of the CUP. As we understand
it, it relates to Item #4 of the Memorandum dated January 3, 1975 -
from Mr. Way to the Planning Commission; that is, to deny on the
basis that the proposed use is not in conformance with the purpose g
and intent of the etc.? E

TAKEHARA: Yes,

CHAIRMAN: Yes,

ENG: Okay, I just wanted that clarified, Thank you

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a g
BILL NO. 184 (1971) proposed amendment to the Comprehensive
CZC AMENDMENT RELATING Zoning Code, Chapter 21, Revised Ordinances
TO AUTOMOBILE REPAIR of Honolulu, 1969 as amended relating to
ESTABLISHMENTS automobile repair'establishments.
INITIATED BY CITY
COUNCIL Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
(L4R/CZC-1974-12) Bulletin/Advertiser on January 19, 1975.

No letters of protest were received. -

Staff Planner Johan Ronningen presented the Director's report of the g
proposed amendment. It's purpose is to delete from permitted prin-
cipal uses in B-2 Community Business Districts those activities of
automobile repair establishments which by their nature are more



properly located in industrial zoning distrtets, trunoly body and
fender work, and including the straighton:iny, of autornotive :l:rames

or body parts.

The Director concurs with tlie proposal and recommends its adoption.

No discussion followed.

No one was present to speak either for or against the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Dìrector's recommendation
and recommended approval of the proposed amendment, on
motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mrs. Wikum, and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None

i ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from
(R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO R-6 Residential to A-3 Apartment on
A-3 APARTMENT) approximately 4,796 square feet of land
SHERIDAN TRACT located in Sheridan Tract--off Piikoi
JANE MURAMATSU Street between Hoolai and Rycroft Streets,
(FILE #74/Z-49) Tax Map Key: 2-3-10: 03.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on January 19, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the
request, The applicant proposes a three-story apartment structure
with six parking spaces at ground level and a total of eight studio
units on the second and third levels, Access would be from Piikoi
Street. The proposed change in zoning conforms to and implements
the adopted GP/DLUM for the area, and is compatible with surrounding
uses. Public facilities and services are adequate to support the
proposed use.

The Director recommends that the request be approved.

No discussion followed.

No one was present to speak either for or against the request.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.



AYliS - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawa.iolaa

PUl3LIC llEARÏNC A puh l Ec hearing was hold to considor a

CONDITÏ0NAL USE PERNÏT request for a Conditional Use Permit to
(PRIVATE TENNIS CLUB construct and operate a private tennis
WIT111N RESIDENTIAL club within an R- 3 Residential District
DISTlUCT) in Wa11upe at 5275 Kalaniannole Highway,
WAILUPE Tax Map Key: 3-6 -02: 04
JAMES MACARTHUR
(FILE #74/CUP-33) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Eulletin/Advertiser on January 19, 1975.
No letters of arotest were received.

Staff Planner Carl Smith presented the Director 's report of the
request , The applicant proposes to establish a private tennis
club with seven tennis courts and a small clubhouse containing -

locker rooms, a pro shop, and a small lounge area, The tennis
courts will be lighted for evening use till 10:00 p.m. The
Director recommends approval, subject to the conditions contained
in the report.

There were no questions of staff concerning the Director 's report.

Public testimony followed,

iTestimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Stanley Hattie, copartner with Mr. James MacArthur, was g
questioned by the Commission and indicated the following:

1. They agree with the conditions and see no problem complying
with them.

2. They understand that use of the clubhouse permits only
legitimate business of the club such as annual meetings,
special tournament meetings, trophy awards and the like.
Use of the clubhouse for wedding receptions and private
parties is prohibited

Mr. Stanley also indicated that a condition of their
lease. from the Mormon Church is that they will not obtain
a liquor permit.

3. Concerning the use of lights for evening tennis play till
10100 p.m.. , adj acent property owners were contacted and
had no objection.

4. The existing day school operation for retarded children
will be relocated There are plans to acquire property
in the Fort Ruger area



Testimony ACAINST--

None

The pub3ic hoaring was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, soconded by

i Mr. Duke and carried

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director 's recommendation and
recommended approval of the Conditional Uso Permit, subject
to the conditions contained in the Director's report, on
motion by Mrs . Takehara, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa

i
PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
SPECIAL USE PERMIT request for a Special Use Permit for the
(POLICE S FIRE TRAINING City and County of Honoluou to construct ·

igFACILITY WITHIN AG-1 , and operate a police and fire training ¯

s-

RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT facility within an AG-1 Restricted ==
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO Agricultural District located on approxi- ËË
PENINSULA mately 15 acres of land in Waipahu--
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, Waipio Peninsula, Tax Map Key: 9-3-02:
CSC OF HONOLULU portion of 9.
(FILE #74/SUP-2)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on January 19, 1975. ¯

No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Carl Smith presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant proposes to establish a police and fire
training facility on the site. The facility will include six
buildings housing classrooms and offices, a gymnasium, a firing
range office and firing sheds, a canìne training facility, a fire
training facility, and a radio facility.

Based upon review and analysis of the request, the Director of
Land Utilization concludes that the proposed police and fire
training facility is:

1, Not contrary to the objectives of the Land Use Law and
Regulations.

2. Capable of being conditions so as not to adversely affect
surrounding property,

3. Not an unreasonable burden to public agencies or facilities.

4. No substantial alteration of the character and use of the
land; and

5 The highest and best use of the land involved for the public
welfare



The Director recommoiuls approval of the request.

Questions were raised by the Coimnïssion

WlKUM: About the nois iness, I'm not clear as to who criforces
the condition about firing during tradewind weather only. If
that's one of the conditions of the permit, how does it get enforced?
I'm looking on page 9,

SMITH: The conditions start on page 11. We did not say
anything about the noise during tradewind weather. We wore talking

i about airborne emissions, smoke.

TAKEHARA: The report states that the U.S. Navy expressed
.

concern for safety baffling Could you describe to us what
precautions will be taken?

SMITH: This (referring to building plan displayed) is the plan
of the firing ranges. What they 're talking about is assuring a

baffling system which will prevent a stray slug from escaping from
the range . They have, as shown in the plans here, provided for
this as shown by the hanging baffles which would prevent anything
from escaping.

TAKEHARA: One of the conditions states that landscaping plans
are in progress. Will there be a buffering zone of this area?

SMITH: The site plan shows buffering all the way around as
well as a certain amount of internal landscaping. This is probably
very schematic. What we 're saying in the condition is we want to
see what you're actually going to put in there and have the right
of approval over it.

DUKE: You state that the State Land Use boundary is AG. What
about .our general plan?

SMITH: The general plan designates it as a public facility. -

DUKE: Is it a dump at the present time?

SMITH: It is not an active dump. The active dump is across
the road from it.

DUKE: Was this formerly a dump?

SMITH: I believe so. This area was turned over to the City
and County by the Federal government for purposes of rubbish
disposal.

DUKE: You say it's lower than the surrounding area. How much
lower?

SMITH: A foot or two It's not all that much lower.



DUKli: It's not a lake during the riiiny season.

SM1Til: The proposal is to build it up.

DUKl.!: Presently, is it a catch basin?

I SMITil: None of the agencies indicated that it was. It's a
pretty marginal piece of ground

DUKE: The emission of smoke, by any stretch of the imagination,I that couldn't be more than cano field burning could it?

SMITH: I doubt very seriously it could be.

TAKEHARA: But aren't we being assured whenever there is a need

i for a fire, it will be done only on tradewind days?

SMITH: Yes, that's basically our intent, that if air emission gg¯

i standards have to be exceeded, that they would only be exceeded at ||2such time as tradewinds are blowing taking it away from the town of : Bar
Walpahu.

(There were no further questions of staff.)

Public testimony followed.

Testimony FOR-

Mr. Boniface K. Aiu, Fire Chief, Fire Department, was questioned
by the Commission,

DUKE: Just for my own information more than to make any
decisions on this application, where does the Fire Department
do their practice now when they're burning? If this is going
to create a problem maybe in that area, where do you presently
do it?

AIU: We presently train on the public streets, parks,
private areas that are made available to us. When I say private,
I'm talking about highrise buildings that we could use to stretch
our ladders out. We don't have any particular area that we can
train. We go out and we beg. Many times when we use the park
areas, we flood the parks and we get complaints, then we're not
there anymore. We really don't have any place to train. We're
just doing the best we can

DUKE: Well, undoubtedly you've needed a facility similar
to this for such a long time, have you not?

AIU: Yes. I've been in the fire service for over 32 years
and we've been trying for the last 32 years.

DUKE: Have you read the conditions and do you have any
objection to any of them?

-11-



- AIU: Yes, l've read them. I think we can live with those A
¯i

condi.tions. I think it will be better than what we llave now =-
¯

We have nothing. g i

DUKE: Is there a probiom on the silioke elitission you're -

going to create?

AIU: No, wo don 't think this is going to be a problem.
We're not going to be burning cight hours.. We will burn maybe
five to ten minutes. We burn and we put it out. Unfortunately | -

we've got to burn. We've got to expose the smoke conditions to B
our fire fighters, They've got to have the feel of heat so
we've got to do this ßut, I'm sure we will come out with some
device We've been looking at other training facilities where
the smoke would practically come out with no color at all. I
think we can come about with something. We don't feel that
burning and smoke is going to be a problem. It's because people
don't understand what we are going to do

DUKE: Well, if you'd explain it to us, all of us would
understand it.

AIU: As I said, we're not going to be burning eight hours.
It'll be like five to ten minutes where in this training build-
ing and this fire tower, it will be constructed where we could
start a fire right in this building. It will be contained. It
would take about a minute to get this building probably to the
size that we want as far as heat and smoke is concerned, then -
we get our men in there. See, if we can't put it out in five
minutes, then we're not going to be doing our job,
Of course, we do have some pits outside in the open area where
we will have some fuel, where we will burn and put out. But,
these techniques or drills that we go through will not take
more than five minutes to complete

DUKE: Your anticipated training schedule, would you be
operating there daily?

AIU: Not daily but we will be operating there pretty much
the time most of the days, We will have to bring in the various
fire stations throughout the island-to the site.. We might
bring one station one day and the next day and then probably
rest. It won't be everyday. Unless we have a new group of
recruits, then we will be there daily for maybe about four to
six weeks, Monday to Friday.

CHOY: I know that departments do grow and do evolve to be
quite sophisticated, We have 52,200 square feet of land there.
The projection into the immediate future, do you see any
conflict in the usage of that premises with the Police
Department as far as training is concerned?

AIU: I don't think there will be any conflict. The way

-12- 232
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we have arranged the facility by joint use, I can't soo any -

conflict.

CilOY: Usually how large is a group of recruits and also
the training personnol?

AIU: We never s tart a class unless we have six men which
is the minimum, We don't feel it is practical to train a class
less than six. Six is usually the amount of men that we assign
to a station on one shift. We have trained as many as forty
men at one time

CHOY: I'm really concerned about the possibility of not
having a facility that is large enough for future uses. This
is the direction of my question, As far as your parking facili-
ties are concerned, you think you have adequate parking when the
Police Department also will be using the facilities on the same

- - day, or will use of these facilities be staggered, and you'll
¯

- work on some schedule with Mr. Keala?

AIU: I'm sure we '11 have to work out a schedule.

CHOY: So, you won't be coming back here in three years
- asking us for another piece of land?

AIU: I don't think so, Dr. Choy, no.

(There were no further questions of Chief Aiu.)

Testimony AGAINST--

Mr. Irby C. Tallant, Jr, , Engineer in Charge-WP, Federal
Communications Commission, Field Operations Bureau, Waipahu
Monitoring Station.

Objections-

1. Agriculture, rather than urbanization is more compatible with
our mission in that the electro-magnetic atmosphere of plants
and animals is more sterile, i.e., less sources of electro-
magnetic interference, than that of electronic or electro-
mechanical devices associated with urbanization.

2. The Police and Fire Training Facility as it is presently
planned should not create any problems, however, once the
foot is in the door, changes could be made which, while
compatible with the proposed special use permit, may jeopardize
the accuracy of our equipment. In the 19 years prior to
our locating in Waipio in 1959, exhaustive studies of soil

- conditions, topography, and electro-magnetic atmosphere were
made on all the islands attempting to find the "right" spot,
but the three ideal conditions could not be found together
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R
suitable for croction of our precise direction find.i.ng

3. The golf course adjacent to the proposed site lias rostrictive
limitations on it which might create problems for the facility,
i..e , there is a 500-foot airspace restriction over the g
Monitoring Station which may be a problem as the helicopters
drop on to the proposed landing pad.

4 , Presently, there are only pl.ans for mobile radio communcation
s tations; however, comments by the Fïre Department indicate
that base stations may be proposed. A 7-story building as
such may not cause problems now but sets precedent for the
possibility of a 30 story building which could cause problems
for their director finder

Mr Tallant was questioned by the Commission.

DUKE: The application before us today, never mind the future,
do you have any objection to the Fire and Police fixing this
facility as presently planned?

TALLANT: Not as presently planned, .I can agree with it as it
states today, the ?-story highrise and limited communication
facilities.

DUKE: Have you read the conditions?

TALLANT: No, I haven't

DUKE: Well, you can have mine, In many respects they are quite
stringent because they cannot change any without permission from
the City Council, Quite often it is misunderstood. If those
conditions are met, then it *s not truly a foot in the door, then
you would not have any objections?

TALLANT: Right.

DUKE: We have heard from the Fire Department as to their use
of the facility. I'd like to ask a member of the Police Depart- U
ment a question. The present plans as presented, do you anticipate
in the foreseeable future, need for expansion in that area?

POLICE MAJ. BERNARD SUGANUMA, POLICE TRAINING DIVISION: The
way the plan is now, we don't anticipate any expansion maybe for
another 20-30 years. We would be glad to have this facility.

SMITH: Mr. Chairman, I would like to draw your attention to
Condition #3, that the building of the facility be built according
to submitted plans, which are these plans. That is pretty good
assurance that expansion is not going to take place unless another
public hearing like this is going to be held.
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(There woro no further questions.)

The publ.ic hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr.
Duke and carr i.od.

The matter was deferred for a statutory period oE 15 days.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adiourned at 3:08 p.m.

Respectfully submitted, --

Henrietta B. I ymani Secretarv-Reporter

-15- 235
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3, Addition of nonsignificant projects mainly tlie inclusion
of the Kapahulu GNRP area within the nonsignificant project
category, not requiring public hearing or City Counct1 review
for issuance of certificate of appropriateness

The outside boundaries of the district remains as proposed in

the 1971 report

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Twenty-two witnesses testified in FAVOR of the Diamond Head
ordinance at the Planning Commission public hearing on February g *

5, 1975. Those who testified included: | -

Written-- : as-

1. Senator Jean King i i!
2. Senator John Leopold -

3. *Representative Steve Cobb
4. *Representative Jack Larsen
5. Representative John Carroll (represented by Elaine Morinaga)
6. Mr. Aaron Levine (Oahu Development Conference)
7. Dr. E. Alison Kay (Save Diamond Head Assn.)
8. Alice Spalding Bowen
9. Mrs. Robert Creps (Outdoor Circle)

10. *Mr. Robert Fujiwara (American Society of Landscape Architects)
11. Mr. Leonard Hoshijo (ILWU)
12. Mr. Jack Lindsey (Friends of Waipahu Cultural Garden Park)
13. Mrs. Jack Lindsey (Hawaiian Federation of Garden Clubs, Inc.)
14. Mrs. J. P. Cooke (Garden Club of Honolulu)
15. *Mr. Jack Lynch (Diamond Head resident)
16. Mr. L. W. Schutz (Diamond Head resident)
17. Mr. R. Alexander Anderson (President, Diamond Head Homeowners Assn.)
18. Diane D. Hastert (League of Women Voters)
19. Mrs. Daniel Herbert (Homeowner, Kaalawai Tract)
20. Mrs. Edward Fr-ank (Homeowner, Kaalawai area)
21. Mr. Owen Chock (Hawaii Chapter AIA)
22. Joan P. Lawson (The Junior League of Honolulu, Inc.)

* Oral testimony

Written testimony was received from 18 of the 22 witnesses and
is noted in the record.

The testimony in favor of the ordinance is summarized in the
following points:

1 Ordinance needed so that highrise construction will not block
view of Diamond Head.from any of the proposed vistas.



2. the value of property was created by zoning given by the -

government and the public facili.tios t.hat were provided.

3. The need for a change in attitude about pr oper ty. It should
be judged by more than developmen1 pot.ontial

4, Diamond Hoad area is appropr.LRtC UFOR fDT lOgÌ.SlaLive .Lntent
of Article 12, CZC, to be applied.

5, Ordinance needed to preserve Diamond Head because it isi important scientifically and historically. The former because
it is the most accessible tuff cone. The latter because of

I its importance in Hawaiian history and religion, as well as
its historical significance in World War II.

6, A needed response to the state legislative Act 249 which
created the Diamond Head State Monument.

7. Ideal thing would be to zone whole area for park use,

8. Needed in order to lessen possibility of increased density gg-and added pressure for more public facilities

9. Additional development would increase transportation demands
which would cause problems on Diamond Head Road,

10. City needs additional park and open space. Public will
benefit by not only being able to see Diamond Head, but
by being able to be in the area,

11. No highrises and also no squatty low rises should be allowed in
the district.

12. There is a need for strong controls on landscaping and exterior
changes.

13, The recent Supreme Court decision puts Diamond Head in jeopardy
This ordinance is needed promptly to protect Diamond Head's
view and slopes.

Suggested changes to the ordinance are summarized as follows:

1. Exceptions for non-conforming structures so that if destroyed,
they could be replaced between 60%-100% of replacement value,

- 2. Delete historical and cultural from title of ordinance, but
accelerate timetable for a Hawaii Historic Preservation Plan
and include all appropriate Oahu sites.

3. Have City purchase air rights of lands zoned apartment or
business, but only for those who purchased property before

1E¯

1969. -¯
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4 . Re-examine the B-2 business areas in Kapahulu to soo if they
can be excluded without tmpairing the scenic vi.cw.

5, Changing grubbing requirements because they are too rig.Ld
Relax requi rement so cer t if icat ion of appropriateness is not
necessary unless slope 1.s 101 or more.

6. Do not allow State properties to be exempted

7, Suggest that a Review Committee concept be retained in the
ordinance and include representatives of the City and County,

-- State and private sector. -·

8. Immediately establish 3-month moratorium by City Council on
new construction so as to forestall a rush for building
permit s

9 . Question whether PUD should be allowed ìn district

10 . Extend Kapiolani Park to the lighthouse and also extend park
by using available lands between existing highrises.

11. Include in District the Kaalawai area. This will help
preserve the eastern view of Diamond Head and also views
from sea, air and beach.

Testimony AGAINST-

Thirteen witnesses testified AGAINST the Diamond Head Ordinance
on February 5 and 6, 1975 Written testimony was received from
9 witnesses:
1. Mr. Jim Hall (past President, Diamond Head Terrace Assn.)
2 Mr. Putman D. Clark (President, Diamond Head Terrace Comm. Assn )
3. Mr. Wendell Marumoto (Attorney for Diamond Head Terrace Assn.)
4. Mr. Frank Hecht (Resident, Diamond Head Road)
5. Mr. Niels Stoermer (Resident and Architect, Diamond Head Road)
6. Mr. Allan Renton (Resident, Diamond Head Road)
7. Penny Bradley (Diamond Head Terrace Tract, Secretary)
8 . Mr. Hector Matsuda (Board of Directors, Diamond Head Terrace Assn.)
9. Mr. Gerald Moynihan (Board of Directors, Diamond Head Terrace Assn.)

10. James C. Ching (Natatorium-Poni Moi Association)
11. Mr. Melvyn S. C. Ho (President, Mac's Market)
12. Mr. Akira Otani (President, Market Place Ltd., owners of property

on Diamond Head Road)
13. Mr. T L. Goo (Resident, Diamond Head Terrace)

* Oral testimony

The objections are summarized as follows:
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1.. Community homeowners in the area are being troatod unfairly.
They are pawns in a political strugigle.

2. The majority of property owners in Diamond lload Terrace do
not want highrises and are not on slopes or in the profile

i of Diamond Head, The present residential general planning
and zoning is sufficient to give the protection desired

3. This is unconstitutional - it is a taking of property rights
for public purposes without compensation.

- 4, It is a ploy to extend Kapiolani Park by driving down property , ---

values and making it cheaper for the City in condemnation, SER

5. The Save Diamond Head 1ssue is built on hysteria - sufficient i --

height protection already exists against highrises under Ë ËË
present zoning

6. Question the validity of historical and cultural being included
in the ordinance

7. Question the necessity for any other restrictions to be placed
on homeowners other than height restrictions which are already
controlled by CZC.

8. The certificate of appropriateness is another layer of govern-
ment and will add delays and additional expenses to home
improvement and maintenance.

9. Proposed boundaries are discriminatory. If all views are to be
protected and boundaries equitable, a point should be selected
in Diamond Head and a radius drawn from that point in all
directions,

10, The forty feet allowed in the Kapahulu District is not equitable
to other areass If maximum height of 25 feet is proper, then
all areas should be 25 feet, i.e., height limits should be
the same in all areas,

11. Properties zoned A-4 will be reduced in value when given a
maximum height of 25 feet,

12. Rather than downzoning properties, City should buy all land

13. Legal

haeirNa atitri

e be

nic
n i

caa

ed without compensation.

14. It is unconstitutional to condemn land and air rights for
only the sake of beauty .

15. Ordinance will place numerous buildings into nonconformity,
lower values and make it difficult to obtain repair and
expansion permits



16. Properties from the Natatorium to Ponï Moi. Road do not b lock
the Diamond Head view because the ocean area is not urbanized.

17. Properties from the Natatorium to Poni Moi Road should be
exempted froin the ord]nance,

i18. To put a 25-foot heiglit liiiiit on B-2 proporties in the Monsar-
rat area and to allow 40 feet for B-2 properties along Kapahulu
is discriminatory.

19. The ordinance is a hastily develop.ed, stop-gap measure, until ¯ñ|

lands can be condemned for park use at a lesser value.

20. The proposed ordinance allows for exceptions to height limits
if approved by the City Council. Then, whether increased
heights came through a PUD or this ordinance, the only safe-
guard is the Council,

21. Question whether City will require government agencies to get
certificates of appropriateness for repair, building modifica-
tions to restrooms in parks/golf course, at the Shell or the E
bandstand. Two-thirds of property is owned by government, why
does government need restrictions?

22. Property values will be lowered. Properties the city has
taken over are poorly maintained in the area and are lowering
property values.

23, Hei ht limits of 25 feet measured arallel from the round
are unnecessarily severe. Such a

pregulation will cause hard-
ship to small property owners and restrict design by architects.

24. Would not be against ordinance if we could be assured that
Kapiolani Park will not be extended and our land condemned.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried,

DISCUSSION FOLLOWED.

DUKE: We have Juul so much testimony that it is difficult --A
to make a decision without discussing quite a few points of great BER
significance. I would like to point out a few facts that came from
the testimony. First, let's take .a few facts that were brought forth
by the people who testified as being for the ordinance. Many people
said we are for the.ordinance, but almost invariably they came to the
area.of grubbing, grading and so forth I think this grubbing
deal has been brought out sufficiently well for us to consider
the possibility of eliminating it from the ordinance. EE

I was rather amused with the lady from the Outdoor Circle. If
the Outdoor Circle ever says, I don't want to have permission to

1
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have to cut down a tree, that's going a long way can.versely, meaning ¯ ¯

that if you want to cut down a tree, you'll have to get permission
to do it.

To get back to the grubbing and for the knowledge of the people
present, I'd like more information on these permits or certifica tes
that must be filled out and processed before going into the next
point. I'd like for staff to read me the fees involved in obtain-
ing the certificates in order to do things under this ordinance.

SHEYBANI: The fees for the certificate of appropriateness SEE
whether significant or nonsignificant would be the same and is -

according to a schedule, based on the cost of action taken. For
- E example, if it's from $0 to $500, the fee would be $3, If it's
¯ from $500 to $1,000, it's $1 plus $.50 per $100. The cost of a

$1,000 project would be $5 . From $1,000 to $20,000 it's $3 plus
$.30 and so on. For example, an action--construction, demolition--

- that would cost $20,000, the fee would be $23, It goes up to
$500,000. It would be $350 plus $.50 per $1,000 of expense. We

have not calculated that but most of the normal action usually
doesn't exceed $20,000 which is a $22 fee for the certificate of
appropriateness.

DUKE: I know Article 12 of the CZC cannot be changed by this
Commission but we can make recommendations on changes Items
that are read into the problem that do not specifically appear
in Article 12, they may be changed in this ordinance?

SHEYBANI: Yes.

DUKE: Is it possible to take out grubbing? Ë|L

SHEYBANI: Grubbing is not called for by Article 12. It's
only put in this ordinance and it can be modified as you wish.

DUKE: In our action, if we should, in addition to other
things, delete grubbing, would that permit the people in this
area to remove trees and shrubbery, etc, without getting out
certificates and paying out $3 and going to the humbug of coming
downtown?

SHEYBANI: Yes, that is true, There is .another point that
-

_
refers to trees but that is trees of historic significance or
value. Most trees of a backyard are not considered significant
value or historic value, just scenic value. By deletion of the
grubbing requirement, you practically delete the requirement of
getting permits for cutting trees and grubbing the site.

DUKE: I wanted that clarified because in the motion tonight,
I'm certainly going to move that grubbing be removed from the
ordinance.

CLEGG: To clarify the cost, Ali, if a particular kind of
action is on the list of nonsignificance, then no cost is required
to get a permit of nonsignificance?



SHEYßANI: The cost applied is irrelevant whetlier it's sïgni-
ficant or nonsignificant In the capital district the way it was ¯¯

before Article 12 was a flat $100 fee for public hearing. That
applied even if someone wanted to add a window on the outsïde of
the building. When they changed the ordinance to Article 12,
the assumption was there are a lot of small projects that would
pay fees for s i.gni ficant or nonsignificant and a f:ew J ar go
projects. But, it balances out that some of the projects that are
small and require public hearings was supported in another way by
larger projects that pay larger fees. The fee schedule is accord-
ing to the national building code

CLEGG: I recall that there would be a number of actions
which would be declared automatically nonsignificant and all that
would be necessary would be really just coming down to the Build-
ing Department and automatically getting a permit

SHEYBANI: No- To clarify that, all action within the ordi-
nance that requires a certification of appropriateness falls into
two categories, nonsignificant and significant. Nonsignificant
would have.no requirement for public hearing and Council review-
It's only line agency taking 15 days, The fee for both are the
same.

CHAIRMAN: You stated that with the deletion of grubbing,
it practically wipes out the need for getting the certificate.

SHEYBANI: Ri ht
CHAIRMAN: The exception comes where?

SHEYBANI: The exception is further down under landscaping ImF
requirements on page 5. If we delete grubbing, no certificate
would be required. On page 5, item D, landscaping, paragraph 2,
it says all yards within the district shall be landscaped, planted
and maintained in a park-like atmosphere. All trees and other
planted landscaping of special historic and significant scenic
value shall be retained in the natural setting.

By deleting grubbing, it does not delete that all trees of scenic
value shall be retained In case they wanted to remove those,
that would require a permit.

DUKE: Who determines whether a tree is of scenic value or
not?

SHEYBANI: That has to be determined. The tree plan for the
district has to be updated and an iñventory made.

DUKE: Is it a matter of record at the present time?
IISHEYBANI No. This item is the same in the capital district,

trees and landsca inp g

CONNELL: How do the fees you mentioned for the certificate
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of appropriateness compare to the fee and cost categories Jor a

building permit?

SHEYßANI: It is slightly lower, I believe, because this was
amended recently for ßuilding Department's building permits. ßut, -

I the ordinance refers to the older versïon of the building code.
Whether it's lower or the same, I am not too sure but it is

very close,

i CONNELL: Who establishes these fees?

SHEYBANI: The applicant by cost estimate .
CONNELL: No, I mean in terms of the category and the whole 'r

$Ë¯
fee structure?

SHEYBANI: It's nationally established.

CONNELL: It's nationally established in terms of building
permits, isn't that right?

SHEYBANI: Right, and the ordinance written took the same
percent.

CONNELL: If I build a home that will cost $85,000, in order
to get a certificate of appropriateness, I would assume that I
would have to have pretty much my working drawings,

SHEYBANI: No. For certificate of appropriateness you need
only preliminary drawings, preliminary cost estimates

CONNELL: So, the fees I would be charged would be the same
cost or would be almost the same fee I would be charged to
having the Building Department check working drawings

SHEYBANI: Very close, yes. But at that stage, you probably
would not have the exact cost estimate so it's based on prelimi-
nary cost estimate too.

CONNELL: It would .seem to me that possibly the Commission
should give some thought to this because I have a feeling that
in terms of construction, what we're really talking about is
virtually a double building fee, which I would question whether
or not that's _really

appropriate It seems to me that you have
to have a certificate of appropriateness in order to be able to
eventually get a building permit. It seems to me this is a regu-
lation and it's not unlike regulations that we have in terms of
our building permit.

SHEYBANI: That's true. There's one thing, that for getting
building permits, you don't require a public hearing and Council
consideration. This money would pay for that
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CONNELL: ßut, is that. appropriate even though there's not a

public hearing? We st t11 have a fee structuro

I i
SHEYBANI: It is to bat,i.nce that, right. Tlle reason lor this E

I believe was because oE the cong>1aints of small projects. If
someone wanted to add a louvre or a door or repaint or repair
his house, he had to pay $100 flat for public hearing This way M
he pays less, and larger pro) ects pay more, and they balance
out to pay for all public heatings

CONNELL: Although it's another issue, perhaps the Commission
and the two departments should give some consideration to recom-
mend to Council that we look at the whole public hearing fee
schedule because it's still a $100 fee whether the application
is for let's say zoning which will eventually pertain to 1,500
units or whether it's two units . I think we need to raise the
question of the whole fee schedule, and also whether or not,
in a sense, a double fee is apptopriate or necessary

SHEYBANI: That's a good suggestion.

CHAIRMAN: Does that answer your question, Commissioner Duke?

DUKE: Well, it answers it -somewhat. I think it will probably
permit us to eliminate some of the harassment the citizens might
receive if this ordinance is passed, I think part of that harass-
ment should be considered now

While we're talking about double fees, it brings up another point
of double standard How far can we go in having some sort of
assurance that state-owned property which is about two-thirds of -

the entire area under discussion will abide by the ordinance
since they're not required to abide by the ordinances? If we
cannot have assurances that the state will abide by the-ordinance, M -

then it seems to me we are doing a great injustice to our
citizens, My question is, how strong and how far can we go to
have some assurance that will be a fact?

SHEYBANI: I could not answer whether state would abide by
the rules or not At this point, they are not

DUKE: We all know that the state did not decide to go by
the rules of. the capital dis trict. Therefore, .they can build
indiscriminately and do other things that are against the ordînance
of the capital .district It appears to me they could likewise do
things here that would be very embarrassing and be very unfait
Maybe staff or the members here adould have some answer to that. I
think the citizens are due at least that consideration, double
penaltiès for one and double standards for another.

CLEGG: I couldn't.agree with you more. The City Administra-
tion and the City Council quite frankly are very concerned
that the state has taken themselves out by ordinance and I'm not
sure that I can really blame the s.tate administration It's the
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state legislature that did it They've taken themselves out. of
the capital district ordlinance. When you ask Eor assurances, 1 e -

g can only point to past experience and the assurancos aro zero. ¯.

g Now, I would have one suggest ton for the city, that if the state
should withdraw themselves from this district, then wo should
also repeal the ordinance. That might have some influence on -

the state. We've had some assurances from several state legis-
lators last evening that they were for it, both from the majority
and minority party, but I cannot, to use an expression, guarantee.

DUKE: I did not ask for a guarantee I know that's impossible.
We undoubtedly need advice in order to make it as strong as
possible to have the state go along with the ordinance, otherwise
we're kind of spinning our wheels

CLEGG: I agree, Unfortunately, I don't see any legal means
except possibly recommending to the Council that they pass a
resolution requesting that the state abide by the rules. This
does nothing more, but it does bring it out into public focus,
a recognized city position with regard to the state. If the
state does, for whatever reasons, pull certain areas out of the
district, at least we have something to point to. If it gets
too bad, I suggest we just get rid of the whole ordinance.

DUKE: Another person questioned why Kapahulu was included.
How did you arrive at the boundary line?

SHEYBANI: The boundary line in detail was discussed in the
report. The basic pattern of it was the land ownership. Waikiki
was not included since it was all developed, Another reason was
the 40-foot view in Kapahulu is because the trees in that area
are 35 to 40 feet high, The buildings and trees blend together
at that point. ..Very exceptionally two or three buildings right
now protrude .above the trees. So; from a distant view of Diamond
Head, the tree tops and buildings still blend into the lower slopes
of Diamond Head

DUKE: Would it be permissible to make suggested changes
in the boundary as a recommendation?

SHEYBANI: No, You are free to make .all the recommendations
you wish. As part of the consideration for this boundary, we
had one alternative to delete one area of Kapahulu. I had an
overlay over the existing map The reason we did not include
that in the existing ordinance or delete that area from the
ordinance was that corporation counsel advised Iua matter how
we want to guarantee that this area would not be upzoned or
considered for higher building, we cannot guarantee it with
the regulations of this ordinance if it's out of the boundaries.
So, in five or ten years from now those who decide on zoning
matters might look at an application and see it outside the
boundary of the district and possibly permit a PD to go hîgher or
upzone an area and go higher because it is outside the height
restriction of this ordinance That was the reason we did not
pursue that alternative

11
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DUKE: Is it not also true that X number of years hence the
same thing could happen to other dist.ricts that are covered by
this ordïnance?

SHEYßANI: Sure, but that would be an intentional change
disregarding the view matter, Once ït's outside the district,
then there is no view protection regulation on it.

WIKUM: I'd like to pursue the boundary question. Several
people brought up last night the question why was the eastern
side of Diamond Head, the slopes and beyond, not considered in
the district- Can you tell us what the thinking was then?

SHEYBANI: I'm not quite familiar with the study which was
1971 but I believe that's one point that was included and for
some reason, I believe at the Council, it was taken out. But,
I can't recall at this point, any objection to it that we had.
Another reason was that if you include that, why not go further B
and include more areass We could go all the way to the highway,
which still has a view of Diamond Head, and go all the way to gthe Kahala Hilton. The district then becomes unmanageably
large to control,

WIKUM: Could one of the reasons perhaps have been-that the
traditional view of Diamond Head, that profile that everybody
considers Diamond Head, is not seen from that side of the crater?

SHEYBANI: It might have been. On this ordinance by the way,
we put just as much emphasis on the view from the sea and from
other shores of Oahu, Ala Moana Park and further back even to
Ewa to view the far distant view of Diamond Head as it -is visible
from within.

WIKUM: When Representative Cobb was here last night,= he said
he thought-that all the state land in the district this proposed
ordinance would create is in conservation. Do you know if that's
true or not?

SHEYBANI: No The conservation area is only the area of one
of our precincts, that's the-area zoned P-1.

WIKUM: Is that the crater itself, and the golf course?

DUKE: And the golf course

SHEYBANI: No.

DUKE: You mean-the Council didn't pass the preservation of
golf courses?

SHEYBANI: The consideration now is zoning at Council level.

WIKUM: That's state conservation land.



DUKE: I see,

WIKUM: Does the varying state designattons af those state
parcels affect the city's control over those state parcels?

- SHEYBANI: That's right. Let me mention that if over the
state land, the state builds a butlding andcomes in with an

¯¯¯

application, it doesn ' th ave to come f or an upp licat ton unde r

the present Act. ßut, if there is a turnkey project on state
land, that is built on state land but by private contractor or
developer, then they have to comply with the zoning. We had

- examples of that in the capital district For example, over state
land when a private developer wanted to add to a second floor
structure, he complied with the capital district regulations.
So, the zoning applies in that case ,

WIKUM: So, the assumption we're working on is correct, the
city does have no control

SHEYBANI: That's rights On the park, the state owns the
park but the Department of Recreation is operating the park, so
it's the city agency really, who has to comply with the permit

TAKEHARA: If we were to include that Black Point area as a

recommendation to this ordinance would we need a public hearing --=

with these residences involved? EEE

SHEYBANI: Because the boundary is expanded, yes, Deletion
does not require another public hearing but addition does

CHOY: Then it also holds true that if a radius was used
to determine the district, and if the radius should include an
area that is not now included, then we will have to have another
public hearing?

SHEYBANI: That's right, However, I should mention that I

don't believe in a geometric circle for a topographically, com-
pletely organic shape of land. The views are not exactly seen
the same way. If it was a flat land--like the gentleman exampled
Paris with star-shaped streets--maybe, but with this configuration,
it doesn't apply that way

CHOY: On the significant and non-significant projects, I
wasn't quite satisfied with your explanation to Commissioner Duke,
Is there a possibility whereby we could refine, restrict or delete
some of the harassment that would be encumbered with the-signifi-
cant or the nonsignificant requirements for the certificate of
appropriateness? As an example, could we impose a certificate
of appropriateness only for a significant project and delete the
nonsignificant projects?

SHEYBANI: I believe that is not possible at least as of now
and as corporatïon counsel has advised us, Whatever action that



are listed in Article 12, landscaptng, park, grubbing, and grading
are all specific to this oldi.nance, ßut, those act.i.ons t.hat are
i.n Article 12 which I will read -for construction, altoratton,
repair, Tolocataon or demolition within the histori.c distr1.ct,
whether significant or nons i gn if a cant, you need a ce rtif.icate of
approprtateness.

CHOY: A question of Mr. Clegg You made a suggestion that
possibly the ordinance would run concurrent, if the state takes
themselves out of the district, could we recommend that it
will run concurrent to the possibility whereby this particular .
ordinance be repealed? -;

CLEGG: You said recommend that, I guess I would suggest that ÑÊ
there might be areas that the state might wish to take out which
would not seriously effect the ordinance or the intent, and to --

put a blanket concern that if the state took anything out, then - -

the whole thing should go, might be going too far. B-Œ

¯ CHOY: Don, wouldn't this create a credibility between the
- power that might be in.and the private citizens that live within the E

area? I think this is why we're here to discuss it. What are
- the possibilities, the limitations?

CLEGG: Yes, I'm concerned and I appreciate your concern and .I
don't quite know what to do about it, But I think there's a
degree of intent there in terms of what we re trying to accomplish
with the ordinance is a much bigger thing than if the state wants -

to pull out one or two acres, If the state wants to pull out half
of their acreage, possibly that's too much and we would say no.
If they're going to do that then we may as well take the whole -
thing out cause what we're doing is penalizing the private sector
at the expense of the public sector and that would not be fair.
What I'In suggesting is that we wait and see or as an alternative,
to alert the council to the problem as a part of your recommenda-
tion that they might want to, and as I think I mentioned before,
caution the state that it would be inappropriate.for them to take
a significant portion of their lands out of the district and leave
the remainder in.

CHOY: Addressing the 25-foot height limit, I certainly appre-
ciate the architect's explanation and his drawing. I'm quite
concerned with the increased cost in construction if the 25-foot
limit would actually in fact prohibit the property owner from
designing a home to the extent that it will be aesthetically
appreciative in the area and also one that would express his
personality, .Ali, can.you expand on that in comparison to what
the architect explained to us?

SHEYBANI: As I mentioned in other states or cities, they
have slope zoning, density as compared with slope., To bring an
example, Santa Barbara has a very definite density control that
as slope increases, the .density goes down under the same zone
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bLit as the density increases, the riuinber of uni ts per acre goes
down. For example, a person can build on a 10% s lope fout or i 1.ve
units per acre. When it got to 30%, he's allowed only to put one.

Here in Honolulu, we dan ' t have th i s If th is had re sul ted in
single families in Aina Haina or the hillside, that built one
single-family and it s over poles that are about 80 Ïeet high, thïs
is used in the San Francisco area very efficiently because if they
built those poles for the use of space underneath, the effect.
is they're building an apartment because it's a vertical struc-
ture and the unit built in the hillside, whether they put windows
under it or poles at 80 feet, it really doesn't matter because
the impression is apartment. In this case, if a person is
interested to build on a 30% slope and has a structure that is
80 feet high, it shouldn't be under the nomenclature of R-5. It
should be under A-2 07 A-1 By putting the height over the areai keeps it from densely developed areas on hillsides, the structures
that have high poles underneath or make the developer with good
justification to ask for higher zoning and build that kind of
structure

DUKE: While you're on this 25-foot business, my question as
I understand the slope and you only covered the slope area. But,
all of the area is not on slope, There's a lot of level area,
particularly along the oceanfront, also in Kapahulu, and also
all around, two sets of 25-foot.limit for those level areas,
really.

SHEYBANI: The 25-foot limit is for residential zoning.

CHAIRMAN: Would it be possible for residents to ask for smi
some sort of variance to build higher? lif

SHEYBANI: Of course, that's what I was referring to that all
the height limits are not absolute If there is good reason,
there are always exceptions to make through a variance through
the City Council

WIKUM: That brings up another central issue. Under R-6
zoning which a good share of the residential land that will be
included in this district is now zoned, variances are possible
through zoning changes, Many people who have testified have
said if what you have just said is true, if the district does
become a district trul the council and whatever the process is
can make exceptions through the 25-foot limit, then what have
we gained? Is the process more difficult? Is it more expensive?
Is it longer?

SHEYBANI: The only thing is to create a consciousness about
the view at this time, It means even a variance if the ZEA is ser
considering a variance, the ZBA realizes it is a view district, SEE
in addition to all other considerations.

U



WIKUM: So, it.'s a psycological inhibition rather than a
true mechanicalor legal. one of any sort,

SHEYßANI: It's not psycological. lt's legal, a legal layer
of control over the development.

WIKUM: I'm not sura I see why yet
SHEYBANI: It's not psycological in terms of the ordin.ance.
WIKUM: Well, if it could be changed now, it's presently

zoned R-6, and the height limitations can be exceeded onco it
is a district, I still don't understand the difference in this
case.

SHEYBANI: In that case, you are mentioning that if they want
to make some exceptions to the height limitation under this, means
that the Council or ZEA has to look at it to see whether views of
Diamond Head would be blocked or not. If we don't put it in the
district, they would look at it whether it infringes on the next
door ro ert or other reasons, MP P Y

WIKUM: I got it, thank you,
HOSAKA: We've had some people testify about the word historical

or cultural aspects of Diamond Head and it seems like there's a
question as to the definition of these terms. I'd like to have
Don expand on that as to what's historical. Mr. Marumoto mentioned
about what's cultural about Diamond Head and perhaps you can expand
on that. - - EMS

CLEGG: Just quickly about historical, one question I would
raise is to placing a time limit on historical. Is something that
happened 10 years historical or something that happened 20 or 30
or does it have to be a thousand?

With regard to Diamond Head, I would suggest that one of the
ladies who testified indicated that it is one of the finest
cinder cones known in the world and that perhaps after several
million years it qualified to be historical. At the other end
spectrum, the remnants of the gun emplacements and the fortress
that we had for the presumed section of Hawaii also has some
possible historical significance. Time is a difficult thing to
place as far as historical is concerned.,

When we deal with the cultural aspects of Diamond Head, I think
we can consider what does Diamond Head symbolize? It symbolizes
in many senses, Hawaîi. That has a very definite cultural meaning -
to Hawaii. I'm not an expert on Hawaiiana but I would expect
that we've dug into it far enough that the Hawaiian people who
were here also recognize the uniqueness of Diamond Head and
consider this in their lives I think one of the reasons to preserve
scenic views is cultural. If you don't have it culturally, why
preserve it scenically?



DUKE: We 've been talk ing about testimony from people who
stated they were for the ordLnance with cortain exceptions,
they don't like the grubbing, they don't like this and they don't
like that.

I would like to point out that many people appcated that were
against it. One of the major points brought up from the people
who testified against the ordinance was individual rights. In
many cases, they referred to air rights since seemingly heights
would be limited against present zoning. I will definitely include
in the motion to make a very strong recommendation that council
get legal opinion on the rights of the citizens before they
consider the ordinance, otherwise, it could be very embarrassing
to the city and very costly, That point must be clarified. Since
we can only make recommendations, that is one I will certainly
make.

There was another point raised by people who testified against
the ordinance which maybe staff could explain. In the area encom-
passed by the present boundaries, there are two business districts,
one being on Kapahulu Avenue and the other on Monsarrat. Why
the discrimination between height limits in one versus height
limits in the other? What is the difference in elevation? ¯:Er

SHEYBANI: (From map displayed) I believe you're referring
to this area as well as this area. There are higher buildings
here than here. This is a more prominent location, closer to

- Diamond Head than this is. The view you see from here, blends into
the tree tops. But on Monsarrat, the building penetrates the tree
tops and can be seen. Monsarrat is higher than Kapahulu by 35
feet.

DUKE: I just wanted to know the rationale on how certain
things were figured out in this ordinance seemingly very hastily.
That's the whole thing. If you didn't even take the trouble
to get the difference in elevation, why did you take the trouble
to go from 40 feet to 25?

SHEYBANI: No, we mentioned that the problem was taken from
the 1971 ordinance. A lot of study went into that. The updating
of it was fast but just because I am not very exact as to the
height elevation here doesn't mean no study was made. There were
a lot of photographs taken, a contour map made, there was a study
of tree heights and locations were made. This is just.a very
small sample of the studies and maps that went into the study of
1971. For the most part, the natural part of the analysis of the
area hasn't changed. As a matter of fact, most of the structures
are the same. This study was prepared in a short time but the äg
background study took several years. EEL

WIKUM: Can you briefly outline the differences between the 71 ggy
and 75 versions? Mit

SHEYBANI: As you know, the 71 ordinance was written under the



old Article 12 so it didn't have a design requiroinent for design
precincts s That was added and the area was divided into five
general criteria proci.ncts. That is the basic part of 11. Also, | I
the area that is different is in architectural and landscapi.ng M *

performance standards. As a matter of fact, t.hi.s grubbing,
¯ grading and stockpiling was added mainly because of that.

Subdivision improvemerits were not i.n the ordinance and .t ts added
here., The background of studies, the boundari.es, the view analysis
remains the same. The fee structure, the time limit for proces-
sing, the significant and nonsignificant project analysis are new
and the certificates of appropriateness, the way it's issued, the
time limit that we have, at that time we didn' t have. --

WIKUM: Am I to understand then there have been relatively
none, relatively hardly any buildings of any size to change the
overall view points or to change the effectiveness of the view -

planes that were studied in 71?

SHEYBANI: Very fews

WIKUM: Someone went out and checked I ho e?, p

SHEYBANI: Yes =

¯

- WIKUM: You didn't find any glaring differences.

SHEYBANI: No,

HOSAKA: I have a question. The Outdoor Circle in their
testimony mentioned the design controls in terms of height
regulations relating to PUDs, If this ordinance is passed, R
apparently a PUD can be applied for and gotten within that district.
Are there any differences with or without the ordinance?

SHEYBANI: The PUD under conventional zoning can build struc-
tures that compare with the present A-1. So when we have an A-1
structure that permits 30 feet, the PUD structure under our zoning
can go as much as 30 feet. If it's on sloping land and measured
according to the CZC, it would be from the highest point of the
lot. If we did not have this additional height restriction it
could go that high. A PUD can be applied for under both conditions--
one, with specific requirements that the height would not go above
25 feet under this ordinance. Without it, it can go up to 30
feet and more if it's on slope

HOSAKA: So primarily the concern of the Outdoor Circle might
have been in terms of density, more people on say a minimum.acre
lot -

SHEYBANI: That might be but that. might have a transportation
impact or congestion impact, not height. It wouldn' t be the view.

HOSAKA: Right, the scenic aspect of it«

18



SHEYBANI: Ri.ght --

Il0SAKA: ßecauso there isn't that much difference, I'm wondering
wiry the Outdoor Circle had i.ncluded this .in their testimony to ask
and question the inc usion of someth Eng like this? Is there any
provision by which the ordinance can proclude any Plin?

SHEYBANI: There wouldn't be a need to knowings that PUD has
to go to Council for approval and to the Planning Commission.
If there is a height limit like this, a PUD would be only applicable

M as you brought up, increasing the density. Certainly if you wish
to add another clause that PUD shall not be permitted or PUDs
permitted shall not increase the density in any way, that can be
included.

HOSAKA: I think there are some lots along Diamond Head e--I Road that exceed an acre, aren't there? -

SHEYBANI: Yes,

HOSAKA: So presumably they could go with a PUD.

SHEYBANI: Certainly under present zoning. Again, if the
height limit is imposed, the way the ordinance requires whether PUD
or not, under PUD also the height measurement would be under 25
feet parallel to the ground. Again the density problem would be a
higher density but the height would be controlled.

HOSAKA: The height would be controlled

SHEYBANI: Right.

HOSAKA: How many pieces of property are there that's close in är
proximity on the toe of Diamond Head that exceed an acre? ËË

SHEYBANI: That I'd have to measure but you'd have to realize
that consolidation could always take and create lots of more than

- one acre. Some are one acre but not many are that size. ¯¯

CHOY: Mr. Allan Renton who lives by the Otani place, on the
makai side of Diamond Head Road, seemed to get the impression
that he had the dilemma because he's living there with his sister.
I understand his piece of property there, 30,000 square feet, is
just short where he could build a PUD

SHEYBANI: Right,

M CHOY: Considering individual rights, the present zonïng there
would be R-3?

SHEYBANI: R-3 on one side and R-6 on the lower side.
CHOY: Then, Mr. Renton could subdivide his 30,000 square

foot property, one for him and one for his sister.



Sill_iYßANI: Yes, mos t likely

CHOY: I have the i mpression that because of the trees on the g
property at the present t Lme, possil31y a subdivision would not be gfeasible unless he has a cortificate of appropriateness, My
question is still d.i rected to individual rights,

SHEYßANÏ: The subdivision needs a permit anyway and has to
ge t the certificate of appropriateness for subdivision alone.
Improvement for subdivision involves grading, stockpiling, build- E !ing retaining walls which require a certificate of appropriateness. E !
It can be all under one, cutting the trees and doing subdivision .

work. It does not have to come separately for individual work,
It can come all at once a-E

CHOY: The reason I expand on this is that I wanted Mr. Renton
to feel he is not being unduly suppressed or harassed because the
size of his property is quite considerable for an R-6 Residential Ëlf
area. Wik

DUKE: In other words, whether the ordinance passes or not E¯W

would not affect Mr. Renton in anyway. He would have to, if he Tiwanted to build two homes there, go through the same process
whether the ordinance passes or does not pass, gg

SHEYBANI: That's right. If we don't have an ordinance, there
would be no need for the certificate of appropriateness but they
have to come to our office to get the subdivision permit and to the E
Building Department and the Department of Public Works to get the
grading permit for the building permit. The only thing not presently g

¯

required is the certificate of appropriateness but nonetheless,
anybody who's going to subdivide has to come to our office for the
permit. In addition, there would be a certificate of appropriate-
ness that can include not only subdivision and building plans but
cutting the.trees or changing the location and everything else
under one certificate of appropriateness.

DUKE: How much is a citizen harassed by getting the certificate? -

SHEYBANI: I hate to think the word is harassed because one
process of it is coming before you. If it's considered nonsigni-
ficant, it's just a matter of within 15 days to approve the permit.
As soon as the project is considered nonsignificant, it means
approval at the same time If you want to call the fee harass-
ment, I don't know?

DUKE: Well, the time element and getting necessary information
that may be required, I don't know what is required for this .
certificate.

SHEYBANI: We have right now and will probably develop for
this district, a two-page guideline, Whoever comes will see that
as a questionnaire type of thing and.can fill it out most likely
at the counter That would be the application for it.

-20-
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CHOY: I'd like to go back on Mr. Ching's LCSL1mony. He
claims air rights; however, he did t:esti.fy that on his property
he has a six-story apartment building. Is this particular build-
ing a nonconforming structure at the present time?

SHEYBANI: All those structures are nonconforming because of
the present zoning,

CHOY: They are nonconforming but not conforming in height,
right?

SHEYBANI: Whether you call it in height is a combination
of setback and height If the height is reduced, the setback
might be all right but with the present setback, height is too
much or with the height, the setback is not enough. It's a

i matter of how you interpret

CHOY: As an example, in the event Mr, Ching's six-story - me
structure on his piece of property does not have the required

- Eb
setback, then he really doesn't have any air rights

SHEYBANI: He cannot ex and his resent buildin verticall
or s10deS Kise=There

was another point on the Diamond Head advisory
committe that could be created. You mentioned .before that the 25-
foot height regulation could be pierced through a variance. I
believe in the 71 ordinance, the Diamond Head advisory committee
was included, Can you expand a little on that as to the inclusion
on that in this ordinance?

SHEYBANI: The-committee is always a permitted possibility.
It's permitted by Charter. The Mayor as well as the Department
of Land Utilization select committee members as many as they
require The ordinance refers to that,.but as a suggestion. It's
not a requirement, I'm pretty sure if the ordinance is established,
due thought would be given to this by the Mayor and the Department
to establish it

HOSAKA: What's the difference between 71 and 75? In 71 it was
included, Now, do we just assume if there's enough interest and it's
important enough that one would be created?

SHEYBANI: Yes, because this ordinance very clearly states
that it's not mandatory to create because by Charter, all depart-
ments can create as many advisory committees as they wish, whether
technical or lay.citizens.

HOSAKA: If-the ordinance is passed, we will have an advisory
committee made up of citizens in order for input as to any kind
of variance?

SHEYBANI: It's not mandated by the ordinance, so it's not in --

the ordinance at this point But, that does not preclude that



we would not have one. As you may know, the Council may have
their own committee. So does every department of the city,

DUKE: I'm going to have to ask the basic question that M
has been brought up many times. This ordinance was hastily
conceived, and it was canceived immediately following the supreme g
court decision putting the land back in the old zone that had been
removed at the time parks and so forth were abdicated. In order
to satisfy my conscience, bearing in mind the testimony the citizens
gave, other than the scenic views, is there any other motive for
this ordinance? The historic, cultural and scenic area of Diamond
Head, I appreciate that and I think it certainly should be preserved.
However, there are a few other ramifications that stick out that

- possibly should be answered. The hastiness of getting this ordi-
nance through, is it a--I don't really mean a stop-gap--but is
there another reason for it that comes to your mind by just '

protecting Diamond -Head? ;-

SHEYBANI: Not to my mind. We have had this ordinance for four li
years at the Council. One reason Council would not act on it was
we had one capital district under the old Article 12. We wanted
to gain experience to see what was the shortcomings of that
ordinance. After 2½ years of processing over 60 to 70 major appli-
cations under the Hawaii Capital District, Article 12 was revised.
Immediately after that, the Council asked DLU to compare the old
71 draft ordinance with the requirements of the new Article 12.
We did that and pointed out the changes that had to be made. This
is now the chance to go ahead and make those changes. Although
it might seem hasty, the background -study that went to the report
and conclusions of :it definitely were not hasty. As a matter of
fact, it came to the Planning Commission and was the subject of B
lengthy discussion in 71.

DUKE: Then I must ask, if the supreme court had not ruled
otherwise, would you have submitted this ordinance to us to make
an.area similar to the capital district soon or timely or--

SHEYBANI: Very possibly because before any court action was
taken, we had the correspondence to the Council comparing the 71
ordinance draft with mandates of Article 12 as amended. That.was
a few months before any court action took place.

DUKE: But, there was nothing in the mill truly regarding this
until court action. Is that more.or less true?

SHEYBANI: Not other than the comment.that we made on what had
to be done with the 71 ordinance to bring it up to date, no.

CLEGG: If I may.comment.as to what might have gone on. I
think what we're observing here is a phenomenon of actîon under
crisis. I don t think it would be truthful to say that the- B

¯

initiation of this ordinance or processing at this time is entirely a-
independent of the court decision, nor would I say that the process- ging of this is solely because of the court decision. In fact,
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this has been hanging as far as we know since 1971. The modifi-
cations that havebeenmade since the 71ordinance are reasonably

I minor and are made possible by soitte previous modificat.ion to the
general CZC 1 think we can truthfully say that the court decision
created what we felt was a er t.s ts situation that needed some kind
of action. We are going far beyond the area that will be covered
by a park, obviously, or the old park ordinance, and wo are going
in this ordinance far less than would be done to this property under
a park ordinance as we are not in anyway attempting with this ordi-
nance to condemn them, to buy it, to do anything except to restrict

M in certain areas of height. In all truthfulness, I must say I
think that the supreme court decision created a crisis by taking
away all control over Diamond Head that we did not have before.

I think you are familiar with the phenomena of this problem or the
motivation for dealing with this, What I'm saying I guess is
this is not a stop-gap measure until we can go ahead and get a park,
and then we'll forget about it, In no way is that the case. The
supreme court decision created the motivation to go ahead and do
something which had been kind of hanging fire for many, many years.

DUKE: If by some stretch of the imagination some angel would
come forth with the necessary funds to purchase the Diamond Head
property, would that be carried out as proposed in the park plan?

CLEGG: I don't know what kind of angel would do that

DUKE: The park plan is still in existence, is that true or
not?

CLEGG: The intent, but first what would be required is the
general plan amendment to put it into park. At that point,
then the city has the option of eminent domain to buy the park
land or let the people go ahead. In other words, just because we
put it into park doesn't mean that the city automatically has to
make it park. In order to make it park, we've got to buy it.

DUKE: This I understand. Many'people are concerned that
it's really what possibly you-intend to do. This is what we
would try to do. There are two separate issues.

CLEGG: What I would say is, there is now on file, a letter
of intent by the Department of Parks to develop a general plan
amendment to put certain area in Diamond Head into park I don't
know whether the total area is the same as the old one or would
be a new area. There is that letter of intent wïthin the Department --

of General Planning now. Now, what I am saying is that the Diamond
Head ordinance will go ahead or we propose that it go ahead regard-
less of the park. If the park went ahead and we were able to be was
successful in that in somehow finding.that angel, in getting that ZEi
GP .amendment,

we would not cease to push for the Diamond Head
ordinance.

DUKE: Well, I know certain properties have been acquired there
under the nark deal



CLEGG: Two, and we re working on a third. - =

DUKE: This is an aside but I'm certainly concerned whether
it's park and recreation that is responsible or who is responsible
that proper attention is not given to city-owned properties,

CLEGG: That's a very good point. I think like any property
owner who does not take proper care of their property, there
are city mechanisms.

DUKE: Including the city

CLEGG: By all means. I suggest that a call to the Office
of Information and Complaint not the Department of Parks might
be quite fruitful for the property owners who are concerned.
That is, we in the city have as much a responsibility to maintain L

city property certainly as an individual property owner. If the
city is not doing so, then the property owner should be called to
task for it.

DUKE: I must of course feel for certain citizens and I know Si
they have been living under a cloud. I have some very definite

¯¯

ideas on-the protection of citizens and the elimination of
harassment.

CLEGG: Let me make it clear there's a very serious intent
on the part of the city administration anyway to do both.of these
things, to get the area Diamond Head of Kapiolani Park and to make
that into park. Maybe we can't do it but there is a serious
intent to do so. There is also a serious intent to make that
area a historical, cultural district. Both of these are part
of our desires. It is not a matter of either/or. That's not
true at all.

DUKE: I know it takes capital to acquire this park land.
Would you hazard a guess as to when you-might be able to acquire
that property or give up the idea?

CLEGG: There are certain aspects which go through the
general plan process which as Bob Way originally said in 1969 that
required about a-9-month study analysis. I suspect that the longer
period .of time past that would be attempting to accumulate the cash
required to secure these properties if that can.happen at-all.
I do not hav.e any estimate of what the amount of money is required
to purchase the property for park. Of course, if we cannot purchase
it for park, then they don t go to park. They stay as individual
residences. Under the rules for park, the individuals have the
right to do with their property what is allowed to under the zoning
unless we buy it.

DUKE: I understand and you can't buy it unless you have the
money. But, the.condemnation could stillhang over there in their
minds for many yeärs to come --

24-



FEB 5 1975

CLEGG: Well, I think the pass tb111ty of condemnation tor ono ¯

T
reaso - m

1

er han < vo r everybody 's head.

I CLEGG: It's a little closer to these people that their land
is general planned for park, I agree

DUKE: l'm sorry you said that because that is not really a

i true statement when the intent is there, certain properties have
been acquired, and then to use the generalogy of condemnation MF
of ever one. I don''t think that's Troaer,Y l l .

CLEGG: The intent is there

DUKE: So, the people living in the Diamond Head area are underi a cloud more so than other citizens

CLEGG: There are other citizens who are under similar clouds, -e

DUKE: One other point, is there any valid reason why that
very expensive beach property makai of Diamond Head road should
be limited to 25 feet and, this may not be a true statement,
possibly less expensive property on Kapahulu Avenue be given
40 feet, even though it is presently zoned B-2 and R-6 and R-4,
however, there are properties makai of Diamond Head road that
are also zoned A-3 and so forth that likewise be given 25 feet?

SHEYBANI: The height limitation is mainly for the view.
Wherever there was park and there is no structure and it's open
park there was the zero height. Wherever there were structures
cm private property, there was the 25-foot height limitation
with the exception of the B-2 area in Kapahulu. These _are all
basically because of the view

DUKE: Well, it appears to me it's easier to see over a
25-foot building than you can see over a 40 foot.

SHEYBANI: That's _depending if they are in the same place,
right?

DUKE: Why is the Kapahulu 40 and the beach property 25?

SHEYBANI: You are comparing the business district with the
beach property The highrises at the foot of Diamond Head are
very important in the view of Diamond Head. When you are talking
about the general view of Diamond Head, you see.these needles
standing at the-bottom slope of Diamond Head that otherwise would -

have gone to the sea in the natural curvature of the air.
¯L

Kapahulu does not get into the natural curvature if you compare ik
the two. Kapahulu is in plain view among the trees that are
at the base of Diamond Head. Postcards of Diamond Head indicate

25

260



the needles at the foot of Diamond Head, In most of the postcards,
the end of Diamond Head is cut out to delete the buildings to make
the Diamond Head scene natural

CHOY: Clarification, What are the ramifi.cat Lons 11 this
Commission decides to downzone the Kapahulu business d ist:r tet to
25 feet to make everything consistent?

SHEYBANI: That's a possible recommendation

CHOY: From your professional judgment?

SHEYBANI: We chose 40 because most of the structures would 552
be within 40 feet, The trees there are already at 35 feet

UR¯

The structures are about 25 feet- These three basic features
made us to choose the 40 feet.

CHOY: The view plane, if I'm driving on the H-1 freeway, isn't
there a possibility that a 40-foot height would obstruct?

SHEYBANI: From this point (referring to map displayed), 40 i di
feet would not,

¯
¯

CHOY: The closer, it will?

SHEYBANI: Yes, iCHOY: So then, are we not considering the view plane for
the benefit of all directions and all viewing at this particular
western profile?

SHEYBANI: Yes, we should but we are saying if you allow build-
ings to go to 90 to 100 feet, that can happen on some of these lots
wit.h the sizes they have, then you're beginning to block the views
of .all

residential areas that have this open space, uncluttered
view of Diamond Head Forty feet, we're saying blends into the
trees and doesn't penetrate above the tops of the trees as much,
as 92 feet for example would do.

CHOY: A 40-foot structure would take into consideration the EE
elevator on top of the building or would that be.extra?

SHEYBANI: In this ordinance, the only thing allowed on the
rooftop are parapets or decorative features The elevator shaft
allowed in the capital district has been a problem that was under am
consideration also because those are the most unsightly features 25
on the rooftops. So, it's disallowed

CHOY: If this Commis.sion.should downzone this business district
to 25 feet, that would be a valid recommendation?

SHEYBANI: It certainly may be with the reasoning you might
have

CLEGG: I d just like to make the point, it's not downzoning
It's overlay oning.
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i (There was no furtlier discussion.)
ACTION: The Commission, on mot:1on by Mr . Duko, seconded by Dr- Choy

I and carried, accepted the Director's recomiliendation with
the follow i.ng exceptions:

1. Recommend tha t the wording of Section 5,b, , (1) shallI read as follows:
"(1) No grading or stockpiling, except those

required for improvement and maintenance

i of landscaping, shall be commenced without L -

a Certificate of Appropriateness in compliance ¯

-

with the requirements of Sections 21-1204 and
21-1205 of Article 12, Comprehensive Zoning
Code

2. That the Council seek legal advice from Corporation -

I Counsel on citizens' rights, as voiced at the Planning
Commission public hearings, before deliberating on this
ordinance.

3. Recommend that a resolution from the City Council be
sent to the President of the Senate, Speaker of the House,
and the Governor expressing the need for the State's
cooperation with the provisions of this ordinance.

4. That Council include the Black Point area. Since some
of the residents have indicated they wish their area
included, and so as not to forestall the consideration
of this ordinance, that Black Point be included at a
later date.

5. That the Department of Land Utilization have a list of
nonsignificant items that would not require a Certifi-
cate of Appropriateness, in order to lessen harassment
or need for residents of the affected area to go to -

City Hall.

6. That all fees for this district be waived for certificates
of appropriateness or non-appropriateness.

7. That a Diamond Head Advisory Committee be established
by the administration as soon as possible for public
input.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

(The Commission recessed on February 5, 1975 at 11:00 p.m.)
ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 12:00 midnight.

Respect lly submitted
Henrietta B. yman
Secretary-Reporter
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Meet:1.ng of the Fl.anntng Unminission -

I
Minutes I"

February 26, 1975

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wodnesday, Fohruary 26, 1975I at 1:30 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City llall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Charles W. Duke, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka

- Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Alice Takehara
Harriet Wikumi

STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner
Johan Ronningen, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of January 29, 1975 and
February 5 and 6, 1975 were approved, on
motion by Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by
Mrs. Takehara and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to A-2 Apartment for land
A-2 APARTMENT situated in Palama--Pua Lane, mauka of
PALAMA Kanoa Street, Tax Map Key: 1-7-31: 5.
CLIFFORD P.S. SHIN

¯

(FILE #74/Z-54) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on February 16, 1975
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report of the
- request. The applicant proposes a three-story apartment structure

containing 11 one-bedroom units of 594 square feet each and a
laundry area on the ground floor. Off-street parking for 11 cars
is also proposed. Research revealed a 24-foot strip of R-6 Resi-
dential zoning on the adjoining parcel which splits the parcel
into two zoning districts, R-6 Residential and A-3 Apartment.
The 24-foot strip had been set aside for the future extension of
Kukui Street which has been abandoned. This strip should more
logically be zoned in accordance with the A-3 zoning on the
remainder of the parcel and will not adversely affect existing
or planned development.

It is the Director's recommendatïon that the request be approved.



¯

Additionally, it is also recommended that the 24-Foot strip of
R-6 Rosidential on the adjoining parcel (Tax Map Key: 1-7-31: 4)

¯

be rezoned to A-3 Apartment in accordance with the remainder of
the parcel.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Attorney Herbert Ikazaki and Mr. Clifford Shin, the applicant,
were present. Questioned by the Commission, the following
additional information was given:

1. Eleven one-bedroom units just under 600 square feet will
replace six existing 50-year wooden dilapidated structures.

2. Cost of these units has not been set. Economics of the
area and existing fluctuating costs will dictate what the -

applicant will be able to charge in order to realize a
reasonable return. Present rental costs range from $175
to $200.

4. Relocation assistance by the applicant will be given to
present tenants who will also receive first priority to
the new units. The applicant feels that a total relocation
time of nine months commencing with the approval of this
request is adequate for their tenants. They believe
displacement will be at a minimum.

5. The objection raised by an adjoining property owner concerned

a. Zoning more apartment area than is necessary for
the area and a population increase as well.

b. An infringement upon the single-family area located
at the rear of the subject property.

Testimony AGAINST-

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by
Mrs. Takehara and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara,
Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None



I PUBLIC llEAR1NG A publie llearing was liold to consider a

HAWAII CAPITAL DÏSTRICT request for the issuance of a Certificate

i APPLICATION of Appropriateness for construction of an
(MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT equipment room at basement level, construc-
ROOM AT CITY HALL) tion of a wall along llotel Street, installa-

I CSC BUILDING DEPARTMENT tion of cooling equipment ,
and landscaping

(FILE Il75/HCD-7) along llotel Street sidewalk frontage as well
as within the courtyard at City Hall.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on
February 16, 1975. No letters of protest were received.

- Staff Planner Gerald Henniger presented the Director 's report of
the request. A central cooling system is proposed to eliminate the
window air conditioning units presently in use. An existing court-

g yard wall and a garden tool shed of inappropriate design will be

g removed and replaced with a higher wall and roof tiles of compatible
material to match the existing architectural treatment of the
building. The new wall will screen off the cooling tower from
Hotel Street. Landscaping along the Hotel Street sidewalk and
within the courtyard are proposed,

g It is recommended that the request be approved, subject to the
conditions contained in the Director's report.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Ernest Yuasa, Director and Building Superintendent, Building
Department, was present to answer any questions the Commission
might have.

There were no questions from the Commission.

Testimony AGAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr.
Hosaka, seconded by Mrs. Takehara and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara,
Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CZC AMENDMENT request to amend Chapter 21, R.O. 1969,

MEASUREMENT OF HEIGHT Measurement of Height of Structures.
OF STRUCTURE)

FILE #LSR/CZC-1975-2) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-



Bulletin/Advertiser on February 16, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Johan Ronningen presented the Director 's report of
the proposed amendment. Its purpose is to revise the wording of
various district regulations on height of structures so that the
measurement of height will be uniform within all districts. The
existing Code provides that in business and industrial districts M

the height of a structure at any point is measured perpendicularly
from the existing or finihsed grade of the ground level at that g
point. However, within preservation, agricultural, residential, g
apartment and hotel districts, the Zoning Code provides that the
height of structure is measured only from the "high point of the
buildable area". The proposed change has already been incorporated
in Draft 4 of Bill 75 (1972), which is now before City Council.
The present Code, where it includes the phrase, "from the high
point of the buildable area", may permit a high rise building on |
a slope to have as many as six or seven extra stories, and from E
some portions of the lot or neighborhood to actually rise a

considerable number of feet beyond the stated maximum, thus damaging
view planes from other properties or encroaching more than intended
into spaces planned to remain in open space in order to provide
necessary light and air to neighboring structures.

Questions were raised by the Commission.

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate it if staff maybe has
the drawings or perhaps could use the blackboard to illustrate on
a slope, even though it doesn't have to be great you have to level
off the land before you can build anything, what do you do about
the center portion if you want back yard and front yard because you
have to touch the land in order to level it on a slope. Would you
explain how this would be accomplished?

RONNINGEN: Well, you don't always need to level the ground.
Some slopes having a split-level home takes care of it.

DUKE: Well, you don't want the home to be built on an incline
even though you have the split level.

RONNINGEN: Well, you may not want to Sir, but there are very
many built that way today. I can show you any number in Honolulu
that are built on split level.

DUKE: Surely, I understand split level.

RONNINGEN: What I'm saying is sometimes that is enough to fit
into this concept, not in all cases no, but in some cases it would
be.

DUKE: Okay, the question is, on a slope where there is no
level portion--and you want to have a level portion in the middle
of this particular lot--where do you start your height from? I



That is not a particularly good illustration because as a matter of
fact , he had an access down here when it was originally subdivided -

1 with the intention he build down here. He had a much more gradual
i - slope in this area that he could have built on without exceeding the

height. But, you have on some slopes homes that are built in
i various fashions on split levels.

There are problems on some of the steeper slopes. There also are
some various precarious homes that have been built on steep slopes
up on stilts.

DUKE: Yes but by the same token, some of our finer homes are
built on the heights in order to give them a view.

RONNINGEN: I cannot discuss the question of aesthetics here
as to whether.they're fine or not.

DUKE: Well, I still don't understand how the gentleman thatwants to put his house on slope, how is he going to resolve it?
How does he build his house up there?

RONNINGEN: Well, it's not the intent of the zoning code topermit everyone to do everything they want with their land. We're
thinking of their neighbors as well as the community, as well asthe individual on their own land. That's the whole intent andpurpose of the zoning code.

DUKE: So, he can't build a house up there under this ordinanceis that correct?
RONNINGEN: I don't think you could make any flat statement

like that, no, because every lot is different, and unless we have
- an actual case before us, I couldn't make any generalization.

It'll make some buildings that have been built recently more
difficult to build, yes.

DUKE: Well on the slope where from every point on the slopethe height is determined, is that correct?

RONNINGEN: From the high point of the buildable area.
DUKE: No, under the proposed change it will be from every

point.

RONNINGEN: That's right. He's only be allowed 25 insteadof 36. In otherwords, he'd be forced into a split level, or else
move his.house further down if he had that option, or else tohave a shelf if it were possible to build one according to the
code as it many times is.

DUKE: Okay, let's get to the shelf. If he wants to excavatein order to get a buildable parcel of land on his property, úhen
he digs in, where do you determine the height?

268



muerstand what you're saying in your proposal but. now, we're going
to bui.ld a house on this ,, Show me how you do it and where do you
start from?

It0NNINGEN: If that she lE i s permit ted by the grading ordinance,
you would have a uniform heigh t Ï:rom which to measure the he ight. of
the structure.

DUKE: Well, show me how it works and maybe I'll understand it.

RONNINGEN: For example, we recently had a case before the
- Zoning Board where a house was proposed on a rather steep slope.
5 The idea was to build in the steeper portion of the slope. This

(illustrating on blackboard) is the property line and he did
encroach in his front yard. At this point, he was also below
street level. He was going to bridge from the street level to
his house in order to have a level commensurate with the street
level. At this point, the front wall of his house was already
about 10 feet below the street level. He didn't have any particu-
lar trouble with the zoning code except for his encroachment within
the front yard. But, when he got back down the slope to put this E
wall up, that wall .became 36 feet. That threw him within the area
where he required a height variance and also required an additional
side yard area which put him in violation of the code.

In another case if you have the same sort of slope, and you have
an apartment district, and they build down here, and the buildable
area in which they're allowed to build begins somewhere up here,
they could number one, get from the beginning an additional height
for the building down at this point, equal to maybe one floor, two |
floors, three floors. So, if the height is measured from here, and E
they're allowed to go up 40 feet, they build on the lower end of
their lot and can get by all the codes, they would actually be
building to 50 feet at that point, and if this is say 15 feet lower
than this point, then on this side they could go up 15 feet more or
65 feet. If there's another development on lots in this area, they
would be subjected to a bulk of a building that extended up to 65
feet rather than the 40 feet they might have expected when they
built their home or apartment house or whatever it was on the
adjoining lot. If the adjoining lot they had only built to .00

feet, maybe they didn't have this advantage, they didn't have this
steeper slope, they couldn't build as high, then this man is
encroaching in the space for air,.sunlight and so on of the adjoin-
ing neighbor which thought was open to him when he built.

DUKE: Under the proposed ordinance, the gentleman at the top
that wanted to put his house on the hillside, how would he resolve
that? Be can only go 25 feet at any point on the lot. So, how is
he going to build his house?

RONNINGEN: Well for one way, he might have been able to get
within all the codes including the height if he had built his house
starting at this level (illustrating on blackboard) rather than
this level. This would require steps down to his house, that's true.



llONNINCEN: Wol:l
,

i f the shelf is levo:1, i would--

I)UKE: No, it's on the hillside. It's not level, lle's go:ing &

I' to make one,

i RONNINGEN: I'm not an expert on the grading ordinance. I'd
have to dofer that question unless thera 's someone here that would
like to speak about the grading ordinance.

DUKE: All I want to do is build a house on slope. From every
point here (illustrating on blackboard), I can only go up 25 feet
according to this new ordinance. -

RONNINGEN: Right.

I DUKE: Okay, let's say that I want to cut and fill. Can I do =w

that? Can I level across here take this and fill it out here,
because I can only start from liere, right?

RONNINGEN: You don't measute until after you have this
shelf built. What I'm saying is that must agree with the grading
ordinance. Once it is, you have your shelf and you have your level

- area to build your house on.

DUKE: Well, if the grading ordinance would permit him, he
could fill this portion and build from 25 feet here.

RONNINGEN: No, he couldn't do it according to his proposal.
He could ask for a modified proposal but he wasn't willing to do
that. That was decided, incidentally, not according to the code

- but out of an emotional issue that his young wife might some day
get pregnant, and you couldn't ask a pregnant woman to do up and
down stairs to split levels.

DUKE: Unless I can get a somewhat better explanation than you
have not given me on how you're going to build a house?

RONNINGEN: Well, there's some slopes we don't want people to
build on also. gg

DUKE: Well, this I understand.
RONNINGEN: Well, our engineers have examined that and for a

long time. They are satisfied that in the majority of cases, it
will be buildable. I'm not an engineer so I can't, unfortunately,
go further than that.

DUKE: One other question doctor, do you anticipate trouble
with the change in this ordinance?

RONNINGEN: We anticipate many objections, yes, because some
people will be restricted more than they were before. Anyone who
loses money because he has to build a more expensive .house or
cannot build a house on a given slope, of course, will be unhappy
about it.



DUKE: Other than permitting people to build on top of their
slope the required height, whether it be 40 or 25, and getting
additional height at the bottom of the slope, other than that, is g
there any purpose for this change? g

RONNINGEN: I listed several purposes. Would you like me to
read them?

DUKE: I read your poop sheet but is there any ulterior motive
to this that I can't see in your poop sheet?

RONNINGEN: No, you asked me that same question when I was here « s.

one day to change a four letter word to three letter word. No,
there's no ulterior motive. We think it would result in sounder
building, a more beautiful Honolulu, and that there would in the
end be fewer problems by having it uniform in all districts. There if

are still variance procedures for the difficult lots.

DUKE: What's included in Bill 75 that's not included in this | ggy
proposal, regarding slope? : BEE

RONNINGEN: May I turn this over to Mr. Eng?
¯=

ENG: Bill 75 would limit the height in the A-3, A-4 and A-5 g i Rii
Apartment Districts to 120 feet, height between 120 feet and 350
feet which is presently permitted would be permitted through a

Conditional Use Permit. I
DUKE: It also takes into consideration, slope? ==

ENG: Yes, it does.

DUKE: What they're considering now is.it any different from
what you're proposing?

ENG: From this proposal?

DUKE: Yes.

ENG: This proposal would involve the residential districts
as well as the apartment districts. In other words if this
proposal is adopted as I understand it, there may be a need to
adjust Bill 75 so you don't pass the same legislation twice.

CHOY: I'd like to commend Commissioner Duke for disagreeing
and not being disagreeable. I will expand on Commissioner Duke's
line of questioning.

I personally find a lot to be desired in your proposal. I'm not
quite satisfied with your illustration. Am I correct then that
this is an extension of a bill that was before this Commission
during the Diamond Head hearing where the building height would
be measured perpendicular from the buildable area.
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RONNINGEN: No. Tliis was a utrt of the or i.ginal dra ft of
the Comprehonsivo Zoning Codo quite a few yours ago before .it was
altered to the present sta toment on height.

CHOY: Wouldn't this bill than propose to concur the height on
mul tiple unit development?

RONNINGEN: It was proposed for the reasons I gave to make it
uniform in all districts . We were in favor of this at the time the
original CZC was being developed and we're still in favor of it.

CHOY: Well, I hate to disagree with you but I could see the
rationale in zoning a control over a multiple unit development and
commercial and apartment. But, I have to concur with Commissioner
Duke's thinking. Given a situation where an individual has an R-6
or R-5 hillside lot, would your proposal, if it were to pass,
because we're perpetuating high cost of building for an individual
property owner going into split level type of building. I think
the reason is rather faulty.

RONNINGEN: I came to Hawaii in 1957. At that time, the
- Bishop Estate has allowed some homes to be built on the steep

slopes above Aina Koa along the road going up the hill. The
neighbors down below were aghast at the structures sitting up on
tall stilts. There was quite a bit of neigborhood opposition to
what they saw. I believe that sort of complaint we still get.

CHOY: Then don't you think the extreme slope on the hillside
would be a zoning matter of our predecessor that have rezoned
land that is too steep for building, and just giving the condition
that you have just cited? What I'm directing my question to is a

- slope that is gradual, possibly a 10% slope. You are asking this
particular owner of this small parcel of R-6 or R-5 to fall into
an expensive category which we are trying to initiate today.
Could there be an alternative to this proposal, this amendment,
where an R-6 or R-5, whether a certain amount of slope not to
exceed a ball park figure say of 15 degrees, to be excluded from
this particular amendment?

RONNINGEN: Number one, on the 10% slope, I doubt that very
many single-family structures would be i.n any difficulty. =H

CHOY: I will. I have a 10 degree slope and if I build I'll
be fighting that exact thing you're trying to propose.

RONNINGEN: If you allow a great height on a number of the
smaller residential lots, and you're going to get a lot of verti-
calism which is going to create a lot of unsatisfactory conditions
in the neighborhood.

CHOY: I would like to know whether there's any possibility of
any possible alternative to this amendment, where there should be
an exclusion of the individual who would be pressed into a position
of hardship. I feel the underlining factor on this particular
amendment is to control the multiple family development and not to



¯j impose an undue hardship on the individual single-family plot owner,¯¯4 In this particular case, we are imposing a condition and an expensei that the individual will not be able to redevelop his property.
¯ RONNINGEN: I just point out that the City Charter does provideM for hardship. The Zoning ßoard-- ¯

CHOY: Would you elaborate on the condition that would relievethe hardship of the individual?

et RONNINGEN: Yes . Any hardship caused by the terrain or thedi section of the various codes, the zoning code on the terrain, isi adjustable by the Zoning Board through variance under the threeconditions specified in the City Charter.

CHOY: Then under this condition, the applicant will have tomake a separate application to the Zoning Board? E
E

RONNINGEN: We don't anticipate that these--

CHOY: No, my question is does that applicant have to make -a special application to the Zoning Board?

RONNINGEN: He always has, yes.
CHOY: So, it would cost him an additional $100.
RONNINGEN: Well, if you want to violate the code, it willcost you $100, yes.
CHOY: You still haven't answered my question.
RONNINGEN: But, we don't anticipate that these.will be in thethousands. There are individual lots that cannot meet the zoningcode now and that do come in for variance. ¯

TAKEHARA: Would this automatically eliminate the pole housesthat are becoming the popular thing today?
RONNINGEN: No, not necessarily. I myself have seen very manyof them that would not be eliminated.

TAKEHARA: They are lower than.25 feet?

RONNINGEN: There are many of them that are. They aren't allthe same height, the same as any other type of house. You don'tget them all the same height. For example, there are pole housesI have seen in Haiku Gardens.
TAKEHARA: Aren't these pole houses used on slopey properties

in order to--

RONNINGEN: Sometimes but not always.

-10-



and Makalapa Gato including the Navy Exchange and Commissary
facilities . According to the 14th Naval District, this request -

would resolve an unacceptable geomotric configuration where fiveroads intersect at Radford/Plantation Drive and the new accossroad to Hale Koiki School. All of the interested parties, theNavy, Amfac, the Foderal liighway Administration and the StateDepartment of Transportation luive agreed upon the requested road ¯¯¯¯

alignment. The information submitted by the property owners andsupported by the State Department of Transportation indicates
that there is a need for the proposed road extension. Both theState Department of Transportation and the City and County Depart-ment of Transportation Services are in agreement that the road

-- should be extended. The road extension is also appropriate fromthe perspective of providing a transportation corridor between
Pearl Harbor and the proposed major Navy housing area in theAliamanu Crater. The location of the proposed road extension.isthe only alignment which can provide a direct connection from theAliamanu housin area to Pearl Harbor.
Based upon review and analysis of the request, the Chief Planning
Officer recommends approval of the proposal as contained in hisreport dated February 11, 1975.

Questions were raised by the Commission.
DUKE: Who designated that park area originally?

PRENTISS: The park was originally in the 1964 general plan.
We don't have a documentation of all the reasons why these thingswere done. There was some speculation that it may have been put
there in order to provide some buffer between the school and the
industrial area, but it may have been put there also because theydidn't know what to do with it.

DUKE: Well, it seems strange that it's designated as park andnow it's too small, it's too steep, it's too isolated and it's of
no consequence. We're not as slipshod as all designations on thegeneral plan, are we?

PRENTISS: I hope not, Sir. We have a number of parkémgidesig-nations like that, when the Department of Parks and Recreation
finally takes a look at them, they find that some of the park sitesare not suitable. There's a larger one of 10 acres on the otherside of the road which they also say is not suitable because ofthe topography which is very rugged.

DUKE: I know the main issue today is the extension of theroad, not to resolve the park problem, but it did occur to me thatall of a sudden it's not suitable.

PRENTISS: We did review the park needs for the area and therequirements of the general plan in that area. In the report Ithink it spells out in detail why we came to the conclusion thatpark standards according to the general plan can be met in that



TAKEllARA : Economical ly spe akin g ,
aron ' t those pole houses

quito expensive?

RONNINGEN: I don't know. I'm not an expert on building costs.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Ronningen.)

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

None

Testimony AGAINST--

Mr. Andy Woebel, representing Beken Corporation

OBJECTIONS:

1. Hardship resulting from the 25-foot height restriction from
any point on slope would be placed on their firm which B
specializes in pole house construction.

I m-

2. Construction costs on slope would be too high and difficult
especially for single-family home owners who may wish to
build new homes.

3. Present structures would become nonconforming and make it it
difficult for residents to repair or remodel their homes. gg

The public hearing was kept open and deferred for notification to -
all hillside community associations, and for further information
from the Department of Land Utilization, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT proposal for a change in the General Plan
HALAWA, EWA and Detailed Land Use Map to accommodate
QUEEN'S MEDICAL CENTER, the extension of Bougainville Drive,

¯ B.P.BISHOP ESTATE, expand the existing Industrial designa- . E
UNITED STATES NAVY tion, eliminate a planned park and
(FILE #312]C3/32) military designations and expansion of

the existing school designation for
approximately 2.8 acres of land situated
in Halawa, Ewa, Oahu, Tax Map Key: 8 par-
cels of 9-9-02: 2, 3, 18, 23.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on
February 16, 1975. No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Charles Prentiss presented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer. The basis for the request is the need to accom-
modate existing and anticipated traffic between Salt Lake Boulevard
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area without that piece of property.

TAKEHARA: The report states another alternative of retaining
Plantation 1]rive and extending it over Salt Lake Boulevard. Could
you go over that?

PRENTISS: We looked at bas:ically two other alternatives to
extending Bouganville Drive in the location that we have it . One
alternative is to retain Plantation Drive at its existing location.
It would create a five-corner intersection at a very busy location
and would not match up with the road coming down from the housing
area so that there would have to be a turn here (referring to map
displayed), and a turn back this way. Mainly for these two reasons,
we felt that was not a better alternative for bringing the road
through there. $$

The other alternative was not to have a road at all which would ËË
cause the need to take a very circuitous route to get down to
Pearl Harbor which is a very poor alternative. Ei

TAKEHARA: Presently then, the people mauka of Salt Lake
B Boulevard need to make that turn on Salt Lake and then down into

Plantation Drive to get to the commissary. The report states it
would mean extending this alignment across the boulevard to connect
with the Navy right-of-way makai of existing Aliamanu.

PRENTISS: Yes. Another alternative considered was taking
Plantation Drive and extending it here (referring to map displayed)
taking it right through the park which is the only park that has a -=

baseball field. It would cut through the ball field and we would
have to delete that park also. It's very tight with the park, the
apartments, and the roadway coming down.

TAKEHARA: I'd like clarification on the environmental impact
statement.

CLEGG: This one involves quite a number of jurisdictions
according to the, what I consider a very inadequate environmental
impact law.that we have and may lobby a little bit. First of all,
I'm not sure whether the Navy, because there's Navy land involved,
in a general rule requires an EIS.

With regard to the general plan amendment itself, no EIS under our
interpretation is r.equired for a general plan amendment except that
there's an interesting point here which would require an interpre-
tation where we have a general plan amendment associated with City
and County land. There's another stipulation in the bill that says
any action utilizing City and County land shall require an EIS.

- Now, when that action involves a general plan change we have some
question. However, the department involved--and in this case I
presume that all the City and County land is park land, is that -gcorrect? gg

PRENTISS: No. We have one of those unusual situations here.
It's the school site that the City and County originally owns and
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now the State has control of it. Technically, the City and County
still owns it.

CLEGG: What department in the City and County might have
charge of that?

PRENTISS: The Department of Finance. ¯¯

CLEGG: Well, in this case the rule says the Department of
Finance and the Department of Parks would have to determine whether
there would be significant environmental impact by making this road,
and if so, shall state whether an EIS shall be necessary. If they
determine negative in that declaration, then no EIS would be
required and the decision is up to them.

TAKEHARA: Would this be in the sta e of the eneral lan?

CLEGG: That's an interesting point that's never come up before.
I would so rule at this time from the Department of General Planning
that the determination as to whether an EIS is needed will be left
to the Department of Finance for that area associated with the
school, and with the Department of Parks for that area associated
with parks. I may be overruled momentarily.

WIKUM: That part overseen by the Department of Finance, does
that include Radford High School?

PRENTISS: Yes.

WIKUM: I'm really concerned about boxing that school in with
a three-lane highspeed highway. It seems to me kind of insane
especially when I see here the rationale in our poop sheet for
that being okay, and there are a lot of other lousy high schools
in Honolulu that suffer the same situation. It doesn't seem to
me a very exciting or plausible reason for doing it to yet another.
The rationale given us for not extending Plantation Drive which
seems a lot less disruptive to civilian enterprises is that it's
going to destroy a parR, yet the extension of.Bouganville Drive is
góing to eliminate.one too. So, I have a question about the little
triangle of land just on the other side of Salt Lake Boulevard,
from the existing Aliamanu Park. That's military land, right?

PRENTISS: Yes

WIKUM: It looks empty there. You know if it still is or not?

PRENTISS: I think it's the same as it looks here (referring
to map).

WIKUM: It occurs to me if they want to move people from their
housing center down to their PX, that maybe they could just
transfer the baseball diamond. from Aliamanu Park to that triangle
of military land, and at least give Radford one side of their.faci-
lity that they could have some quiet on. That's a11I have to say.



TAKEllARA: I havo some thing else to say on that ,
·I wasn ' t

very happy with the justification of saying let's put another noisy
street next to the school because tlutt's bow our urban schools are,
Farrington and McKinley . I t doesn ' t seem to be good reasoning .

It's like what's good for the right hand is good for the left.

PRENTISS: Just to point out that the school system can take
measures to do something about the noise. Some of the schools are
purposely air conditioned just to block out noise, for example.

TAKEHARA: And yet they're showing concern.

PRENTISS: Really what we're saying is we can look at that at
the rezoning stage.

CHOY: We're constantly being told we're having another crack
at it at the rezoning stage. How good is this second crack at this
noise impact statement? What are the safeguards built into it?
Would we just gloss over the problem that the school would be
confronted with and pass this on to Council?

PRENTISS: From what I understand, the Department of Land
Utilization can if they so desire request an EIS as part of the
justification for the zoning change. aus

CLEGG: I think some of these issues are still being clarified
in terms of what are the rules and regulations of the EIS Act 246.
It is my present interpretation that like GP amendments, zoning
changes under existing wording of the act do not fall under a
project or program and therefore are not subject to Act 246. That
may be changed this session but that's my present interpretation.

TAKEHARA: Is it possible then to recommend this EIS at this
general plan stage to the Department of Finance and Department of
Parks?

CLEGG: Any zoning associated with the City's portion of the
land, the Department of Land Utilization at that point could -

request, right? EE

ENG: I respectfully differ.

- CLEGG: You are the approving agency at that point, right?

ENG: Yes. Projects that come before the Planning Commission
for changes in zoning which result from changes in the general um
plan in our view are subject to Act 246. We have been reviewing |Í
each project individually to determine whether the EIS would be
required. Rightly or wrongly, this is the way we are operating. MF

CLEGG: Well, we're squaring away our own procedures in the
department too. In light of not having yet received the rules
and regulations from the Environmental Commission--well, there's
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no point airing this particular point until we havo determinod
what it is. Each will be determined upon its own merits.

(There wereno further questions of staCE.)

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. George Houghtailing, Planning Consultant and President of
Community Planning

Mr. Houghtailing acknowledged receipt of a copy of the report
and concurred with the recommendation of the Chief Planning
Officer contained therein.

Mr. Houghtailing was questioned by the Commission.

HOSAKA: Would you expand on your plans in the industrial area?

HOUGHTAILING: To go back on this Bouganville Drive, the State
Highway in building the H-1 in putting in the overpass actually
started Bouganville Drive. The developers, Amfac, could have
lived with Plantation Drive but as a matter of cooperation to tie
in and make a more desirable roadway tying in Kam Highway with
Salt Lake, and in tying in with what is now being built by the
State in connection with H-1 which has already built a big portion
of Bouganville, we accepted the deletion of Plantation Drive, and
are concentrating on Bouganville Drive which is going to be a far

¯ superior road than Plantation Drive. True, the school does bring
in some of their indications that there's noise. I think they've M
got noise there now. This is going to be an improvement as far as
traffic movement. I think that's a big plus instead of minus. We

could have lived with Plantation Drive and improved it. But, it
gives you a five-point intersection which is a traffic hazard and
would have been a detriment 1:o the area. This is a line where
government agencies, the Navy's cooperating. Hawaiian Electric--
you've got a problem as far as the utilities are concerned to
take care of Pearl Harbor, Hickam Field and all that area out
there--they're going to expand that to quite an.extent. This is
where the cooperation is coming in to tie in with what government
needs.

I feel the plan and your staff has made a very thorough analysis.
We accept that.

HOSAKA: Ny question however, is what are you going to do
with that industrial area?

HOUGHTAILING: We will follow light industrial and build it
accordingly. We're going to make a subdivision of an industrial
park.

CHOY: What type of tenants will you have in this industrial
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aroa? What are the projected possibil:itios? -

110UGllTAILING: We have none. We can't move until this whole ..

general plan is amended. We can't really project this.

Cil0Y: Then the DOE' s fear is a real fear that you may havo

I tenants in here that may cause and increase the noise pollution to
the school.

Il0UGHTAÏLING: It's light industrial, not heavy industrial.

CHOY: Say if you have a string of body fender shops, is that
considered light industry?

E HOUGHTAILING: They've got requirements as far as noise.

g CHOY: They'd have to be housed in an air-conditioned, sound-
proof building?

HOUGHTAILING: They'd have to meet the noise requirements
under the ordinance.

CHOY: So I can see body fender work going up sky high if they're
going to have to be housed in an air-conditioned unit.

HOUGHTAILING: Their limits are pretty well spelled out.

CLEGG: Do you represent the City and County of Honolulu in
this eneral nlan amendment?

HOUGHTAILING: No, it's put in as part of your folk's amendment.

CLEGG: You don't represent the Navy?

HOUGHTAILING: Navy gave us authorization to represent them.

CLEGG: It would appear to us for completeness that Parks and
Finance should be making an application for a general plan change
for the portions they're involved in and that they in effect are
the requestor. In that case, they are the agency which determines
whether an EIS is required or not in all cases.

PRENTISS: The way we handled that was we notified both
departments that we were making the request.

CLEGG: I think this is something we might want to discuss as
to the role of Parks and Finance in this in terms of who is the
proper agency to be making the request for the general plan change
so that we kee ourselves within the law.

HOUGHTAILING: I'd like to point out that Bouganville extension
is an emergency. School is going to be on vacation and they would
like that road built before September if possible. This has been
carried on for sometime now and we're trying to get this on so



that the road be built before school starts in September, at least
the portion responsible of the developer.

CLEGG: I understand your concern; however, emergencies aro
relative. We too have to abide by our crisis situations and what U '

is required of us.

HOUGHTAILING: I'm not questioning you but I'm referring to
the report where it says the impact statement should come after
the zoning. If that's in the report and if that's the truth,
we'll go through that.

CLEGG: I'm suggesting that possibly we would want to review
our own report.

HOUGHTAILING: I hope this thing does not get held up any
longer because the Navy is anxious to get this road built. Hale
Keiki is also involved.

CLEGG: The real question is whether there is a significant
environmental impact or not. If it's determined there is not a
significant environmental impact, then that's it. If it's deter-
mined at the general plan stage that there's not a significant
environmental impact, then it's my understanding that any further
stage, as long as the plans remain the same, determination of
non-impact could hold. Let me say we are working our way through
this new impact law. Having been getting involved with state,
county and Navy land, we're trying to work our way through it.
Otherwise, we'll all end up in a law suit and even more time will
be delayed.

{There were no further questions of Mr. Houghtailing.)

2. Lt. Rice, representing the Commandant of 14th Naval District.

RICE: The Navy is in favor of the plan. If I might answer a
few questions that have been asked already, the Navy has entered
into an agreement with Community Planning in that we will grant
them a right-of-entry to build a road. That's as far as our agree-
ment goes. We are in favor of the road, certainly. We're not
building the road.

As far as an environmental assessment, it would be required by the
Navy when we grant an easement for the road. Of course, the environ-
mental assessment would determine whether or not there's an EIS
required.

CLEGG: That's under NEPA rules?

RICE: Yes.

It's my understanding the Department of Parks doesn't own any land.
The land zoned park, I believe, is privately owned. I just want to
clarify that.

-18-



PlUINTISS: He 's talking about the park that was deleted on this
(referring to map displayed) side .

RICE: I might point out the Navy has offered or intends to
M excess the less than acre of land which is separated on the Ewa

side now designated military. Also, we intend to excess approxi-

mately seven acres . This land which wo intend to excess could be

used for park or school use. We're in the process oE excessing
three acres right behind the Makalapa Elementary School that they
already have playground equipment on.

If I may, I commute through the area. Plantation Drive is a very _-

poor two-lane road. It's a private road which the Navy has access
to. The entry on to Salt Lake Boulevard is dangerous at best
especially when Radford High School is getting out. It's the only
access from Kam Highway to Salt Lake Boulevard right now.

TAKEHARA: In this report it states that DOE is requesting the
owners of two remnant parcels. Is that the parcels you were
referring to?

RICE: One of those is Navy property zoned military use. That
would be excess through our normal procedures. We've had no
trouble turning it eventually over to the school. It comes at no

cost when it goes through HEW.

Perhaps someone else could talk about the other parcel.

HOSAKA: When you say the Navy is intending to deed this
excess land, how do you show your intention?

RICE: In the case of the three acres behind Makalapa Elementary
School, we've given a right-of-entry to the school. We have
excessed that piece, subject to highway right-of-way boundaries.
I believe our intention was expressed in a letter in January of
1974 to the Planning and Zoning Committee.

HOSAKA: 0.f all of your said parcels?

RICE: The seven acres and the 35,000 square feet were addressed.
The three acres were already in the process. I don't believe that
was addressed here.

(There were no further questions of Lt. Rice.)

3. Mr. Chew Hoy Lee, representing Amfac Properties.

LEE: In response to Mrs. Takehara's question, the other parcel

is owned by Queen's Hospital. It will be made available to the
school at normal procedures we go through at Queen's Hospital which
is an eleemosynary organization. In other words, you will now have
a contiguous parcel of land Ewa of that Bouganville Road of school.
The school has asked us to put in an entrance way to their park for
their baseball/football field in which we concurred.
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(There were no questions of Mr., Lee..)

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr . Choy, seconded by
Mrs. Wikum.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer for approval and, further, that a recom-
mendation be made by the Department of General Planning
regarding an Environmental Impact Statement.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara,
Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
- CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT proposal to expand the tennis facility

(EXPANSION OF TENNIS by adding a practice land and warm-up
¯ FACILITY) area at 4997 Kahala Avenue, Tax Map Key:
' WAIALAE-KAHALA 3-5-12: 3 and 38.

BEKEN CORPORATION
¯- (FILE #74/CUP-36) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on February 16, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the
Director's report of the request. The
applicant proposes to expand the tennis

facility by adding a practice land and a warm-up area on the
Diamond Head side of the existing tennis courts and locker room
structure. These facilities will consist of 3 ten-foot high
concrete block wing walls running from the existing fences and
extensions thereof to the property line. A 160-foot long, 10-foot
high chain-link fence is proposed to extend between the mauka and
makai wing walls along the property line. The proposed new facili-
ties which encompass an area of 160 feet by 40 feet will lie
entirely within the required 50-foot side yard in the P-1 Preser-
vation District.

It is felt that the proposed additions are inappropriate. As
previously stated, these additions lie entirely within the requîred
50-foot side yard in the P-1 District and they extend to the
property line; leaving no side yard clearance to the abutting
property. While the Director may recommend and the Council may
take action to permit a conditional use certain reasonable devia-
tions from the bulk requirements of the Code, permitting an
encroachment of this extent appears to be unreasonable and outside
of the intent of the Code. Walls of this type are not permitted
in conjunction with principal uses There is no reason to permit
them in conjunction with conditional uses. It is apparent that
the Waialae Country Club with its 140 acre golf course could
easily find a more appropriáte location for the proposed facili-
ties withäut iolatîng the basic side yard for the P 1 district.



It is recommended that this Conditional use Parmit be denied.

Questions were raised by the Commiss:ion. .

¯¯

CLEGG: I notice it will be within the 50-foot P-1 Preservation

g district. The P-1 has a 50-foot setback. Therefore in any case,
g the applicant needs a variance ,

in addition.

ENG: Well, that's a possibility also. We are recommending
idenial so we haven't suggested.

CLEGG: Right, but whatever happens, if it gets approved for
some reason, the variance process has to get started because the
CUP is not able--and correct me if I'm wrong--to override the need
for a variance.

ENG: In this case, it seems to be the case. Actually, the -

deputy director brings up an interesting point. Although a i §
¯ variance could be granted for the construction there would still Ë -2-
- be a need to establish the use. In other words-- Ë .

CLEGG: I'm suggesting both are required.

- ENG: Right.

CLEGG: You have a nonconforming use within a setback.

ENG: That's correct.

CLEGG: Therefore, you need the CUP to get rid of the noncon-
forming use and the variance to get rid of the setback problem.

ENG : Yes .

CHAIRMAN: Their taking out the hedge and they 've laid out a

base court, what bearing does it have on this CUP?

ENG: That's what the CUP is requesting, to establish this
use, this tennis warm up facility. The applicant has apparently
gone ahead and made preparations for it.

CHAIRMAN: Didn ' t you jus ts tate whatever they 've done up to
now is legal?

ENG: Legal in the sense that a building permit is not required
but it would not be permitted to be used unless the CUP is adopted.

CHAIRMAN: So if this CUP is denied whatever they've done
up to now, what happens?

- ENG: They've done nothing illegal. The rebars stick up out
of the ground. They can build a wall that's less than 30 inches
in height apparently, without a building permit. That's the
extent of the construction.



CLEGG: llow about a variance?

ENG: A variance would permit them to go hoyonil the height or
to do the construction in the side yan\ but the use oE the facility
would still require a CUP.

CLEGG: Is what they have done now in violation of not having
a variance?

ENG: No. If they had gone beyond the height limit as they
propose to do, then they would have to.

CHAIRMAN: Can you at this time also suggest what areas might
be appropriate for this type of facility?

ENG: The warm up lane is customarily accessory to a tennis
club facility. We see nothing inappropriate about that. We just
fail to see the need to include it in the sideyard. We feel the
club with its land resources might find a more appropriate location
for this facility.

CHAIRMAN: At this time, you have no idea as to where they
might put this?

ENG: No, except that it shouldn't be in the side yard.

(There were no further questions.) Il
Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT-- -

1. Mr. Lyman Blank, Member, Tennis Committee, Waialae Country
Club, submitted letter dated Feb. 25, 1975 requesting that
the public hearing be continued to the next meeting due to
the absence of their Chairman, Mr. Frank Damon who is out
of town and is desirous of making the presentation on behalf
of the Club.

2. Mr. Andrew Peter Woebel representing the applicant, Beken
Corporation.

WOEBEL: I'll be happy to answer any questions.

We're in the middle of the operation and did some renovating to
the tennis and swimming locker rooms. Along with this they asked
us to go ahead with this tennis procedure. At this time there
was a driveway in there and the existing tennis courts are there
at the present which evidently they have been therefore quite a
few years. Now, all of a sudden I notice by that map they outlined
in red that calls for a 50-foot setback. Evidently, some new zoning
code comes in Now, they're in violation also of the present tennis
courts.
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Tlte warm up lano that we're putting in there--and this is true, the
places outlined in dark color as ho says we 're strict:ly legal in
this thing. There were some re:inforcing bars put up there. We're

i anticipating the footing but at this point, we stopped the construe-
tion because I wasn't about to got involved in anything that was
illegal and jeopardize our license. So, we're holding f:ire right

I at this point until there's a decis:i.on inado.

There 's two or three t;hings that could be done that I can see, but
it seems a little ridiculous to me. There's a recreation area on
the Waialae side. I can't anticipate putting a warm up court half
a mile away from the tennis courts. This seemed to me the logical
place to put the warm up court. Right next to this is recreation

g likewise. The City and County has a park there. The only reason
E of the 10-foot high fence or 4 feet higher than called for with

the present 6-foot high fence going in there would be so you don't

i jump over the fence and shag the tennis balls. I guess they could
put stairs over the fence and back down again and go shag your
ball but I don't see where it makes that much difference to it.

One other thing we could do, and I would stand corrected, but I
think we could put up a temporary fence there which I suggested to
the golf course and put it on rollers and set it up there when
they're not using the courts to save the balls from going over the
fence. This is basically the idea of the 10-foot high fence.

Mr. Woebel was questioned by the Commission.

CHOY: As a builder, isn't it the general rule for you to
¯ check the regulation regardless of whether you have the right to

B build without a building permit?

WOEBEL: The existing facility is in there. Now I understand
according to this they're in violation of that, but what was existing
there originally to me wasn't in violation if it was in there
before.

CHOY: So with what you did thus far, you felt it was legal
and could be put in and you later discovered that it was within
the--

WOEEEL: No.

CHOY: But then you also made the statement, and I stand to
be corrected, that you felt the 50-foot sideyard-setback in P-1
was something new to you. What I would like to know is, isn't
it general procedure for any builder or contractor to check the
CZC before you proceed?

WOEßEL: Well, basically when they put in the tennis courts it
was way, way, before my time. I guess on the old code, they put
it in and it's existing. I had nothing to do with the existing
court.

CHOY: But, following the CZC of 1969 which has been in
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oxistence, it lutsn't been revised, this is the code wo're talkiiig
about. - -

ENG: Getting to your question, Dr. Choy, it scoms to me that g
if tho scalo drawing as part of this app:lication. is correct, the g-
area encompassed by the proposed new use or expanded use might
possible be accommodated in this particular location (re ferrin.g
to site plan displayed) . It should also be clarified that the
application was submitted in full awareness of the P-1 zoning
district. We have a copy of the application.

HOSAKA: What really irks me and disturbs me about this
application is that it's quite presumptious of Waialae Country
Club to start constructing something like this without getting g -

an approval. You yourself have admitted that this was proposed
with full view that you were going to put up a wall. Look's
like somebody just got caught with their finger in the cookie jar.

WOEBEL: I don't think so because if this was the case, we

would continue to try and put the .wall
over the fence. But, there

¯

was no intention to put this thing up until naturally, it was
¯ cleared by you people or whatever it takes to get the permit to do

it.

ENG: I've been asked to clarify. The construction that the
country club has undertaken to date is not illegal. It's entirely
legal to pave or to build a wall up to 30 inches in height without
securing a building permit. However, upon completion of what
construction can be accomplished without building permits, there
remains the logic question as to whether the use would be considered
appropriate. That's the subject of this request, the CUP.

I would also comment that the proposed construction would leave no
room for landscaping on the property boundary which is normally a

consideration in CUPs.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Woebel.)

The public.hearing was kept open to the next meeting, as requested
by the applicant. The Commission also requested that appropriate
conditions be prepared should the request be approved.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

CZC AMENDMENT proposal to amend the Comprehensive
REDEFINITION OF ZONING Zoning Code, Chapter 21, R.O. 1969,
LOT Redefinition of Zoning Lot, provisions
(FILE LSR/CZC/1975-3) for lots in two districts with common

uses, and revised provisions for joint
development of two or more adjacent lots.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on February 16, 1975.
No letters of rotest were received.
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I Development Plan, and Comprobonsive kring Code" as ¡rroposecl \>y
the City Council in Kills 101-105.

Questions were raised by the Commission.

I CHAÏRMAN: I still have the question in my mind , wh.at can he -

do with this lot? Developiilent of Resort-Hotel would seem incom-
patible. Commercial structure would be difficult and an incompatible
use.

ENG: If you permit me, the DLUM designates the subject parcel
-y

for Commercial. The City Council has expressed it's intent to

i rezone Waikiki in conformance with the DLUM. This would make this
area a B-5 district which presently permits Resort, Commercial,
Hotel, Apartment. But, the City Council has also expressed its
intent to exclude Hotel and Apartment from the Commercial district.
Therefore, even if this parcel were zoned in accordance with the
adopted land use policy, the City Council's intent is not to permit gg
Hotel or Apartment development on this parcel. Going back to the 5-E
present H-2 zoning, the City Council's intent here is to reduce the -

density to that of H-1, and also to eliminate Apartment units from
the H-1 district, H-2 presently, so that the proposal for Apartment- EL

Hotels would appear to be inconsistent on all counts with the City
Council's intent and thinking.

- CHAIRMAN: Isn't it a fact that because it is not consistent
that they're applying for this?

ENG: I'm not in position to defend the proposed legislation.
It simply says that's what we have to find. We're not.unsympathetic
to Mrs. Pai's problem; however, the enabling legislation asks us
to look at certain things, and based on these things we're asked
to look at, we find this proposal is inconsistent.

CLEGG: I think until the moratorium is lifted, that we have
no alternative but to obey it. City Council may in their ultimate
wisdom, I suppose, grant some variance but--

ENG: Yes, I think this aspect or these sections of Ordinance
4362 provide a vehicle for the applicant to get to the City Council
to appeal these objectives.

CLEGG: Would you explain the EIS.
¯

ENG: It has been determined--this has come from City Council.
The application was filed with an agency other than the Executive
Branch. In other words, the pertinent portions of Ordinance 4362
require the applicant to make a request to City Council rather than -

to DLU which is normally considered an agency of the Executive
Branch.

CLEGG: A building permit has been requested, is that correct?

ENG: The building permit application is required as part of



Staff Planner llanry ling prosented the Director's roport of the
request. The purposes of this proposed amendmont are several.
The general purpose is to clarify the Code and make it more
workable in the areas of joint development and split-zoned parcels
where uses are common. Specific points are addressed in the -
Director's report.

The Director recommends adoption of this amendment.

There were no questions from the Commission regarding the Director's
report.

No one spoke either for or against the proposed amendment.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the proposed amendment, on motion
by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara,
Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
VARIANCE OF THE request for a variance of the Provisions
PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS of Sections 3-A(a) of Ordinance No.
3-A-(1)-(a) OF ORDINANCE 4362, as amended, for property located
NO. 4362, AS AMENDED in Waikiki, Tax Map Key: 2-6-23: 49.
(FILE 75/MOD-1)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on February 16, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Gerry Henniger presented the Director's report of
the request. Tlns applicant proposes to erect a building with a
floor area of 2T,500 square feet as permitted under the H-2 Hotel
District. In examining his statements of justification, it would
appear safe to assume that he is proposing neither a resort hotel
nor a commercial structure. His building permit request, however,
indicates hotel and apartment use. Since both the existing DLUM
and the DLUM proposed under Bill 101 show the area for commercial
use, there would appear to be little question that the proposal is
inconsistent with the Council's basic land use policy. The fact
that it is the Council's intent, through Bil1 104, to eliminate
the mixing of hotels and apartments with commercial uses within
the Waikiki commercial districts furthers this inconsistency.

Based upon review and analysis of this application contained in
his report, it is the Director's recommendation that the request
be denied, on the basis .that it is not consistent with "the spiritof the amendment to the General Plan, Detailed Land Use Map
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i the l iling material to the Ci ty Council . l'm not certain as to
whether this had gone to the ßuilding Department.

I CLEGG: An BIS determination then should bo mado by the Building
Department, prior to any permit being issued.

ENG: Certainly prior to any permit be:ing :issued.

(There were no further questions from the Commission.)

i Public testimony followed.

Testimony AGAINST--

None

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Joseph Farrell, Architect and Agent for Mrs. Inez Kong Pai,
applicant.

FARRELL: I would like to make two additional points. Mrs.

I Pai's request is in fact consistent with the spirit of Bill 104.
Mrs. Pai's property is quite enclosed by highrise apartment struc-
tures on almost all sides except one, a six-story hotel. The exist-
ing DLUM and the Bill 101 proposed DLUM indicates Commercial for
this site. Of course, it's all surrounded by Apartment and Hotels.
Therefore, it seems that what is going to happen if her request is
not granted is that a Commercial pocket will be created which
is just the antithesis of the spirit of Bill 104 which is the
intent of the City Council to separate Hotel and Apartment uses
from Commercial uses in Waikiki, and moreover to limit the Commer-

- cial activity permitted in Resort area. Well, if this parcel
stays Commercial, it's going to be just the opposite of the intent
of Bill 104.

DLU's analysis appeared to be somewhat academic and ideal as if
they were looking on to a piece of paper .rather than to an existing
situation. We feel that if you look at it from a very factual
standpoint on the ground, that the intention would be or it would
be a good idea to include this as an H-2 piece of property and
allow apartments to be built.

The second point I wish to make is that Mrs. Pai's request is the
proposal that what is done in Waikiki is for the general health,
safety, morals, and welfare of the community. I thought this was
going to be B-2, or is it B-5?

ENG: Well, B-2/B-5, but in Commercial it would be. So at this
point, the Council is reviewing a proposal to eliminate B-5 and
replace it with B-2.

FARRELL: Anyhow, this is B-2 and if you look at the sort of
things that can be built in there, it doesn't seem like it's
consistent with the general welfare of the community nor consistent
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with Bill 104--automobile service station, automotive repair estab-
lishments, commercial recreation facilities, eating and drinking
as tablishments , passenger transportation terminals , votorinary
astablishments, wholesale distributing and operations. In that
result, it seems to me lika it would be the intention of the
Council to approve this rather than to disapprove this request.
That's all the comments I have. ¯

¯

CLEGG: Is the proposed construction as you've seen it, would
that fit in with the proposed Kuhio widening, or is that a concern
here?

ENG: We've not looked at the proposal in that detail because --

we recognize there is a widening on Kuhio Avenue. However, the
plans as submitted are insufficient in detail to make a judgment
as to whether the proposed construction would or would not respect

- that setback. I(There were no questions of Mr. Farrell.)

2. Mr. Gregory Pai, Son of Mrs. Inez Kong Pai

PAI: In a space of several years since 1967, this parcel has
undergone reduction of allowable floor areas from 500% before the
zoning change in 1969 to 230% as a result of the H-2 change, and
now it's going down to .65. That's a net reduction of 47,000
square feet in 1967 to 7,480 square at present.

In terms of developing at H-1 under the interim zone, as stated in
the letter would not be feasible to make an operable Hotel-Apartment.
The alternative for Commercial development would entail bringing
in a use in a prevailing Apartment-Hotel area which in fact is
inconsistent with the objectives of Bill 104. This puts us in a
bind. On the other hand, as was stated in Section 1(b)(4) in
Bill.101 the objective of Bill 101 would be to protect Waikiki gy
from physical deterioration, overcrowding, traffic congestion., etc., -E
is the primary objective of the bill. In relation to this objective,
I notice on the agenda that the property at present is vacant. This
is not the case. Presently on the property exists three separate
buildings which were built around 1915 and 1920, and one concrete
building containing 10 units built around 1950. Subsequent to that, · U
two of the buildings burned down. One is now completely level and
the other is a rotted hulk of a buildiñg which we have not been
able to tear down yet because of this pending variance, therefore
leaving one dilapidated stucco cottage structure and the two-story
ten-unit building which is in very bad shape at the present time.
It is our intent to tear this down and develop something suitable
and nice for the area. We have been thinking about this since 1967.
Therefore, we are presented with the unviable situation of neither
being able to develop anything profitably other than an Apartment
or Hotel, or to go into a Commercial development which in of itself
would violate the situation which presently exists. We really don't
know where to go and this is an appeal of a last resort.
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We scom to have been caug,ht in a contrad:iction between two develop-
ments, one starting from 1967 where the actual zoning of this area
was H-2 and the DLUM at that time was desiLrnated Commercial. This
contradiction of the two plans 3eft the opt:ions open as to what
particular d.evelopment the property owners in tliat area wanted to
do. Consequently because of t:he prevai:ling land use in terms of

I feasibility and the ex:isting uses, all oE the area in that block
actually went to Apartment-Hotel. None of the property owners
there elected to go to Commercial even though at the time that was
given as an option. So it appears that, in fact, this has been a

sort of defacto development of Apartment-Hotel in that area respon-
- - sive to the economic condition and the feasibility of development
1 in that area which in itself, in fact, is at variance with the
i objectives of the designated land use map. As a consequence, we
di who had an opportunity to develop in 1967 and try to beat the zoning

change at that point decided not to because we didn't want to go

into 500% building, and held off until the present time, and are
now caught in the vise of the zoning change and the pre-existing
H-2 designation. We are caught between the objectives of the DLUM

and what in fact presently prevails in the area in terms of what
the actual development there is, and that what we would like to do

- is in fact in conformance with what is actually happening.

Mr. Pai was questioned by the Commission.

WIKUM: You told us that this parcel is located on the edge of
a badly deteriorated section of Waikiki. It's my understanding the
City Council is aware of that,.and that looking towards redevelop-
ment of Waikiki they have decided certain kinds of redevelopment
would be possible.

PAI: Yes.

WIKUM: How long have you owned the parcel?

PAI: 38 years.

WIKUM: My next question doesn't need to be asked because I'm
concerned with the financial loss that this bind presents to you,
so my question was, if this proposal is denied by the Council and
if the Council passes Bill 104, would the value of your property
be much less than your original purchase?

PAI: It has already gone down.

WIKUM: No, your original purchase price. As I said, your
answer to the first question. I was trying to assess the real
loss to you if this proposal should be denied, rather than your
potential loss. You understand?

P.AI: Yes.

WIKUM: Thank you.

There were no further questions of Mr. Pai.)



3. Mrs . luez Kong Pai, Applicant

Mrs. Pai concurred with previous testimony presented and added
,i her support in the spirit and intent of the Waikiki ordinance, as |
g' well as her past support of the Kuhi.o Streat widoning project. E
! Howover, she questioned her predicament of being forced to ,

consolidate and construct another highrise structure in Waikiki,
.j

rather than being able to build a small, low-rise, first-class
40-unit apartment/hotel. Although admittedly her area is blighted
with existing dilapidated structures, it is the only area in
Waikiki with a dozen full-grown trees.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried.

Discussion followed. II
DUKE: I understand there's a lot of things going on at Council

level regarding that. However, your recommendation that this be
denied is based only on the fact that there are many things happening -

at Council level which doesn't qualify this application.

ENG: Yes. Based on the intent expressed in the bills that the
Council is considering, using the adopted land use policy as the
guideline also, we find that the proposal would be inconsistent.

DUKE: The fact that Council is considering adoption doesn't--
and I know they're more involved with what's taking place--neces-
sarily mean they're really going to adopt all of these assumptions,
does it?

ENG:. That is correct. They are presently reviewing, they may
amend some legislation, they may drop some, but the one bill that
has been enacted as an ordinance indicates that this procedure is
appropriate for reviewing this kind of appeal. Regardless of our
recommendation, the Commission's recommendation, the City Council
will take all these factors into consideration before they make
their decision.

DUKE: Well, it seems to me that the permitted building area of
H-1 of 7,000 square feet is most inappropriate for this particular
parcel with all of the development of the area surrounding it.

WIKUM: On page 7 of your analysis it says the Council's
intent to Bill 104 is to eliminate the mixing of hotels and
apartments with commercial uses within the Waikiki commercial
district, and that this proposal, you feel, is inconsistent with
that intent. Can you briefly tell me what is the rätionale behind
the wish to eliminate the mixing of hotels and apartments with
commercial uses?

ENG: The City Council retained an independent consultant
to prepare these bills. They feel the elimination of the mix
would be desirable for Waikiki.



WlKUM: What about the people staying in tho hotels? They ! -

walk out of one hotel and all they can find is another hotel. I
kind of like walking out of a hotel and running into that little

i delicatessen down there, and some of the other shops and things
that I find, aside from the same, plastic, overywhere shops inside
of the hotels themselves . Does anyone here have any notion what

I the rationale behind this is? It seems to me that's important.
If we're being told this proposal is inconsistent with the intent
of this bill and we don't agree with the intent of the bill, that
may help somebody.I 4H

CLEGG: When the proposal of the consultant's came in, it
appeared that what was being done was a strip-Waikiki in the gigi sense that the strip along Kalakaua, makai would be all Resort, i gigthe area between Kalakaua and Kuhio would be all Commercial, and i SEE
the area between Kuhio and Ala Wai would basically be all Apartment. ¯

gg

i The rationalization behind all this is in the consultant's head.
There was a rash of reports purporting to be plans that was submit-
ted along with this. The Department of General Planning has taken
the position that justification for general plan changes that would -L
implement this, that the reports behind that are insufficient to
justify them.

DUKE: Well I know ou're referrin to Bill 101 and I have !Ë
to be consistent in my opinion of Bill 01 in that I'had made the
motion not to adopt Bill 101. Therefore, I will not be incon-
sistent in stating that Bill 101 is the answer to our problem.
A CT I ON

Therefore I would like to make a motion at this time that this
particular piece of property be given due consideration in develop-
ment that's compatible with the surrounding area that is located -

there, and I must go against the Director's recommendation that it aii
be denied. I~think it should be given great consideration and 9-L
recommend to the Council that they do give it consideration and
proper development.

CHAIRMAN: Are you saying you approve the application?

DUKE: Well, I certainly go against denial of the application.
Therefore, I would recommend that it be approved, yes.

CHAIRMAN: Is there a second?

AMENDMENT TO MOTION

CHOY: I will second that motion with an amendment, if it's
permitted. I would also like to include an amendment that the
privilege for development pre-date to an H-2 zoning rather than
H-1. My rationale is given that the property is only 9,690 square
feet, and being that she'd be losing some of that, I don't think
the bulk in itself would really hurt the area in its present posture.

DUKE: I think the amendment to my motion is in order.
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CLEGG: I realize this is a di E Eicult decision to make . Ï
would like to remind the Colitinission there are a number of property B h -

owners in Waikiki under a siinilar problem situat:ion, that the r. -..

moratorium itself is due to be up in June of t.his year. The purposo g E-

for the moratorium is so that certain options in Waikiki would not
be preempted. There is groa t concern about the increasing density
in Waikiki. We are attempting to free-up funds from the Sta to so
that we can perform proper planning and urban design for what is
left of Waikiki that has not already been preempted. I would feel
that any construction in a sense would be a preemption of an option
and would caution the Commission on terms of the intent of the mora-
torium and the need to leave our option open for any future urban
design.

(There was no further discussion.) 157

The motion carried. --

IAYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya
NAYES - Takehara
ABSTAINED - Wikum
ABSENT - None

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held January 29 1975 ¯

SPECIAL USE PERMIT was closed, and the matter deferred for
(POLICE 4 FIRE TRAINING the 15-day statutory requirement.
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT) Since the closing of the public hearing,
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO the Commission received the following
PENINSULA communication:
BUILDING DEPARTMENT,
CSC OF HONOLULU 1. Petition containing approximately
(FILE #74/SUP-2) 285 signatures against the proposed

facility.

2. Letter dated Feb. 20, 1975 from
Mr. John Moriyama, Chairman, Planning
Committee, Waipahu Community Assn.

3. Letter dated Feb. 20, 1975 from
Hideo "Major" Okada, Second Vice-
President, Waipahu Community Assn.,
and President, Frîends of Waipahu
Cultural Garden Park.

Both Mr. Moriyama and Mr. Okada were called upon and questioned
by the Commission regarding their concerns about the proposed
facility. The following additional information was given:
1. Noise generated.from the firing range and helicopter. Even

though noise requirements and conditions will be placed on
this application, there is no assurance that these conditions
will be adhered to because past commitments made by the City
on the incinerator and. the STP were not kept . Therefore,
the City will be compounding the problem.



Mr. Cleg commented that aroblems on the STP have boon corrected.
When the STP first operated and failed, no further STPs were
allowed. The situation has been corrected and as a result, the
State Department of Health has allowed further hookups .

2. Request that a land use study be made of the 100 acres owned

i by the City. There are no studios as to future land use.
ßecause of its central location on the island, other city
agencies may also see need to centralize their facilities at
the same site.

Questioned by the Commission if a land use study of the 100
acres determined inclusion of the police/fire training facility,
Mr. Moriyama stated their objection would remain unchanged,
the facility would not be compatible with surrounding uses.

3. The community is interested in the area for a regional park.

4. They would have no objection if the subject site were used
for mixed income housing development rather than strictly
low-cost housing as long as social problems do not occur.

At this point, Mr. Ernest Yuasa, Director and Building Superintendent,

was called upon and questioned by the Commission.

1. Concerning noise generated by gunfire, sound baffles designed
in construction of the facility will cushion most of the
noise.
As to helicopter noise, the helicopter will be used for
emergency purposes only. It will not be used as part of
the daily training exercises and therefore will not be at
the site. Its main station is at the Honolulu International
Airport.

2. Concerning site selection of the proposed facility, studies
of various sites on Oahu were conducted jointly by them,
and the Police and Fire Departments. Results of this study
are contained in their draft Environmental Impact Statement.
Eight locations on Oahu were studied and narrowed to two--
Koko Head and Waipahu. Problems encountered at Koko Head
involved sharing the existing public rifle range controlled
by the Parks Department, plus the fact that.the Koko Head
site is already earmarked for park use.

3. Location within the subject 100-acre site was made in
conjunction with the Department of Public Works, owners of
the property. Reasons for the particular site selection is
also contained in the draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Questioned as to the possibility of locating the facility
further makai, Mr. Yuasa stated that it would encroach into
the Navy's restricted blast zone area.



The matter was doforred Ear a Eiold trip to the site with
representatives from the Fire, Polico, and Public Works Dopartments,
and the Waipahu Community Association. Maps of the subject area
were also requested.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Ly( n
Secretary-Reporter
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Meeting of the i lanning Commtssion

- | The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, March 12, 1975
E at 1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman

Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Charles Duke, Vice Chairman -

Dr.. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Alice Takehara

i Harriet Wikum

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner
Charles Prentiss, Staff Planner
Johan Ronningen, Staff Planner
Carl Smith, Staff Planner

STATE LAND USE Pursuant to Section 205-4, Chapter 205,
COMMISSION REFERRAL Hawaii Revised Statutes, the Planning
HEEIA Commission has received for review and
(LAND USE DISTRICT recommendation, a petition from the

MAP 0-12) State Land Use Commission to amend the ,

urban Preservation District boundary in
the Heeia Area.

Mr. Charles Prentiss presented the report of the Chief Planning
Officer. The etition includes a land area of 243 acres for a

HECO substation and 2.84 acres for an access road to serve an
apartment and regional shopping center area being proposed by
Foremost-McCormack in the Heeia meadowland area. The changes
requested in the petition are directly related to a major urban
development project of 668 acres that the petitioner is proposing
in the Heeia meadowland area. The Department of General Planning
is currently evaluating a General Plan amendment request covering
the 668-acre area.

The petitioners proposed development could increase the possible
housing density from about 2,500 dwelling units to approximately
5,800. This could result in a population of approximately 19,000
people in the meadowland and the Heeia Fish Pond area. Other
changes being reques.ted to the General Plan address road, school,
park, open space and commercïal (retaïl and office requirements).

A fundamental consideration is that petitioners proposed uses do

not conform to existing City and County policy for the subject
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sites. Current land use policy is, however, under review at the
present time, including an evaluation of alternative land use
policies for the area. This analysis of the requested changes to
County policy is nearing completion. It is premature to consider 5 -

adjusting the State Land Use District boundaries without the
benefit of the detailed analysis currently under way.

Based upon review of this petition, it is recommended that the
petition be deferred until final action has been taken on the
requested General Plan amendment for the area.

Reported into the record was the receipt of a letter dated March 11,
1975 from Harvey F. Gerwig, Vice President and Projects Coordinator,
Foremost Homes Hawaii, Limited, concurring with the recommendation
for deferral on this matter until final action has been taken on the
requested General Plan Amendment for the area, and requesting the same.

No discussion followed.

The matter was deferred, as recommended by the Chief Planning Officer,
on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit to
(PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL allow use of the residentially zoned area

AREA TO SUPPORT HOTEL for required parking to support a proposed
IN H-1 RESORT-HOTEL hotel to be constructed within the H-1
DISTRICT OF SrüÆE LOT) Resort-Hotel District area of the same
PUNALUU lot located in Punaluu, Tax Map Key:
W 4 C, LTD. 5-3-05: 2 and 38.
(FILE Ñ75/CUP-2)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on March 2, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Mr. Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the request.
The subject parcel is split-zoned. Submitted plans show 27
parking spaces and landscaping with trees, shrubs and grass.
Access to the off-street parking facility is proposed to be
through the H-1 Resort-Hotel District area and thence onto
Kam Highway. A private STP will also be located on the site.
The plant is covered by Chapters 321 and 342, H.R.S. and.Public
Health Regulations of the State Department of Health, effective
August 5, 1973, and does not require a CUP. Private utilities
are permitted as accessory uses under the provisions of Ordinance
No. 4412.

Based upon review of this request, it is the Director's recommenda-
tion that the request be approved, subject to the conditions
contained in his report
There were no questions regarding the Director's report.
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i Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPOllT--

MT, Walter Zano, representing the applicant .

I ZANE: In regards to this application, by zoning, it is possible
to put additional units on that site. We feel it would be much more .
conducive to have parking there rather than units. By not going
into shore parking, our time of construction will be minimized much y .

I more and we will avoid pile driving there. Taking all these things i i
into consideration, we feel this is good planning and would be very Ë ER
well done as to the environmental impact and so forth and so on.

I li
(There were no questions of Mrs Zane.)

i Testimony AGAINST--

Mrs. Kathleen Mattoon, Secretary, Punaluu Community Association

MATTOON: I was before you at the time you discussed the STP,
The 2200 square foot lot in question at this time cannot be used
for additional units. So, to say it would be best not to use
additional units there is not necessary.

Our concern at the time the STP was put on, is probably the same
concerns for this--flooding, poor drainage and no solutions at all
to the problem

The natural flow of water comes from the Kaneohe side and floods
Punaluu Stream, cuts across a dozen house lots plus pasture, goes
into Green Valley Road should be relieved by the ditch that is
supposed to be maintained, and exits on Kam Highway. They are
depending on a six-by four-inch culvert to drain all of the runoff
from that entire area,

At the time we were speaking in City Council, we had an agreement
to maintain the ditch. This is on Bishop Estate land and so it
really is not his ditch but he is directing flow to that ditch.
He agreed verbally to maintain that ditch but he refused to main-
tain the culvert.

I have investigated with the state. The kinds of answers we have 'g
gotten with regards to the culvert were--

The developer said we will clear the .ditch and maintain it. -¯

The culvert is the responsibility of the State Highway ¯±

Department. It's too much to ask us to maintain it. one

The State Highway Department says sand blocked culvert to
stream openings are too numerous to be properly maintained
by this department. We are under staffed and see no improve-
ment of service in the near future



I
Now, we can't get an answer. No one wants to be responsible. I -- have a folder here of contacts with the various agencies to pleasecomo and stop us from drowning. Civil defense has reports on itand still, here we are again. Thank goodness, a CUP is necessaryto bring it up again, Perlutps this concern can be mado evidentto someone who can find a solution for us .

The culvert is nonfunctional. It's a standard problem that goeson and on. The water keeps flowing.

They're proposing to raise that entire area up to 9 or 10 feet.All of that is going to flow to that little corner. All of usdepend on that one little culvert. I'm asking that you deny thisat least until some solution is arrived at in regard to the flowof this water. If it becomes necessary, perhaps it can become acondition on approval that the developer design something thatwill function so that the water will indeed flow out to thatculvert. His plan is excellent up to that point. It's going to -flow backwards, to the people on either side. You saw the photos.If he's going to raise all of that and redirect the water, it's ggoing to end up going mauka again because the ditch won't hold it goff and it's got to flow somewhere.
That's all I've got to say. If you have any questions, I've gota-. lots of information.

Mrs. Mattoon was questioned by the Commission.
Si DUKE: Do you have any objection to the gentleman putting in aÎ& parking lot there?

MATTOON: We have an objection to the entire project.
DUKE: Well,.today to the parking lot.

MATTOON: Yes, because we feel it will be a solid area andcause more water to runoff. If there were grass swales, perhapsit would absorb more of the moisture and not run it off intoanother area. The whole area is tremendously solid. There isvery little grass area. The whole area--the resort area as wellas the sewage treatment plant--is being drained to one area.
DUKE: All this water then, where does it go? Does it not goto the ocean?

MATÌ00N: Because the drainage is not adequate at the cornerof the lot that,they're depending on, the culvert, the waternormally flows--and there are maps to show this--the Punaluu Streamoverflows regularly. It flows across the lots, across the field,to Green Valley Road, through the lot , continues on and goes downabout a quarter of a mile. There is another stream which oftenbacks up . Unless we 're screaming very loudly or go out with ourshovels and dig it ourselves , who will take care of it?



We're asking at this t ime that something very specific ho designed.
They cannot depend on that six by four culvert. Ït is non-
functional. Ït never has worked. It doesn't work now and they're
depending on that.

DUKE: Your object.ion real.ly is to control of the water through
the culvert and proper drainage for the whole area there, rather
than disliking a little parking lot.,

MATTOON: Yes. I have to be honest about this. Our primary
concern has been that we were very unhappy that we have a resortstuck in the middle of a residential area. We're sorry we didn't
get started early enough to make a change. Secondly, we're really
distressed about the STP. Unfortunately, the Health Department
seems to be very happy with it , We are not,
Adding the parking lot simply gives him more opportunity to build
more units because he does not have enough parking on the resort

¯ area so he can put parking into the R-6 lot allowing him more land
I to put up more units. The part that bothers us the most is the

¯

fact that we have been going over and over this drainage problemsince 1972.

DUKE: Question of the Executive Secretary. I think you were
Chairman at the time the hearing took place regarding the STP,
You stated then it would be in order for us to attempt to assist
the citizens in getting some relief regarding drainage. Could
you tell us to what extent we went to give them some relief?

CONNELL: I would have to go back to check the minutes to
show what the Commission actually said and did regarding this.
From memory, it would be my recollection Mr. Zane indicated that
he would do certain things in terms of the ditch in keeping itclear. We also recommended to the people in the area at the time
that because the problem was one that related to the state, we
suggested that their state representative be contacted to put a
certain amount of pressure on the Department of Transportation
in order to take care of the problem. To my recollection, there
has been no response from the Department of Transportation regarding
this.

DUKE: Has Mr. Zane been tending to the ditch?
¯ MATTOON: The ditch has not been maintained but he now has a

resident manager in the house who often goes out and shovels the
sand away from the mouth to try to assist in the drainage. It's
not sufficient.

DUKE: But, even if the ditch was maïntained adequately, the
culvert that passes under the highway which is state responsibilitythat is really where you need attention.

MATTOON: That's right.
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DUKE: I just wanted to pinpoint the responsibility.

MATTOON: I am fully aware that the state is responsible.
Mr. Zane is fully aware and so he thumbs his nose and says, not U
my problem. It is the state 's problem. You're telling me the
same thing.

You're going to allow a tremendous structure to come up with a

tremendous amount of water. You're going to pass on something
that's going to place us in a more difficult situation. Yes, the
City is attempting to assist. In the capital improvement budget
the Mayor has listed that there's concern and flooding for our -

. area. Wonderfula It takes years to get actual help in this area. g
I don't think it's much to ask a developer who wants to make all B
that dough over there to put a little money into developing a
better culvert, a better drainage. I think it should be a condi-
tion of allowing him to build this at least solve this drainage
problem right down to the end or at least he get the state to
solve this problem right down to the end. We're worn to a frazzle.

- Perhaps he 's got more influence on the state. Perhaps he should
be responsible to get it approved, worked out and built by the
state. I really feel strongly that he may have more influence.
If he wants that hotel, perhaps he'll put more time, effort and
knowhow into it. We're just lay people.

KAHAWAIOLAA: Back to the parking lot, what's the ulterior
motive for the extra parking lot?

ENG: The parking lot being requested is to meet the minimum
requirements for parking for the proposed hotel in the adjoining

i district. He's not getting extra units. He's limited in terms
¯ of his H-1 zone as to how many units he can get. Having gotten

this point, he has several options. One is to provide all the
parking within the H-1 :in which this request would never come
before the Commission, or to propose parking on another portion
of his lot which is in another zoning district. We believe that

¯ he can build the number of units he proposes and provide the
parking within the H-1. He has indicated that he would prefer
to have the parking on the residential portion.

KAHAWAIOLAA: Providing he go down with a basement type of
parking and end up with a swimming pool later.

ENG: That may be necessary, yes.

If you'll recall at the time the STP was being proposed, there was
no discussion of parking on the residential portion. At that time
the thinking was to provide parking totally within the H-1 z.one.

HOSAKA: Is there anyway the City can help to correct the
situation? Are there any alternatives along those lines or do
we just say it's not within our jurisdiction and try again?



As wo see it, il it t.s a state responsi.bil.Ity and that
socilis to be the case here, the state should find funds to rectifythe situations. I might add that whether the subject parcel i.sdeveloped or not, you do have the flooding situation. I thinkperhaps with solito attention given to engineering the proposal thatthe situation could be somewhat improved . I believe Mrs . Mattoon
has shown quite conclusively tluit even the subject property floodsand it is not the subject property which is causing the flooding.The property owner is in a similar situation to other property .owners in the area.
If the Commission wishes, it could ask for a representative fromthe appropriate agency to comment on this situation and get some
satisfaction in terms of what solutions are available

HOSAKA: Might it also be appropriate to ask the applicant
to be responsible entirely for clearing the culvert or is this toomuch of a burden outside of our jurisdiction to do this as a
condition? I realize we 're talking just about the parking lot. El

ill- ENG: That situation has many aspects. There's a legalaspect. There's a moral aspect. I really can't speak for thedeveloper as to what he would accept in the way of responsibility.

HOSAKA: Has it ever been a condition where the applicant was
willing to accept the responsibility and therefore the condition
was inserted?

ENG: I believe this was discussed in the earlier applicationbut it was never resolved because the matter of the STP was taken
B out of our jurisdiction. So having been taken out of our juris-

diction, we have no permit to condition, so to speak.
HOSAKA: Yes, but my question is if there's a willingness onthe applicant's part to accept the responsibility, can we put it in

as a condition?

ENG: I believe you can make it part of the recommendation. Iwould see no problem there.

HOSAKA: I would like to question the applicant again.
It seems, Mr. Zane, that the primary objection to this is drainage.Are you willing to accept, perhaps, the financial responsibilityeven though it isn't within your jurisdiction and your responsibilityfor something like this? It was indicated in your previous testimonyyou indicated as such but it was never resolved. Would you expand ¯-

on that?

ZANE: At that time, the City thought they had jurisdiction onthe STP. Therefore-, we went through all this with the Cityengineers. In fact, when we went up to Council, they brought inthe state into this picture to explain how this culvert would.be ¯¯

done. It was determined at that time that the applicant WSC could -¯



not be responsible for the culvert as such because it was under
the state's jurisdiction, from the standpoint of legality.

As far as the residents are concerned , they should realize this is
trying to put the entire burden on this flooding upon 1½ acre of
land.

HOSAKA: Do you know from what agency that state representative
was from?

ZANE: I don't remember.

CHOY: I was on the Commission when the STP came before the
Commission. It seems to me your commitment as far as I'm concerned
the way I understood it at the time, you have only made token effort
to clear the culvert although I heard from Mrs. Mattoon that you do g - 55
have a resident manager and he's out there trying to clear the cul-
vert but still it leaves a lot to be desired. I gi
Will you then assume the responsibility of cleaning the culvert
until the state could find it expeditious to go ahead with their
manpower and finance to take over the burden?

I L
ZANE: I think it was stated at that time I would cooperate

- with the state to clean that culvert. I stated that it behooves
me to keep that culvert open because I wouldn't want the flooding
to go into my complex. From the standpoint of saying I would assume
the entire problem of keeping that culvert open definitely, perhaps
would just be asking too much. I would assist in all ways possible
in keeping that culvert open.

E -

(There was no further discussions)

i
The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

The Commission deferred action on this matter to the next meeting
for a representative from the State Department.of Transportation
as to what is being done about clearing the culvert, on motion by
Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried. M

Commissioners Duke and Kamiya dissented for the following reasons:

1. The responsibility of clearing the culvert has already been
determined and therefore the issue is not germane to the
request for the parking lot

2. This parking lot is not the cause of flooding in the area and
does not generate anymore flooding than already exists.

AYES - Choy Hosaka Kahawaiolaa Takehara Wikum EL
NAYES - Duke , Kamiya
ABSENT - None



Pl.lBLIC HEARENG A publte hearing was hold to considor a
CONDLT10NAL USE PERMIT/ request for a Cond.iti.onal Uso Permit/

ISPECIAL IJSE PliRMIT Special Use Permit to establ.ish a movie
(MOVIG STUDIO .lN AG-1 studio in an AG-1 Restricted Agricultural
luiSTRICTED AG.DIS'l'.) District on approximately 82.6+ acres oE
KIPAPA GULCH, WAIPIO land in Kipapa Gulch, Tax Map Key:

10SCAR STIJDIO CITY, ÏNC. 9-4-05: 10,
(FILE Il74/CUP-34 6
74/SUP-16) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

I Bulletin/Advertiser on March 2, 1975.
No letters of protest were received,

IBefore proceeding with this public hearing, the Chairman reported
receipt of a document from the applicant entitled Cancellation

. of Deposit Receipt Offer and Acceptance, dated March 5, 1975
between Dairy Co., Inc., Seller, and Oscar Studio City, Inc,,

IBuyer, which states in part:
«s"That the parties hereto do mutually contract and agree

that said Deposit Receipt, Offer and Acceptance herein

i identified and described and with respect to the premises
particularly described herein, is hereby cancelled and
terminated and of no further relief and effect after this
date."...

The Chairman pointed out that this document invalidates the
application before the Commission.

To the Chairman's call for public testimony either for or against
the application, no one responded

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded
by Mrs. Wikum and carried. The matter was considered withdrawn.

UNFINSIHED BUSINESS A public hearing held on January 29, 1975
SPECIAL USE PERMIT was closed and the matter deferred for
(POLICE 4 FI.RE TRAINING the 15-day statutory requirement. On
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 .February 26, 1975, the matter was again
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT considered and deferred for a field trip
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO to the site.
PENINSULA
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, Discussion followed.
CSC OF HONOLULU
(FILE #74/SUP-2) HOSAKA: To start the ball rolling,

rather than get into a lengthy discussion,
I would like to move that we accept the
Director's recommendation with the
following conditions:

1 That all conditions as outlined ïn the report be met.

2. That the Police/Fire departments work together with the
Waipahu Community Association to allow use of their facili-
ties such as the pool, gym, and firing ranges.
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3. That the Department of Goneral Planning move with deliberate
speed together with :tnput from the Waipahu Community and
work out a concept and general plan for the 100-acre city- p
owned land. Ñ i

l'd like to discuss each oE those points as to why I'm making i
those recommendations. On the field trip, we spent considerable g
time talking to representatives from General Planning, the Police g i
and Fire Departments, as well as representatives from the Waipahu
Community Association (WCA), I got the feeling from talking to
these people, especially the residents, that they really did not
object to the training site as such but what irked them was their
past experience with the city in the fact that the city had not
lived up to their promises, for example, the incinerator. However,
I think we have a new Commission today, unlike the one that was -
here previously. I believe, at least in my own mind, that all the
conditions that are outlined by General Planning will be met and g
will continue to be met in the future, otherwise, the training | -

facility will be closed. Past actions by the city have been the
point of contention by the city, as they expressed a feeling of
being had by the city agencies.

Point number 2 about the Police/Fire departments working together
with the WCA in terms of using their facilities. Again, the WCA
reacted strongly about this, with the site there as to the use B
of it. First priority should be to the Police/Fire; however,
night activities in terms of use of the pool, afternoon.activities a di
as possible recreational outlets for the residents might be a . | 3-

point that could be shared with the neighboring area. This could a=
provide for additional recreational activity.

Point number 5 about General Planning working out a concept and
conceptual design and a more detailed general plan for the 100-
acre city-owned land. Again, this is a point of contention with
WCA in that we've had this vacant land and the city has come in
and put this incinerator over the obj.ections of WCA. At this
point and time, the city is trying to put ïn a training facility.
There seems to be a disjointedness about putting different kinds --

of facilities on vacant land. I think there's better use for just
the plain vacant land than just for ash fill which is proposed
by the Public Works people I think the residents feel strongly
about having an overall concept .for the area.

There are many possibilities that can be utilized and explored,
one of which would be housi.ng, a igolden opportunity to meet the
housing shortage. A park complex or even a light industrial area
to accommodate the Leeward directed growth thrust as outlined by
the city. I think this will benefit not only the city but also
people in the Waipahu community which would provide additional
jobs in close proximity to the job sites. For these reasons, I
speak for the motion.

TAKEHARA: After the hearings we've had and after many reviews
of the staff report I'd like to speak against the motion.
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Jo begin with, the statement is a project dra ft environmontal
impact sta tement and still has to go before review in the Gover- -..-¯Inor'sExecutive Order. So as Ear as accuracy and completeness
of this statement, I Ecol it at this point questionable.

IRev iewing the criteria guidelines as outlined by the State Land
Use Regulations for SUP, I don ' t feel this application qualifies
for this particular parcel of land. I really don't have any
objections for the need of this Police/Fire facility in ouricountybut I cannot agree that placing this facility fulEills
the highest and best use of this particular parcel. Throughout
the report, I note agency concerns and statements that areicompletedwith minimal effect, minimal impact, and I do feel
that this project wïll have a diverse effect on the health,
safety and comfort of the people in Waipahu. I don't think a
project like this should have any kind of effect for the surround-lingarea. In my good conscious, I cannot support this motion.

As far as the suggestion of possibility for housing, again we haveIto look at the EIS and the concerns which may affect this possible
housing area that may come up.

g DUKE: I must speak for the motion. I did talk with many
community leaders there. I'm in accord with them that the city
is getting another foot in the door and as a result it could use
up the 100 acres without looking for their concerns. However,
in this particular instance, this parcel of land is adjacent to
an existing incinerator. That in itself doesn't indicate to me
that housing isn't going to be constructed adjacent to this
facility. Furthermore, the city is going to spend about one

Emillion dollars in order to keep pollutants out of the air. It
appears to me that one of the best uses of the property would be

gthis facility because goodness knows, we need it. We're long
overdue. Why we've waited till 1975 to get a proper Police/Fire
training facility, I'll never know.

The greatest objection WCA offered to me was the possibility of
noise The noise would be generated from three sources. First
and most often mentioned was the firing range, secondly the heli-
copter, and thirdly from fire trucks when they go through their
training phases. As far as the firing range is concerned, I
believe that we could recommend that it be a must that the quiet ggof enjoyable living not be disturbed and condition it to that

¯

- effect. I spent 30 years in the army and have fired on many
¯

ranges. I know that a firing range can be.constructed whereby
you cannot be disturbed by the noise it generates.
I did speak to the Police concerning hours of operation and they
stated that with the exception of a very short phase during the
night, the firing range would be used only during the day. Day
or night noise could be eliminated.

As far as the helicopter is concerned, I did speak to the Fire
Department as to what the helicopter would be used for and why.



I was told that it would only be used for training purposes - --

wherchy the firemen would be taught how to remove injured people
froin tho helicopter and to learn the working mechanics of that
equipment. We could recomiiiend that it be used for emergency only
and not for training in that area if we wanted to eliminate that
one objection. --

So far as the fire trucks when we were on location, we did ask the
Fire Chief to start up the engines to the extent that it would be
used for training. In my opinion, that would not interfere with
the enjoyment of living in the area.

To get back to the location, it would be better for a facility
of this nature to be adjacent to that incinerator that's existing
and is going to continue to exist. If we wanted a buffer zone 1-L
between the facility, there is approximately 15 acres that is ¯NE

pinpointed in a plan as a community park to give that buffer to
the area that is now populated by light industrial and homes. I
personally believe this is probably one of the best uses that we
can make of an area where it is really situated.

KAHAWAIOLAA: I have no quarrels as far as the training area
but I think we have to look a little further. We need an area
where we can expand. The community after hearing so many promises
about the incinerator going up and the area is going to be beauti-
fied in such a way you won't even notice the incinerator, and then
now to come up and say the training area is compatible with the
incinerator. If the incinerator wasn't there, there would have
been a much better use for the whole 100 acres.

General planning of the whole are is better than this spot kind
of thing whereby we now have this training area, then now we're
going to look at what's compatible to the training facility and
the incinerator what's compatible to this and what's compatible
to that instead of lannin .the whole area. If it were lanned
I don't'believe the incinerator would be there nor the training
area. So, I'm voting against the motion.

WIKUM: I'm sympathetic with the concerns of the people that
live in Waipahu. I have a larger concern. I am fully convinced
that there seems to be no other place for such a facility. I
asked quite a few questions about the site search for the facility
and was thoroughly satisfied that this is the place. If that's
true and believing it as I have no other way of finding out other-
wise, it seems to me we have a pressing need for the whole county.
My concern is for that too as I'm quite sure it is with the rest
of you. It 's too bad we can't have a Police/Fire training facility
that will not have an adverse effect at all on the neighboring -
community but it seems to me more problematic not to have a Police/
Fire facility at all with a well-known adverse effect on the total g ggy
county. I just wanted to make that point about two levels of E 3iEconcern that we have ¯E

CHOY: I too feel the Police/Fire facility is sorely needed; --

however, I will have to speak against the motion for the simple

12-
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fact I feel that all alternat:ives for the search of this particular ¯

facility have not been exhausted to my entire satïsfaction.

Commissioner Hosaka montioned the fact that the incinerator was
placed in the back yard of Waipahu. I would like to correct him

l in that it was placed ïn the front yard of Waipahu.

As far as this facility being shared with the good fortune of the
community, I doubt this very, very much.

As far as planning for future residents in that area, even low-
income housing, I don't think that's feasible.

I would think there should be some area on ,this island where
it's so isolated that these facilities could be built. As a

suggestion, I think Camp Erdman or that area would be an excellent
place. It would be out of everybody's reach. Even out in Kahuku,
the air strip where people will not necessarily build a housing
development, then we won't have noise problems and we don't have
pollution problems.

KAHAWAIOLAA: Talking about the Kahuku Air Strip, during the
field trip, the Fire Department said they never carry anybody
over land on a helicopter. They usually go down to the ocean.
The Kahuku Air Strip is right next to the ocean•

HOSAKA: In talking about the site itself, we were told by
the Building Department that 12 or so sites were evaluated
thoroughly and this site seemd to offer the best advantage for
a training site. The community association rebutted by saying dig
it's city land and we're paying it through our taxes and the 2||
like. It was countered, I thought, by the statement that if til
we don't put the site on this particular land that another site ¯=E

which might not be owned by the city would require expenditure
of more funds to acquire the land. For that reason, I'm satis-
fied completely that the Building Department and other agencies
have evaluated all the sites that can be possibly built on and
Waipahu was selected. I agree with Commissioner Wikum about
the overall future need for a training site. I don't think
there's any question that we should have one. This kind of
training site is sorely needed not only for today but for the
future.

DUKE: It seems, Mr. Chairman, we're going to be at an
impasse. Therefore, I must ask that we consider the motion
on its merits. Consider the area, consider its location within
the area, consider.its impact upon the community. I'm talking
about the benefits of it -being located in this dump area versus
other facilities that might be placed there.

I asked Mr. Okada on two occasions if.he objected to the facility
per se, and both times he said he objected to not.having a general
plan for the 100 acres:, he objected to the city not keeping its
word to landscaping around the incinerator and he objected to
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the city maybe getting their foot in the door and having another
facility in there without proper landscaping. I believe it is
the best use of the land where it is located and it is greatly | n
needed not only by the community of Waipahu but by the whole IN Ë
island.

KAHAWAIOLAA: I'd like to remind Commissioner Duke when we
discussed the quarry at Waianae, I think it's the Halawa Quarry
where they have those holes. They're going to backfill. They're
going to open up a new quarry and backfill, make another dump.
On that dump, they're going to build a beautiful housing area. .?

The idea to say that the 100 acres is a dump, sure it is now but -
--

it can be planned for something beautiful like that quarry.

WAY: One minor point before action, if you will, directing
my concern to Commissioner Hosaka's concern and interest about
having a plan for the entire 100 acres. Maybe in this area your
comments were a little too explicit to direction as regards

. the Department of General Planning's efforts in this. I think
it would be more appropriate for the Building Department, and
the Department of Public Works as the custodian agency, if you -

will, of the property--the dump, the Department of Recreation,
and other agencies working with General Planning to follow
through on the kind of planning that you had in mind which is
really a detailed sort of thing, site planning for the whole
100 acres. I would suggest a little change in the suggestions
you have for agencies to follow through.

Secondly related to that, any concerns the Commission might have
that are directed toward city activity I think would not attach
themselves to this SUP but might want to be the subject of some E -

other action of the Commission that would get it to the proper
city agency. What I'm saying is what is before us is a SUP and -
we're responding back to the SLUC. So, if you have some other
concerns that you want to bring to the attention of city agencies,
you'll have to send some communication or some follow-up that
would make certain it gets to the proper place. For example, you
may want to bring this to the attention of the City Council as
well since they're really not parties to the issue at hand because
of the SUP nature of the application, suggesting that they assist,
if appropriations are necessary to undertake these kinds of
planning studies, that they should be aware of your concerns on
that point.

DUKE: In approving this SUP, the SLUC would be compelled
to go along with our recommended conditions?

WAY: They could add further conditions.

DUKE: My whole point is I don't want to add all of these
conditions on the SUP and have the SLUC erase them because we
wouldn't be acting properly for the community or for the facility.

HOSAKA: I also share that concern because as the maker o
the motion, as a result of input froa WCA which I sympathized



-- with all the way, I t:ried to be falt in making those conditions
¯;

so that the association would be satisfied with this facility,with these conditions being ine t Eully. If we get an adversoE decision on this, then I will consider withdrawing my motion.

I DU.KE: The question is, can we recommend to the SLUC certainrestrictions or recommendations on the use of this site?

WAY : The answer i s yes .

DUKE: They cannot detract or eliminate any recommendation inthe use of this area, facility, ||Ë
¯B

WAY: That is correct. They may add. |[
illg One comment having to do with the SUP process from the rules

and generally consistent with our practice under the charter.There is a statement that a decision approving a SUP shall
require a total membership of the county planning commission
and shall be subject further to approval of the LUC. In essence,
I would interpret that to mean to approve the permit, a majorityvote of this full membership is required or five votes.

DUKE: Full membership being nine?
WAY: That is correct.

IKUM: That wording seems ambiguous to me, however. Has thatinterpretation been supported before, because the full membershipto me is sitting here, seven.
WAY: Yes. We've had numerous occasions in the past wherewe've had this similar problem.
HOSAKA: I would like to amend my motion to include more

explicit language as suggested by Mr. Way, and that is when Imentioned
.about General Planning being responsible for the

overall concept and general plan of that city-owned property,
that the custodian of the land being Public Works, along withother appropriate agencies working in close alliance withGeneral Planning to come up with an overall concept.
Secondly, recommendation that the City Council assist the cityagencies responsible for this overall concept and also the
conditions outlined in the report, to be carried out with supportin terms of finances so that the conditions can be clearly met.

DUKE: I seconded the motion and I agree.
CHOY: In the event of an impasse, how does this go to the

LUC?

WAY: I would suggest that .it go simply with the record
advising that the vote was whatever short of the five. I wouldpass it on to .the LUC with your vote as is. It's their ballbut again, I think it would be viewed as a vote for non approval
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since you can't muster the votes for approval.

TAKEllARA: In regards to the SLUC's Rules and Regulations,
it's been clarified that whenever desirous to use this land
within agricultural rural d:istrict for other tlutn that purpose,
in looking at the criteria of guidelines for these regulations

_-

that discusses the agricultural aspect of this land as being ¯¯

very marginal for agricultural use, not for the tillage type of
agriculture, but it also adds that it could be used for nurseries
and so forth.

Another guideline is that it shouldn't have any adverse effect .
-

on people and the surrounding area. Yet still in the report it
says that it can have adverse effect on the residential properties
lying mauka of the old Oahu Railroad, and that there is a concern
as far as the Board of Health goes in regard to air emissions,
They say they need a variance for the air quality standard. That
would be required.

In regards to Tony's response to Commissioner Duke, I do agree with
Tony. They call this place a dump argy urther on page 10 in ¯g

the report, they call this area a - area. I think that's in -

the eye of the beholder. I can envision this parcel to be very "L-

beautiful, very worthy and very contributing to the Leeward people. ¯ëiE

As far as Harriet's comment on whether we really exhausted all
parcels in the county for this facility, I'm beginning to question
as Tony brings forth Kahuku Air Strip, as Dr. Choy brings forth
other ideas, and I cannot hastily make a decision to favor this
application.

(There was no further discussion. The motion failed to carry.)

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara
ABSENT - None

A motion to defer the matter by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Hosaka
also failed to carry for the same reasons previously discussed. ME
Additionall Mr. Kahawaiolaa stated that he will not be resent HE
at the next meeting.

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Täkehara
ABSENT - None
ABSTAINED - Kahawaiolaa

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held February 26, 1975,
PUBLIC HEARING was kept open and deferred for notifica-
CZC AMENDMENT tion to all hillside community associations -r
MEASUREMENT OF and for more information from the Depart-
HEIGHT OF STRUCTURES ment of Land Utilization.
(FILE #L4R/CZC/1975-2)



Notificat ion was given to h il l side community associations . No response
WRS TOCOlVed .

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented various architectural design sketches
of homes constructed on sl ope , and From these illus tra tions explained

i various ways of building a home on s lope .

Public testimony followed.

Tes timony in SUPPORT--

None

Testimony AGAINST--

Mr. Leonard Hoshijo representing ILWU Local 142 presented
written testimony dated March 12 , 1975

Objections:

1. The intention of discouraging unsightly architecture on the
slopes is a good one but the adverse effects of this amendment
must be considered.

2. The individual intending to build or rebuild a single-family
dwelling, or the developer putting in an increment of housing
would have to either build at varied levels of slope , grade the
slope, or be fortunate enough to own a large parcel to allow
for adequate setback.

3. The developer of an apartment building, possibly a public
entity or a private non-profit organization, would encounter
similar problems, and be unable to reach potential densities.

4. Members who want to live in town may find it impossible to do
so if development of buildable slopes is made more difficult,
more expensive.

5. There already exists intense pressure on Oahu's agricultural
land , and in response , p lans for development have been made .

Innovative development within the present urban bounds would
be wiped out in favor of scattering the population to the
flatter rural areas .

The public hearing was closed, onmotion by Mr. Duke, seconded
by Mrs . Wikum and carried.

MOTION: A motion to accept the Director 's recommendation by
Mr. Hosaka, secondedbyMr. Duke, failed to carry.

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara ¯¯

ABSENT - None

Due to the impasse the Ratter was deferred to the next meeting.
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UNFINISHED ßUSINESS The public hearing of February 26 , 1975
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT was kept open at the request of the
(EXPANSION OF TENNIS applicant.
FACILITY)
WAIALAE-KAHALA Public testimony followed. --

BEKEN CORPORATION
(FILE 974/CUP-36) Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Duncan McNaughton, representing the applicant

MCNAUGHTON: To date, the subject before you is whether or not
we can improve the existing asphalt area with some 10-foot fences
which would limit the tennis balls from going from the area. The
question before you is the effect of the 10-foot fences. We're
not talking about a brand new 10-foot fence--this is not permitted--
but in addition to the 6-foot fence which is permitted in the area.
We're talking about an additional 4-foot above and beyond the 6-foot
height of the fences, MF

The effect of the additional 4 feet would be upon the adjacent
property which is a city-owned park. The park is separated by
a major drainage canal which services the entire part of the area
of this island. In this immediate area is a sewer pump station.
There's a supporting parking lot. Down towards the beach is
restrooms. These are all the abutting uses of the area in question.
In addition, the Parks Department maintains their rubbish containers
immediately adjacent to the existing fence which belongs to the
City and County.

It is the position of the club that an additional 4 feet on top B
of the fence we propose would be nill or very insignificant to
the uses of the adjacent park. All of the recreational activity
of the park are either on the ocean front.of this particular area
or across the canal where there is open grass space and it's closer
to the ocean.

It is our request that you approve the CUP and forward it on to
the City Council. We believe it is reasonable that the additional
4 feet would service the area and benefit tennis members and users
of the club.
As you are aware, this portion of the island is intensely developed.
The use of land in the area is always a concern. It is the
position of the club that this particular use of this sliver piece
which is otherwise unusable is a good use, and is in line with
the activity of not only the club but also the park adjacent to
the subject area. All parks have tennis courts in them and they
are compatible to a park atmosphere.

Mr. McNaughton was questioned by the Commission.

TAKEHARA: You're stating that you're just requesting a 10-



Foot high chainlink fence along tlio boundary of the tennis courts.

MCNAUGHTON: Dur proposal i s to bui ld a 10 - foot fence along;
the property line which would stretch from the road to the ocean.
in addition, we would liave throo wing walls cominst off tlutt

i Eence at right angles. These would be used as back boards, It
would be made of liollow tile.

TAKEHARA: You are saying then there are three 10-foot high
- I concrete block walls running perpendicular to that wire fence?
¯ MCNAUGHTON: Yes. The exposure on the property line would

be about 6 inches at the most.

TAKEHARA: Also the fact that the entire facility is lying

I within the 50-foot sideyard. -

MCNAUGHTON: That is the reason for being before you today. BREE

TAKEHARA: So it isn't just those tile block walls.

MCNAUGHTON: Yes, but those tile block walls would be permitted
- up to 6 feet. We're talking about 4 feet on top of that, NE

TAKEHARA: So, would 6 feet be sufficient? ËË

MCNAUGHTON: No, because beginners in tennis hit erratically and --

we'd be chasing balls consistently all over the place if it were
6 feet high.. All tennis courts are 10 feet in height.

DUKE: Could you clarify what is wrong and right for them to
have?

SMITH: We are talking about a CUP, If all we were talking
about was an additional 4 feet on height, this would not be before
the Commission. This would be before the ZBA.

Under P-1 zone with nothing there, a 50-foot sideyard is required. =T
The .existing facility presently encroaches into that 50-foot yard.
Under a CUP, the Director may recommend and the City Council may
grant certain waivers to these yard areas that would be consistent
with the use and would be reasonable and proper considering the
rest of the neighborhood. The proposal for the use not for the ni
height of fence nothing else, is to encroach entirely, not only EL
in the yard, but completely occupy the yard. The property line is
being encroached upon and the total yard is being encroached upon
as a total use. That's the way we analyzed it.

HOSAKA: Can you cite from past experience other instances
where this 50-foot setback has occurred?

SMITH: I cannot from my experience and one of the reasons
is we don't deal that much with P-1 zones. This P-1 zoning only
occurred last September and it occurred in conjunction with an
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island-wide campaign of getting all of the golf courses on the -

island into a P-1 district. At the largest point, they have about
a 15-to 20-foot encroachment ¯

WIKUM: Let's say it's unprecedented to allow someone to
encroach, obliterate the setback. If their use of the setback
is not going to interfere, encroach upon or bother any of the
uses immediately adjacent, what then would be the objection or
would there be an objection? Is it a matter of principle?

SMITH: I think the objection would be the fact that these E-
side yards--the whole notion behind the side yards is preservation
of light, air, privacy, that type of thing. Certainly if you're
dealing with two private pieces of property, the owner of the M
abutting property is entitled to the protection that those side NERyards guarantee him. I don't see how that changes by the fact --

that the abutting owner here happens to be the city. --

WIKUM: What if the abutting property use needs no protection
in one instance, this instance? Ë MEB

SMITH: I would hate to have to accept in the case of a very
unique situatuion which would generate hardship and that kind of g -

thing. I would hate to generalize.

WIKUM: I'm not asking you to generalize. I'm asking about a
very specific situation. I agree with the setback, but we are
considering a specific instance and I haven't heard anything that
tells me that a complete obliteration of part of the setback is
going to encroach in any adverse way upon the adjacent use. The
owner of the parcel in this case is irrelevant to me.

HOSAKA: I understand what you're saying, Harriet, and from
personal experience we've had picnics right in that area. It's
right next to the parking lot.

I believe what Carl is speaking about is that feeling of
spaciousness. If a wall were there or even a chainlink fence,
that feeling.of spaciousness will be enfringed on.

SMITH: If you refer to the pictures, I think it's rather
dramatic what has happened not only to the landscape from the

-

_
park area itself but even from out on Kahala Avenue as you come

- across the bridge. It seems to me to impact on the neighborhood.
It seems to me to have an adverse effect on the aesthetics, if
you will, of the neighborhood.

WIKUM: I agree with you on that. If we deny this permit,
what happens to all the asphalt that's been put down, the shrubs
are already gone. Can somebody demand that the asphalt be rolled
up again and the shrubs be put back?

SMITH: No. As the applicant points out, they are perfectly
within their rights to pave their side yard.
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CilAÏRMAN: Actually, what wo're talking about: is a 4-foot -

difference in height when you talk about the legal question,

i What they'd be gaining right now is a di.fference oF ll feet .

HOSAKA: I disagroo with that. We're not really t.alking

i about the additional 4 feet because if they do put up a chainlink
fence right at that property line adjacent to the park, it does
give less of a feeling of spaciousness,

i TAKEHARA: Clarification. Isn't there an oleander hedge on
the park side of that fence as the report states?

MCNAUGHTON: You're correct The report mentions that. It
was removed when he put in the asphalt. The hedge prior to its
removal--and it does belong to the club, not the park. It's
on club property. That hedge was in excess of 12 feet when it
was removed. The fence we're talking about was only 10 feet.
The Commissioner's comment that perhaps the fence would give you
a lack of feeling of open space, that hedge eliminated that
openness that formerly existed.

TAKEHARA: The report also states that the Director and
Council can recommend action to permit this need for certain
reasonable deviation from the requirements of the code. At this
point is whether we feel it is a reasonable deviation or not.

SMITH: The Director does not recommend that this deviation
take place.

MCNAUGHTON: I am here today to request that the use is
reasonable.

WIKUM: What if this permit is denied, do you know what plans
the club has for the area in question?

MCNAUGHTON: The teaching alley would then have to be deleted
in total from any plan in the club. That's the only location the
Board of the club will allow the teaching alley.

WIKUM: What would happen to the asphalt and the walls already ggi
there?

MCNAUGHTON: That would be a matter of economics. I believe
the club would like to restore the landscaping but that would
be only something we would like to do as a last resort.

I did not ask that question of the Board and I could not make that
representation.

HOSAKA: How would you respond to the report that the club
with its 140-acre golf course could easily find a more appropriate
location?

MCNAUGHTON: I touched on that in my testimony by saying this
area of the island is intensely developed. It's my position that
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good utilizat:lon of land makos a lot of senso, I bo.liove becauso
this particular area wo're talkingabout is contiguous to the
existing facility and also the tennis professional shop, the
tonnis pro can casily superviso this area without having to
roostablish himself somewhere else Its in conformance with the
existing facilities there and is compatible w:ith the adjacent -

property line, and is a roasonable use of the setback area.

As far as location on the other 140 acres, basically it is the
position of the Board that all tennis activity be limited to
the makai side of the road. Tennis and golf uses are not --

- compatible partners. ¯ -E

The area that would be in question is the area between the exist-
ing tennis courts and the existing club which is an entranceway
to both the swimming, tennis courts and club facility. By
locating the teaching alley in that area would substantially E ! 3::fill up that entire area and detract very much from location. ' e-W
Also it would have a bad effect upon the social atmosphere i ËEE
as a use of the club as the woman's social dining area is right - a-a
in that area. To have that fence right immediately outside Ë$
that window would not be a compatible use.

.
--i

WIKUM: One of the things that troubled us, I know it
troubled me, about this application is the amount of work that
was done before the application was made. I understand it was
legal, but I think it is a disturbing element in the whole proposal
because we feel--you have already committed yourself and then
you come to us and say help us accomplish this.

MCNAUGHTON: I concur with your feeling in total. I was
very much to my surprise that the work proceeded without approval

- as it was a surprise to those people in a senior position in gthe club. E

The contractor is here. He proceeded in goodwill and intent. I'm gsure he would be in a good position to apologize for his actions
in light of your comment. He would not have proceeded willingly
in any anticipation of approval at all. This appeared to have
gotten out of hand of the senior people in the club and we should
have insured that work had not gone ahead till we had received -
the approval. As you can see the contractor is the applicant
not the club.

TAKEHARA: Would you be willing to replace that oleander
hedge in order that there won't be that wire fence?

MCNAUGHTON: I am not in position to make a representation
of the club. I have talked briefly about that possibility because
I too would like to see it happen. We have landscaping beside the
existing courts and along the existing parking lot. It is oleander B
and it's in excess of the 10-foot fence. I would propose, yes, that
is a reasonable condition for the approval of say having a planting

- bed of 2½ feet or something like that. Waialae would make certain
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that oleander is planted, I think that's the width of the existing
planting bed along the palking lot. From my personal point of

i view, my answer is yes « I would de for to Mr , Damon and he can
confirm that,

i CHOY: A question of the Director of Land Utilization. By
settïng this precedent if we did approve this permit, how would
it affect permits in the future?

I MORIGUCHI: It would have no bearing on any other situation.
- Each would have to be handled and reviewed separately under its

own circumstances.
- (There were no further questions of Mr. McNaughton.)

2. Mr. C. F. Damon, Jr., Chairman of the Tennis Committee at
Waialae Country Club

Mr. Damon concurred with the statements made by Mr. McNaughton,
and confirmed replacement of the oleander hedge. He also
pointed out that picnics occur on the Ewa side of the canal,
rather than immediately adjacent to the courts. This

articular situation does not involve ad oinin residencesP J 8 .

as the nearest residence is located 200 yards away.

3. Mrs. Patty Summerville, Assistant Tennis Pro at Waialae

(Concurred with testimony of Mr. McNaughton and Mr. Damon.)
TESTIMONY,AGAINST--None
The public hearing was closed, on-motion Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Duke.

A motion to recommend denial of this request by Mr. Hosaka, Ei
seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa, failed. EE

AYES - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa ¯

NAYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
ABSENT - None

The matter was deferred to the next meeting for preparation of
appropriate conditions should the Commission recommend approval
of the request, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs. Takehara
and carried. The proposed conditions should include-

1. Replacement of the oleander hedge
2. The subject area be restricted ,to the specific use only.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m.

Rÿspectfully submitted,

Henrietta B yman
Secretary-Reporter



a

M
R

R
C

R
M

M
19

75

FLASH
C

AR
D



dW

M
AR

C
R

M
M

19
75

FLASH
C

AR
D



M
R

R
C

R
M

M
19

75

FLASH
C

AR
D



I ·=...

Meoting of the Planning Commission
Minutes -

April 2, 1975 g yi i g
The Planning Commission held a meet:ing on Wednesday, April 2, 1975 E *--

I at 1:45 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman -

Randall Kamiya presided.
PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairmani Charles Duke, Vice Chairman

Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka "|I Alice Takehara
Harriet Wikum -

II
i STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer

Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary -=m

Henry Eng Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The Minutes of February 26, 1975 and
March 12 1975 were deferred to the
next meetin . I 4-R

UNFINISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held on January
SPECIAL USE PERMIT 29, 1975 and action deferred for the -

(POLICE # FIRE TRAINING 15-day statutory requirement. On
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 February 26, 1975, the matter was again
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT) considered and deferred for a field trip
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO to the site. At its meeting on March 12,
PENINSULA 1975, the matter was deferred for lack of
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, a quorum vote.
C4C OF HONOLULU
(FILE #74/SUP-2) Discussion followed

CHAIRMAN: In view of the fact that the commission has received
some new information concerning site selection, the Chair will

- declare that this matter be deferred for one month. I would also
like to appoint four members of the commission to sit on a committee
to review all site selection procedures as well as possible site
selection, and to take a closer look into the EIS as presented in
the study. The four commissioners are Dr. Choy Charles Duke
Tony K. , and Commissioner Wikum Any questions?

TAKEHARA: Is this a motion or a mandate?

CHAIRMAN: Mandate of the Chair.

HOSAKA: Are you open for discussion?
CHAIRMAN: Yes.

80SAKK: May I ask your rationale on this?



CHAIRMAN: Due to the fact that I think the commission has not
received enough information, there are other people that are
interested in the site selection or possible site selection other
than Waipahu, and in view of the fact we have received from Mr ,
Yuasa some additional information, 15

TAKEHARA: I would like to know if this is our responsibility g -

as a commissioner to actually look for alternative sites for this
facility. Isn't that somebody else's jurisdiction?

CHAIRMAN: I think one of the questions brought up from the
commission itself at one time was if there was anyone against this - y ==
Waipahu site, the question brought up was because we all know there F liis a need for this facility, would there be any possibility of
other sites? So, one of the procedures from the Building Department
was to take into consideration several sites before they picked
Waipahu. So, I would like to know exactly what procedures they had
gone through, what possible sites they looked at before Waipahu was
chosen.

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, had you not deferred the hearing, I would
have requested it because on the table today, I received probably
100 pages of information that I did not receive till I arrived

- here today. As a result, I could not possibly glance at that, scan
e it and rationalize any opinion from it. I think we would have more

- input and make more intelligent decisions as a result of the
deferment.
. HOSAKK: I'd like to discuss why just a portion of the dommission
is being appointed in order to bird dog this thing. Shouldn't it be
a committee of the whole rather than just selected members? If more
information is needed on site and procedures as to what the Building -
Department did in terms of their discussions and criteria I think
this should be presented for a workshop of some kind to the full
commission. What would be the difference between the four of them
working and the whole body working?

CHAIRMÄN: What I 'm concerned about here is I ' d like the
commission members to do a lot of leg work rather than just sitting
and expecting the information to come to us . I'm sure for this
particular application the commissioners themselves have gotten
some additional information and that was purely not through a
workshop procedure but through their own doing.

DUKE: I see n bjection to a committee of the whole but if
you should decide t have a committee of four

,
I also could see no

objection to the dommittee reporting back to the commission in a
workshop form prior to a meeting of the commission.

CHAIRMAN: My questior to the other commissioners .would be do
you feel you might have additional information that might. help the
commission as a wh le and if you do, I would welcome you both on
the committee

CHOY: I d oñeur wit) your suggestion; howe er, accordingto your plan of selection of four of the commissioners being that



we only have sevon, this would leave out Commissioners Takehara

and Hosaka. I would have to concur wi th Commissioner Hosaka that

we should have a committoo as a whole in order to be fair.

CHAIRMAN: The only thing I'm concerned about is the workability

of the size of the committee itself, If you feel that the entire

commission can do the leg work to find facts for the commission, I'd

welcome any commissioner who's excluded from the committee,
Commissioner Takehara? Commissioner Hosaka?

HOSAKA: I'd welcome joining the committee as a whole; however, Ë

I'm not really sure about what the purpose of forming this committee y -

is. We have most of this material in front of us. It would just be ·

g a matter of reading and digesting it. Specifically, what kind of i ¯-

g leg work or further investigation do we need to accomplish? Are we

suppose to do this on our own? I just don't understand the specifics

of this committee.

CHOY: Commissioner Hosaka, this is a surprise to me as much as

it is to everybody else here. If we're talking about new input of
information concerning this item before us, I agree with you with

- the tremendous amount of material before us which we have to digest.

Possibly, if the commission then would look favorably on the indi-

vidual that prepares a presentation to this commission only as an

input and not as a reopening of the heari.ng but as an informational

basis.

If I'm in order, I would like to make -a

motion.that we permit
Mr. Carroll to present whatever he has at the present time as input

to the commission pertaining to this particular item, and it is not
a-public hearing. Will I have that privilege, Mr. Chairman?

TAKEHARA: I second the motion..

CRAIRMANi Dr. Choy, I'm going to call your motion out of order
at this time.

CHOY: Fine.

CHAIRMAN: We're discussing a committee we're going to.have.

If we have this committee set up and the committee wishes to talk

to whoever might have some ideas, that committee can talk to any

individual and report back to the commission itself. That should

cover
CHOY: I understand Then, aren't we setting a new precedent

at this particular point and time that after the public hearing had

been closed on any itemon the agenda, the commissionmembers will

then have no privilege in calling forth any new information pertain-

ing to the matter that had .been

unresolved.

CHAIRRAN: The commission as a whole, if it wishes, can call on

any person after the public hearing is closed to answer questions,

blit not to testify any more The only thing we can dó is ask

questions .



IlCHOY: Yes, so Mr. Carroll would be here not as testimony for ..

or against. It's just input on now information that was not made
available to the commission at the last two hearings. It's under
this particular single condition that I make my move It is not B
reopening the hearing neither is it testimony It's just a new
input of information that was not available to us. E

I -

CHAIRMAN: What I'm trying to get at is the formation of the B -

committee. If the committee could handle it from that level, I'd
appreciate it.

TAKEHARA: Can you repeat to me the objective of this committee?
¯y CHAIRMAN: I'm asking that this committee be formed in view of ER
i the fact that we have received additional information fromMr. - ËÑ

- Yuasa as well as others. I want this committee to look at this i ENE
report. If they have any questions concerning the report, they | -

-

.
can go out to Mr. Yuasa and ask him questions, g a e-:=

TAKEHARA: But isn't that what our role was all the time to
- operate independently in reading all this material before us', con-

sidering public input and then making our decision within our own
conscience for what we feel is the best public welfare. What is
the need for this committee? Aren't we suppose to be dealing with
this all on an individual basis as a commissioner? EE

CHAIRMAN: Well, let me ask the question again, what commissioners
have done their work?

TAKEHARA: I prefer--well, that's subjective, Randy. What do you
mean what commissioner has done his work?

CHAIRMAN: My feeling is we have not received enough information la
concerning this particular project. I feel that the commissioners
themselves, if we form a committee, can get more information rather
than just sitting here and trying to get information from others.

TAKEHARA: I have a _feeling that sets a precedent with this
particular application only We haven't done it with others.
We ve gotten reports, tried to get the fullest type of public
input from materials that are given to us and then make our
own independent decision without committees going into every appli-
cation that we receive

HOSAKA: I think perhaps conducting interviews on our own for
- this committee of four and transmit it to the commission as a whole

would just be hearsay evidence. It's just paraphrasing what they
heard from somebody else I don't think that kind of environment
would lead to a prudent decision -¯¯

TAKEHARA: I agree with Mr. Hosaka. Î would prefer to .hear all
of that right here in front of the public

CHAIRMAN That why I say we shopld form a .committee to havi
enough c'ommissiori members on it Then it doesn't become the opinïon
of an individual.



TAKEHARA: I thought these meet i.ngs were open meetings, where
the public although they may not be able to testify can sit and be
part of whatever goes on amongst us.

U CHAIRMAN: That's very 1:rue, Commissioner Takeluira. Ï think
whatever the commission finds will be made public record because

i they must report to the comm:ission as a wholo., --

TAKEHARA: Why can't it be done beforo us?

CHAIRMAN: We can still do that.

Commissioner Choy? ggi
M 0 T I 0 N

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, would I be in order that the commissioners
here take a vote on the Chairman's suggestion that we form a
special committee to make an indepth study of this particular
Police/Fire facility.

TAKEHARA: I second the motion
CHAIRMAN: Okay. It's been moved and seconded. I think we've

had enough discussion

Commissioner Wikum?

WIKUM: Are you asking this committee to be a fact-finding
committee?

CHAIRMAN: Yes.

TAKEHARA: Why can t this fact finding be done right here?
Whoever is available as a resource can come and present to all of
us as individuals as well as the public who's sittings

CHAIRMAN: Because that is somethìng we have tried and it
always happens that after a meeting, there's a lot of questions--

TAKEHARA: Are we going to do this with every application?

CHAIRMAN: And the questions do not come only from the commis-
sion members themselves but we have also received letters from
the public showing concern.

TAKEHARA: I feel like we're setting a precedent.
DUKE: Mr.. Chairman, may I interject a little thought here.

As long as I've been on the commission which has been about a year
and a half, we have never made any decision other than right here
at the table. However, we do homework and I do ask questions I
do try to find out information but I bring that information here
in order. to make decisions. I see nothing wrong, really, whether
it be a committee of four or a committee of the whole to really dig



I amm
down into this to see if we can't solve it some way or other, 1 m
don't believe we're setting any precedent by information be obtained ¯ ¯¯

and digested and prosented. No docision will over be made and will
not be made in this case .

To get on to the tangent of setting precedent, I don' t think that's
proper right now, I don't think we are setting a precedent. We're g
trying to do a job and do it in the best way possible ,

TAKEHARA: I agree with you, But, I always thought my role
here was to be part of a decision-making body to make recommenda-
tions in an open meeting.

DUKE: Well, how much plainer can I state it? I don't know. E g IER

TAKEHARA: Well, we can independently make our decision. p i |
CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, perhaps I can clarify something in

terms of precedent. The establishment of special committees by 3ii
the Planning Commission is not a new precedent. Though this
dommission in the last couple of years has not done this, it was
a regular procedure by former commissions on such things as the
capital improvement budget, the Hawaii Capital District and many
other issues which have come before the Planning Commission in
the past. In your Parliamentary Rules you will find under Rule 4:
Committees may be established among the appointed and ex-officio
members as necessary to the business of the commission. In terms
of precedent, you are not establishing a precedent. You are simply
following one which has long been established. Ei

HOSAKA: How much good was the formation of these committees
for these projects you just mentioned? Did they come in with any
kind of recommendation or just findings of fact? If they did, was
it fairly presented?

CONNELL: The word fairly I'm a little bothered with. It's
a little subjective kind of--

HOSAKA: Well, fairly in that you know there3s an impasse,
4 to 3. I think the Chairman has been fair in appointing people
that are for and against, 2 for and 2 against, at least that's
what they voted the last time That 's what I mean by fairly

CONNELLY I think it would be possible if the committee spent
some time looking at the full study which had been done on this
which could only be presented to the commission in a synopsis form.
The committee would at least have a bette understanding of the
criteria which are used for site selection, some of the areas which
have already been investigated and proved not to be possible There -

is more evidence that .can be brought up

There is another area which I was going to mention prior to the
Chairmanis action In discussions with Corporation Connsel we
have become somewhat concerned because the Planning Commission does

¯¯

make a decision- on special use permits that the dommission alls



under the Administrative Procedures Act of the lhiwaii Revised
Statutes. The commission at the present time does not have rules
of procedure which qua1ïfy under the Administrative Procedures Act.
In discussing this with Corporation Counsel just before this meeting,

M it is their opinion at this time the commission should have rules
regarding special use permits that do qualify under APA. I would

I have suggested prior to the Chairman 's action, if I have the oppor-
- tunity, that action be deferred on that until the commission does

adopt such rules.

TAKEHARA: I agree with this fact finding business and having
the best kind of input so we can have a very thorough investigation.
I disagree with the synopsis idea. I'd like it to be right here and
tell us in front of the public what they have to offer.

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, if my suggestion that we have a workshop
with the commission as a whole is objectionable, I see no reason
not to withdraw that suggestion. As far as the commission as a
whole finding out the facts right here before the public, that'sthe only way we can operate. We couldn't do it otherwise whether
we had a workshop before or not. However, I believe there is amotion on the floor.

HOSAKA: Before we consider the motion I would go along withthe idea that if any investigation be done'it be done by the
commission of the whole with some leg work done by individual
commissioners to be inputted in terms of having people readily
available as to who they talked with in our proposed workshop so
that everything can be clear a11.at one time.

CHAIRMAN: That's exactly why I'm saying we form a committee
- so we can all go in and talk to the individuals.

- AMENDMENT TO MOTION

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, as maker of the motion I will amend mymotion to include the commission as a whole.
DUKE: What was your motion?

CHOY: .My motion was to move in favor of the Chairman's recom-
mendation of the four named commissioners to head a committee to
study the training facility comprehensively; My amendment is to
include the commission as a whole rather than the four appointed
members by the Chairman.

TAKEHARA: Where does the public fit in? --

CHOY: My feeling .on this, Commissioner Takehara, is after we
have completed our study then in an open hearing such as this we
can make our decision. At that time the findings we had concluded
will lui discussed before action is taken

CHAIRMAN: Does the maker of the second agree to the amendment?
Maybe we should have the secretary read the motion.



HOSAKA: To save some time, I believe your motion was to call
for a vote on whether we should have a committee of four or a -

committee of the commission. Your motion was not, originally, to
accept the Chairman's suggestion for the committee of four ,
MOTION WITHDRAWN

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, the maker of the motion withdraws .

TAKEHARA: I withdraw .

CHAIRMAN: Okay, as.stated earlier, the Chair will declare this
matter deferred, and rather than having the committee of four

, we
will have the seven members look into this fact finding.

HOSAKA: Mr . Chairman, can we be a little more specific. If
it 's agreeable to you I'd like to suggest to the Chair that he B
also include my point'about we conducting our own investigation or
leg work as you called it, and invite the people that we did talk g
with that had pertinent information, including the Waipahu Commu-
nity Association as well as city agencies so that we can all gather
them together in a workshop.

CHAIRMAN: That will be the prerogative of the committee. It 's
up to the committee if they want to call those people in.

- HOSAKA: Are you agreeing with me then?

CHAIRMAN: Yes, as long as we go into the fact finding in
bringing out the new information. What I 'm saying is this committee
is not limited to the City and County people. They can go out and
ask questions to whomever they want to but they must do it as a
committee of the whole .

HOSAKA: Did you mention a time on this?

CHAIRMAN: One month.

HOSAKA: Correct me if I'm wrong. In one month, we are to
investigate and invite people whoever they may be that haúe perti-
nent information for a workshop one month from now.

CHAIRMAN I would expect the committee to come out with some
kind of report at the end of one month . It 's during that one
month the committee will be doing the work.

HOSAKA: What committee are you referring to?

CHAIRMAN: The fact-finding committee.

HOSAKA: You mean the commission of seván members

CHAIRMAN: Yes .

HOSAKA: Well, I'd like to make a motion then if it's in order,
unless again--I don t quite understand. I m trying to sk you some

¯ questions so I can clarify in my own mind what yu want to do.
Let's say two weeks from now we do the leg ofk and perhaþs ha e a
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workshop, and then one month fromnow we pass a decision

CHAIRMAN: Tha t ' s correct. During th.o one month , it ' s up to
the commission to decide on their own after reading wluitever
material they have now, if they have any questions, they can talk
to whomover they want to., In o1her words, we don't have to call a

special meeting like this to go fact finding . It will be up to
you commissioners .

- HOSAKA: And all to be thrashed out in a workshop

CHAIRMAN: If you want a workshop we can do it.

HOSAKA: When do you want this workshop?

CHAIRMAN: That *s up to the commission, as long as they can do

I it within a month's period. See, I'm giving the commissioners
some flexibility whereby they don 't have to say we 've got to meet
next week Wednesday. I want to give them time to read whatever
material they have , if they have any questions , they can all decide
among themselves whether we want a workshop or not, if you do want
a workshop who we want to call at the workshop .

HOSAKA: May I make a more specific suggestion, Mr . Chairman,
that in two weeks or thereabouts we have a workshop in bringing all
these testifiers, and in four weeks have this all out in an open
public hearing and then arrive at a decision. Is that agreeable to

CHAIRMAN: Not in a public hearing.
HOSAKA: I mean at this regular commission meeting.

CHAIRMAN: Right.

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, there's a concerned citizen here who I.
think has .gone through great lengths in preparing some material.
May I ask, would this individual be permitted to attend the work
shop and present his presentation.

DUKE: He already knows .

CHOY: Mr. Carroll when the worksho is actuall scheduled
will you come?

RESPONSE. FROM AUDIENCE: Yes.

CHOY: Will you leave your phone number and address with the
secretary?

RESPONSE FROM AUDIENCE: Yes .

HOSAKA Mr . Chairman, I don 't think the commis sion knows . this
Mr. Carroll. Could Commissioner Choy tell us who Mr. CarroH is,



just real short, his name and what he's going to do?

CHOY: Commissioner Takehara has more of that information than
I do.

TAKEHARA: The results of our last meeting were published in
the newspaper. The article discussed the whole issue and mentioned
my name. It was the only name listed. Mr. Carroll read that M
article in the paper and didn't know who to contact as far as his
input was to go to. The Office of Information and Complaint telee -
phoned me at school and told me that he did have an alternative
site available. He is with the General Aviation Council of Hawaii.
At that time what I did was--great, we all feel there is a critical
need for this facility. It's the location we're questioning. I --
referred this call to Ernest Yuasa in the City. He also wanted to ill
know if he could come and be present at the next commission hearing. I
The public is invited to come. That's the reason he's here.

CHAIRMAN: Do we have everything clear? lË||
(NO RESPONSE)

¯Eli

CHAIRMAN: The matter is deferred for one month.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing of February 26, 1975 ||
PUBLIC HEARING was kept open and deferred for notification
CZC AMENDMENT to all hillside community associations and
MEASUREMENT OF for more information from the Department
HEIGHT OF STRUCTURES of Land Utilization. On March 12, 1975
F.ILE #L4R/CZC/1975-2) action was deferred for lack of a quorum

vote.

Discussion followed.

CHOY: .Mr. Chairman, the only objection I have as far as the
height is concerned would be on item C of the proposed ordinance
which would restrict the residential area. If item C could be
deleted,..I would change my vote to an affirmative vote for the
Director's recommendation.

DUKE: If I recall correctly during discussion on this matter,
this same suggestion was made and staff at that time explained to
us that would either be impossible or would defeat the whole motion.
Maybe we could ask staff at this time what their opinion would be on
item C.

ENG: I believe staff has reviewed the suggestion and the
Director of Land Utilization is confirming his report that is ,
inclusion of item C. I might suggest, if the Commission should
disagree , that they might make another recommendation that the ..

bill be adopted without item C. The Department of Land Utilization
has reviewed the circumstances and feels that the inclusion of item
C would be in the best interest of the public.

10
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HOSAKA: Today is April 2nd since--and we just got the minutes
here. Commissioner Choy, possibly you could refresh our memory
just briefly, about your objection to C

CHOY: I think if we're going to defer the minutes, I would
like to defer my comments on section C. I really see no reason, B

i Commissioner Hosaka, my contention was why involve the small property ¯¯¯¯

owner who actually owns a small property of 5,000+ square feet to R
'

such a stringent type of control. I know that the Director spoke g .

of the increase in height would be a trade off with the increasei in space in a yard. When you have a small piece of property and ( -

the continuation of your property is probably a narrow and long " ¯

one, that doesn't give the independent homeowner much of an arm-
space to build or rebuild. This is my contention.

Commissioner Hosaka, you should realize living on a hill yourself

I some of your neighbors will be in a highly precarious situation
if their homes should burn down. If they were to reconstruct,
they'll have to appear before the Department of Land Utilization ägg
and there d be an entire new procedure to ask for a zoning variance, e-a
I think this is unfair.

HOSAKA: Commissioner Choy, I thought we had that cleared up in

i that we were assured from DLU that there wouldn't be that much of
a hassle. In other words, it wouldn't be a big thing in order to
rebuild not an entirely different structure but rather a similar
structure oit that:1and. I think your main contention is replacement ¯d-K

I of the home, whether that:person would be required under the new ---

ordinance to go through a lot of rigmarole and you want to tut that
out. But, my question to you is in trying to remember what DLU--I
thought they satisfied us by saying that as an individual homeowner
that kind of rigmarole would not occur. In other words they would
just get a simple certificate or whatever they need in order to
rebuild on that land exactly the same structure that burned down.
Correct me if I'm wrong.

CHOY: I respect your recalling what the Director of Land
Utilization had discussed with us; however, as far as I'm concerned,
his explanation. s till leaves a tremendous ques ion in my mind. I
hope y'ou could respect that also.

HOSAKA: I do. I just wanted to clarify in my own mind whether
you remembered, and I remembered

.corrëctly.

CHOY: Y es .

CHAIRMAN: I feel we 've had enough discussion What is the
pleasure of the Commission? Commissioner Duke?

MOT I ON

DUKE: I move that we accept the Director's recommendation.
HOSAKA: Second. -Bi

-11-
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CHAIRMAN: It's been moved and seconded. Further discussion?
All those in favor of the motion, raise your right hand

(The motion failed to carry .)

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Takehara
AßSENT - Kahawaiolaa

ACTION

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, if I counted the votes correctly, there
was 4 for it and 2 against it, therefore another impasse. By ourrules of procedure, I now move that we send this to the City
Council with no recommendation.

CHAIRMAN: Do we have a second?

HOSAKA: Second.

CHAIRMAN: Discussion? All those in favor of the motion, raiseyour right hand.

(The motion carried.)

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held March 12, 1975
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT closed and action deferred for a repre-
(PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL sentative of .the State Department of
AREA TO SUPPORT HOTEL Transportation to appear and explain
IN H-1 RESORT-HOTEL what is being done about clearing the
DISTRICT OF SAME LOT) culvert.
PUNALUU
W 4 C, LTD Mr. Tetsuo Harano, Chief ,. Highways Division(FILE #75/CUP-2) State Department of Transportation was

questioned by the Commission.
CHAIRMAN Ì be liev we did come across this proble beforeabout clearing the culvert

HARANO Yes

CHAIRMAN: And as I understand from one of the letters we hadeceived there might be possibi something that can be d ne.

HARANO: The problem that we run into related to that culvert
is due to the restricted maintenance manpower that we have whenour Hauuia cre assigned to the maintenance of hat sectipn coveredthe area from Haleiwa to Kahekili Highway. Also based on the
manpo er phrase ímposed on òur maint enance progr m, our normal

12-
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complement of eight employees was down to two at one time.. Since
last October, we have gono into an effort to build up that crew.
As of today we have five. So, we still lack the full complement.

I This crew goes from Kahekilï out to llaleiwa.. They take care of theroadside as well as cleaning of culverts, picking of litter, mowingof grass, and general routine highway maintenance effort. Wo do

I try to clean out the culvert. This particular culvert, as I
- recall, has been a problem ïn the past. We do go there to clean -

out the culvert as need be.

However, related to cleaning the culvert is also the other problemof the sandbar closing out the mouth of that drainage way. The
. highway responsibility is for the area within the highway rights-of-
. g way. This sandbar buildup is outside of the highway rights-of-way

g and thereby it does create another problem where we're not sure
who is responsible to clear off this drainage outlet. However, to
protect ourselves, we do go out from time to time to clean this
particular drainage outlet.

CHAIRMAN: You have a letter, as I understand, to Mr. Zane that
you're recruiting to fill positions.

HARANO: Yes, we are.

CHAIRMAN: These positions are for what?

KARANO: Well,.as I mentioned, the crew consists of .eightpeople--one
.foreman, one truckdriver, two tractor mower operators,

one tractor operator, and three general laborers.

CHAIRMAN: That's primarily for maintenance of the road?
KARANO: Yes, roadside maintenance from Haleiwa to Kahaluu.
CHAIRMAN: When you say roadside, it's not the sandbar that

comes up?

HARANO: No, it's primarily the highway rights-of-wa .

CHOY: Sir, I have .a pl;LOtograph here. Is this the culvert we 're
talking about?

HARANO: Yes, I believe so.

CHOY: The responsibility of the highway deþartment which isthe highway right-of-way, is it ust the road? Does it go beyond -

the road? What is the extent of the responsibility?

HARANO: The extent of the highway rights-of-way is from one
right-of-way all the way--

CHOY: All the way--from one shoulder to the other.

HARANO: No It extends from a point approximately at this
location (referring to .photograph) to a point on..the opposite side. --



Ït could go to the shoulder as well as l imit the area outside of
the shoulder.

C110Y: In terms of approximate footage, how many feet would you
say, a ball park figuro?

HARANO: The ribaht-of-way there is 40 feet.

CHOY: Then am I correct that your agency's primary responsi-
bility is to see that this culvert is cleaned?

HARANO: Yes.

CHOY: How often does your crew get out to this culvert?

EARANO: It de ends on the man ower available and because thep p ,
¯ range of their responsibility covers an extended mileage, it's a

matter of just going back on a periodic basis once a month to try
and maintain the culvert.

CHOY: And this seems to leave a lot to be desired.

HARANO: Lacking manpower it certainly does,

i EMI

CHOY: Being the culvert could be blocked presently with the
existing situation, and being a highway expert and spokesman for
the highway department responsible for clearing this culvert, do
you foresee any increased blockage if there is any type of further
development in this particular area?

JUGLUiO: As far as our responsibility, I'm sure with the build
up of our crew, we will be able to maintain it to a better level than
we have had in the past. However, as I said, maintenance of that
drainage outlet, we feel, should be looked into. At one time as
I recall, they had the City and County of Honolulu taking care of
all of these stream and drainage.outlets However, as I understand
that activity has somewhat diminished with the understanding that
they don't really feel that should be their responsibility.

CHOY: You didn't answer my question. I didn't ask you whether
an increase in your crew would facilitate better care of this
culvert. My question was, being the spokesman for the highway
department and being you probably are the one with expertise sitting
here in this room, my question then was do you foresere an increasing
problem in this particular area with increased development, speci-
fically a parking lot facility and a condominium with a hotel. You
must have some kind of ball park projection.

HARANO: I do not feel that there will be increased problems.
The culvert capacity itself in our review indîcated that it was
adequate. Based on anticipated development, we feel it is still
adequate.

CHOT: When your cret visits this culvent once a month what is
the condition of that culvert? Is it partia ly filled, half f illed?

-14



HARANO: It depends on the season and time of year. If there
has been stormy weather, wave action would bring the sand up thei mouth of that dratnage outlet and thereby cause silting of the
drainagechannel. Thenwe find that theculvert itse3f is filled
at least half level.

CHOY: Has your department ever been called out on an emergency
request to clean out this culvert at any time?

HARANO: Yes we have 'from time to time.

CHOY: And what was your response to the emergency call? Here * Bii again it has always been a problem where emergency calls. If we = _12

had a crew out there, we normally call that crew to go down and i IEF
service that culvert but because we lack manpower, we have to i ÑË

I depend on the Honolulu crew going out. In many instances, we have
problems sending the crew out from Honolulu out to Punaluu. E

¯Ei

CHOY: From the time you receive an emergency request to clean
the culvert, what's the time involved before you get somebody out
there to do the work?

HARANO: It depends because if there is an emergency out there,
most likely there's emergencies elsewhere also. We might find our-
selves out on other calls when this call comes in. It's very
difficult to say. If this is the only call ther it's a matter of
just getting together say 4 or 5 people to send out to the location. --

CHOY: Would you say it could be anywhere from half-a-day to a -r
week?

HARANO: It could be half-a-day. I don't say it would be a
week

CHOY: Most likely a day or so.

HARANO: I would say so, yes.
CHOYi But you can t substantiate to that.

HARANO No.

CHAIRMAN: With your recruitment of new personnel, do you
think your work crew can better facilitate the clearing of theculvert?

HARANO: Yes, I'm sure of that.

HOSAKA:. You mentioned that the culvert is four by six. It --

seems to me the whole thing centers around this culvert that doesn't
seem to be functioning. Four by six and I don't know any thing about
culverts, but apparently for this particular one it's causing some
back flow especially :at high tide or whenëver the sand backs up.
Why can't your department just build a bigger culvert? uldn'tthat be less expensive than hiring fotrr ther guys?

-15-



HARANO: Four other guys really is not to take care of the
culvert itself. It involves the entire roadside maintenance -

program for this crew. The cleaning of the culvert is just one |Ë
of the tasks they go through as far as their daily activity,

HOSAKA: Don't misunderstand me, Mr. Harano. I did not mean
to infer having loss of airyone's jobs or anything like this. I
think what you ask for is legitimate. You probably can justify
it very strongly for the additional manpower and I concur.

However, I'm just thinking out aloud. Why not build a bigger
culvert? What's wrong with that?

HARANO: As I mentioned, we did review the capacity of this
culvert. The contour hydraulicsy for it is adequate but the back
up is being created by the tidal action which brings in the sand
which blocks the outlet. Of course, if you don't maintain it then
the gradual build up gets greater and greater. So, it's really
not the capacity itself. It might be the location of the culvert

-2

may be in the wrong spot where possibly the highway itself is so
¯ close to the shoreline that--

HOSAKA: You mean build another culvert?
¯

---

HARANO: It might be that the hi hwa itself may have to be ik
moved.

HOSAKA: The highway moved?
¯¯

RARANO: Yes. --

HOSAKA: Move the highway instead of making another culvert?

HARANO: Well here again--

HOSAKA: I'm not trying to be facetious. You're the expert.

HARANO: .I realize that.

HOSAKA: .I chuckle because you just don't move highways, right?

HARANO: Well, as I mentioned we did check the capacity of the R
culvert and we find that it's adequate. Then, we can t see any
justification for building a new culvert. If we build a bigger
culvert, I think we'll still have the same problem with the sand -
build up.

HOSAKA: l'm always leary about--even myself when I say I
think. Really, I don't know Are there any larger culverts than
four b six?

HARANO: Oh, we can put in whatever size necessary to take
care a f the flow.

HOSAKA: ould you be able to accommodate it under the present
highway?
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HARANO: No , Where the exis ting highway is located, the eleva-
tion will not permit too big a size culvert especially with the
height of the culver t to be increased .

HOSAKA: Are you saying then at this particular point you cannot
engineering-wise build another culvert that is largor than four by
six? Is that what you're saying?

HARANO: It should be four by twelve. It could be a wider
culvert but headroom wide I believe there's limited headroom
because of the elevation of the highway.

CHAIRMAN: Maybe a better question would be, is there any
possible way we could solve this sandbar problem?

HARANO: I think it's a matter of--right now, if we're going
to retain the culvert as is, the only solution is to maintain an
adequate maintenance program where periodically we go out and
clean the culvert as well as clean the drainage outlet.

WIKUM: Did I hear you say earlier that at one time you had i §
¯

the full complement of eight workers covering this area? Ë
¯5¯

HARANO: Yes. I 289

WIKUM: At that time, did they keep the sand out of the culvert
as far as you know?

HARANO: No, it was still a difficult problem because our crew
really takes care of the highway rights-of-way. They don't go out
and clean the shoreline.

WIKUM: Is it legal for them to if they're so instructed?

HARANO: No. It's illegal for us to send our manpower-

WIKUM: So you built the culvert. Somebody buii the cuivert
in the highway division that cannot work because it's too close to
the ocean, and no one is empowered to keep the.culvert in operating
condition? This is the craziest thing I've ever heard.

HARANO: Well, it happens elsewhere too. It 's not here alone.

WIKUM: Well, we have lots of crazy things going on lyy the
ocean. Really, what we re talking about is some way to protect the
other residents as well as -this parking lot under dis ussion today
if it should go in. I think, really, the question is how much does
the addition of this parking lot increase the flooding danger to
the people who are already flooded out all the time because some-
body built a culvert that can t work

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, the point right now îs we want to prevent
the flooding not only ori Nr. Zane s property but particularly on
adjacent properties . If the culvert is clea and the ditch is
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HARANO: I'm not sure whether you can impose that on the owner.
I agree someone should maintain the outlet. It would holp butwhether it should be the owner or whether it should be someone
else--

DUKE: Well, I have a little information from the minutes of
the meeting that happened in '73.. Among other items it states thati no one is responsible in the City and County or State. There is
no responsibility for assurance that the mouth is always clear.
The ditches along side that enter into it are all privately owned.
These ditches will not be maintained by the City and also the
culvert. However, the engineering firm recognized this and they ¯¯

have promised us to make strong attempts to get the state to clean E¯

I the culvert. You are going to clean the culvert, g=

HARANO: That we will. That is our responsibility.

DUKE: It seems to me that was the focal point that createdsevere flooding conditions when we had the big rain.
- HARANO: What I want to impress on the Commission is the culvert

is our responsibility. We in the past have tried to maintain theculvert crossing; however, because of the lack of manpower but withthe additional manpower we anticipate having, we will as a matter
of routine activity clean the culvert. In addition to cleaning theculvert, if someone could look after clearing the outlet, I believethe flooding problem will be minimized

CHOY: Back to Commissioner Duke's question regarding the
last rainfall last weekend, to your knowledge it did not create
a problem in blockage of the culvert?

HARANO: As far as I know, there was no call-in so I assumethere was no.flooding.

CHOY: Then, may I.present you with a photograph that I receivedin a packet from a concerned citizen dated March 27th and it showsthe culvert absolutely blocked. Can you explain that situation?

HARANO: No, I can't.

CHOY: Then could it possibly be that because of past lack of
responsibility the department had, the people living in the neigh-

- borhood now have taken an apathetic attitude and say well hell, whycall themup they're not going to come within a week anyway.
HARANO: It might be so, yes.
CHOY: Thank you very much.

WIKUM: Who owns the sand that blocks the mouth of the culvert,
do you know?

HARANO-: No, I'm not sures I believe the State of Hawaii isthe owner of the shoreline,
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WlKUM: Is there any department in the State government that -¯

you know of, since the State owns it, somobody must sort of be
responsible for it somehow. Can you find out if somebody will dig
it out and coordinate with your department? You keep the culvert
clean and they'll clean out the mouth?

IlARANO: Really, I tried to get that answer because that was
the very question that came to my mind. I 've not been successful

WIKUM: You let God take care of the sand at the mouth.

HARANO: Well, it always comes back that the City Public Works
Department as being responsible.

WIKUM: But they won't operate on State land, right?

RARANO: No, they're responsible for drainage and stream outlet,
based on that responsibility.

WIKUM: Stream outlet, drainage outlet. Is a drainage outlet
a man-made outlet and a stream a natural one?

HARANO: No. It's a natural one.

WIKUM: Either one can be a natural one?

HARANO: As far as we're concerned,.a drainage outlet is a
natural outlet.

WIKUM: I see. Is a culvert--no, never mind. It's crazy.
TAKEHARA: May I clarify some statements you made. You say -

that the culvert is your responsibility, you don't have the man-
power now but you anticipate manpower la ter to clear that up.

HARANO: Well, .during the pas t two years, we were down to two
people. Of course, because of the manpower freeze we'e not able to
fill the vacancies. As .people left, the position got frozen. That's
the reason why we came down to two. By the middle of last year we
finally convinced manpower people that we needed to fill these posi-
tions because these emergencies do come up. Based on that, we have
gradually tried to build up our staff. It has not been easy filling
these posìtions out in the -rural area. Right now we 're up to five
of the eight.

TAKEHARA: If you had what you say was the right number of
personnel to clear the culvert, would it still improve the situation
if the outlet _is plugged?

HARANO: No a I think the outlet is the key to the whole problem

TAKEHARA: All right, so even if youhave this manpower, if the
outlet is not taken care of, this fläoding situation in the culvert
would continue.



i HARANO: Well
,

with the manpower , what we will do on a monthly
basis we will go out and clean the culvert crossing. But then, the
build up of the sand at the outlet will be a gradual process. So,

g somowhere along the line, there will be this build up taking place.
g Of course with the culvert cleaned, it lessens the flooding problem

where there may be a big rainfall say next weekend, we hope there
is adequate flow out. -

TAKEHARA: Is the outlet clean now?

. | HARANO: We did go in on the last call to clean that out.
TAKEHARA: But you feel that isn't your responsibility,

i HARANO: Yes.

TAKEHARA: The other question I had was that in one of thei reports we received, it stated that the westerly corner of the lot
would be filled to an elevation so that there would not be a flood-

- ing condition in this parcel we 're discussing. Presently when it
floods there, that land is under water., right?

HARANO: I believe so.

TAKEHARA: Then, wouldn't that increase the flow of water into
the ditch and the culvert if they fixed this parcel so that it
doesn't have this flooding condition because of the landfill and
the way it will enter?

HARANO: Well, I'm not familiar with what the landfill will be
and what the development plans are. I don't feel I can answer that
question.

TAKEHARA: But if it were built up so that all that increased
water that usually accumulates from that parcel, if that property
was made so that the water drains free and easily into the drainage
and culvert, wouldn't that increase the flooding situation in the
culvert area?

HARANO: I don't think so.

TAKEHARA: Why not?

HARANO: Because the build up has more water going into the
drain--

TAKEHARA: Into the drainage and culvert?

HARANO: No, it's the same water going through it.

TAKEHARA: No, but ordinarily that land is down in a flooded
condition. It's retaining it's rainfall water, right? When it's
built up it's going to flow--

IARANO: But if the outlet is open--unless there's a heavy
¯ concentration whigh dumps an exceedingly large volume of water

-9
within a short period of time



TAKEHARA: So then the real issuo is the fact that this whole
area flooding problem can be handled if that outlet was cleared

1 1
L -regu.ar y. g

B
HARANO: Yes. ¯

-

TAKEHARA: And that we don't know who owns it or whose respon- g
sibility it is. What attempts are being made to find out whose
responsibility it is? Have you made any attempt?

HARANO: Well, I did try to find out.

DUKE: The question really before the Commission today is to
decide whether or not a conditional use permit would be issued for
this parking lot, and also from discussions at the public hearing B
to definitely decide the responsibility for the clearing of the
culvert. We have decided that.

In your expert opinion, do you believe making the parking lot there -

would have any ill effects or no effects or a lot of effects on the
flooding of that area?

HARANO: Well, I'm really not familiar enough with the parking
lot plans per se. I understand there is a parking lot being
proposed there, parking lot being such that it involves an extended g
paved area does lend itself to more runoff from that area compared
to a natural ground condition where you can anticipate certain 15±
seepage into the ground. So I would say, the parking lot does

_-

increase, promote the runoff.

DUKE: Increase in runoff to the whole area or just into the gyditch or the ocean? Does it increase flooding c'onditions for ¯gg

the area there, particularly the adjacent property?

HARANO: It increases runoff which will go into that drainage
ditch and flow through the culvert out to the ocean eventually,
assuming that the drainage way is clear.

DUKE: And if the drainage .area is not clear, we have a flood-
ing condition anyway.

HARANO: Right. 8
DUKE: I'm not attempting to go around in a circle here but if

¯

the drainage ditch is open and the culvert is open, the parking lot 'kwould not create any hazardous condition or would it? gg

HARANO: I don't think so. I don't think it will. =a

CHAIRMAN: Further questions? If not, thank you very much
Mr. Harano.

Commissioners?
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DUKE: I move that we accept the Director 's recommendation with
the conditions as ·11sted.

WIKUM: Second.

CHAIRMAN: Moved and seconded. Further discussion? Commissioner
Choy.

CHOY: With due respect to Mr. Harano of the Highway Department,
from what I gathered this afternoon there's a lot of I think and
nothing conclusive. Because of a great doubt in some reasonable

i question concerning the increased runoff and the oftentimes blockage
of the culvert, I'm afraid I must speak against the motion,

I WIKUM: I'm speaking for the motion, Mr. Chairman. It's
appeared to me that the negative testimony and the objections to
this application have rested entirely on the drainage problems
in the area. It also appears to me that the drainage problems are

I caused by a closed culvert and that the problem is going to persist dit
whether the parking lot is built or not. Be that fortunate or EEE
unfortunate, that's the way I see the objections to the application• Trr

i I'm speaking for the motion because I'm not convinced that the 4 Ç
building of a parking lot is going to make the drainage problem any d i
worse than it already is.

TAKEHARA: I'd like to speak against the motion. In looking at ¯¯

the way the parking area is to be built, it stands very logical to
me that the water runoff will increase into the culvert. A condi-
tional use permit is not going to have any adverse effects on
surrounding areas and residences. I do feel by increasing that
runoff into the culvert will definitely have some effects on the
flooding condition.in the surrounding areas and residences. _Until
a solution is found in clearing that culvert and opening, no other
increased development should be allowed there until that water
situation is taken cared of

HOSAKA: I.would express some concern about having answers to
our questions and concur with Commissioner Choy on this I don't
think we've really gotten a solution on this problem It's up in
the air. I can't put my finger on it .but it seems like perhaps
the pr.oblem still exists.

CHAIRMAN: I wonder for myself too whether it becomes the
responsibility of the Commission to penalize the developer when
it's something he's not solely responsible for. In other words,
will this .parking lot make more the flooding situation? The flood-
ing already exists. Do we then become policemen to decide who's
responsibility it is to clear the sand?

DUKE: I'm inclined to go along 100% with your remark. I do.
feel though that we do have some responsibility in assisting, if
possible, adjacent property owners when an applicant comes forth --

with a proposal. I don't know how much further we can go. We did



at this time certainly pinpoi.nt the responsibility . Seemingly that
was the big question before that needed to be clarified. It is the
State Highway Department and not Mr . Zane , In my opinion , the
preparation of whatever is necessary to put in a 27-car parking lot
will not greatly, and I don't. even believe one iota, create addi-
tional flooding because so much water runs down. If you don't
increase it in putting in a parking lot, you might divert it slightly
but the amount of water is still there. Therefore, I think we're E
going just a little bit away from our responsibility by trying to
take care of the whole flooding condition when our problem before
us right now is to decide whether or not we give this gentleman
a conditional use permit or we don't.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? If not, all those in favor of
the motion, raise your right hand.

(The motion failed to carry.)

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum i g i
NAYES - Cho Takehara E

¯ i
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

CHAIRMAN: The matter will be deferred. -

CONNELL: Under the Comprehensive Zoning Code, Action by the j gg
Planning Commission, you have 30 days after the hearing to respond ; Imi
to the Mayor and the City Council. Time can only be extended upon
agreement with the applicant.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Duke?

DUKE: If you desire to request from the applicant that it be
extended, fair enough. Otherwise, it appears to me that unless I
can prevail upon the Doctor or Alice to change their mind, we have
no other choice but to forward this to the Council without
recommendation.

TAKEHARA: What is an impasse vote to the Council? Is an
impasse a yes vote or an impasse a no vote?

CONNELL: Under the present rules of the Commission, if you
send forth a no recommendation vote it is a negative vote. That is
in accordance with the parliamentary rules of the Commission.

DUKE: Unfortunately, I am aware of that. We had two decisions
by Corporation Counsel within about a week of each other and one
said it was affirmative and one said it was negative. I feel that
even s.ending it forward with .a no reicommendation. with the minutes
showing the facts of the case, even though it is a negative recom-
mendation, it should still go forward.

MOT I 0 N

HOSAKA: I move we send it up to Council with no recommendation.



DUKE: .l second,.

CllAIRMAN: .lt's been moved and seconded. Discussi.on?

TAKEHARA: Don't our minutes go up anyway whether it goes with
a no recommendation of impasse?

I A
DUKE: Whether they read theln or not, I don't know

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? All in favor of the motion
raise your right hand.

AYES - Duke , Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Takehara

E ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

CONNELL : Mr . Chairman, unless the applicant would agree , the
Commission it would seem to me would have no choice but to forward
this up to the Mayor and the City Council. If you don t come to
a quorumvote, I don't see how you can do anything else but send

- it up according to your rules with a no recommendation vote . -M
- WAY: Automatically. . --i

CONNELL: Automatically. Your voting against this it seems to
me puts you in a position of voting against your own parliamentary
rules which I believe you need a two-thirds vote in order to change.

TAKEHARA: Then why is it necessary to have even a no recommenda-
tion vote?

DUKE: Because it.has to et out of Commission toda and we have
to do something with it. So, let's send it forward.

CHAIRMAN: May we have the representative from the developer?
ould you agree to an extension?

ANE: I would like to have you move it up to the Council
CHAIRMAN: Now we know the developer does not agree to an

extension.

DUKE: It automatically goes forward then by the rules of our
own body. I don't understand though the votes against it since
it's according to the rules. . That's befuddling to me

TAKEHARA: So it 's really not necessary to have that motion.Right?

DUKE: I'm not so sure about that either. I think we at least
need be somewhat definite in what we 're doing and leave it out in
limbo. Either we 're going to send it forward or we 're not or
we're going to try to do something else. That's my whole point.

CONNELL: The rules of the Commission indicate that if we
have an impasse vote, you defer it for one meeting If you still



have an impasse , you send it up . As I read the action of the
Commission last time, you closed the hearing and you asked for
additional testimony. You are now at an impasse. The other
dynamic that has come in, you are stuck on a 30-day requirement.
So, it varies somewhat from your parliamentary procedure, There- -
fore, it would seem to me that it would be proper to vote a no
recommendation and send it up to Council. I think you should have g
the vote. I don't believe it is automatic.

MOTION

DUKE: Mr . Chairman, I move we send this to City Council with
no recommendation.

WIKUM: I second.

CHAIRMAN: Moved and seconded. All those in favor?

(The motion failed to carry.)

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Takehara
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

TAKEHARA: May we have some clarification from Mr . Way on this
because I find this goes automatic anyway, that this was not
necessary. Would you find out?

CHAIRMAN: What's the reason for voting against no recommendation?

DUKE: That's a double negative because you're really voting
for this motion.

CHOY: That ' s right .

DUKE: Right. You voted against it, now you vote against a
no recommendation, therefore in legality you're voting for it.

CHOY: That's right.

DUKE: You are.
CHOY: Yes , that 's right.

DUKE: Weil ther, maybe I should make the motion again.
HOSAKA: Mr Executive Secretary, would you reinterpret the

rule? Possibly it may lead to an automatic sending up to the
Council.

CONNELL: I think possibly some of the confusion may be coming
in because you are confusing two parts of your parliamentary
rocedure.

If you had a no quorum vote at the last meeting on this issue, it
would have been automatically défeared to this meeting. If at
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this meeting you could not get a quorum voto, you 'd automatically -

send it up.

The facts are that at the last meeting, you closed the public
El hearing and requested more information. You did not take a vote

on the issue .

At this meeting, faced with a 30-day requirement of sending it up,
you have come to an impasse in your voting . Therefore under the

¯

CZC, you need to send it up. It seems to me you have to make some
kind of recommendation as you have indicated in the past, be it for,

- - be it against , or be it no recommendation. It would seem to me you
are at a point of no recommendation --

HOSAKA: So you're reiterating the fact that we need to have a
motion that needs to be carried by quorum vote in order to send it
up to Council, yes?

CONNELL : That ' s the wa I see it .

CHOY: Clarification. If there was a quorum to send this on
to Council with no recommendation, then this matter would go as a
no recommendation from this body .

DUKE: . Definitely.

CHOY: Or against or for?

CONNELL : The present standing opinion of Corporation Counsel
is that a no recommendation vote is viewed as a negative vote.
Therefore a no recommendation vote would be a no vote, In trans-
mitting to the Mayor and Council we would include the minutes and
in the letter of transmittal an indication of the reasons why the
Commission was at an impasse

DUKE: Don, you make the motion this time .

HOSAKA: I did and it was defeated Sir .

DUKE: Well, let 's try again.

C TION.

HOSAKA: I think Commissioner Takehara and Commissioner Choy
see the only alternative is to send it up. Since you both voted
against, that vote on a no recommendation would .be viewed as a
negative vote.

Therefore, I would like to make a motion that we send this up to
Council with a no recommendation.

TAKEHARA: Nay I have it included in the minutes what weave
discussed that a no recommendation is a negative vote as part of
the record

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, the Council is aware of that



TAKEHARA: I'd still like it to be put in the record.

CHAIRMAN: All those in favor raiso your right hand?

(The motion carried.)
¯¯

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
(1) BILL 25 AMENDING (1) A bill for an ordinance to amend

ORDINANCE 3947 RE Ordinance No. 3947 relating to the
HISTORIC, CULTURAL "Historic, Cultural and Scenic
4 SCENIC DISTRICT District No. 1, The Hawaii Capital
NO. 1, THE HAWAII District (Bill 25);"
CAPITAL DISTRICT

(2) BILL 26 TO ESTABLISH (2) A bill for an ordinance to establish
HISTORIC, CULTURAL 4 "Historic, Cultural and Scenic -
SCENIC DISTRICT District No. 3, The Punchbowl District
NO. 3, THE PUNCHBOWL (Bill 26)
DISTRICT g

¯

Publication was made in the Sunday Star- -

Bulletin/Advertiser on March 23, 1975.
Comments received are included in public
testimony both for and against the proposed
bills.

Staff Planner Gerald Henniger presented the Director's report.of M
the proposals. In 1974 and 1975, proposals for high-rise structures
in the Punchbowl area at 944 and 982 Prospect Street were met with g -

strong opposition from the community, objecting to view obstruction,
and by the Veterans' Administration concerned about adverse effects
on the National Monument. On February 12, 1975, the City Council
denied application for Certificates of Appropriateness for these
structures in the Hawaii.Capital District and introduced Drafts Tha.
1 of ordinances as follows:

a. Bill 25 to delete from the Capital District the area where the
two structures were propósed (passed 2nd reading Feb. 26, 1975)

b. Bill 26 to establish HCD No. 3, the Punchbowl District, (passed
2nd reading Feb. 26, 1975); and

c. Bill 27 to establish an interim development control over the
slopes of Punchbowl (Ordinance 4436, March'18, 1975).

The overall objective for the establisliment of the Punchbowl
District_is to protect, preserve, andenhance thenatural setting
and unique character of Punchbowl specifically as follows:

a. To preserve the view of Punchbowl's profile and green vegetated
slope in the.area of the scenic overlook, as seen from H-1



Freeway in a Diamond Hoad direction, from imminent encroachment
b aublic or arivate hi ih-rise structures .

b . To preserve the view of Diamond Ilead f rom the Punchhowl overlook
U from imminent encroachment by public or private high-rise

structures in the immediate vicinity of Punchbowl. E 3R

I c. To preserve the landscaped open space at the makai base of
Punchbowl in A-3 and A-4 Apartment zones which provides a
park-like setting adjacent to Punchbowl,

d. To preserve the view of Punchbowl from prominent public vantage
points and heavily-traveled areas outside the Punchbowl District ?

¯±=L

- from encroachment by public or private high-rise structures. i :EF

Questions were raised by the Commission,I .
HOSAKA: The height of those buildings in that view corridor

from the H-1 are approximately how high?
- HENNIGER: Many of them are less than 25 feet. There are

several family dwellings in there, so 20 to 25 feet. There may
be some in there with one story.

HOSAKA: And the ordinance would curtail any higher than
present structures.

HENNIGER: No. In many cases the ordinance would permit
higher structures than are there at the present time. It varies
to a minimum of 25 feet which would be along the highway to a
minimum of 25 feet at the base of Punchbowl with variations
generally between 35 feet and 60 feet, depending on the contourof the Punchbowl slope

HOSAKA: So that 50 years from now, this view plane will be
somewhat lessened because of that height allowance. We would see
less of Punchbowl.

HENNIGER: You'd be able to see Punchbowl only as those struc-
tures on the very top, Prospect Street, because the view plane
between Punchbowl and there would be a constant line.

¯_

HOSAKA: But my point is that 50 years from now, you will be
able to see.less of Punchbowl Is that correct?

HENNIGER: This drawing shows (referring to drawing displayed)
that the red line would be the rear property line in the uppermost am
lot above Prospect Street. It's unlikely that the building would -

get that high because it would drop down utilizing 50% of the open
space. Therefore, we don't think that would happen. We figure
it would be something just above here (referring to drawing) meaning
that yes, that line would be elevated somewhat in order to make useof those lots at the rear but with a 50% open space shouldn't be
a problem.

HOSAKA Has the planning department had open hearings to listen ¯¯



to the residents in that area, this viow plane that's going to be
affected?

HENNIGER: In this case we have not.
HOSAKA: The Council is going to have a public hearing on

April 16th and we 're having one here on April 2nd . Are we on a gtime constraint to pass the recommendation to City Council prior g p
to their public hearing on the 16th?

I E
ENG: Perhaps I can respond to that. The City Council has set i

their public hearing date to follow two weeks after the Planning
Commission public hearing date primarily because of their sense

- of urgency in the situation. I don't believe this places you under | k
any constraints. It simply means at the time of the City Council B Ë ->

. public hearing, if the Commission wishes to have its recommendation ! ÑË
known prior to that then you are under a time constraint. The
normal procedure calls for the City Council to hold the public

¯ hearing and to discuss the matter further in committee subsequent
to the hearing. Does that answer your question?

HOSAKA: Yes it does but I'm just thinking the impact of a
recommendation from this Commission would be lessened if it came
after their public hearing. The City Council will meet on the 16th
regardless what we do here right? -r

ENG: Yes.

HOSAKA: Say for example there is a deferral and we have a
meeting after the 16th and then come up with a recommendation, it
would be anticlimatic in terms of a recommendation to the Council.

ENG: This is a judgment that the Commission should make. The
Commission perhaps should consider this as one aspect of the very
many aspects of the situation in assisting the Council in making
a decision. The question of impact is somewhat subjective.

HOSAKA: The imaginary drawing of the proposed apartments that
were denied by the City Council, the highest structure seems to
be taller from the H-1 freeway. There's been a question and I think
one of the strongest objections from the community as well as from
the people that handle the cemetery was the fact that the higher
apartments of these buildings would overlook and see right into the
Punchbowl Crater. Has that been determined .if that were to be
constructed?

HENNIGER: No, that's not the case. You're looking at a plane
from the H-1 so actually the top of this building appears above
Punchbowl from that vantage point. But, when you look at it from
the overlook itself, you're overlooking those two structures.

HOSAKA: From the penthouses of those two buildings-

HENNIGER: You will not be able to see into Punchbowl Crater

HOSAKA: Are you saying then it was just an emotional saying
30



APR 2 HUSI
i people were saying youcould look into the crater and that's reallynot true?

HENNIGER: No, I think there's a very real threat in this area
of buildings going high enough to look into the crator.. On page
14 we share the potential highrise bui lding which would be 300 feet

I high above Prospect Street which would overlook the crater and gointo the crater. There are other areas where this might happen on
either side abutting this area which are in the iterim control

i district. There is concern by the cemetery people that this entire
3 area, the semi-interim district as well as this district wouldi - permit that. It is not the intent of this report, however, to lookat the entire problem of Punchbowl. It is a recommendation that

g there be further study not only as a possibility of height encroach-
g ment above the crater rim but also of looking at Punchbowl from

various public and highly traveled vantage points which is not onlyin a Diamond Head direction but what would be from H-1 in the otheri direction, from the Pali Highway, from Bishop Museum, Ala Wai -Boulevard and various other places.
-

HOSAKA: Then are you saying this ordinance can be viewed asa-stop-gap measure?

HENNIGER: This ordinance would be used as a measure within thearea of the interim boundary which we were given to statt with. Itis an area which is in imminent danger. We think the other areas
-ggmay be taken cared of by Bill 75 which would be a limitation of the m=¯

120 feet.

(There were no further questions from the Commission.)

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mrs. Kay M. Landrum, Chairman, Public Affairs, The Outdoor
Circle (Submitted statement dated Apr. 2, 1975, attached)
The Commission had no questions of Mrs. Landrum

2. Mrs. Dorothy Chang Meadows, President, Punchbowl Community Assn.(Submitted statement dated Apr. 2, 1975, attached)
Mrs. Meadows was questioned by the Commission

WIKUM: Can you tell me the rationale behind the wish toraise the height limitation mauka of Prospect Street from 25 to
40 feet?

MEADOWS: Well, we weren't aware of that 25-foot limitation.

ENG: If I may refer to the-map, the properties mauka ofect Street are slated for 35 and 25 feet height limit So,this would be more restrictive than your 40 feet. I think the
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Commission is questioning is there some rationale to your recom-
mending a less stringent height restriction.

WIKUM: That is the question.

MEADOWS: The members haven't been notified about this
height restriction.

WIKUM: You think they're under the impression that 40 foot
limitation they ask for might be less than the ordinance calls
for?

MEADOWS: They're main concern at the present time was within
40 feet would be satisfactory.

WIKUM: So you're happy with 25 and 35. Your association
would be happy with that?

--

MEADOWS: The association members have not been advised of ||
the 25-35 feet limitation. EE

55
WIKUM: I know you can't speak for them without having

spoken to them but is your feeling, as you listen to the dis-
cussion about asking for a 40-foot height limitation, that
they would more than likely be pleased at the limitation imposed
by the ordinance is.even-less than 40 feet?

MEADOWS: Well, I can't say for the members.

WIKUM: Did you have a feeling about it? You don't want
to speak about that either?

MEADOWS: My personal.feeling is I'd like to see the
contour of Punchbowl if possible. Many of the people living
in that area have purchased lots with the understanding that
it's apartment district

WIKUM: Some of you will be .for and some of you will be
against, perhaps.

MEADOWS: Yes, well, I think everybody would be :1 agreement
if it didn't affect their property.

IKUM: I understand Thank you.

HOSAKA: How many members are there in the Punchbowl - g
Community Association?

MEADOWS: We represent about 300 members in that area.

HOSAKA: And geographically it's just the surrounding area
of Punchbowl?

MEADOWS: Well, we go down as faY as Pensacola, .down to
Lusitana. I encompasses the top are of Punchbowl, Auwailimu.
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HOSAKA: Did you have a chance to moot with people from the
City agencies to expross your viewpoints?

MEADOWS: What do you mean by City agencies?

HOSAKA: Apparently there 's no public hearing on this by

I the city planning people but did your association do this infor-
mally on your own?

MEADOWS: No. I came here on my own representing my

I neighbors to testify and was sort of surprised. When I read
the notice it mentioned if we had any objections to come to
the Planning Commission. So, I made a whole list of things
and when I came I was surprised because when I read all the
complaints against the highrise, I was told that the only
concern was the architectural effect of the building. I was
embarrassed and I said they should have mentioned it on the
notice I received because had I known, I would not have come
saying that. That's how we started the association also.

HOSAKA: Are you speaking for the association right now?

MEADOWS: Yes.

HOSAKA: When was your last meeting?

MEADOWS: We had an executive board meeting Tuesday, We
had a general meeting February 20th.

HOSAKA: When your vote was taken on this matter?
MEADOWS: This highrise situation was what started this

association. It originated the petition way back in August.
This petition specified that we would like to see the historic
landmark of Punchbowl, also saying that we would like to have
a 40-foot height limitation.

HOSAKA: I don't want to belabor the point but in other
words, you're speaking for the association as a result of a
vote.

MEADOWS: Yes.

DUKE: I recall your having appeared here on the first
proposal. I think we conveyed our feelings to you, we were
also somewhat embarrassed because at that time it was felt
that particular applicant was going to build a building we
thought was in the capital district and therefore, we only went
by color and design. However, our recommedation to you on how
to do something about it, I think, was very effective because
you did get your message across the City Council where it did
matter. We were somewhat restricted at the time.
There is one point today though. The property owners that you
represent and you would like to have permission to build up to



40 feet rather than 25 foot, is that economic purposos because
your property has boen acquirod with the expectation of building?

MEADOWS: No, I'm sorry. The members consist of property
owners and residents. They are not all aware of the 25-foot tai
height limitation.

DUKE: Well, it's not truly a 25-foot limit, It varies,

MEADOWS: No, I think this is fairly new what we 're discussing am
- today. ==

May I speak as a property owner? ëi
DUKE: Surely. EM

MEADOWS: The reason I got into this is because I live right
adjacent where they're going to put this 18-story building. I've am
lived there 17 years and I did mention about the traffic and ggeverything else. I did mention the Prospect Tower and with giall these highrise buildings they constructed, we live there ¯

and just wonder with all these highrises, I got my view blocked.
- I feel well, that's just part of living, you just have to con-

¯ tend with it. I was not aware of public hearings. I think most
of the people are not aware of complaining. They say well, it's
just--they make the rules, that has to be expected. But, when
I saw all these highrises coming up, I said yee God, what's going
to happen. That's the reason I got involved and appreciate all
the help I got by everyone.

DUKE: By an large, you feel that this proposal will be
good for the whole district there? I have to ask that again
because you have some exceptions in your recommendation.

MEADOWS: Of course, in this particular district I myself SM
am not involved in this new district because I'm wïthin the
Hawaii Capital District. We don't mind getting the open space
but they're saying they pay.taxes and yet their potential is
much gre.ater than ours. Where you have a small lot, you can't
build. We have been approached by developers to go highrise.
But then, it's a consecrated proposition because we've lived
there so long. U

ENG: To correct a few perhaps mistaken notions, Bill 25
would not jeopardize that area of Prospect Street that Ñrs.
Meadows is concerned with. Bill 25 and Bill 26 are tandem
bi21s . The moment that segment of the capital district is
takén out of the capital district, a moment later it will be
immediately in the Punchbowl District. In other words, it's
not the City Council's intent, I believe, to adopt one bill
and not the other thereby putting that area without control.
I believe this was Mrs. Meadow's concern
With regard to the 40?foot height limitation, this area of
Punchbowl which is presently in the Hawaii Capital Distric
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has, I believe, a 350-foot height limitation. So you could
very well have a situation where for differing>, objectives you
mi>ht have a considerable difference in height limitat.lon . I b

I think the 350 feet here (referring to map displayed) is recog-
nized as a problem area and the legislation before you is in
response to that problem.

I DUKE: You live right on the cornor?

MEADOWS: Yes. I live adjacent to 944. They're allowed
to go 350 feet and I'm restricted to 40 feet and we're both in
the Hawaii Capital District

DUKE: And you're on the mauka side of Prospect

MEADOWS: Yes Sir.

ENG: If Mrs. Meadows could pinpoint the precïse property.

MEADOWS: I'm just out of the Punchbowl Scenic District.

ENG: You're out of the interim district.

MEADOWS: Yes.

ENG: Okay so there's no change insofar as her property is
concerned. It stays in the Hawaii Capital District and is
subject to a 40-foot height limitation.

DUKE: Well, I just wanted to clarify this because she did
bring in some exceptions. I just wanted to see precisely what
they were, and how the property owners were affected by the
proposal versus her recommendations of exceptions.

(There were no further questions of Mrs. Meadows.)

3. Mr. Frank Skrivanek, Member, City Council's Capital District
Advisory Committee (Submitted statement dated Apr 2, 1975,
attached. Mr. Skrivanek had to leave the meeting )

4. Mary M. Flynn, Punchbowl Resident (Submitted statement dated me
Apr. 2, 1975, attached) e-E

Mrs. Flynn was questioned ir, the Commission.

DUKE: I think we should start item by item and let staff
explain why the areas were deleted and if in fact they are
deleted. Would you start where the capital district is adjacent
to the proposed district and let staff explain it tx> you.

FLYNN: It's my understanding from the map that I have that
the Hawaii Capital District goes as far as Emerson. The height
limit there I think is 40 feet.

ENG: I believe that's correct
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_dilFLYNN: And right next door there will be a place that's i ynot in either scenic district which would be A-3, 350 feet. -- ---

Why was that?

ENG: If you permit me the opportunity, I'd like to
explain. Bill 27 was adopted by City Council declaring the B.
dotted green line (referring to map displayed) as the interim g .

control district. Using that district , the Department of Land g |
Utilization staff set itself to determine whether in fact there B

was a view channel left. We did find one , The view channel
- that we did find is outlined in heavy blue (referring to map

displayed). The Department of Land Utilization's recommendation -

--

is that the interim control area be maintained except where the i gg¡Punchbowl district would be established so that these areas-- | E =-I
our recommendation would be that these areas be maintained in - . |

.
the interim district control until such time as the staff or i 32i
perhaps the consultant has had the opportunity to further
evaluate this. We see the blue line as by no means the only
view that's legitimate. But, within the interim control area,
that is the only view that presently exists from the heavily
traveled H-1. We would like very much to include these areas
(pointing to map displayed). This is not the end product.

We see the establishment if the City Council concurs of this
Punchbowl district, only as a beginning. There ïs always the
possibility of expanding the district.

FLYNN: I understand but this is a view corridor and what
you're protecting is the scenic portions of these historic,
cultural scenic district. What about history and culture? I
think we're on the road talking about looking at Punchbowl where
the other area obviously has social values and other things to

- consider.

ENG: Yes, that is correct, but the primary emphasis at this
point within the blue line is a scenic area rather than historic,
cultural which is not to say those objectives are not important.
It's just that within the time frame that we had to work a
proposed ordinance out, we felt this would be the most effective
way to satisfy the maximum number of objectives.

DUKE: In other words, you are afraid that if you do not
protect the view plane now, it will be lost to you because the
property owners do have rights to build certain heights on
certain parcels. If the area is not.protected, then you will
have no chance to protect the view plane. Is that the reason
for the hastiness of this ordinance?

-I
ENG: There is the sense of urgency. You are correct, it

is zoned for high rise structures. Were it not for the adoption
of t:he interim development control for the area that's dotted SHI
green (referring to map), perhaps the view corridor could today
not be there. We do know of some instances where building
permits are pending.in areas immediately surrounding .and we
would like to have the opportunity to further look into those
areas.

FLYNN: Is it necessary to have two bills to delet e one
portion from one district and add it to another?
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ENG: It 's necessary to have one bill to delete from the ? -

Hawaii Capital District. It's necessary to have a distinctly
separate bill to establish a new Punchbowl district. It's
our recommendation that the two go hand-in-hand and that one
not be adopted without the other.

FLYNN: Would there be any objection if one inserted a
phrase in Bill 25 stating that the parcel must go to district
number 3 if it is removed from district number l?

ENG: I'm not sure whether that isn't already covered. I£
the Commission wishes, they could make this as a clarification.
It's always been our understanding that Bill 25 and 26 would bei simultaneously adopted.

FLYNN: The other side of the deleted area I also question

i because the downward swing above the green line (referring to --

map) which is Makiki Cemetery--it's state-owned land though--and gg
I wondered at the time why that was deleted. It seems that's

-li

quite a historic landmark also.

ENG: The interim control district was established by the
City Council. Given that as a frame of reference, we've

i attempted to develop something in here which we think is worth-
while. Makiki Cemetery is outside of this interim district but
it is in an area which the-De artment of Land Utilization feels
can be further considered. S , the City Council by its adoption
offers no protection to this but that area, I understand, is
currently zoned R-6 and would not permit structures beyond 25
feet in height in any case so that if there were pressure to
rezone, any request for rezoning would again have to come before
public hearing such as this.

(There were no further questions of Mrs. Flynn.)

5. Mr. Clarence Beck representing the Downtown Improvement Assn.

Mr. Beck appeared to reaffirm their position taken in 1972
supporting this proposal.

6. Letter dated April 1, 1975 from the Veterans Administration,
Regional Office, William C. Oshiro, Director, attached.

Testimony AGAINST--

Violet C. King, Punchbowl Community Association Legislative
Chairman EE

Mrs King wanted the Hawaii Capital District height and open
space provisions for the Punchbowl area to be included in
Bill 26



The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried.

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mrs. Takehara, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried, concurred with the Director's M
recommendation with the added condition that Commission
approval is contingent upon the inclusion of those proper- g -

ties deleted from the Hawaii Capital District under Bill g R

25 in the boundaries of Bill 26, and with the understanding
that Bill 25 and 26 are companion bills. g .

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum ¯: *=E
NAYES - None e ;:r
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held February 26, 1975
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT was kept open at the request of the
(EXPANSION OF TENNIS applicant. On March 12, 1975 the public
FACILITY) hearing was closed and action deferred
WAIALAE-KAHALA for the preparation of conditions.
BEKEN CORPORATION
(FILE #74/CUP-36) Discussion followed regarding:

1. Conditions for lighting and hours of operation inasmuch as
lights could be installed after approval of this CUP. If
lights .are installed, then hours of evening tennis play should
be .specified. Reflection of adjacent park lights on to the
tennis.practice area could permit night play.

The Executive Secretary explained that inasmuch as plans for
the.facility whichare a part -of the CUP.do not show lighting
fixtures, installation of lights by the applicant would mean -
revocation.of this CUP. Players desiring evenïng practice
would have to rely on whatever-sunlight is available to play.

2. Concern that because oleander is.poisonous, designation as to the-
type of hedge should be left to the.discretion and approval of
the.Director of.Land Utilization.

3. Location of the practice walls to begin at the Koko Head edge
of the planting area

ACTION: The Commission,.on motion by Mrs. Takehara, seconded by
Mr. Duke and .carried, rejected--the Director's recommenda-
tion, and -recommended that the permit be approved, subject
to the following conditions:

1. The plans as submitted marked as Exhibit "A" and on
file with the Department of Land Utilization, shall
be followed except as may be altered by the conditions
stated herein.

2. Landscape plans clearly showing a 12-foot hedge on
the Diamond Head sideyard to mask the proposed tennis
court activity from the park area shall be submitted
to the Di ector of Land Utilization for his review
and appro al Prior to the commencement of the use



of the proposed facility, the landscaping shall be
- completed utilizing plants with a minimum height of

4 feet set within a 4-foot wide planting bed, The
- g concrete block wing walls shall commence at the Koko

Head edge of the planting bed

3. In the event the approved use of this permit is
discontinued by the applicant for a period of six
consecutive months, the subject permit shall be
declared null and void. The applicant shall notify
the Director of Land Utilization of such discontinuance.

4. Within one year of the date of the Conditional Use
- g Permit approval, the applicant shall properly file

for a building permit with the Building Department
and commence construction. If necessary, the time
limit may be extended by the Director of the Department
of Land Utilization provided the applicant makes a
request in writing and submits reasons which in the
opinion of the Director, justify the time extension.

5. Prior to obtaining a building permit:

a. The recorded owner of the land encompassed by
this Conditional Use Permit shall file with the

. Bureau of Conveyances or Assistant Registrar of
the Land Court of the State of Hawaii, a declara-
tion of the above-mentioned restrictive conditions,

b. A certified copy of the documents as issued by
the Bureau of Conveyances or Assistant Registrar
shall be presented to the Department of Land
Utilization as evidence of recordation prior to
the.issuance of the building permit

6. In the event all conditions as set forth herein are
not complied with, the City Council may authorize the
Director of Land Utilization to take action to termi
nate the use or halt its operation until such time
full compliance is obtained.

7. Any major modifications to the conditions stated
herein shall be subject to approval of the City
Cpuncil (the Director may approve any request for -

modifying the submitted p.lans which he considers to -

be a minor revision.)

8. The City Council may at any time impose additionalconditions.when it becomes apparent that a modifica-
tion is necessary.and appropriate in:accordance with
Séction 21-242 of the Comprehensive Zoning Code
(Ordinance No. 3234).

AYES Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - Hosaka
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

39-
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ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta ß. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

i i

-
---

III
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THE OUT OOO RC i RC LE 200 No.vi-M,N-¡Anainen

Apr i l 2, t 975
. m
I E

The Honorable Randall Kamlya, Chairman, .
and Members

P\anning Commission, C1†y and County of Honolulu
650 South King Street

i Honolulu, Hawall 968\3

Mr. Chairman and Members:

The Outdoor Circle supports Si11 No. 25 amending
Ordinance No. 3947 relating to H.C.S. District No. 1,
the Hawai i Capital District, as legislation needed for
implementation in the estabt ishment of H.C.S. Dis†rict
No. 3, the Punchbowl District.

Our organizatlon supports BI I I 26 relating to the
estab ] ishment of H.C.S. Distr ict No, 3, the Punchbow l

District, in order that this significant landmark may
be profected from further intrusion and preserved for .

future generations,

Mrs. Alan S. Davis Nrs. James E. Landrum, Jr.
President - Chairman, Publ.1c Affairs

HSD:RI:aa



PUNCHBOWL COMMUNITY ASSOCT.ATÏ0N ¯¯

902-ß Plt0SPECT STimET
HONOlAR..U, llAWA I I 96822

April 2, 1975

'l'estimony before a public hearing of the Planning Commission of
the City and County of Honolulu, regarding Bill No. 25 and No. 26.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission:

My name is Dorothy Chang Meadows, President of the Punchbowl Community
Association. We wish to thank all members of this commission for your
previous action in recommending that the City Council establish the
Punchbowl His toric, Cultural & Scenic Dis trict . .

The Punchbowl Community Association supports Bill No. 26 establishing

i the new Historic, Cultural, and Scenic; District No. 3. We suggest a
maximum height limit of 40 f t. with 50% open space for the area above
Prospect St.

We are not in full agreement with Bill No. 25. Bill No. 25, if passed
would eliminate certain areas on the slopes of Punchbowl Crater from the
Hawaii Capital District. We recommend that this area not be removed
from the llawaii Capital District until the Punchbowl Historic, Cultural
and Scenic | District No. 3 is established.

Thank You,
Respectfully yours,

Mrs. Doroth Meadows

mir
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Statement by ÑA L'Frank Skrivanek, Member
City Council's Capital Dist:rict Advisory Committee

before the
Planning Commission, City & County of Honolulu

April 2, 1975

BILL 25 - A Bill for an Ordinance to Amend Ordinance No. 3947
Relating to the "Historic, Cultural and Scenic District No. 1,the Hawaii Capital Dis tric t."

Our Committee has reviewed Bill 25 earlier and submitted comments
to the City Council. A copy of that letter is attached for your

-

Al-information. In summary the comments were directed to four areas as
follows:

1. We believe that Precincts 12 and 13 should be detached from
the Hawaii Capital Dis trict and be included in the proposed Punchbowl
Dis trict which is before you for a public hearing today also.

2. We believe that design review is not needed for Precinct 8, on
the makai side of Punchbowl because the height remains 'at 40 feet and '

50 per cent open space. These requirements can be monitored through
the review process for all buildin-g permit applications in the precinct.

3. Properties lying within Precinct No. 1 and fronting Alakea
Street ¯be restricted by design control as well as the height and open -M
space requirements of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance .

4. We recommend that a Capital District Coordinating Committee
representing the three levels of government be appointed to coordinate
development of the Hawaii Capital Dis trict. Perhaps this need not be ¯

in the ordinance itself; it can be done by administrative action .of

the Governor and the Mayor. .

The other portions of the letter are self-explanatory. We recòmmend
your favorable action on this Bill and urge its implementation thereafter
by the detailed studies needed for the Precise Plan Precincts. Thank ·

you for the opportunity to offer these comments.

Attachment
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wanoraim.in SUITE 1203 / DAVIES PACIFIC CENTEH / 841 BISilOP STREET / HONOLULU, HAWAll 00813 / (808) 521-6547

- g,ial i.)Iirano I)OCelllber le, 197/*
C.co¢gu hoga

5,10 Kolke
tard T. f.1arnlyn, M.D.

- Wilrnet C. Morris
ruto Shiriliiku

n$ T u<a
llonorable George Akahane, Chairman,

- enaeroya and Members, City Council
Lionet Y. Tokioka

¯

Oavid Teigg.Smilla City and County of Honolulu
,',"i;

'"'"' Ilonolulu, HI 96813
orge S. Wheaton
otoshi Yarnamoto

Gentlemen:

I SUBJECT: THE HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT ORDINANCE NO. 3947

By letter dated July 23, 1973, your Capital District Advisory
Committee forwarded and endorsed the recommendations of the

¯ John Carl Warnecke and Associates' Report. That report recom- -

mended (1) that the Comprehansive Zoning Ordinance procedures
for the establishment and regulation of historic, cultural and
scenic districts be amended to incorporate design control system
concepts, including an advisory design review .committee to be
made up of professionals in the field, and an advisory citizens
committee; and (2) that the Hawaii Capital District Ordinance
be amended to conform with the new design control procedures.

On May 24, 1974, the City Council adopted the recommendations
of your Committee for the design control system. EuclosecÏ is a
proposed ordinance and map which would apply the design control
system to the Hawaii Capital District.

Please note that the Warnecke report recommended that Precincts
Nos. 12 and 13 be detached from the Hawaii Capital District. and
be included in a proposed Punchbowl Historic Cultural and Scenic -

District. Design review is not recommended for Punchbowl District
No. 8 because the height limit remains at 40 feet.

Also note that the Warnecke report recommends that properties lying
within Precinct No. lg and fronting, Alakea Street be restricted
by design controi as well as the height and open space requirements
of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance. Your Committee concurs with
this recommendation, since these properties do not relate to, or
interfere with, the mauka-makai view planes of the Capital District.
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APR 2 1975

The Honorable George Akalume and
Members of tlie City Council

Page 2

December 4, 1974

. Your Committee strongly recommends that a Capital District Coordinating -¯

Committee represènting three levels of government be appoittted in the
near future. The highlight of the Hawaii Capital District is the Civic
Center, which includes federal, state, and city government facilities.
Clearly, the intent of the Hawaii Capital District Ordinance cannot
be achieved unless all three levels of government work together to ¯¯¯¯

physically complete the dramatic Warnecke concept of a functional Civic
Center in a "Great Park", with tree shaded malls reaching ewa, mauka

- towards Punchbowl and makai towards the sea. A Civic Center Coordinating
¯¯- - Committee must be established if this concept is to be realized,

IE - As ÿou know, a beautiful civic center for Honolulu has been talked
L - about and planned for over 30 years. The Warnecke "Great Park" concept
¯¯

¯

. 'is 10 years old.

Your Advisory Committee further recommends that these matters be submitted
to the Council's planning advisors, namely the Director of Land Utili--
zation and the Planning Commission, for their study and recommendations.
We shall be happy to assist in any way.

Aloha,

Robert R. Midkiff , Chairman
. Citizens Advisory Committee '

to the Capital District

Enclosures



. TESTDiCNY PREPARED FOR PRESENTATION TO THE PLANNING COMMIS3ION
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU AT A PUBLIC HEARING HELD ON

M 2 APRIL 1979.
IMr. Chairman and Members of the Planning Commission:

My name is Nary M. Flynn and I am a resident öf the Punchbowl area.I live on the 7th floor of a 1¶ story high-rise on Thurston Ave.From my lanai, I can see parts of Makiki (between the buildings)two ends of Diamond Head ( a high-rise blocks the middle), theupper levels of Waikiki, and until they build that towering "com-promise" at the United Methodist Church., I can even see the ocean.In turn, I'm sure that my building blocks the view of those furtherup the slopes of Punchbowl Crater.

There is, however one remaining swath of low-rises which still permit
a view of the Diamond Head side of Punchbowl. The area·1ndicated
as revision No. 2 to Ordingnee No..3947 (roughly between Ward Ave.and Magazine St..on the madka side of Prospect St.)'is the on_e areawhere Punchbowl is still visible from Waikiki or on El traveling inthe Ewa direction..

I would like to express my support of Bill No. 26 establishing thePunchbowl District, Historic·, Cultural and Scenic District No. 3,on the basis of protecting the views both from below and from thelookouts on the crater. I believe that in establishing heightlimits,-other problems associated with high density housing_(suchas heavy traffic, parking shortages, overloads on the sewage dis-posal system and noisel may also be curtailed.
I advocate that a þØ'foot maximum height limit be established con-sistant with the adjacent Hawaii Capital District.

I also am concerned about the area deleted from the proposed Districtbetween Prospect St. and Pënsacola St. To what purpose has thecemetery and the Prospect Place area been omitted? I urge theCommission to include this area in the new District Ño. 3.
Regarding Bill No. 26, I object to deleting the area in questionfrom.one District without placing it in another with an establishedheight limit. Enough "mistakes" have been make in the zoning ofthis parcel. IR>w is the time to rectify our mistaken by estab-lishing a 40 ft. height limit for this area and safeguarding itsplacement in the new District No. 3 by clearly stating this inBill No. 2 .

Thank you.

Mary M. ynn
Punchbowl Resident
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¯¯ VETERANS ADMINISTRATION '
A

ast,.. April 1, 1975 REGIONALOFFICE

ig,',
. 359/02 HONOLU , A I 96801 c

Mr . Randall Kamiya
.

Chairman, Planning Commission
Depar tment of General Planning -.E

I : 2

City and County of Honolulu g g
650 South King Street - T

- Honolulu HI 96813 a F

i
' r -

Dear Mr . Kamiya and Members :I
SUBJ: Bill 26 -- A Bill For an Ordinance to Establish "Historic,

Cultura1 and Scenic Dis tric t No. 3, The Punchbowl Dis tr ict .
"

The Veterans Administration wholeheartedly supports the establishment -¯

¯ of a Historic, Cultura1 and Scenic District for Punchbowl.

We believe the proposed ordinance should provide the protection
¯ necessary for our historic National Memorial Cemetery of the Pacific.

We respectfully urge your favorable consideration of this Bill.

Sincerely

WILLIAM C. OSHIRO
Director

U.U

Show veteran' r full name, VA ßle number, and social security number on all correspondence
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I Hooting of the Pl.anning Commission
MLnutes

i April 16, 1975

i The Planning Commission hold a meeting on Wednesday, April 16, 1975 at
1:42 p.m., in the Conforence Room of the Ci.ty llall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.

I PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Cluiirman
Charles W. Duke, Vico Chairman
Dr . Wilbur Choy F
Donald llosakai Alice Takehara
Harriet Wikum -

ABSENT: Antone J. Kahawaiolaa

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer

i Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary ¯¯¯

Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning i sa
Department of Land Utilization i ABI

Loretta Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of February 26 and March 12, 1975
were approved, on motion by Mr. Hosaka,
seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING Chairman Randall Kamiya declared a conflict of
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT interest and disqualified himself from any delibera-
HOUSING tion on this matter because Mr. Kalfred Yee
WAIALAE-NUI (developer) doing business as Exotics Hawaii Ltd.
EXOTICS HAWAII LTD. is a Commissioner on the Board of Agriculture who
(FILE #74/PDH-3) determines milk prices for Kamiya Dairy Inc.

public hearing was held to consider a request for redesignation of approxi-
mately 9.1 acres of land at Waialae-Nui to Planned Development Housing under
Article 10 of the Comprehensive Zoning Code, Tax Map Key: 3-5-24: 7.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on April 6, 1975.
Letters protesting the proposal have been received from community
representatives.

Staff Planner Gerald Henniger presented the Director's report of the proposal
The applicant proposes condominium townhouse units in 13 buildings. The units
will

-be staggered and stepped to conform with the slope of the hillside.
Agency comments on the proposal indicate public services would be adequate.
Parking will be prohibited by the Department of Transportation Services on the
20 foot wide Hiikala Place access road prior to issuance of a grading permit.
An Environmental Impact Statement was submitted by the applicant describing
anticipated effects of both the housing proposal and a proposal to landscape
adjacent conservation lands, Proposed ordinance conditions have been addressed
to impacts covered in the EIS.

t is recommended that the application be approved based on the conditions
numerated in the report.



Questions of staff.

HOSAKA: In our report, it mentions that the Board of Land and
Natural Resources denied the applicant's conservation use application.
Could you briefly go over that and what the ramifications are of that

a denial?
HENNIGER: This being the subject site (referring to map

displayed), the proposal here is all in R-4 and does not require an M

EIS. The area above the site is being leased to put the landscape
back into the area. So, there had to be an EIS done for that g -

particular proposal because it's in the conservation district which g
DLNR controls. So the application for landscaping which is shown
on the landscape plan which is in a heavily landscaped area in a

P-1 area was denied.

HOSAKA: Are you saying then it was just the goodness of the
applicant perhaps to apply for such buffering or landscaping above
this PD? E --

HENNIGER: I think perhaps because the applicant is in the
landscape business, he's very much interested in landscaping. He

¯¯

owns the land. It would be an asset to the project to have the
garden up there. Another reason for doing that was it would provide _-

protection against brush fires which might occur in that abutting
area.

HOSAKA: It had nothing to do with say a bonus effect.

HENNIGER: There's a pro and con, I think, to that. The cost
of each unit in here would be $5,000 more. Whoever bought the unit
would have to pay for it.

HOSAKA: I appreciate that. The word bonus, I used in the context
of additional units, perhaps

HENNIGER: No, there would be no additional units,

HOSAKA: The cost figures in the report for all the dwellings
are approximately $10,000 more than those you just gave us. I
realize building costs are going up and so forth. I can see a

couple or $3,000 but we're talking about $10,000.

.HENNIGER: I can explain how this happened and I m sorry the
information is not-consistent. The application is now about a

year or-so old. The original prices have been somewhat increased.
The applicant could clarify that.

(There were no further questions of staff.)

Public testimony followed.

Testimonÿ. in SUPPORT--



l. Attorney Clinton Ching for Exotics llawaii Ltd.

CHING: Exotics Hawail Ltd. has received a copy of the Director 's i ·¯ã

g report and recommendation dated April 4, 1975. We 've had an oppor- i_
¯

tunity to review the report and the proposed ordinance. We are in i
accord with the recommendation of the Director of Land Utilization. y

i Exotics Hawaii will comply with all of the standard PDH conditions
contained in the proposed ordinance.

In summary, I'd like to emphasize what I believe to be the key
findings of the Director. First of all, all application require-

E ments have been met. Secondly, the site meets all the requirements
-- for PDH. Thirdly, the agency comments on the proposal indicate -

g public services would be adequate . Fourth, the proposal conforms j g
g with all applicable provisions of Section 21 of the CZC. Finally, | g

although not required by law, an extensive Environmental Impact i og
Statement was submitted by the applicant. - -

In conclusion, I urge approval of the Exotics Hawaii application,
and would appreciate the opportunity to rebut any presentation
that might be made today in opposition to the PDH request . Thank

U you.

Mr. Ching was questioned by the Commission.

CHOY: Would you clarify the unit cost.

CHING: We have here two officers of Exotics Hawaii, Kalfred
Yee. and Alfred Yee, and also Mr. John Web of Anbe Associates, and
Ed Michaels of the Bishop Estate . I would ask Kalfred Yee to answer
those questions .

KALFRED YEE: These original prices were stated over a year ago.
You do know the cost of living has spired to roughly 18%-20%. I am
also aware of the cost of housing adjoining the entire area. I
believe those houses have gone up 20% to 30%.

CHOY: You're not answering my question. Specifically, what
is the unit cost for that 18 units of 1,350 square feet? Is it
$130,000 for those units?

YEE: Yes Sir.

CHOY: The next,. 18 2-bedroom units of 1,270 square feet, is
t·hat presently listed at $128,000?

YEE: That 's correct
CHOY: Next item, 20 2-bedroom units of 1,450 square feet. Is

that presently -listed at $132,000?

YEE: Yes .

3 6 9
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CHOY: The last 20 1-bedrooms of 690 se uare fee t that is
presently listed at'$90,000..

- YEE: That's correct.

HOSAKA: In regard to the community's reaction and concerns,
- if you'd care to comment on any particular item and what you've

done about it.

CHING: I think it's fair to say what has happened. is the
community association would prefer not to see a project of this
nature in the valley. They have raised very legitimate concerns E ¯ t-
but these are the same concerns that accompany the development of - -

any property. I think what's important here is that this land on
the outset was zoned as urban residential for all purposes, both
the State Land Use Commission as well as the City have had it so
designated. The applicant merely seeks now to develop the land
in accordance with the highest and best use.

A question was raised earlier as to landscaping. To some extent,
there was a desire at that time to pioneer something and to do
something slightly different. The idea was to create an Exotics iHawaii type garden in conjunction with the project. There's no
question that such landscaping would enhance the project not only
aesthetically, but also for practical consideration such as clearing
some of the bees and destruction of the dry brush land. This would
greatly assist in preventing brush fires. That in itself has some
definite advantage to the townhouse development.
Maybe it would be best to address each of the items listed in the
Director's report on pages 9 and 10. Is that what you had in mind? E

HOSAKA: Yes, and those that probably will be raised by the
community association

CHING: I have to add that what might be very legitimate
concerns, there is a certain degree of emotion that goes along
with seeing a development in close proximity to your residence.
Some of these have tended to overcome.the rationale processes.
For instance, on several occasions before the.Land Use Commission
as well as DLNR, map projections were thrown on the board which had
no relation to what the project was. There were some astounding
claims as to how much of this hillside would be covered. When you
take a look at the projections that were shown on the board, you
can get a better idea as to the height of these units, about the
200-foot level I think that is comparable to the units on the
other side. But, in no way will this development encompass the
entire hillside as explained by the community association. In
fact, they were so persuasive in their claim that the community
association at the top of the hill got all concerned that we were
going to creep right up and be looking right into their windows.
Well, it just isn't so.

In addition to legitimate community concerns, there are some
outstanding emotional concerns.



Lot me address myself to somo listed herei
HOSAKA: Since these were expressecl at the community meeting,

i let's get your responses to each one.

The community apparently was tmtler the tmpression the site was
only to be used for nursery . How would you respond to that?

CHING: They had based that statement upon the terms of the
underlying lease but as you know, my neighbor is not necessarily

I the third party beneficiary of a lease I may have with my lessor•
bIn this case, essentially the initial lease was for development of

a nursery and there is a nursery there on one portion of the leased
premises. Bishop Estate is here and they have gone on record
before this body as well as all other public agencies stating that
if this PDH is approved, they will amend the lease accordingly to
provide for that which needs to be done to accomplish the PDH and

I to subsequently convey the various townhouses out. So, all I think
may be said here is that the agreement between a landlord and his
tenant is not such a thing that they are forever bound, that they

g may not at any future date amend it, and that all other parties in
the world will hold them to their initial agreement. I think that
is essentially what the community association position is, that we
looked at your lease and it said you have to have a nursery there
and you can't change it, you can't do anything else with it not-
withstanding zoning or land use planning. They're saying it has
to be a nursery, that's all. I think that's erroneous.

HOSAKA: I understand and appreciate what you're saying; however,
there was a nursery and that was the understanding--

CHING: The nursery is still there, Sir.

HOSAKA: Yes but your property is supposed to be a nursery.
That was the intended use of it at least in the original agreement.
Is that correct?

CHING: The initial agreement indicates that there shall--

HOSAKA: However, it has been changed because of the proposal
by your developer.

CHING: No, that's not so.

HOSAKA: I think I read you wrong then. I thought you said
that the lease agreement with Bishop Estate is for a nursery right
now for that subject parcel

YEE: The original lease was for a nursery. Subsequently, the
Land Use Commission redesignated the 15 acres into urban area.
After I initiated my regional nursery, it was subsequently zoned
urban.

HOSAKA: Prior to that, what was it zoned? Preservation?
Agriculture?

71



- CilING: I'm sorry. I don't recall what the original zon lag g
was, but I think this happened in about June of 1972 when Bishop
Estato amended the lease.

HOSAKA: So as the lease stands now, it is urban and it's
zoned R-4. Is that what you're saying?

All I'm doing is questioning as if a public citizen. would, okay?
I just want some straight answers if you can give it to me.. If
not, then we can ask the department.

CHING: Well, I think what's important is that the Bishop
Estate has gone on record and said that if this is approved,
and they've indicated what kind of lease they'll give, that they
would make whatever changes necessary to effectuate transfer of me

interest in the PDH. I ËËÊ

CHAIRMAN: Why don't we have staff give the land use designations -

of this property and the dates they took vlace. l-t

HENNIGER: The initial land use designations as far as zoning
- was in 1957--that's 12/14/57--was zoned in Class A-1 which is

7500 square feet and is comparable to the existing zoning we have
now under R-4, So, the zoning designation change, the land use so
far as zoning is concerned, did not change.

Then in 1964--8/23/64--the State Land Use urban conservation line ER
was drawn which is the line I think Mr. Yee is referring to. The
date of his lease I think is prior to that, 1961 as I recall.

Then, on 1/22/69, the area was rezoned R-4 and the preservation
land above was zoned P-1.

So, we have three changes of zoning, the first two being the same,

CHING: Mr. Henniger, if I'm not mistaken, the 1964 designation -
was based upon the Land Use Law which prior to that had no such
designation.

HENNIGER: That's correct.

CHING: At that time, they drew the line and they say this
land will be in urban, that above it will be in conservation. That's
what the line is. That was the governmental action taken. Prior to -L
that date, there was no Land Use Law, there was no designation.

HOSAKA: Item number 2, they claim that drainage is a problem.

CHING: I think the report of the Department of Public Wor.ks
is the complete answer to that, that drainage is not a problem.
There is a huge drainage ditch that runs alongside of this project
and it has been sufficiently sized to take care the entire valley
including development of this parcel. There should be Iua problem.

HOSAKA: Okay fine. I just want reiteration from the .developer.

That's why I'm going point by point.



- Item number 3, streets are inadequate to handle the traffic.

CHING: Again I think the answer of the Department of Transpor-
tation Services answers that, that streets are adequate, that this
entire valley was sized properly both with streets and facilitios,
and that there is no street problem, thero is no traffic problem.

I HOSAKA: Number 5, noise pollution would be generated by
construction.

CHING: I think that is answered by the Environmental Impact
Statement. I think the departments that have reviewed it are satis- ¯

fied that sufficient control during construction can minimize the
noise pollution problem. There will always be noise pollution as
long as there is construction The only question is whether or not
reasonable steps can be taken to minimize that noise pollution. The
developer has already stated he is willing to take all reasonable
steps necessary. The departments have reviewed it and they are
satisfied with the control measures that he has suggested.

HOSAKA: Item number 6, existing homes across the drainage
channel would have their privacy invaded.

CHING: That's a very difficult kind of thing to fight. As I
say, as long as you have a neighbor your privacy will be invaded.
The question that should be asked is whether or not the land in
this valley zoned R-4 should be developed, or whether or not you
will leave properly designated lands properly zoned and go to
other parts of the island seeking rezoning and reclassification
in order to accommodate the housing needs of this central Oahu
population.

HOSAKA: Not to belabor the point, items 7, 8 and 10 I can see
answers for, How about number 9, the proposal would open the door
for more development?

CHING: Well, I'm not sure what they're talking about because
there is no other land in this valley that is properly zoned at
this time. So, if they're saying that by virtue of this development
other people will act to develop the conservation lands, that's
something that none of us here can speculate on. If they're saying
that other parcels properly zoned in this valley would then be
developed, then I must ask which parcels they have in mind, or are
they talking about other developments in the State of Hawaii some-
where, some place?

HOSAKA: Are you saying then there are no other lands in that
valley for development?

CHING: As far as I know this is the last undeveloped parcel of
residential land.

CHOY: Commissioner Hosaka bypassed item number 4, the high
cost of units. You spoke of the need to help make up some of the
drastic housing shortage. But, I can't get it clear in my mind
where 76 units at the exorbitant prices you're asking for will even
help alleviate some of the people that are really in need of
housing Can you justify that, lease?



CHING: Ï think the concept here--and again, I'iii not a devoloper g
and I'm not well versed in the plann:ing process but the concept tluit B :

- has been related to me as to this project is such that Lf you can 'ktake the elderly in the higher incomo bracket and move them out of . E

the single family dwelling and put thom into this type of pleasant
surroundings that is not as large as taking care of the whole house
and lot with the amonities and all of the built-in conveniences,
then you will free all of those single-family dwellings for the
younger couples that need the room for their children et cetera.
That was the basic approach.

CHOY: If I read you correctly, your developer has the intention
of using these units for the elderly retirees?

CHING: No.

CHOY: No? Will you please clarify that?

CHING: I'm sorry I can't find it in the report but the concept
was though not necessarily--we're not talking about retirees. We

are talking about those people who are still in the productive years
and whose children are in college and they don't find a need to
maintain a large home and yet they are far from being retirees.

CHOY: What is your projection on cost of maintenance on these
townhouses? Certainly there's some form of cost projection to take
care of the premises and the common areas.

CHING: Mr. Yee informs me that this projection was on the -
basis of $70 per unit per month. One of the problems we're facing
is this process has taken longer than we had anticipated and some gof the original cost projections such as landscaping and the grounds
has been radically altered at this point.

CHOY: The project maintenance cost per month is $70 per month.
Projected further say for 12 months, would $70 cost per month be
maintained or will there be substantial increase?

CHING: That's a ver difficult uestion to answer because I
myself live in a highrise condo. Our maintenance cost is determined
by the apartment owners association

CHOY: Given a ballpark figure of the condominium you live in,
how much has the-maintenance cost escalated since you moved in?

CHING: It's almost tripled. Again, this is something none of B
us had anticipated. I don't think any of us hope to see that kind
of increase over the years but this is something that's beyond the g
control of the unit. g =

WIKUM: Mr. Yee, you now own the nursery on site so you're
familiar with the valley.

YEE: That's correct.
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WIKUM: llow would you estilitate the average resale value of a
single-family dwelling in the valley?

YEE: I know hoines in the valley are selling for $135,000 up
to $190,000, and that's 15 and 18 years old,

WIKUM: Referring to your stateinent, iteili (e) although not
required by law, an extensive Environniental Impact Statement was
submitted by the applicant, Now, on page 11 of the report, a letter
was received from the City Council on August 7, 1974 Tequesting that
the equivalent of an environmental impact statement, not an exten-

=
' E sive one but the equivalent of one, must be submitted by the appli- BET

¯;- cant and studied by the Department of Land Utilization prior to -=-

iË g making any recommendation. The extensive environmental impact
- | statement mentioned by you in letter (e), was that in response to e ggg

this request by the City Council? E
GE¯r

CHING: Yes, it was in response to the request by City Council.
At the time the City Council made the request, a portion of our
application involved that-- 'r

- WIKUM: Preservation land, I understand that.
¯ CHING: DLNR required an environmental impact. So at the time,

that portion of the project did require--

WIKUM: I understand.

CHING: That we submit to the Council and at the same time we
submit it to DLNR which we did do.

WIKUM: I guess I'm puzzled by the wording, although not
required by law. A request by the City Council is not a law--of
course it isn't.

CHING: I guess what I'm really saying is--and I think you'll
find the expression also on page 12-13 of this particular submittal.
But, if we take the project that is presently before the Commission
now, there is no legal requirement for an environmental impact
statement. I suppose if the Commission said notwithstanding that
lack of legal requirement we're going to request that you do it, we
will do it. To that extent, it would be as binding upon us as if
it were in law. But, I'm saying as a matter of law there is no
requirement for an environmental impact statement after this project.

YEE: On this slope business, the Land Use Commission checked
our slope. When they found that 18.4%, they agreed and approved
retention of this particular land for R-4 zoning. In the beginning

- when we submitted this project, the boundary between the urban zone
and the conservation zone was set at a slightly higher location.

g The Land Use Commission subsequently lowered one end of the boundary.
As a result, our slope has been more favorable. In the beginning,
the slope for that lot was 22% and now it's down to 18.4%.

CHOY: How solid and how sound will a townhouse be built on
a very rocky hillside?



HE
YEE: Actually it 's extremely sound because on a rocky hill-

sido you don't have a slide problem where you have unstable dirt. E
lt's actually more expensive for us mainly because we have to cut
through rock but once it's done and wo set the house on good solid
rock foundation, we don't have any sediment problem and we don't
have a slide problem in the future.

IHowever, the landscaping we will have to introduce a lot of top
soil to provide the necessary landscaping

CHOY: If I understand you correctly, that whole hillside the
subject parcel that's on rock, is completely solid.

YEE: I wouldn't say completely solid. For example, the two
houses we built we encountered what we call a mud rock which is
easy enough to cut and very stable.

CHOY: In your dirt fill for landscaping, wouldn't the foundation
being rock, there would be a tremendous runoff of your top soil?

YEE: No mainly because in grading we will be sure to bench
the rock so that it will hold the top soil in place.

(There were no further questions by the Commission.) -E

2. Mr. E.M. Michael of Kamehameha Schools representing Bishop
Estate, owners of the subject property.

Mr. Michael indicated their support of the project and gave
additional information as to the annual leasehold rental which
will run for 30 years--$420 per unit for the first 15 years,
increased to $630 per unit for the remaining period.

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Mr. Tom Nekota, President, Waialae Nui Valley Community Assn.
(Submitted testimony dated April 16, 1975 with attachments,
and Petition dated June 1974 containing 226 signatures)

2. Letter dated April 16, 1975 from Senator Fred W. Rohlfing
3. Letter dated March 31, 1975 to Mr. Eddie Tangen, Chairman,

State Land Use Commission from Mr. Tom Nekota, President, 5EWaialae Nui Valley Community Association, and Representative die
Steve Cobb, Vice-President, Waialae Nui Community Association

4. Letter dated October 11, 1974 to Land Use Commission from
Senator Donald S. Nishimura

5. Representative Steve Cobb, Vice President, Waialae Nui Valley NT
Community Association (Submitted testimony dated April 16, 1975)

6. Mr. Jack Larsen, adjoining resident

OBJECTIONS:

1. Increased density of the proposed development will create an

-10-



APR 18 19/S

adverso impact on existing singlo- Eamily lifo-style of residents
within the valley.

2. Residents were informed at the time they bought their homes
that the hillside was intended to be Eor nursory use and that
it was to be maintained as part of a plant nursery.

3. Streets are inadequate to handle traffic. Hiikala Place, a

19-foot wide roadway presently serves only 10 single-family
residential units. ßased on the density comparison provided
in the application report, traffic over this 19-foot wide

N roadway will increase by 660%.

g 4. Of significant concern is the proposed banning of parking deep
- | within the heart of a residential subdivision only to accommo-

date a higher density type of development.

5. The very basic planning concept is to keep high density
developments in very close proximity of major arteries and
conversely low density developments, 1.e., single-family
residential development on secondary and feeder routes. The
application proposes to transform a 19-foot wide feeder route
into a primary artery only to accommodate a higher density
development.

6. No alternate routes have been considered nor the widening of
Hiikala Place to 24 feet which is the width of roadway for the

i PDH.

7. The statement that a roadway from Hoakoa Place is unfeasible.

8. It is our understanding that the City uses a slope of 20% as
a guide to differentiate between land that is developable and
land that is not. Onl 19% of the total arcel area is 20%
slope or less.

9. The PDH will create a density increase of 90%, almost double
over that permitted by present R-4 zoning. This could be
construed as cramming two R-4 zoned subdivisions into one.

10. Increased flooding and runoff will occur.

11. The proposal opens the door for further development.

12. Overload on public facilities in the area--parks and schools.

13. Despoilation of the natural hillside.

14. High cost of the units are far beyond the medium and low-priced
housing market needs.

15. The site should be rezoned to preservation.

16. The statement that single-family dwellings generate more runoff
is questionable. A PD has more developed surface area where
more runoff would occur.

-11-



The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded ¯mr

by Mr. Hosaka and carriod. U F B

. ATTORNEY CLINTON CHING: Mr. Chairman, may I just clarify
for my purposes. Am I correct that the Chair has ruled that I
may not . . .

CHAIRMAN: This is a public hearing, Sir, and not a debate.
You had your chance to put all of the input . We gave you plenty
of t ime .

CHING: No, I'm asking for the Chairman's ruling on this, I'm
not trying to be--

CHAIRMAN: Well, the ruling is that no, you cannot comment now
regarding their testimony,

CHING: Even if that which has been stated may not have any
basis and fact?

CHAIRMAN: I believe the commissioners are pretty wise in what
they hear, and I believe that they will take in consideration anything
that was not actually factual.

CHING: May I ask for another ruling.

There has been shown to the Commission several exhibits . I'm asking
whether or not those exhibits may not be formally submitted to the E
Commission so that they be an official part of the record.

CHAIRMAN: To the best of my knowledge, are you referring to
the area photos that were passed around?

CHING: There have been a number of documents, and this has
happened in prior public hearing, where documents are referred to
and then they never become a part of the record and yet they are
constant references to things that were shown to the Commission,
and there 's always question as to what in fact was shown to the
Commission. What I would like to ask the Chairman is to require
that all those documents that were shown be made an official part
of this record.

CHAIRMAN: I see,no objection to that.

CHING: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN: And you may have access to anything that is an
official part of this record

TOM NEKOTA: I would like to make one comment re gar ding the
exhibits if we could submit it at a later date because these are
the originals that we have . We do not have extra copies . We would
run the copies and submit it to the Commission.



CHAIRMAN: I see no objection to that. If you will give it to
our Executive Secretary, he will see tha t it is mado a part of the
record. You gentleman can see them anytime that you desire to.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

I ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning Erom B-2
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS Community Business to A-4 Apartment and
TO A-4 APARTMENT construction of a 9-story building for -
MOILIILI low to low-medium income range on approxi-
HAUSTEN GARDENS mately 14,400 square feet of land located i

- ASSOCIATES in Moiliili, Tax Map Key: 2-7-09: 16.
(FILE #74/Z-18)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on April 6, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Mr. Robert Jones presented the Director's report. Forty-eight units
containing 578+ square feet each are intended for small families,
couples or singles in the low to low-medium income range,

Comments from governmental agencies are favorable. However, the
Department of Transportation Services indicates that due to the
changing character of the area, improvements to Hausten Street
should be done as soon as possible. Hausten Street will be upgraded
by an improvement district.program (CIP 1975-1980). The Honolulu
Police Department indicated its concern for increasing traffic
particularly at .the intersections of King and Hausten and Date and
Hausten Streets.

It is the Director's recommendation that the request be approved.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. George Kam represented the applicant and offered to respond
to any questions the Commission might have. There were no
questions from the Commission.

Testimony AGAINST--

Mr. Francis Akamine, VISTA worker assigned to the Three M
Community Council, a non-profit community organization which
serves as the clearing house for neighborhood community
associations, agencies, and residents of lower Manoa, McCully,
and Moiliili,

OBJECTIONS-

1. Impact generated by the proposal on existing street conditions BER
due to narrow street width, inadequate on- and off-street
parking, and heavy commercial traffic (buses and cars coming

II
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to or from The Willows) ,

will be worsoned. Adequate visitor
parking should be provided on site.

2. There are 12 Hauston Street landowners whose frontage has
been designated for rights-of-way but has never been acquired
although rights·of-way have been acquired from all other
property owners « Inequitably, these property owners are being
forced to pay property taxes on land they cannot use.

3. Timing of the street widening project is slated for sometime
after 1980. Consideration should be given as to whether this
is an appropriate time to recommend approval of the zoning
change.

4. The fact that the surroundin land use and zonin designations
are A-4 High Density Apartme t is irrelevant. Tley do not i NEE
correspond to the actual and probable Hausten Street land uses i ËË
and should not be used as a criteria for recommending approval
of the zone change. Due to existing land use patterns, exist- - | Elk
ing structures, and existing property size and ownership i Ëlk
characteristics most Hausten Street properties are undevelopable NE
except as low-rise, low-density walk-up apartments.

5. The 3MCouncil is not against development of Hausten Street
but rather when development does occur, it actually improve
the quality of Hausten Street life rather than create addi-
tional problems.

6. They are not confident that the parking and traffic problem
has been fully appreciated and addressed. Even with proposed
street widening, existing on- and off-street parking problems
will increase.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded -2¯

by Mr. Duke and carried. -L

ACTION: The.Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr.
Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy. E -

Discussion followed.

Mrs. Takehara indicated her disagreement with the motion
because she preferred "to see the CIP.program in effect
first to see that this area can be improved for better
facilities for the residents, and then plan for what
would be suitable for this parcel, rather than accentuate
the parking and traffic problem.

Mr. Hosaka commented on the extent and magnitude of
parking and traffic problems which would result by-
development under B-2 Community Business zoning.
Further, the proposal is geared to the low-income
group and would alleviate some of the existing hous-
ing problem for that group.
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The motion carried
AYES - Choy, Duko, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum
NAYES - Takeharai ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

STATE SUP/CUP request for a State Special Use Permit -

(PRIVATE SANITARY and Conditional Use Permit for Private -

LANDFILL) Sanitary Landfill on approximately 9.5+ -

M WAIPIO acres of land located in Waipio, Tax Map -

OCEANIC PROPERTIES, INC. Key: 9-5-03: portion of 1.

g (FILE #74/SUP-12 6
#74/CUP-29) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on April 6, 1975. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report of the
proposal. The applicant indicates that an existing landfill site
is nearing its capacity shortly. Since there is a continuing need
for such operations, the establishment of a satisfactory substitute
location is not only necessary but essential to the operations of
Castle and Cooke, Inc., primarily Dole Company and Mililani Town,
Inc. All land in the area is currently being used for agricultural
purposes. The site is not suitable for agricultural use in its
present condition. Hours of operation will be restricted to
8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through.Friday. Access to and from
the site will be controlled by fences and gates will be kept
locked when an attendant is not on duty. Approximately 10-12 loads
per day will be dumped daily. Noise, dust and odor will be con-
trolled through provision of Chapter 46 of the Public Health
Regulations relating to Solid Waste Management. Review by
governmental agencies indicate no objection to the proposal. -=

It is the Director's recommendation that the request be granted.

Questions were raised by the Commission.

TAKEHARA: Lorrie, in this report from OEQC (Office of Environ-
mental Quality Control) number 3 states that it recommends provisions
be made for groundcover or landscaping during and after operations.
As certain sections are being filled, they recommend a groundcover
to prevent runoff. Is this taken cared of in the conditions?

CHEE: The site plans do not indicate any provisions for land-
scaping and groundcover; however, this would be under the jurisdiction -

of the Department of Health which the applicant has to get another
permit for the sanitary landfill.

TAKEHARA: The concern too was the fact that there would be
runoff because part of this landfili is in a gully.



CHEE: That is correct - They 're propos inL: diver sion ditches , | 9 m¯¯¯ This also will be removed as a technical aspect under the health -
- regulations.
¯F

DUKE: If the Planning Commiss ion is the agency that luis the
authority to approve or disapprove the SUP, it appears to me it
should be the same agency that would do something with the permit

- if something happens to it. For instance on page 21 of the report,
condition number 6, on the SUP what does the Director of the Depart-

¯

ment of Health have to do with the SUP?

CHEE: The SUP is separate from the permit that is required by
the Department of Health. The department's review of concurrent -

requests for CUP and SUP has been on this bases--that the recommenda-
tion for review of certain minor modifications, or in this case say
a transfer, we felt in the interest of expediency that the Director
of Land Utilization and the Department of Health who is the technical
reviewing agency could make this recommendation to allow a transfer .
or approve a minor modification, rather than having the applicant go
through Planning Commission and the Land Use Commission for something
like that. There are three different kinds of permits that are
involved in a sanitary landfill--a CUP which is final disposition by M
the City Council, the SUP which is final disposition by the State
Land Use Commission, and another separate permit issued by the
Department of Health.

DUKE: I understand. My whole point is I believe we should
¯ undoubtedly have corporation counsel's opinion on whether or not

other agencies can truly do something with an SUP besides the
Planning Commission. I don't believe they can. In several
instances here you refer the SUP to the Department of Land Utiliza-
tion, to the Department of Health, whereby they're going to have
decisions to make on the SUP. Therefore, I think you are a little
bit off base as to what you can do with the SUP.

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, I believe the Commission can modify
the conditions so that they come in line with the SLUC (State Land
Use Commission) regulations which outline what the Planning Commis-

- sion should do in relationship to an SUP. Condition 3 could be
modified where the City Council indicated in this report, these
permits may upon their expiration, be renewed by the City Council,I believe under the SLUC regulations, renewal is not a City Council
prerogative. I would therefore suggest that this might be changed
to simply cover the CUP which the City Council can renew, and eL

subsequent sentence be added to that condition which would indicate
that the SUP would be renewed upon the renewal of the CUP by the
City Council. That would be one suggestion.
In condition 5 where it says if necessary this time limit--the
time limit in terms of establishing the use--may be extended by
the Director of Land Utilization subject to the State Land Use
Commission approval, I believe that the regulations of the State
Land Use Commission indicates that an extension of the time limit
is to be approved by the Planning Commission. I would recommend
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therofore that this condition be changed to state that the time
limit may be extended by the I)irector of Land Utilization, subiect

¯¯

to the State Land Use Commission and Planning Commission approval.
I beliove those are the two major condition areas which should be

III modified. In terms of minor modification, I believe this Commission
could certain1 ask the Director of Land Utilization to tend to

i minor modifications. =a

DUKE: I see nothing wrong with the application if those
suggestions made by the Executive Secretary are made a part of
the conditions. Do you think the Director of Land Utilization
would object to those modifications?

CHEE: The recommendation is as submitted to the Planning
Commission. It would be your prerogative to make these amendments
or these modifications to the Director's recommendation.

DUKE: Since we're just in discussion now, when it comes time
for action, I will so state,

CHEE: I understand there is a request, the Commission has a
copy, that has asked for a minor amendment of one of the conditions,not so much the conditions but the applicant in his specifications
had said that he would be constructing a fence around the entire
sanitary landfill site. However, in reviewing it with the Depart-
ment of Health, and Health has agreed to this amendment, they wish
to provide--access to the facility shall be controlled in the form
of fences and gates that shall be kept locked when an attendant is -

not on duty rather than fencing the entire landfill site. The
Director of Land Utilization is in concurrence with this amendment.

(There were no further questions of staff.)

Public testimony followed-

Testimony FOR--

Mr. Gene Ferguson of Mililani Town, representing Oceanic
Properties, acknowledged receipt of the Director's report
and agreed to comply with all conditions contained therein.

Testimony AGAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried

The matter was deferred for a statutory period of 15 days.
PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to B-2 Community Business
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS on approximately 5.9+.acres of land
WAIMALU located in Waimalu, Tax Map Keys:
HERBERT K. HORITA 9-8-08: portion of 3 and 9-8-20: 1.
REALTY, INC.
(FILE #74 -55)
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Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on '¯

April 6, 1975. No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report of the
request. The applicant has submitted conceptual drawings indicat-

ing three-story commercial structures with parking and landscaping [
on the periphery of the parcel. Thus far, the applicant indicates -

that inquiries from prospective tenants include such uses as y |
¯

medical office and clinic, professional offices, retail garden | =

shop, drive-in restaurants, a sit-down restaurant, and a service
station. Public agencies reviewing the request indicate no
objection to the proposed rezoning.

At the public information meeting, residents expressed their
concerns on increased traffic problems and the height and setback
proposal of the structures. The residents appeared to be satis-
fied when informed that the applicant's proposal for 3-story
structures, approximately 40 feet high and minimum setbacks of
25 feet and 100 feet could be assured through conditional zoning.

It is the Director's recommendation that the request be granted.
Further, that conditional zoning be applied to insure compliance -
for adequate buffering and the visual impact of the proposed
commercial use to neighboring uses. This has been resolved by
proposed additional yard setbacks and a maximum 40-foot height
limitation set by the applicant.

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Tosh Hosoda represented the applicant. The close proximity
of the proposed neighborhood shopping center to the Pearl Ridge
Shopping Center was questioned. Mr. Hosoda pointed out that
Pearl Ridge is a regional shopping center whereas their project
would mainly service the immediate surrounding neighborhood.
Some shops within this development include Safeway Supermarket,
Pay Less Store, a hardware store, a barber shop, and a beauty
salon.

Testimony AGAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried.

ACTION: The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request on motion by Mrs.
Takehara, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa



PUBLI(' llEARÏNG A public hearing was hold to consider a

TWO STATE SPI.iCIAL llSE request to construct and operato a private
PERMITS-- sewage treatment and d:isposal facility and
(1) PRIVATE SEWAGE to construct a water system within an

TRl:iATMI.!NT f, DISPOSAL agricultural district on approximately 404
SYSTEM acres of land located in Kabuku, Tax Map

(2) PROPOSED WATER Key: 5-6-06: 0 .

I SYSTEM
KAHUKU Publ:ication was made in the Sunday Star-

· GROSVENOR-INTERNATIONAL Bulletin/Advertiser on April 6, 1975.
(HAWAII) LTD. A letter received from the Kaaawa Community

E (FILE #74/SUP-14 6 Association dated April 15, 1975 states in
#75/SUP-2) part: ".. we feel a delay on this project

is in order until we have more information
to know the effects on our shore line
protection. 3"B:

Mr. Robert Jones presented the Director's report of the request. The
- applicant has applied for two Special Use Permits to enable them lit

to (1) construct and operate a private sewage treatment system, and (gg
g (2) construct a water system which will service their proposed Sii
g Malaekahana Development which will contain approximately 499 units

of a second home leisure type, recreation-oriented community.
Mini-ranch type lots ranging in size between two to ten acres are
also proposed.

The sewerage system proposed consists of collection, treatment,
and disposal facilities. Provisions for eventual integration with

- the future municipal sewerage system will be included in this system.
Presently, the homes in this vicinity utilize cesspools for their
sewage disposal. The water system proposed consists of source,
storage and distribution facilities. It is anticipated that this
system, initially restricted to the development, will eventually
be expanded and incorporated as an integral part of the future
regional municipal water system.

Review of the proposals has revealed no major anticipated adverse
effects or incompatibility with existing uses and other uses
normally permitted within the agricultural districts. It is
recommended that the applications be approved, subject to the
conditions contained in the Director's report.

Questions were raised by the Commission.

DUKE: Is it a general practice to use agricultural land to
assist you in developing urban area?

JONES: I can't answer whether that is a general practice and
I can't name a specific example where that does occur. I do know
in locating the ponds in this particular case, it was done in
conjunction with the State Department of Health and the Board of
Water Supply in finding-.a :location that would not interfere with
the water supply or contaminating Malaekahana Bay or adjacent
waters. This particular location which.does happen to be in the
agricultural district was selected best to provide facilities for
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that section. It does happen to be an area that is low and not
a good parcel for a specific agricultural use. --

DUKE: Was a good survey made to put the facility on his own
property rather than to use outside property so that be could
utilize 100% of his urban property?

JONES: I had asked that question about surveying--if sites
had been looked at that would best suit this, and this was the
location he said that met the criteria best for locating it. I
would assume he did investigate locating it on his property.

(There were no further questions of staff.)

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Ralph Hayward, President, Grosvenor-International
(Hawaii) Ltd.

Mr. Hayward acknowledged receipt of a copy of the Director's
report and agreed with the conditions as set forth. He was
questioned by the Commission.

CHOY: Would you.clarify your intent and purpose concerning
the mini ranch?

HAYWARD: This is an area of approximately 300 acres which we
presently have in mind to subdivide to a total of approximately
60 lots which will be ranging in size between 2 and 10 acres. Our
intention is to market these toward the equestrian oriented members
of the community. This area is a second-home area and the interest
of equestrian activity is very high. We feel there is substantial
demand for this type of use.

CHOY: Am I correct in assuming that the intended purposes of
these 2 to 10 lots will afford the owners 4-H privileges, in other
words livestock would be permitted on the premises?

HAYWARD: Horses as opposed to cattle and pigs et cetera.
CHOY: Then what type-of land designation has your organization

projected for this area? Will it remain in agriculture?

HAYWARD: It will be developed under the present zoning which
is AG-1.

CHOY: Realizing the cost of land, will this be a leasehold
basis or fee simple?

HAYWARD: Be on leasehold. Em

CHOY: You have .any cost on this, the acquisition of a 2-acre
ranch?
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HAYWARD: Wo have no projection at this stage.

WIKUM: The application before us today is for facilities
designed to support all the yellow and all the green (referring to
map displayed)?

HAYWARD: That is correct.

DUKE: I read over the informational sheet that DLU presented
us with and I have read memorandums from the Chief Planning Officer.
Yet, I have to get it straight in my mind how you can state that me
you're going to develop this under AG-1 but in reality I don't ¯ñì

- think it's oin to be viable for true a riculture area. Do ou
really think it is?

HAYWARD: For the type of uses which we have in mind, I think
it is. As I said earlier, we would be looking more for the eques-

I trian oriented members of the community and they would require
¯ pasture areas to keep their horses. I believe what we are proposing
¯ is acceptable under the present conditions for AG-1 area.

DUKE: There may be good question as to whether that's true or
not. In essence you are more or less going to establish an estate
there?

HAYWARD: That's correct.

DUKE: On agricultural land. I see no objection to that except
it appears to me like you're going about it backwards. You're going
to make it more or less an estate but it's going to be urban, not
agriculture.

HAYWARD: Well, I think a 10-acre parcel is substantial an
estate--

DUKE: I'm sure it is if it were used for agriculture.

HAYWARD: We're looking at a total of 60 units over a total of
300 acres. My own feeling is this still retains very substantially

- the a-ricultural environment.

DUKE: I believe we're probably going to have to get an opinion
from corporation counsel on whether or not you would qualify to do
this on agricultural land.

HAYWARD: Our application this afternoon--

DUKE: I appreciate that but it also brings out what you intend
to do with the SUP you're applying for.

HAYWARD: This is just part of our overall development plan.
The principal areas of development will be on the other side of the
highway where the larger percentage of.the units will be developed.

DUKE: The STP and the other facilities that you desire to
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locate in the ag. area, have you ever considered developing the
- area without going into ag, land?

HAYWARD: We are largely dependent upon the advice of our
e engineers in this respect. They have researched the area with the
i various departments and have come up with this area to be most

successful for disposal of the sewage effluent. As far as the --

I water is concerned, it is essentially the only area where we can
¯¯¯

! establish the water system that would comply with the standards
set by the Board of Water Supply.

DUKE: To your knowledge when this was ag. land, you're not -

really growing any crops there now are you? --

HAYWARD: The land is presently used as grazing land for cattle.

DUKE: Even before the mill closed you had sugar cane there? --

HAYWARD: Oh yes. EE

DUKE: The 7 acres where you propose to put in your STP, was
that productive acreage or was it not?

HAYWARD: I think it was. As I stated earlier, this is subject iii
to flooding and perhaps is not prosperous as good ag land. AME

DUKE: Concerning the flooding, this is quite removed from
the residential area down-on the beach.

HAYWARD: That's true.

DUKE: What's the difference in elevation if you recall? E

HAYWARD: I'm afraid I can't give you a specific answer.

DUKE: One way or another you're going to have to do a lot of
pumping, obviously.

HAYWARD: That is correct. The STP we have envisions a pump
at the highway pumping the sewage .effluent up to the oxidation
pond. It will be a force main.

DUKE: You also plan to turn the STP, particularly the water
supply, over-to the city, is that true?

HAYWARD: The STP would be retained as a private system. We

are developing the water system to the standards required by the
Board of Water Supply. At this time, we haven't finalized any
agreement regarding turning over the system to them-but it is in
all probability that this is what will happen.

DUKE: Question of staff. Was that not true that in the
proposal it stated the intention was to do certain things?



30N1:'.S: The STP will be privately operated. At such time when
the municipal one comes into operation, then the applicant will
tio into the public sewer and romove the oxidation pond that he
is using now. 'l'he maintenance of it, building of it, will be done
by the applicant.. Until such timo as the public system is in,
then he will abandon this system,

DUKE: Would you expound on the water system?

JONES: The water will be privately built but as I understand,
it will be turned over to the Board of Water Supply. It will not
remain in private operation. It will be built to their standards.

DUKE: Question of the secretary. If the STP being in ag. land
and was ultimately going to be operated by the city, then it would
have to be rezoned because the city couldn't use an SUP forever and
ever could it?

CONNELL: The Department of General Planning feels that facili- ¯

ties of this type should be recognized on the general plan with i
suitable designation; i.e. a public facility, that in a sense it
depends upon which attorney you talk to whether the general plan j gg
controls or whether the underlying zoning controls. It is the i -E

position of the Department of General Planning as indicated before ggy
that the general plan would need to be changed and indicate a si
public facility.

DUKE: If the general.plan would then have to be changed, what
is the feeling then on horse farms out there? Does that qualify
for ag. use or do you think they'd have to have a general plan
change to qualify that type of operation? I'd just like to save
this man some time, not to embarrass him, just want to get some
facts

CONNELL: The Department of General Planning at this point has
not taken a position regarding mini ranches though questions have
been raised by the Department of General Planning to the Department
of Land Utilization regarding the use. I believe some of the issue
would be the purpose and intent of the general plan for an agricul-
tural district and to what extent the present permitted uses within
AG-1 is totally representative of the purpose and intent of the
general plan.
As I read the legislative intent of an AG-1 district, the purpose
of a restricted agricultural district is to protect and.preserve
agricultural land for the performance of agricultural functions
and to encourage concentration of such uses in areas where poten-
tial friction-with urban uses will be minimized. I believe we EEE
are in an area tlurt is going to need a certain amount of
interpretation REE

DUKE: The question on the floor today is we're not going to
decide whether a mini ranch is good or bad, but I thought possibly
if the STP and water systems were put in with the expectation of
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usin an additional 400 or 500 acres that mi ht not come to beg g
then maybe we're getting into areas that are considerably larger --

than necessary, am

CONNELL: You mentioned the fact you read the report and
conditions from the Department of Land Utilization and agreed to
them. I don't think the Planning Commission agrees to the condi-
tions for these reasons, the State Land Use Regulations indicate
that county planning commissions shall establish among other
conditions, a reasonable time limit suited to establishing the
particular use. "Establishing particular use" goes a little
further than getting a building permit. It means establishing ¯-r

that particular use. Therefore, I need to ask the question,
-p

how are you going to phase in the STP?

HAYWARD: We plan to start construction of the facility in
.approximately October of this year. The first phase would be
sufficient for phases 1 and 2 of the development which are located
on the makai side of the highway. As phase 3 is developed, the
2nd phase of the oxidation pond--I believe it's required to satisfy
the demand for effluent disposal.

The water system itself would be .developed initially with a 500
gallon reservoir and ultimately we would build a one-million gallon
reservoir, if.this is required by the board.

CONNELL: When you say ultimately, what kind of time are we !Ë
talking about?

HAYWARD: This would be developed in conjunction, if necessary,
with phase 6 which is development of the mini ranch.

CONNELL: Inasmuch as we have to, in terms of the SUP tie down
some definite dates, it would seem to be that perhaps certain
portions of the STP and water system should come in at a later
date for an additional SUP, that the Commission should concern
itself with those parts of the two systems which are to be built
within a reasonable period of time. Otherwise, we _are simply
giving a Carte Blanche special permit.

HAYWARD: We:anticipate commencing development of the phase 3

portion during the early part of next year. This would require to
start moving ahead with the 2nd phase of the oxidation.pond at that
time. Essentially the majority of .the sewage disposal.system and
the water system would be developed within a reasonable period.

CONNELL: The first .pond will only take care of phases 1 and 2?

HAYWARD: Phases 1 and 2.
¯¯

CONNELL: And the second pond would take care of areas 3 and 4?- my

HAYWARD: That is correct. EE

CONNELL: 5 and 6 would be taken cared of how?



HAYWARD: We have our engineer here and he could respond to
technical questions.

DUKE: Now's a good time to clarify 5. What's necessary to
get number 5 going? He can develop it because it's on the general
plan even though the state designation is not compatible with that?

CONNELL: If it's going to have an urban development, it would
require a redesignation by the State Land Use Commission. It would
require proper redesignation in terms of zoning.

DUKE: Therefore, 5 at this moment is in limbo whether you can

i use it or not use it.

CONNELL: It's in an agricultural limbo.

I DUKE: You say you're going to start 1 and 2 in October, and
- 3 and 4 going by early next year. That's pretty quick isn't it?

HAYWARD: I didn't say 4.

DUKE: Well, 3 even.

HAYWARD: Our plan is to move ahead with construction of phase 1

in October. Then, during the early course of next year moved ahead
with hases 2 and 3.

DUKE: How many units you plan in phase 1?

HAYWARD: The first phase is 129 units, the second phase is
112, and .the third phase I think is 73.

DUKE: You understand about phase 5?

HAYWARD: Oh certainly, Sir, yes. Our overall plan includes
phases 5 and 6. As I said earlier, the majority of the development
is.comprised in phases 1 through 4. I think it's nearly 70% of the

M total number. This is the area where we would be putting our main
thrust.

DUKE: It still appears to me we're getting the cart before the
horse on this on the whole development because at what time you
require additional facilities is unknown right now.

HAYWARD: As far as phases 1 through 4, we know exactly what
our requirements are. As far as the STP is concerned, it's my
understanding that in order to develop phases 1, 2 and 3, we would

M require the development of the second oxidation pond which will in
fact have a capability of providing adequate sewage disposal facili-
ties for the remaining phases which have far fewer units in them
than the first three phases. Similarly for the water. We are in
discussion with the Board of Water Supply concerning the reservoir.
We feel development of a 500-gallon reservoir would be sufficient
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for the whole developmoite. It is required for phase 1 to estab-
lish a certain fire Flow requiromont It, in fact, has the
capability oE sup,>1ying water for a considerablo number of units in
excess oE phases 1, 2 and 3.

DUKE: I don't know whether this is a procedent or not. Do we
use agricultural land to help you develop your urban land? That's
the question in my mind.

.CONNELL: Under the CZC it was considered as a conditional use.
Under the SLUC regulations on agriculture, under primary uses sewage
treatment plants are specifically denied. They create a variance E e

route via the special permit. .

DUKE: Generally speaking on very valuable beach property, is it HE
a rule where possible to locate the STP away from the beach property
in agricultural land?

CONNELL: I would suspect putting aside some of the environ-
mental considerations, it would be much better to an STP on cheaper
agricultural property than expensive residential beach property.

DUKE: Well from the economics of it, naturally. But, do we
ordinarily do this or have we done it?

CONNELL: I would have to defer to the STP experts in the
Department of Land Utilization.

JONES: The only two that come to mind are the ones at Kuilima.
They have an oxidation pond. I'm not sure whether that's in the
urban area right on the boundary or whether it's in the agricultural
district. The other would be Makaha and I'm not sure whether that's
in agriculture or not.

CONNELL: I think the best answer to your question is it is
allowed under CZC. The question in terms of the SUP is whether or
not an STP or the water facility meets the test criteria of the
Land Use Commission in the estimation of land use. If it meets
the test criteria, then you can go ahead and grant a special permit. -

I would like to tie down the time for the specific part of the
permit. We're going to have to have some dates. The one I have
in terms of the STP is you contemplate beginning construction in
October 1975 with total completion of both ponds and the full
system in operation by then.

HAYWARD: The system would be timed to be operational when
the first phase is complete which is scheduled for the end of
next year, approximately.0ctober or November of next year. The
second phase of the sewage system would be complete at a time after
that. I would envision it would be under construction before the
first phase is complete.

CONNELL: What I assume from that is it takes one year to
complete the first phase and you begin with reasonable time after-



wards, say November or December 1976, that we might say on thisi permit that it would run until December 1977?

HAYWARD: I think that would be reasonable.
CONNELL: What about the water system?

HAYWARD: Similarly.

I
CHOY: It's not clear in my mind about the mini ranch. Will

you have any restricted covenants in your lease to the mini ranches? p .

HAYWARD: It is our intention presently that we would have t -

- certain restrictive covenants but at this time we haven't worked
anything out.

CHOY: Mr. Secretary, can a developer such as in this case * ""¯

I proposing a mini ranch in AG-1 designation, place any restrictive i emcovenant in his lease prohibiting the lessee restricted agricultural i in-
activities?

- CONNELL: The rulin has been that the landowner ma lease and
put in restrictive cove ants, whether they may relate t the CZC
or not, they are ones which have enforcement by the landowner and
not one that would be enforceable by the city.

CHOY: Being the mini ranch is in AG-1 designation and assuming
the owner of a 10-acre parcel decides to convert his parcel into a
chicken farm, it's AG-1, wouldn't he be within his rights to start
a chicken farm?

CONNELL: I will defer on your question, Dr. Choy. It is more
properly a question that should be addressed to a lawyer.

CHOY: I'm a little afraid, Mr. Hayward, this 300 acres may be
a .piggyback into possibly a high density development.

HAYWARD: That is not our intention.

CHOY: I know it's not your intention but things could develop
to the extent that it may be, and because my question cannot be
answered at the present time. It's conceivable in my mind that
you may have a .contingency plan for this 300 acres which bothers
me at the present time.

HAYWARD: The requirements to construct a further one million
gallon reservoir as part -of the second stage of development of
utilities for .this overall project is essentially dictated by the

- total maximum permissible number of units that could be developed
on the 300-acre parcel situated mauka of the highway. The Board
of Water Supply has taken the position that technically under the
CZC this could be developed for a total of approximately 300 units,
i.e. one units per acre, which would mean we would have to construct
an extra one million gallon reservoir to satisfy this. We are
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presently in discussion with the ßoard oE Water Supply whereby we
would agree to make a restriction on tho whole of this land so that -

we would in fact restrict the number oE lots to be developed on
this 300-acre parcel, so that we would in fact not have to develop
a further one-million gallon reservoir. We do not wish to develop
this to the maximum permissible density which is 300 units We are
prepared to agree with the ßoard of Water Supply tluit we will comply
legally with a restriction below this number,

CHOY: You still didn't answer my question. If it was not
economically feasible for your company to develop area number 6

(referring to map displayed) into a mini ranch, would you be satis- E
fied not to expand your development to a higher density designation?

HAYWARD: We do not contemplate that and do not wish to do that.

CHOY: I wish I could be reassured of that.

CONNELL: Upon completion of the city's sewerage system, what
happens to the ponds?

HAYWARD: I think we have to dispose of them.

- CONNELL: That would be an acceptable condition to you?

HAYWARD: Yes it would.

CHAIRMAN: I myself too am rather disturbed about this mini
ranch concept. Have you ever considered rather than breaking it
up into parcels of 2 to 10 acres, what would be the possibility
of having say 30 houses on 10 acre parcels, and having those 10
acres open to all types of farming rather than just horses, like
dirt farming? The reason I'm asking is it was also stated in the
staff report there is an excellent potential for recycling waste
water for pasture or irrigational use. This becomes twofold.

HAYWARD: This is something we have considered. At this time
we haven't developed our plan at all for phase 6. We have considered -

a number of alternatives. We haven't finalized on really any one in -

particular. This is a concept that is enclosed in our report, It is
one we intend to favor but we haven't at this time finalized our
plans for this area at all

CHAIRMAN: I imagine then if you were to enter into such a
concept your sewage system possibly would be smaller?

HAYWARD: The total number of units would probably be the same.
We would be looking to that type of number of units . Therefore, the
total sewage disposal requirements would be of similar size.

CHAIRMAN: Because even on your concept of 2 to 10 acres, I also
wonder in line with Commissioner Choy, rather than chicken farming
what would prevent the owner of the 10 -acre parcel from dividing it
up into 2 acres and get 5 units additionally rather than one?

HAYWARD: This definitely would be one of the restrictive
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covenants that we would wish to incorporate into the lease.
CHAIRMAN: You have any idea how many 2 -acre pa rcels or 10 -acro

parcels you have?

HAYWARD: At this time , no

TAKEHARA: Could you describe more in detail what is meant by
second home, leisure and recreation-oriented type of community?

HAYWARD: This area has for many, many years been an area
used as a second home where people have houses situated in Honolulu
and use this area as a leisure vacation home. The come out here
essentially on weekends and during vacations in the summer.

TAKEHARA: You have any idea what the cost will be?

HAYWARD: We'll be looking probably in the region of $75,000
and up.

CHAIRMAN: Could you look into the possibility of making these
- 10-acre parcels rather than 2 to 10. What's the feasibility of

- having such a concept like the 10-acre parcel rather than 2 or 5.
I'd sure appreciate that.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Haywafd.)

2. Mr. August Aulf, Projëct Engineer with the firm of Sunn, Low
Tom and Hara

AULF: I'll respond to some of the technical questions which
were raised.

Regarding location of the oxidation pond, we wanted to keep it as
far from the highway as we could. It .is located about 1500 feet
from the-highway. The particular area where it is located at one
time was used for production of dane but it's over-an artesian
basin that leaks. The groundwater is actually under artesian
pressure and is up 'to the surface so it's not a very good agricul-
tural production area and probably never will be. The elevation is
about four feet higher than where the sewage lift station will be.
We will have to pump up to it.

The sewage lift station will be right next to the highway at which
point it can collect all of the.sewage by gravity from areas 1, 2,
3, 4 and 5 and" will pump it up to the oxidation. There will be a
force main which would take it back to an infiltration.pit at that
point. The reåson át that point"is that the Board of Water Supply
would not let ys permit infiltration at any other point further .mountain-ward because of'the artesi n basin The lift station will
be used only until such time as the ity sewerage system comes in.
lt will be necessary t'o collect the sewage of area 1 and will have
to he carried along area 5 parallel to Kam Highway. I'm not sure



whether your SUP has to mention tho fact that there will be
a gravity sewer parallel to the highway to the Length of area 5 to
the lift station, and then from the li.ft station going up to the
oxidation pond. Il
The first oxidation pond is sufficient size to take care of areas
1 and 2. After 1 and 2 is developed and during the devolopment, the
second pond can be constructed and will service areas 3, 4 and 5,
The lift station in initial stage will be large enough to service -
all of the areas.

Area 6 is all very high ground and that would be served by gravity,
-- There's no need to have a sewage lift station even to the extent

of conveying the sewage by gravity to Kam Highway. å!!E

I made a preliminary layout of the lot of unit 6. The criteria we = -

based on was divided into a number of parcels which would have about
_

-

3 acres of area which was flatter than 20%. Most of that area is ---

very hilly, very rough, We can get about 60 or so units in there,
each of which would have about 2 to 3 acres of less than 20%. The
remainder of the area would be greater than 20%. In other words,
it would really not be buildable land. This would give the people
privacy and also an opportunity to run their horses. That area 6, Ei

only a portion has ever been in agriculture. It was in cane at --E

one time and has now been abandoned. In the middle of that is a

small watermelon farm. Beyond that there is no agriculture in that
area. Of that entire 300 acres, I doubt if there would.be more
than 100 acres which would be suitable for any type of agriculture
even for cane, but now that has all been phased out

DUKE: The lift station adjacent to the highway, how is the
odor oin to be controlled?

AULF: It'll be completely enclosed and buried. There will be
a gravity line which comes from area 1. By the time it gets to
area 2, they're about 20 feet under the ground. The lift station -

itself will be buried better than 20 feet. When you see it, you
see nothing but a chaînlink fence with some hibiscus. It will be
completely enclosed. It will remain enclosed until you get to the

¯

oxidation pond at which time it becomes an open area. .The lift
station will all have to be the same size for all the units. The
only thing will be to enlarge the oxidation to one more pond.

DUKE: The open oxidation ponds will be aerated to keep the odor
¯Y

down.
¯¯

AULF: The ponds will be made large so that the production of
odor will be small. It depends upon photosynthesis. These ponds
could not be too deep. That's why they have to be large. They
depend upon the sunlight to produce the algae which then decomposes
the solids. There may be a slight .amount of odor but generally
there's not much with the size of ponds which we have in mind. With
the prevailing winds being toward the mountains in which there is
no other development, we expect no problems at all.

Mr. Jones mentioned an oxidation pond near the Kahuku Golf Course



g wllich is about 200 or 300 feet from the highway I've boon by4 | there a number of tinies and even I who know it is there could not
.. detect any odor.

DUKE: When the sewage is treated, you have to get it out ofthe pond.

AULF: It decomposes in the pond.

DUKE: It stays there? Eventually it's going to get full.
AULF: It generally disintegrates pretty well, I suppose ifyou had a pond for 10 years or more you might have to take outsomething but the sewage goes to a sludge on the bottom.
DUKE: So these would be good for 10 years possibly withouthaving to clean them out.
AULF: Right.

DUKE: Does the artesian water have a tendency to carry thingsi down to the sea because it has to go some place.

AULF: The reason the effluent from the treatment pond will begoing to an infiltration well which is close to the highway, thereason we know we have artesian pressure with the pond is ourfirst proposal was to have an infiltration well in which we wouldthen inject the effluent from the pond itself. It would go downinto the ground and be dissipated enough that it would not comeout on the beach nor come into any of the channel. Within ourexploration for that we found we were still in the artesian basin.The Board of Water Supply then refused permission to use that point.So, we are now taking the effluent near the highway at which pointthere is a clay layer between the sand which we're injecting thematerial and the artesian basin. So, the Board of Water Supply andthe Board of Health approved that location. We don't expect to haveany problem with injection at that point.
We had originally thought of using that, and I think our reportshows, the effluent for the treatment plant might be used for thegrowing of pastures. That is still a possibility but before wecould proceed on that basis, we had to have assurance and theBoard of Water Supply required that we have assurance, that someonewould use it.

The area to the left of the treatment plant (referring to mapdisplayed) getting into the Malaekahana Valley, is presently beingused to grow passion fruit and is an area where they're growingsome silage. If that develops any further, then this effluentcould be used for irrigation purposes. So they may have a benefitfrom it some day.
DUKE: Have you drawn up plans for area 5?

AULF: No, we haven'-t drawn any plans other than we know where



the roads are going to have to be for phase 1 and 2., They will
serve area 5., It will not have Lts own access to Kam Highway,
The architects plan for phaso 5 is a continuation of the same

--development which is along phase 1 and 2, cluster type of homes, or &
=

design for the water requirement and the sewer requirement has been
based upon that concept.

DUKE: Therefore the cluster types are rather high density

AULF: No, I don't think it's too high a density. They have
quite a bit of open space

DUKE: Well certainly higher density than area 6.

AULF: Yes

(There were no further questions of Mr, Aulf.) i 1-0
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Testimony AGAINST-- ==

1. Dianne L. Kiel representing the Sierra Club, Hawaii Chapter
(Submitted testimony dated April 16, 1975)

2. Mr. Olin Pendleton, Chairman, Council of Presidents (Submitted
testimony dated April 15, 1975)

3. Mr. Steven Gendel, Administrative Assistant to Senator D. G.
Anderson (Testified regarding State plans]

4. Mr. Alan Tyler representing Friends of the Earth g.5. Mr. David H. Fry, Resident and Chairman, Transportation Commit- E
tee, Koolauloa Research and Action Committee (Submitted Position
Paper One, The Kam Highway Dilemma)

OBJECTIONS--

1. Development of approximately 500 housing units 15 to 20 years
prior to city planned services is contrary to the objectivesof the Land Use Law which purpose is not to expedite develop-
ment, but to conserve and protect agricultural lands. The
proposed use would shift these lands into sewage and water
systems to support premature development.

2. Both City and State General Plans are directed at policies of
slowed and directed growth but development of lands 15 to 20years ahead of time is not an example of slowed growth.

3. It would adversely affect adjacent makai property. Private
development of beachfront land is not in the best interestof public welfare and will be forever lost to the public as
beach parks and open shoreline.

4. Inadequacy of public facilities--parks, increased traffic conges-
tion on existing streets,.impact on school facilities is question-
able, not realistic to state that only minimal fire and police
protection is required. Water and sewage are only minimal servicesin the complete overview



5. It is stated that the phas:tng out of Kahuku Plantation hasI created unusual conditions and needs in that 95¾ of the area's
employment opportunities have been lost. It is not stated for

I whom and what kinds of jobs would be of fered by the proposal to
support 500 vacati.on homes in the area

6. The proposed use will alter the essential character of the ¯

-

land and present use. Ponds and reservoirs will use about
10 acres of land without consideration of access and other
land uses as for pipelines, pumping and injection wells,

i The State Land Use District Review states in regard to Kahuku
agricultural districts that "the intermixing of sugar with E¯

grazing, fruit and vegetable production has characterized the
-a

i area and can be expected to continue.

7. Present housing need is toward low and moderate income, not
vacation homes. It is in the best interests of public welfarei to preserve the makai lands as a parks

8. The wise lannin of rowth and develo ment is based on
comprehen ive pl nning ïnvolving gover ment, private and
community interests to avoid our limited and valuable lands
being used to accomplish short term gains for a few and long
term loss to the income and growth potential of our economy. EL

9. Changes in land use, regardless of zoning, should be held in ¯ggi

abeyance until the Oahu General Plan is completed, and until - 2||the new interim Shoreline Protection law and Federal Coastal ¯I
Zone Management Plan is put into effect. ¯ già

10. Another reason changes in land use should be delayed is the
need for professional assessment of potable water supplies
for present and future populations of Oahu for which studies
are presently underway.

11. Need for additional parks along the windward shore is more than
evident. Plans are under consideration by both City and State
to acquire additional lands for public beach parks in this area.
The 19.75 State Legislature has appropriated $150,000 for acqui-
sition of 33 acres of Malaekahana Beach Park.

12. Sludge disposal and what will happen to the sludge upon expira-
tion of the SUP should be considered. i;

13. Even though the STP will be located mauka, away from the
highway, proposed realignment of the highway is in the mauka
direction. ME

14. The STP should remain operational and in good condition for -

20 years instead of 10.

Suggestion was made by the community that the commissioners consider
a field trip to the subject site
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Due to the lateness of the hour the ublic hearin a was koot o en
and the matter deferred to the next m oting, on mo ion by br. 1(

hoy,
seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 8:50 p,m.

Henrie tta B. L man
Secretary-Reporter i -SE

-I
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/STATE SPECIAL USE PERMIT

May 7, 1975 Kahuku - (1) Private sewage treatment and
disposal system (2) Proposed water system.
Grosvenor-International (Hawaii) Ltd.
(74/SUP-14 and 75/SUP-2) 10

May 7, 1975 Waipio - Private sanitary landfill.
Oceanic Properties, Inc. (74/SUP-12 and
74/CUP-29) 43

May 7, 1975 Waipahu-Waipio Peninsula - Police and Fire
Training Facility within AG-1 Restricted
Agricultural district. C&C Building
Department (74/SUP-2) 44

May 21, 1975 Kahuku - (1) Private sewage treatment and
disposal system (2) Proposed water system.
Grosvenor-International (Hawaii) Ltd.
(74/SUP-14 and 75/SUP-2) 63

May 21, 1975 Waianae - Dog kennels. Ser Cam Kennels, Inc.
(Referral back to PC from Council)
(74/CUP-27 and 74/SUP-11) 80

June 4, 1975 Makaha Valley - Trap and skeet shooting.
Hawaii Daiichi Kanko, Inc. (74/CUP-32) 99

June 18, 1975 Halawa - Recreational uses in Residential
district. Riverside Development Corporation
(75/CUP-3) 129

June 18, 19.75 Kahuku - (1) Private sewage-treatment and
disposal system (2) Propdsed water system,
Grosvenor-International (Hawaii) Ltd.
(74/SUP-14 and 75/SUP-2) 131

June 18, 1975 Waipahu-Waipio Peninsula - Reconsideration,
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AG-1 Restricted Agricultural district.
C&C Building Department (74/SUP-2) 139

July 2, 1975 -do-
143

July 16 , 197 5 -do-
161

July 30, 1975 Laie - Private recreation facility. The
Uluniu Swimming Club (75/CUP-4) 163

July 30, 1975 Waianae - Private recreational.camp.
Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter Day Saints (75/SUP-3 and 75/CUP-7) 165



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/STATE SPECIAL USE PERMIT (CONT.)

I August 6, 1975 Kahuku - (1) Private sewage treatment and
disposal system (2) Proposed water system.
Grosvenor-International (Hawaii) Ltd.
(74/SUP-14 and 75/SUP-2) 189 -

August 27, 1975 Waiau - Private tennis club. Phillip Lyon,

i Gordon and Company (75/CUP-9) 200

August 27, 1975 Kailua - Private tennis club. Kailua
Racquet Club, Ltd. (74/CUP-39) 201 -

August 27, 1975 Waianae - Private recreational camp.
Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter
Day Saints (75/SUP-3 and 75/CUP-7) 206

August 27, 1975 Kahuku - (1) Private sewage treatment and
disposal system (2) Proposed water system.
Grosvenor-International (Hawaii) Ltd.
(74/SUP-14 and 75/SUP-2) 207

September 10, 1975 Kaneohe - Private tennis club. Bayview
Tennis Club (74/CUP-35) 223

September 10, 1975 Kalihi - Off-street parking. Community
Systems Corporation (75/CUP-13) 225

September 17, 1975 Waianae - Private recreational camp.
Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter
Day Saints (75/SUP-3 and 75/CUP-7) . 237

October 1, 1975 Waianae - Private recreational center
facility. Hookele Community Association
(75/CUP-14) 250

October 1, 1975 Waianae - Private recreational cam .

Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter
Day Saints (75/SUP-3 and 75/CUP-7) 252

October 15, 1975 Ahuimanu Valley, Kahaluu - Pet cemetery.
Valley of the Temples Corporation (75/CUP-11) 254

October 15, 1975 Kahuku - Reservoir. Inscon Development
Co. (75/SUP-4) 255

October 15 1975 Haleiwa - Off-street parking use in R-6 '

Residential district. Haleiwa Super Market,
Ltd. (75/CUP-15) 256
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Day Saints (75/SUP 3 and 75/CUP-7.) 259
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October 22, 1975 Waianae - Private recreational camp.
Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter Day Saints (75/SUP-3 and 75/CUP-7) 268

November 5, 1975 Palama - Headquarters and meeting hall
facility for labor union. Team Pacific,
Inc. (74/CUP-30) 281

¯¯ November 5, 1975 Kahuku - Reservoir. Inscon Development
¯ Co. (75/SUP-4) 282

GENERAL PLAN/DETAILED LAND USE MAP/DEVELOPMENT PLAN (AMENDMENT)

May 7, 1975 Manana Uka, Ewa GP/DLUM ((1) International
Management Corporation (2) Pacific
Palisades Community Association) Various
uses--School, Park, Commercial, Residential 1

June 4, 1975 Manana, Pearl City (Waiawa-Halawa GP/DLUM)
(C&C Department of Parks and Recreation)
Residential to Park 86

June 4, 1975 Kapalama (State Department of Accounting
and General Services) Expansion of Honolulu
Community College 90

June 18, 1975 Moiliili GP/DLUM (C&C Department of Pakks
and Recreation) Commercial to Park use 120

June 18, 1975 Kapalama. (Stane Départment of Accounting
and General Services) Expansion of Honolulu
Community College 139

July 2, 1975 Portions Heeia, Haiku Rd. Kamehameha Hwy.
GP/DLUM (C&C Traffic Department) Reducing
tihe rights-of-ways . 153

July 16, 1975 Wahiawa-Whitmore Village and Mapunapuna-Fort
Shafter GP/DLUM (C&C Department of Public
Works) Change currently designated use to
Public Facility 155

July 16, 1975 Aliamanu-Salt Lake GP/DLUM/DP (Inti.
Development Co.) Medium-Density Apt, and
Residential to Street use 156

Julý 30, 1975 Lower Pauoa-West Slope of Punchbowl GP/DLUM
(Ralph S. Inouye) Deleting 20-f t. R.O.W.
between Kamamalu Ave, and Huali St. 164

Au us 6, 075 Bill 76 to amend Ord nance 24Ê3 rÃlakiág to
the Ggneral Plan And th Detailed Land Use Map
(Clarifying relationship etween GP & DLUM)



GENERAL PLAN/DETAILED LAND USE MAP DEVELOPMENT PLAN (AKENDMENT) (CONT.)

Bill 77 to repeal Ordinance 3147 relating
to the Detailed Land Use Plan and Map for
the Kalia, Waikiki and Diamond Head areas

i of the C&C of Honolulu as shown on the Map
Waikiki-Diamond Head (Section A) 175

August 27, 1975 Heeia (Kaneohe-Kualoa GP/DLUM) (C&C
Department of Transportation Services)
Reducing designated street R.O.W. widths 198

October 1, 1975 Puunui-Nuuanu-Dowsett DP (Council-
initiated - Resolution 154) Width and
realignment of McGrew and Kaena Lanes 246

October 1, 1975 Moiliili-University-Manoa DP (Council-
initiated - Resolution 267) Involving width
of streets in the area generally bounded by
Vancouver Dr., University Ave., Metcalf St.,
Wilder Ave., and Clement St. 247

October 1, 1975 University Community DP (Council-initiated -

Resolution 205) Deleting a portion of
Kalei Road, deleting Maliko luvul, and
designating a turn-around area (Bill 93) 249

October 15 1975 Puunui-Nuuanu-Dowsett DP (Council-
initiated - Resolution 154) Width and
realignment of McGrew and Kaena Lanes 257

October 15 1975 Moilii-University-Manoa DP (Council-
initiated - Resolution 267) Involving
width of streets in the area generally
bounded by Vancouver Dr. University Ave.
Metcalf St., Wilder Ave., and Clement St. 258

October 15 1975 University Community DP (Council-
initiated - Resolution 205) Deleting a
portion of Kalei Road, deleting Maliko
Road, and designating a turn-around area
(Bill 93) 258

November 5 1975 Aina Haina GP (Chun, Kerr Dodd Attorneys
at Law) Residential to Comme± ial 279

HAWAI CAPITAL DISTRICT

Julý 2, 1975 (Ralston Ho Nagata for Paramount Enterprises)
Application for two-story apartment building 142
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August 27, 1975 Ordinance to amend Ordinance No. 3947 E
'¯
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Management) Application to demolish
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for a new 6-story office building 236

October 1, 1975 (Ossipoff, Snyder, Rowland and Goetz)
Application for one-story open pavilion,
and the on-site relocation of approximately
12 trees 249

MISCELLANEOUS
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Rules relating to administrative procedure
(H.R.S. Chapter 91-3) 37

June 4, 1975 -do- 115

June 30, 1975 Election of Planning Commission Officers 141 _-

July 2, 1975 Amendments to the Planning Commission
Rules relating to administrative procedure
(H.R.S. Chapter 91-3) 152

October 22, 1975 Election of Vice-Chairman 270
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May 7, 1975 Waialae-Nui (Exotics Hawaii, Ltd.) 44

July 16, 1975 Wahiawa (Quality Pacific Homes Corporation) 157

Vll-
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July 16, 1975 Waokanaka PD-H in Nuuanu (Proposedordinance to amend Ordinance No. 3891)
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December 17, 1975

-do- 359
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District Regulations 356
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Research and Investment 215

September 17, 1975 Kaneohe - Lilipuna Road - T. F. McCormack
and Bow .Yee Tong Society 234

November 5, 1975 Palama - Team Pacific, Inc. 281

ZONING -- A-3 APARTMENT DISTRICT

September 17, 1975 Kuakini - Imperial Development Corporation 230

ZONING -- A-4 APARTMENT DISTRICT

S.eptember 17, 1975 Pauoa - Nuuanu Avenue - Hale Olu Gardens
Associates 232

-viii-
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ZONING -- B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT

August 27, 1975 Waipio-Mililani Town - Mililani Town, Inc. 202

November 5, 1975 Kawailoa - Myrtle Sakai, Agent: Robert B. .
Duncan 280

ZONING -- P-1 PRESERVATION DISTRICT

May 21, 1975 All land for parks and recreation,
cemetery, preservation, or other open
space uses 56

June 4, 1975 -do- 100

July 16 , 197 5 -do- 159

August 27, 1975 Waipio-Mililani Town - Mililani Town, Inc. 202

August 27, 1975 All land for parks and recreation,
cemetery, preservation, or other open
space uses 205

October 15, 1975 Ahuimanu Valley, Kahaluu - Valley of the
Temples Corporation 254

u

,R RESIDENTW

p 1 lani Town - Mililani Town, Inc. 202

September 10 , 1975 Manana Uka (Pacific Palisades) - International
Management Corporation 222

October 1, 1975 -do- 251
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I,
Meeting of thcM an ng Cominission

May 7, 1975

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, May 7, 1975
at 1:47 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman ---

Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman

i Charles Duke, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka -

I Antone Kahawaiolaa
Alice Takehara , -2

Harriet Wikum

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director , Zoning

Department of Land Utilization
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner
Herb Mark, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of April 2, 1975 were approved,
on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mr. Hosaka
and carried.

The minutes of April 16, 1975 were deferred
to the next meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING Before proceeding with the public hearing on
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT this matter , Commissioner Hosaka declared a
VARIOUS USES -SCHOOL, conflict of interest because he has limited

PARK COMMERCIAL, pirtnership in International Management
RE:SIDENTIAL Corporation for the development of the

MANANA UKA, EWA Palisades area. He did not participate in
1} INTERNATIONAL any deliberation on this matter.

MANAGEMENT CORP .

2 PÄCÏFIC ÈALISADES A public heating was held to consider the
COMMUNITY ASSN. Chief Planning 0 fictr's proposal to amend

(FILE #311/Cl/32) the GenerahPlan Detaîled Land Use Map for
a p ition of Pacific Talisaes, Manana Uka
1) International Management Corporation

Tax Map Keye 9 7 2 5 portion of 19
Area: 98,3†4 sq. ft. or 2.3 acres

2) Pacific Palisades Community Association
Tax Map Key: 9 7 59: 100
Area: 63 808 square feet

by modifying the curfently designat d land
use pattern as follows:



1. Reduce the sizo of the planned Commercial area as requested in
A-1 and to specify in relatively greater detail its location.

2. Establish a small park along Auhullu Street as requested in A-2.
3. Realign and extend a portion of Auhuhu Street.

4. Redefine the school/park complex situated along Auhuhu Street,
and Ë Ë

5. Extend the DLUM boundary to include the residential area along
the Waiawa side of Aupaka Street and the upper Residential area E E

above the School/Park/Commercial complex. -

I &

Staff Planner Herb Mark presented the report of the Chief Planning
Officer. The information provided in the request and subsequent
analysis by the Department of General Planning have shown that:

1. There is less of a need for commercial lands than originally
anticipated, and that a reduction in the amount of commercial
designation is reasonable.

2. Addition of a public park is also reasonable and desirable
as it increases recreation facilities to meet the needs of the gcommunity.

3. Some modification of the land use pattern indicated in the
school/park/commercial area is required to clarify General
Plan policy with respect to development. The alignment of
the right-of-way of Ahuhu Street should be delineated; the
school, park and commercial areas should be redefined to the
same degree of specificity as is now indicated on the DLUM
for the makai area.

4. The boundary of the DLUM should be extended to incorporate
the lower residential strip along Aupaka Street and the uppef
residential area above the school, park and commercial complex
in order to reflect the extent of current policy.

It is the recommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that the
proposal be approved as reflected in his report.

Questions of staff.

DUKE: The -park, since it was a community park planned originally,
did the applicant dedicate the land for a community park at the time
he came in for development of the area?

MARK: The
.community retains title to the land at the present

time; however, there are documents in our hands and at the Mayor's
office that the community will be willing to submit the property to
the city, assuming that the general plan amendment will go through.

DUKE: If you turn this land over to City and Countý ùndeveloped,
the cost to the city will be considerable where: maybe they have an



obligation to make a park out of it.

MARK: I see your point which is a valid point; however, the
g other side of the question might be according to our own general -

U plan standards, the policy, the city standard is for two acres of
park per thousand population. By city standards we should be

i providing 16 acres of park in this area. It is deficient at the
present time.

DUKE: Is there any reason the developer can't provide part
of that 16 acres?

MARK: No reason but at this point it would be difficult since
the area is already developed. You're asking why the developer
didn't develop the park when the area was developed in 1965--

DUKE: Well, he has the land and it was planned for a community
park, more or less a private park for that area?

MARK: I can't answer that. Possibly the representative from
Park Engineering may be able to answer that.

RESPONSE FROM AUDIENCE: My understanding is that the developer
in developing the land retained a portion of the land to be turned
over to the community association. He is not the owner of the land.
It was turned over to the community association.

DUKE: The community association owns the property and is going
to turn it over to the City and County for development into a park.

RESPONSE FROM AUDIENCE: That is correct.

DUKE: Originally though, the community association was going
to develop this park for .the community.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Duke, let's limit the questions to
staff.

DUKE: Well, he was not able to answer, Sir.

CHAIRMAN When they come up then you can ask them the questions.
Otherwise we don't.have their names and who they represent

DUKE: It ' s going to cost the City and County ntoney to develop
this park now. That 's a fact Was the community obligated to
develop the park las a community project? That's the question.

MARK: I'm sorry, I'm not able to answer that. I suggest that
question be addressed to the community association when they come
to testify.

DUKE: Regarding the commercial district there, presently what
is constructed there?

MARK: The land is vacant



DUKE: The new commercial area, that is in the area that is i
designated on the DLUM as commercial or has that been shifted a bit? E

MARK: That has been shifted a bit. Most of the business area
at the present time is in the residential DLUM area.

DUKE: Well, the whole point it would be impossible to put a

business in the area that's zoned business when there's already a

school there.

MARK: That's right but we have to recall that when this DLUM g
was drawn up in 1965, this was only a general indication of the B

- layout of the area. It was not an exact plan for the area. The area
was not developed and only subsequently has the area developed. It

j has developed, we believe, in the spirit of the general plan, in
i general conformity with the general plan that there was commercial,
3 school and a playground in the area. However, the development did

Inot follow this exactly. For one thing, it .couldn't follow it
exactly because it's just a general indication--no roads shown, etc.

DUKE: Well, it didn't follow the.DLUM in its development.

MARK: That's right. In the exact boundaries, the present
development did not follow the DLUM, But, I modify that statement
with the fact that it could not have followed this indication
because this being a very general indication showing none of the
streets etc., the development could not follow what was shown there.

DUKE: Is .it
required. to get variances to develop areas tha.t do

not coincide with the DLUM but yet may fit in with the general plan?

½MRK: Well, there's no such thing as a variance to .the DLUM.
It's an amendment to the.DLUM

DUKE: It has not been amended though, has it?

MARK: Yes, I see your point. This happens.to be a fairly
peculiar case where a general description of development -was shown
on the DLUM whereas ni general practice, DLUMs can be very, very
specific where every road is shown, every school site and every
park site is shown exactly in its proper location. It happens that
in this area for some reason.or other, and we don't know why, an
exception was made This was a general indication of development
in this area. So here yes, we do have a conflict here betwëen the
very specific DLUM and just a generalized indication of deirelopment
on the same'DLUM. The development proceeded, we feel, in the spirit
of what was indicated, however, not specifically as DLUMs generally
require

DUKE: The whole question is you say in the spirit but a DLUM
is to show in detail the use of that land. I don't know what caused
the changes but is that DLU's responsibility? Is it a.mistake? Ís
it a happen-stamp?

NARK: I don't know. This happened before any of us was on
the planning staff about 1965-66.



IIi DUKE: That matters nothing. Everyone has responsibility and
all are experts in their field whether they worked in '64 or '74.
I'm sure that's a fact.

MARK: My only point is I can't explain why this was done.

I DUKE: Okay, you can't explain why the changes, you can't explain
why the parcel is not developed, you can't answer the cost of the
park to the City and County, is that more or less correct?

MARK: I'm sorry I didn't get the last part of your question.

DUKE: The cost of developing the area into a usable park

i doesn't come for free you know.

MARK: Yes, that's right.

DUKE: Well possibly we can get some answers from the applicant
when he comes forth.

(There were no further questions of staff.)

Public testimony followed. ; ggg

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Robert Hiegel, President, Pacific Palisades Community
Association

HIEGEL: I'd like to give a real brief rundown why we are
supporting this proposed change to the general plan.

I In 1973, the Board of Directors became quite concerned with the
land that the proposed shopping center is put on and also the land
that the community association was titlel to at that time. It was
then used as.a garbage dump by residents outside the community and
probably even by residents within our community. It was getting to
be quite an eyesore for the community. To try to d.o something in
this regard we held a survey within the community to try and deter-
mine what could be done about it. Also, what type of things we
should äsk for to be developed on this land.

In March of '73, we put together a survey and asked the residents
in our community to indicate whether they would one, support a
small genekal store in this area across from the school, or whether
they would-prefer some other type of development in this area. The
results of the survey was roughly 54% of 635 people

.contacted,
were

very strong in favor of a limited type of shopping center as opposed
to an original plan by the developer for a large shopping center in
the area. People in the community felt that a large shopping center
could not be supported up the re due to subsequent development in
the area like Pearl Ridge and Pearl City Shopping Center. The
community wasn't really large enough There was 1850 honies up there.
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So to sum it up, the community did want a small shopping center up
there because there's no present facilities up there at all and
there is a number of people that do not have a car and find it veryhard to get down to the store, approximately 5 miles away.

Secondly, the people indicated strongly that they needed additional
recreational facilities.

Third, people wanted a fire station, After discussing this withthe City and County, our representative Toraki Matsumoto indicated
it was not feasible for a fire station in a pocket community such
as that.

So, we were left with two alternatives--developing the park and .also requesting the developer, who originally promised the communityto put in a shopping center, to follow through with his previous E (gicommitment. International Management Corporation was contacted by *¯"

our Board of Directors and we came up with the proposal that was .presented to the general membership and is basically summarized inthe proposed amendment. At the meeting, the membership unanimouslysupported the proposal and therefore, I come here today requestingthe Planning Commission to approve it.

Mr. Hiegel was questioned by the Commission.
DUKE: You stated that the developer had an obligation todevelop a shopping center. Therefore, I wonder.whether he had

an obligation to develop a park for you too?
HIEGEL: No. From the documents I have seen and what their

obligations were, is that Lewers and Cook dedicated the land tothe community association The community association was taskedwith the responsibility of developing that park.. I have a copy
of: the deed to the land. It required that this land.be developed
into a park for recreational use. However, it was zoned residential.
That's one of the reasons why the community association had not

i developed it itself.

One question brought up why the community association had notdeveloped the park land. Presently we have approximately 1,750
homes. Each homeowner is required to pay a $15.00 membership duesper year. This.totals about $27,000 per year that our community
association receives in funds. We are presently maintaining a. one-acte park site, a private park in our community, which is costing
us about $24,000 to maintain, for salaries and a lifeguard. Thatleaves $3,000 for parties--Halloween and Christmas--and thecommunity newspaper

A detailed study was accomplished to try to determine whether wecould develop this. It was determined that with large communityparticipation, we probably could put a park in but the community
association could not. bear. the burden of anothek $24,000 a yearpark to

.maihtain Being the bylaws and charter of our association
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i limits our dues till 1995, it is basically impossible for us to

build and maintain a park on a community basis. It was on this
aspect that we contacted Councilman Matsumoto to identify the
need of inadequate park space and request that this be passed.
The community as a whole voted on dedicating this land to the city
in hopes that they would provide adequate park space for our
community. That has been done and the deed has been turned over -

to the city.

- DUKE: You mentioned you had a general meeting to determine
what should or should not be done. How many attended that meeting?

HIEGEL: I would sa about 45.

DUKE: And yet you have 7,800 living in that area?

HIEGEL: That's true; however, I feel our survey where 635

i people responded and which I do have right here, is a fairly good ¯¯¯

representative sample of our community. Ei

(There were no further questions of Mr. Hiegel.) Ei

2. Mr. Chad Taniguchi, University Student
¯ TANIGUCHI: I have a question of the report where it mentions

that reduction of 50% of the acreage has not been.substantiated.
The request is justifying.the reduction of commercial land by
saying that because the shopping center is not feasible and since
the.shopping center would take about 50% of the income of the
shopping area, that means half of the acreage does not have to be
there. .Staff report simply says this is not substantiated. My.
question .is how are you going to deal with that part of the staff
feport.and how is that going to affect your decision?

MARK: The report that was submitted by the applicant indicated
he had done a study,.well actually not a study but over the years
he had attempted to .get a major retailer to come into this area.
He felt. the major retailer would be the supermarket or a major drug
store like Longs Drug Store, that type of outlet would be necessary
to serve a community of this sort. The applidant proceeded on the
assumption that since he could not get a major retailer to come.
into this area that according to his thinking there was not enough
population to support that type of facility. The DLUM indicates
about five acres there at the present time. This is based on the
assumption there would be a major retail type facility. So, the
applicant made. the deduction that since there was not the market
to support this facility, that he could assume that half of that
area,.on his own calculation assuming that the supermarket or
Longs. Drug Storë operation could take up about 2½ acres of a 5-acre
commercial area. So on his calculation, he was thinking in terms
of half of the 5 acres for the retail operation.

Now, we could not go out and substantiate this type of report. We

did do a couple of ana1ýsis o£ how much retail space could be



supported in this area These are Appendix A and Table ß which
are in the report indicating the type of studies we had done in
order to show that possibly 2 acres was the commercial need in this
type of neighborhood area .

TANIGUCHI: So it is the general feeling of the Commission and
of the staff that this type of rationalization or deduction is
appropriate, enough to justify a reduction?

WAY: I'm really not going to speak for the Commission since gg
there has not been a decision on it at this point. But from -
what Mr. Mark indicated, I'm satisfied that it is a reasonable B ÑÑ
basis to address the amount of land designated for commercial use ¡¡in this specific instance gi

Testimony AGAINST--

None

At this point, Mr. Yukio Taketa of the Department of Recreation
was called upon and questioned by the Commission. -

DUKE: Does the parks department have any objection to accepting
this land and developing it into a park? What if they don't want it?

TAKETA: We have alread acce ted the ro ert . MiY P P P Y ..

DUKE: What's the cost to develop the-park?

IITAKETA: Well, we're investigating the possibility of a swim- ..

ming pool there. The community has asked for a swimming pool but
we don't have any.estimate or design on it. We're just checking
the feasibility of a swimming pool. From preliminary observations,
it looks like it may be possible.

DUKE: It looks like we're wasting our time here. You bring
a subject before the Commission that apparently has already been
decided. Land has been transferred, DLUMs have been changed, and I
donit really follow the logic of this.

WAY: One of the points in connection with the proposal as it
relates to park is that while the land may in fact at this time
be transferred and in public ownership, there is a question as to
the appropriateness of development occurring on that land should
the city decide to proceed with extensive development. More partic-
ularly and in accordance with Charter requîrements for provision of
public facility, there has to be some conformance to the adopted
general plan and DLUM. So in part , one of the practical reasons of
having these lands appropriately designated on whatever-basis that
it appears that they are not precisely designated has to do with
the future expenditure of public funds on the park .for example.
That's one oint.

The other point has to do with the private use of the land for



i commercial purposes and the fact that we 've reasonably concluded
it's reasonable to assume that there was an over designation, if
you will, of commercial use. Therefore, why not bring that into
conformity, assigning another designation to the land, and third,
recognizing the fact there are park and school facilities already
designated with metes and bounds and bring these into harmony or
conformity with the facts as part of the bases for this proposal.

I So, it isn't entirely just a matter of bringing the situation
into conformity for conformity's sake but rather to also look a

little bit further ahead to this question of public expenditure
for capital improvements on some of the land, in this case, park.

5 That's part of the rationale.

DUKE: I understand what the Director has stated· however I
can't help but feel this matter has been handled very slipshocl,
not according to the DLUM, only followed the general plan a bit.
Changes.have already been made that have not been approved, really, i

¯ë

I as far as general plan is concerned. It is rather frightening,
really. I hope that this is an exception. If it's the rule, we're ¯

-19
in pretty big trouble.

CHOY: You brought up an interesting point when you mentioned
the community had asked whether a swimming pool can be constructed.
Was there any commitment by your department in accepting the deed
that you would build such a swimming or any other recreational
facilities?

TAKETA: No, I don't believe there was a commitment on that.

CHOY: Is it possible that the Board of Directors could have
misconstrued your intent and be under the impression that the pool
would be built, contingent to handing over the deed?

The reason foi my line of questioning is I'm'quite concerned about
the type of expenses .like Commissioner Dukë that =if in fatt these
things haire already been decided and then dome bëfore the Planning
Comdission, then I must agree with Commissioner Duke that we are

- wasting our time.

TÀKETA: I can ' t give you an answer and will have to go back
and check. I did not know you were discussing this matter today.
I am here on another matter.

CHAIRMAN: Dr. Choy, we have an indication from Mr. Hiegel that
he might be able to answer the question.

HIEGEL: Initially when the community decided to dedicate the
land to the city, we had requested and indicated preference if a
park be developed, the possib.ility of putting in a swimming pool
be top priority. We have a very small swimming pool in our commu-
nity right now and some kids have been hurt because of its size.
There is very heavy use of the pool.

The initial letter that went to Mayor Fasi dedicat ing t.he land to
the city did have a stipulation iñ there in regards to a swimming



pool being built on the property. However, that letter was sent | i i
back and indicated that the city could not accept the land with g I -B
any strings attached. Therefore, the land was dedicated to the =

-

city only with the feeling and agreement that we would like to Ë Ë
work with the parks people in developing a park that would be § ·

beneficial to the community, But, there's no strings attached.
The land was dedicated with the hope that sometime in the future E 1
when a park was developed, there would be a pool. But, the land
was dedicated with no encumbrances, a | g

(There were no further questions.) | g

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the recommendation of the Chief
Planning Officer and recommended approval of the proposal
as outlined in the report, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded E i 1
by Dr. Choy and carried. I 2

iAYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka (conflict of interest) i

PUBLIC HEARING The public hearing held on April 16th was
TWO STATE SPECIAL USE kept open and action deferred for further
PERMITS-- . information from the Department of Land E -

(1) PRIVATE SEWAGE Utilization.
TREATMENT 4 DISPOSAL
SYSTEM Public testimony was continued.

(2) PROPOSED WATER
SYSTEM . Testimony in SUPPORT--

KAHUKU
GROSVENOR-INTERNATIONAL 1. Mr. Fred Trotter, Trustee of the.Estate
(HAWAII) LTD. of James Campbell
(FILE #74/SUP-14

#75/SUP-2) TROTTER: I would like to focus on what
the trustees of Mr. Campbell's estate have
in mind for the overall property that exists
there for some 15,000 acres. Our planning
for this area started back in 1950 which
planning was redone in 1970.

As early as 1972 we had some discussions with.Mr. Way explaining what
we had in mind. Obviously, he had not said yes or no but he was
informed. We began submi.tting early în 1970. The plantation went .
out of business and left us without _ a major tenant on that land. We

since have recommitted 95% of the agricultural land to long term 30-
year leases on this property. I believe one question raised is
whether or not we were going to try and urbanize all of the land
we had. The answer to that is no. ¾e 've got a very difficult busi-
ness because ägricultural businesses require a lot of capital and
in the process we've had two bankruptcies in Kahu1su and we're still -

-10-



¯ looking for somebody to pay those moneys. Unfortunately, the Stateof Hawaii did not help us there as they did in other areas that were
off Oahu and therefore required more time and effort.

We do have 1200 people that live at Kahuku. Because the major
tenant, Alexander and ßaldwin offered to go out of business, the

i only person left there is ourselves, the landowner. We have becomethe mother hen to the people that live in the town. As a result of
this, approximately 245 houses born into the plantation that thepeople obviously were concerned about being allowed to stay on, andbetween Alexander and Baldwin and ourselves, we have formed the first
cooperative housing corporation in this state, at this point and time
we don't get anything in the way of rent. They operate their own

R business.
There are a great many problems involved with housing because there's
no sewers, no private water--the Board of Water Supply does not supplywater. When the water stops, everybody from school goes home because -they can't flush the toilets and they can't cook. So, we're verydeeply involved in the area because there's no public facilities.

Getting specifically down to Nalaekahana, the trustees had theidea of developing it as it exists today in 1954. It was rethought
in 1964 and finally in 1971. So, we've given a lot of time and
a lot of thought. We originally thought that piece'of.property.
would make a good hotel/resort area. As a matter of fact, that wasproposed to us on the plan in 1971. The trustees decided against
this and downgraded that particular thought to using the existing
R 6 zoning that exists there today. It woùld have been much simplerto go for a conventional subdivision with streets, roads and guttersthan to.go to the trouble we have gone through. The disappointing
thing is we have reached this point and time in a project we feel
is an excellent project. We don't intend to run a bulldozer there
and take all the trees off. ThatTs why it's a cluster- development.
Our attorneys told us we could have had this done already if we hadsimply gone ahead with a conventional R-6 subdivision.

In finaHy giving you our thõughts on it, the DLUM all these years
had parks on either side of the b ay where the Zion Securities
pfoperty is where they use to hold the hukilau, there is a majorpark there. There was a major park thought out on what is calledthe Makahoa Point side which is the Waianae side of the bay. Weivenever quarreled with those îdeas As a matter of fact from what wewould tell you tóday and what has happened) aur.plan hopefuHy addspark land in those two areas As to how much ,and as to when and soforth is really left for somebody else to tell you.
My.disappointment as a trustee and I'H be very frank with you,is that nobod from either the state or the cîty or any private
association has .ever come to us and said we are going to take away
that land and put in a much needed park. We have proceeded to thepoint where this permit, which you may or may, not issué and theapproval of the State Land Use Commission, is a.11 that's needed.We're not fast-buck fly-by-n'ight artists who buy, sell and runaway. We've gotten this far in what we think is a very.good project

-11-



We are for a park. We are very much against the method and the tim-
ing in obtaining these parks. Hopefully because we are the landowner
and because we believe in planning, and because we know that parks
and rights-of-way are needed and should be planned, that we are
naturally disappointed.

- Mr. Trotter was questioned by the Commission.
I SiDUKE: Of that 15,000 acres, how many acres of urban land does y

--

our master alan call for? : ËËY l --

TROTTER: As it exists today has gotten some urban land where -
-athe Kuilima Hotel is. In addition, we were granted 83 acres in | ; gi

the last 5-year boundary review for housing in Kahuku town. We g i
don't have immediate plans presently for additional urban zonïng § -ggother than what already exists. The reason is 9,000 of the acres = EE
we own are leased to the government or dedicated to forest reserve
and therefore not available. We have really 3,000 acres to long § 25
term 30-year agriculture. What's left are lands that don't lend i i
themselves in total to urbanization, We do have this project at j ti
Malaekahana which has always been on our books. E é Ë!

DUKE: Precisely that area shown as green or Increment VI
(referring to map displayed), that is presently zoned agriculture.

TROTTER: Right.

DUKE: Your mini farm concept you feel that fulfills the
requirement of agricultural land?

TROTTER: That particular land is not really the best agricul- E
tural land. It's very rocky. The idea was to allow some people to
live on.it and try to preserve that land within Increment-VI that
still could be farmed.

DUKE: It -appears to me the mini farm concept is a form of
urbanization, Do you intend to carry this concept to other areas?

TROTTER: At this point and time we do not because the problems
of water and sewers are so immense. The cost to do this is almost
prohibitive. If we were to do this again, we would probably want to
put as many peóple as possible into the town where other facilities
exists. We have tremendous requests from people, who want 2 o 5 or
10 acres . The - problem is that they want to live where they farm.
We don't really have any housing available in Kahuku at this time.
So, this is thought.of as one possible alternative.

DUKE: In your opinion, d.o you think the duilima venture is a
successful operation, economically speaking?

TROTTER: I guess it depends from whose standpoint you're trying
to measure: the success From our standpoint I would say it accom-
plished what we wanted to. From the people who live in the community
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standpoint at Kahuku who lost their jobs, I guess this might havei accomplished their end. I think there are 100 full-time people who
live in Kahuku town.

I
From the pure operation of the hotel going back in 1968, you may or
may not recall the tremendous push at that time to diversify hotel/
resort outside of Waikiki. In fact, this is one of the areas that
was designated and therefore zoned. From that standpoint, I believe
it was successful. There were no city or state funds put into this
project for public utilities. This was a complete private project.

I Therefore, it's generated 8 times as much tax money. It supplies
at least 300 jobs. I really couldn't answer whether it's a financial
success because we're not involved with running the hotel.

I DUKE: The reason I asked is because you mentioned your plan at
one time called for resort at the bay which subsequently was changed.
I wondered if the success or non success of Kuilima had any bearingi on your change of plans.

TROTTER: No, our idea was prompted on looking at the property

I feeling pretty well that the character of it was to get as many
people on it without destroying it. That seemed to be the best way Ei
to accomplish that. ¯"

CHOY: When Mr. Hayward was here at the last hearing, it was
very definite and absolutely emphatic that area number 6, the 60
mini farms that would be. created would. definitely be reserved as
a mini ranch for horses only This afternoog you mentioned it will
be a mini farm and that the lessee will be able to farm that area.
One of my major questions at the last hearing was, will the lessee
be permitted to use the mini ranch as he saw fit. One of my examples
was a hatchery or would I be permitted to raise chickens. I was told
very definitely, no Would you please clarify?

TROTTER: I think Mr. Hayward was right. My referring to it as
a farm is because I am a farmer and I just associate things done in
an agricultural area as a farm. But, there arë going to be very
definite restrictions in that we are going to follow a very definite
plan. St's not such that these will be sold and any kind of farming .
activity can.be carried out

CHOY: So, theke 60 mini ranches would definitely have very
limited usage and it will be part of the covenant that you people
would have with the lessee.

TROTTER: As I understand it, that·'s true. Mr. Hayward will
address himself to that particúlar question also .

HICHAIRMAN: Are you aware of the letters ffom Governor Ariyoshi
as well as from Senator Anderson asking for a deferral of this
matter?

TROTTER: I have had the privilege of seeing Senator Anderson's
letter and I have been informed of the Governo s letter but I have
not as et seen it.



CHAIRMAN: Are you also aware of the letter that the Mayor wrote
to the Governor asking the state to work on purchasing of this--

TROTTER: No, as of this time I'm not on the Mayor's mailing list.
I am aware of those letters going, Mr. Chairman, I just haven't seen MB
them,

I might point out here that I have looked Senator Anderson in his
blue eyes and told him what I have told you. As a matter of fact,
I was disappointed that it's almost like a comedy of errors, well
meaning but nonetheless errors. In the last night of the session
in the Senate, this particular item labeled Malaekahana but tax
keyed Sunset Beach 5 dash 8, not 5 dash 6 which is Malaekahana,
almost went through. In fact, it passed in the House. They
appropriated money for Malaekahana and Sunset Beach. Senator R
Anderson, because it was brought to his attention by somebody,
corrected the issue. It was on the tape of the proceedings. When g
I asked him about this property, he told me that yes, he knew it
was in Malaekahana. I said could you tell me where it was and he
put his hand on the very middle of the bay, I said that's not
exactly where you're backing up taking this 30 acres, Where you're
taking it is what we call Cooha's Point. It's on the Laie side of
the bay. I think Senator Anderson really wasn't sure where this
property was either.

Iim just hopeful that you have the facts, and with the benefit of
the Mayor's, Senator Anderson's and the Governor's letters, can
make whatever decision you feel is fair.

HOSAKA: Probably then you were intimate with the closing
session to the bill being passed. As I read the documents here,
one particular bill was $400,000 and another $1.4 million. That
$400,000 was to start the acquisition of that 30 acres and the
$1.4 million to follow up I guess, on that acquisition. You
think that's enough to acquire that kind of property?

TROTTER: It's my recollection there were two appropriations--
one for $150,000 and one for $250,000, making a total of $400,000.
In.addition to that, Senator Anderson referred to.several other
bills. Our going to those bills can find none of what Senator
Anderson referred tö Somebody in the State of Hawaii has made
the comment that $1 4 million is available. In all of our diggings
we cannot find any more than the $400,000 that was directly
appropkiated It may. be that we do not have the benefit of all of
the information that they do over at the state blit we can find the
reference in the capital improvement budget. We cannot find in
going to the statutes that money exists in those accounts.
To answe your last question, the land at Malaekahana, if any of
you know Laie Point which is that big hunk of rock, and having
lived out there for 10 years, I would never have guessed that big
hunk of rock would ever go for figures of $5 and $7 per square
foot. It has no beach at alli It 's pu e solid rock. I think
Malaekahana is every bit as good, if not better than that $5 to
$7 a square foot. So, based on those values that one acre may cost
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¯ what Senator Anderson has appropriate. I don't know. My own
feeling is if condemnation is necessary, that because we have been
here and are responsible--as a matter of fact, our plans call for
additional parks, some 6 acros at no cost to anybody. We're
certainly willing as you'll hear today to discuss it further and
to make more park land available,

In this particular instance, it's my feeling the only reason this
park situation exists is to kill this project. It will kill this
project. That is the only reason that I personally am disappoînted.

HOSAKA: There seems to be some confusion. You say you've
researched the bills. Maybe our Executive Secretary can shed some -

light on this.

CONNELL: I will pass this question on to Mr. Jones of the
Department of Land Utilization who has been researching it.

- JONES: The staff has been in the process of trying to sift
out the facts and intent of the legislative act. As far as we
can determine at the present time, and I want to qualify it because

- we have submitted a letter to the Director of the Department of
Land and Natural Resources asking for clarification of this point,

¯ but at this point we cannot find any funds beyond the $400,000.
However, we should-receive confirmation one way or the other from
the _Department of Land and Natural Resources. We.attempted to
have the answer for you today; however, they could not produce a
report iir wfiting for us before this meeting.

HOSAKA: Am I correct in reading along that $1.4 million? It
sticks in my mind for one reason or another.

CHOY:. Commissioner-Hosaka, I was in communication with
Senator Anderson before he left on a trip yesterday afternoon.
Being that: I was .the commissioner that moved to keep the publichearing/ggndefer action, Senator- Anderson had informed me that
there will be $1.4 million seed money to start this project. I
have his assurance that when he returns in two weeks, he will
pursue this seed money very shortly and we would have a letter to
that effect.

HOSAKA: The reason I question it is because I think it s very
important if this argument is used to defer the public hearing even
further than what we have today, this would be a very important
consideration, that there is in actuality a $400,000 bill, and
secondly, is there a $1.4 million. bill. If this bill has been
passed, it should be in the record. Apparently Senator Anderson
is talking about something that hasn't even passed yet.

CHOY: All I can do is relate to you my conversation with
Senator Anderson quote, when I return in two weeks, I will have a
letter of intent that will state that there will be $1.4 million
available for this particular project unquote.

HOSAK I unde tand that any kind of bil t at ap r priates
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money is identified by number. Ï f he 's talking about sced money,
¯A

I don't know what he's referring to. ln other words, he's saying
yes he's going to clarify this in two weeks but we're meeting today
and I want the clarification today,

- BI
CHAIRMAN: Before we get into a debate, do we have any more

questions for Mr. Trotter?

WIKUM: According to a letter I have in front of me, the $1.4
million should show in Part IV of Senate Bill 535. Do you remember
looking at that Senate Bill?

TROTTER: I didn't myself but some of my people looked at it
and they could not identify there were any funds attached to those
bills. It could be those funds are available and are coming from
a source which has yet to be disclosed.

WIKUM: May I ask Mr, Jones if his people have checked out
Bill 535?

JONES: Yes, we've contacted several agencies. One was the
State Department of Budget and Finance, another was the House
Finance Committee staff, and another was the Department of Planning

- and Economic Development. To their knowledge, the funds referred
- to in the bill have lapsed. They do not exist. But, I still want

to hold for reservation a final clearance from the Department of
Land and Natural Resources because the park would be under their
department.

WIKUM: I'm happy to hear you say you're all for parks and
you're concerned for parks too. We are, for parks and for other
things. I'm glad the city and the state are getting concerned for -
parks however belatedly, In your instance, I'd like to assure you
that at least speaking for myself, the Commission is not interested
in killing your development or anybody else's development.

TROTTER: I appreciate that. My comments were not aimed at the
commission. They were aimed at what I read in the paper.

WIKUM: I can understand where you are standing when you do
have a tremendous invested interest.

TROTTER: I might point out here this whole question of park
is a very difficult one particularly for the. city, and the state.
When we developed the Kuilima Hotel, we at that point had 68 acres
which existed on the general plan then and exists on the general
plan today, about six years ago and those parks have yet to be
taken or accepted. We've all agreed on where they are. My.only
point is planning. for park and recreational areas is very important.
I only hope those can be done before a project gets to the-point
where it ' s to be completeds I think we lease in Kahúku well over
lð5 acres for tlie grand sum of $1 to the City.and.County of Honolulu.
We were well aware of the advantages to the public, that because we
are charged witli a fudiciary resporsibility, we are not in tlie posi-
tion of giving for free unless an ordinance exists If an ordinance
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exists, then we are going to comply with the ordinance.
WIKUM:· You explained to us how Campbell Estate has been left

I willy-nilly in the position of mother hen to Kahuku. Very shortly
thereafter you said the development is an excellent one. You gave
one of the reasons, I believe, when you said you had no intention

i of bulldozing the land away. I think that's good, but in what other
way would this development benefit the residents of Kahuku that are
there now?

TROTTER: Again it's like Commissioner Duke's good question
about hotels and financing. At this point and time, we suffered
tremendous financial loss when the plantation went down because they . -

were in the habit of paying their bills on time. We at this point
in time have just gotten back to where we were before the plantation
went out of business which is neither here nor there. Jobs is defi-
nitely one of the things we're interested in. I think we have accom-
plished that. We haven't asked for a great deal of help.

WIKUM: How does this proposal provide jobs?

TROTTER: We know out of this will come some jobs which people
may or may not take in.the way of maintenance, quite a few of the
ladies'there work for the people at Malaekahana now taking care of
the house and looking after the yard. They have for a long time.
Our main reason for the project is not that thought. We have to
operate on a·profit basis the same as anybody else. This project
where we 're getting nothing for the 125 acres tihat we have given
to the Kahuku Housing Corporation, we would intend to get some of
it back through the rent we would get on this project. At some
point in time we come to the point of having to get income from
our land. We're perfectly willing to cooperate. We're working
now..with the assistance of Councilman Matsumoto to turn over the
83 acres that we have land use to a developer for a nonprofit
proposition; and cut our rent so that people who are there and
living in older houses can have a chance to buy. We.are not going
to get rich on that.

Councilman Matsumoto and the City and County have done a great deal
to help us because there 's no water and no sewers. Te.'re happy
to do those things but a t the s ame time we do have some projects
we would like to do which keep us continuously ahead in the profit
business.

HOSAKK: Just for the benefit of the public here and also
Mr. Trotter, and because I brought it up, I hope to clarify this
point about the $400,000 and $1.4 million, and that is both are
items under Senate Bill 535 That's the point of clarification
there. Until I'm corrected otherwise, I will just assume that.

TAKEHARA: In reference to Mr. Eicherberger's correspondence
with us, this 28 acres on Makahoa Point and the 36 acres, what's
presently at that location?

TROTTER: That 28 acres is unemcumbered. The 36 acres is
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presently under lease to about 15 different individuals. The 28
acres has a few horses on it at thïs time.

TAKEHARA: In your personal opinion, would you say that frontage
of beach and feasibility by the public there is just as pleasurable
as the other parcel?

TRO'l"l'ER: Yes I do I think there is very little beach in the
red (referring to Makahoa Point on map displayed) but there is beach
in the yellow (referring to 36 acres on map displayed). I have
lived out there for 10 years.. Both sites are very attractive. The -
site contemplated by Senator Anderson is extremely, densely wooded.
I personally wouldn't take my family there if that were a public
park unless they cleaned out the trees and had guards around that
place. It would be very dangerous to have that become a park.
Obviously, the trees could all be cut down but that I think is what
we were all trying to conserve. So, I don't think there's any
difference between the 30 acres than the other, personally. It just
depends on what kind of park you want to have. The swimming is the
same.

Our thought was that since the 28 acres is on the DLUM there should i jgbe additional park added to that. Since on the Laie side of the ¯ EE
bay there is a park planned, the 5 acres the developer is willing gto give free of charge only added to what would already exist. I
don't believe there is any difference in my mind.

TAKEHARA: It's the same bay.

TROTTER: It is It's separated by a stream about as wide 4-
as this table. ËE

TAKEHARA: Is there more open space?

TROTTER: Much more open. There are trees but it's not as
densely wooded as the other 30 acres

TAKEHARA: According to Mr. Eichelberger, he's willing to
negotiate.

TROTTER: Yes, and we would have made that proposition had
anybody asked us before Senator Anderson introduced his bill. But,
I guess he was busy and we were busy and we never got together.

KAHAWAIOLAA: Earlier you said you dedicated 68 acres in the
Del Webb area as park and so far nothing has been done with it.

TROTTER: No. The land has not been dedicated but the land is
on the DLUM as parks, the 68 acres. We have made several offers to
the city and to the Council. I believe an ordinance has been passed
but the city has not had the funds to acquire the property. So,
those 68 acres to be given over and acquired by the city is still
there, still unemcumbered, still hopefully will be put into park land
but.that's been almost 6 years now.

KAHAWAIOLAA: What area is that located?
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the general plan involving any of this land. So, there were no -

discussions by the parks department or the planning department to
my knowledge as to taking of 33 acres or any other part other than
access point in the middle of the bay and the 5.2 acres on the far
side.

IINow, we could have gone on the regular R-6 subdivision and not --

been involved in any of this. Grosvernor came in with an out-
standing plan on which every tree is shown, everything is shown.
It shows the buildings on there with a little over half the density
permitted are such that it disturbs a minimal amount of trees.
Parking is not by unit, We've clustered the parking in big lots
and small lots.

So, Grosvernor had purchased and are willing to give--the deeds are
already in the city's hands for review by city attorneys for those i dii
properties. We really felt we had done just about everything you i SE
can do to get a project moving. Here we are for a special use
permit just for the sewer and water up in the valley necessary for
the entire development and it's being stalled because of this move
by the state, possibly, to acquire the 33 acres for park. We're
trying to figure out what can we do to keep this thing going. A --

lot of time has been expended on a good project. Grosvenor has
spent over a million dollars in time and actual contracts.

We are really kind of at the end of the rope trying to work out
something. We felt if we could make this proposal to the city,
to the Mayor and we met with him yesterday, and we delivered a
copy of the proposals to he and the Governor today, :Da hopes really --

that they would do something about acquiring the parks.
HOSAKA: So, this is a very recent proposal on your part.

You've met with the Mayor?

MCVAY: Yes, not with the Governor.
I

HOSAKA: What was his reaction?
MCVAY: The Mayor?

¯¯

IIHOSAKA: Yes.

MCVAY: He didn't think it was a good enough offer. He
suggested that we come back if we'd like to discuss it further.
The trustees considered it further and responded in writing
today that they felt this was a very fair offer.

CHOY: Has there been any plan to give these tenants first
preference in acquiring a townhouse with the Grosvenor people?

MCVAY: They had been offered that initially by the Grosvenor
people. Some of them subsequently instituted a suit which drug
on for over a year. I think Mr. Hayward should respond to that as
to what e tre not preiþared to do.

CHOY: Presently älong the beach front, are there well marked



public rights-of-way to the beaches?

MCVAY: There are no rights-of -way. These lands were leased
- | before the present trustees were in office. It was solid with
- U beach lots.

g CHOY: Am I to assume, correct me if I'm wrong, that up to
- | the time this particular itemcame to this Commission, Malaekahana

Bay beach area then was virtually a private beach frontage by
omission perhaps by the Campbell Estate?

- MCVAY: People came in from the ends. There was a vacant lot
in the center where for many years people parked and trespassed
through. Surely, for the most part people driving down the highway
unless they knew it was there would miss it.

CHOY: Would anybody be denied the usage of the beaches there
if they chose to venture into and have benefit of usage of the
beaches? Would they have been ejected from the premises?

MCVAY: Well, when we lease something, we give the people
prime enjoyment. They had it for 30 years. I can assure you
some of them were very active in chasing people off their property.
We did not.

CHOY: So in other words, it's an attitude I'm here first so
kick everybody else out.

MCVAY: Well, I don't know if-you have a piece of property on
the beach but I think you know how people generally react to
Others coming in.

CHOY: Mr. Trotter mentioned earlier that quite a sizeable
parcel was offered to the city when Kuilima was built for park
usage;.however, the city was not able to financially acquire the di".
area.. My question is directed to the present 28 and 36 acres. 1-E
Could the price then be so exorbitant that your offer may not be
exercised by the city or the state?

MCVAY: I don't know if Mr. Trotter said exactly that. The
deai was that the proposal on the 68 acres near Kuilima was
accepted by the City Council. They did appropriate the money.
The administration didn't spend the money.

CHOY: Perhaps the inabilit of the city to acquire possibly
could have been that the price was exorbitant. Couldn't the
same incident exist with the present 28 and 36 adres? Couldn't
that be so exorbitant after appraisal that your offer will be
moot?

MCVAY: The articular 33 acres ou're talkin about is
fairly narrow. t's probably 350 feet average depth. The closer
the ocean, the more valuable the property. The 36 acres on the
other side of the bay has a fair amount of beach frontage but it
is slightly deeper. So, I would say the value would not be more.



If anything, they should be slightly less.

As to the point, we pointed out to the Mayor yesterday it's shown
as agricultural on the ci ty general plan and the DLUM. Acquisition
would probably be cheaper because of that.

CHOY: If this Commission chose to have a ·field trip. would
Campbell Estate be conducive to showing the Commission this particu-
lar project and the beach front?

MCVAY: We'd be very happy to. We made the same offer to
Senator Anderson but he chose to go out on his own. Anytime you'd
want to go, we'd take you.

DUKE: You stated that at anytime after the R-6 zoning became--
If you develop this according to R-6 and you develop it according
to the PD, what is the difference in number of units that you will
have for sale?

MCVAY: We would have gotten 8 to 9 units on the R-6. We're
getting about 5 with the PD. We're not doing it because we're
getting something extra. We're doing it because we didn't want
to put in the conventional holes, gutters and regular streets and
cut this up into 6,000 square foot lots. It woula ruin the
property. So, we're taking less rent, less other property. We're - -

really good guys, I'm telling you.

Mr..Trotter is the beneficiary of the estate. He is very concerned
about the property. We all are. I'm been there 20 years. I'm
very fond of that property. I think we did a.good job. To go in
and cut it up like a typical developer would, would have been a
crime.

When you look at it, you tell me how you're going to develop a
park without cutting down half of the trees. It's impossible.
This whole thing is ridiculous. That the þublic should get
substantial access to Malaekahana, nobody will argue but I don't
think you.can expect the Campbell Estate .people to give all that
property away. No one else is. But, we will take less units, less
rent to have a good project.

DUKE I know nothing about it but I certainly read the
papers that present occupants of the bay, I'm not for sure they
consider you a good guy.

MCVAY: Well, Dr. Choy put his finger on it. They have had
a very exclusive, private, and beautiful secluded place at a
rental of about $140 per lot per acre for 30 years . Many of them
are heartbroken. I don 't blame them. It's really tough. But,
when you consider that 70 families roughly have dominated that
place and most of us didn't even know it was there, and to have it
taken away from them and let's say several hundred families can
use it. plus the public, it breaks them u.p. Grosvernor offered
them units in the condominiums but they said there's going to be
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four to the acre, we don ' t want that. Well how about up in the
ranchettes, they say well, we want this we want that. You can seo

¯

--

the problem. If I wore there, if I luid an acre on the beach, I -

I wouldn't like it eïthor. Ë .

Mr. Trotter was the manager for the Kahuku Plantation for 10 years

I and lived there. He knows these lands very well.

DUKE: I went to Kuilima when it first opened. I enjoyed
the hotel tremendously but the wind was no good. When I left the
hotel proper whether it was golf course or along the shoreline,

- it was not comfortable. Is the wind at this bay all the same or
is it stronger on one side? Does the wind make a difference
depending on where you're standing there? ¯

MCVAY: I would say the prevailing winds hit Cooke Point, and

I the 36 acres would be facing the wind also. -en

DUKE: So it would be very windy. iii

i MCVAY: Just like the bulk of the 33 acres, that would be
very windy too.

CONNELL: Back to the possibility of a subdivision. Do you Ni
have the sewer and water facilities for a subdivision? Ë!

MCVAY: No, we would have the same thing. If we had gone for -

a typical R-6 subdivision in 1972 I think this thing would have
been built already.

CONNELL: You still would have had to come in before the
Planning Commission and get the SUP.

MCVAY: Yes Sir.

CONNELL: So if you're talking about what might have happened,
it's just possible the people might have objected to a conventional
subdivision.

MCVAY: Possibly, surely.

(There were no further questions of Mr. McVay.)

3. Mr. Ralph W. Hayward, President , Grosvenor International
(Hawaii) Ltd. (Submitted statement dated May 7, 1975, attached)
Mr. Hayward was questioned by the Commission.

DUKE Mr. Secretary, would you read the rules that we must
follow in using agricultural land for other purposes, or subdivid-
ing agricultural land when it is-zoned agriculture.

CONNELL: I .believe there's actually two. There are rules
which are found under the CZC and also the rules for the State



Land Uso Commission.

DUKE: If I take a 300-acre plot I subdivided in various
sections in 2 to 10 acres each, what requirement would I have tomeet in order to fulfill the requirement of those rules? E

CONNELL: In terms of usage? IDUKE: As it presently is listed on the general plan.
CONNELL: The general plan indicates in terms of the areadesignated for agriculture where it needs to be preserved forthe encouragement and development of agricultural pursuits.

Therefore, I would assume that mini ranches it would be necessaryto determine that they were encouraging agricultural pursuits, M §that it would be in terms of cultivating land, raising of animals, ihorses, and the many things which do fall under agriculture. g =

DUKE: Under that explanation, would it be necessary for me toderive income from these efforts?

CONNELL: The State Land Use Commission under their definitionseems to indicate that if one has a home on a farm area or in anagricultural area, the definition of farm dwelling shall mean asingle-family dwelling located on and used in connection with a -farm where agricultural activity provides income to the familyoccupying the dwelling. Those this is not mentioned in the -CZC,
generally the more stringent regulations, be it state or cityand county, rule in an agricultural area. It seems to me itmight be incumbent upon the applicant to indicate to the Commissionthat those people who would be on the 2 to 10-acre parcels wouldbe deriving a portion of their income from the raising of

-horsesor one of the activities their going to be carrying on.
DUKE: If I wanted to get me some riding horses up there, wouldI Ins required to sell my horses to get income before I qualify tolive on that 10 acres?

CONNELL: A stable is an acceptable use both under the CZCand under the State Land Use Regulations. I would imagine ifyou had a stable you would be deriving a portion of your incomefrom the operation of the stable

DUKE: I just wanted that clarified because agriculture and
large country estates to keep horses happy on is not very compatible
in my opinion.

CHOY: If I happened to be a tenant on the mini ranch andaccording to the regulations just read to us, conceivably I couldbe able to start a chicken farm. Would you have any restrictions
on that?

HAYWARD: I believe we would probably develop
.restrictivecovenants regarding use of the land. At this time we haven'tdefined definitely what those specific covenants would includeand not include.
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i CllOY: The same question woul.d it be compatible to the
agricultural zoning if a chicken farm was prohibited?

CONNELL: I think it would be quito possible to prohibit
certain types of agricultural practices as long as those practices
which were being performed on the land were of an agricultural
nature. In other words, you might be able to in AG-1, pig farming ¯

.

is nog prohibited though pig farming certainly is a prohibited c

practice under the state agricultural rules. To prohibit the rais-
ing of pigs, it would be assumed you would be engaged in some other j B--
agricultural practice--the raising of chickens, fruits or whatever
else. a --=

CHOY: Would you have a negative attitude to a park complex
connecting their sewer line on to your development line without
any cost, providing your permit is granted?

I HAYWARD: As far as the water facilities are concerned, yes.
At this point, I don't think we've addressed ourselves to the
question of sewer facilities but I can't see on the face of it
any objection. The sewer facilities would not be too substantial.

CHOY: So if there's need for a sewer hookup, your company
would be very compatible to permitting such usage.

HAYWARD: It depends on what park site you're talking about.

CHOY: Let's assume.Makahoa Point

HAYWARD: The cost of extending the line to the Makahoa Point 3-5

area would be very substantial. We would not be prepared to put
that in ourselves. It has to be something the city would have to do. i

CHOY: Wouldn't Phase III be in that area or Jus there a substan-
tial distance between Phase III and the 36-acre parcel?

HAYKARD: From Makahoa Point, yes.

CHOY: There is.

CONNELL: You indicate in Area V, the density ‡s planned for
approximately four units to the acre. I notice on the general
plan it's listed as residential. Is that listed as urban on the
state land use map?

HAYWARD: No; This is listed as agriculture. We would have to
go to the Land Use Commission to reclassify this to urban.

CONNELL: In terms of utilities, it's not violating the intent
and purpose of Section 205.6, it's interesting to note that the
STP is one of the specific items under the State Land Use Commis-
sion is not a permitted use in an agricultural area. Therefore,
the only way one can get a STP in an agricultural area is to get
a special variance through the SUP. So there is question of whether
or not the intent is violated.

HAYWARD: Perhaps my wording there is slightly incorrect Sir.
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CONNELL: On page 4, you ind Leate tlie Department of Land
Utilizat i.on has indicated to tliis Commission that the SUP should
be granted. I would like Mr. Jones to respond to this whether or -

not the Department of Land 1Jtilization is still holding to this,
and their position as per their memo today?

JONES: We did indicate in a memorandum to the Commission that
in the event the park is finalized in the location under discussion
and that would be Phase I, in that event we would want to reevaluate
the extent of the sewer facilities, the plant facilities and also
the water system because if the park is designated on Phase I, this
would eliminate 129 units which would be a substantial reduction M
of units to be served by the facility. In that event, we would
want to reanalyze our report

CONNELL: I don't know whether or not you have a copy of that
memo. E EN

HAYWARD: No, I don't. à 25

DUKE: You just made a statement, Mr. Jones. I'm a firm
believer that landowners have certain rights. You say if the
property is going to be acquired for park purposes then you would
reevaluate the facilities that would be necessary to develop the
remaining area. I understand that. The whole thing is time. I
think everyone is entitled to know when certain decisions will be
made or not.made. Therefore, your reevaluation if necessary, you
intend to do this when?

JONES: This would be dependent upon the response we would get
from the Department of Land and Natural Resources which in essence
would be hopefully very soon.

DUKE: Certainly before the next meeting or it would be a moot
question. Is that correct?

JONES: Yes.

DUKE: In your general plan for the area, was the 36 acres
master planned for other than park use in your development of the
bay?

HAYWARD: That is not art of our develo ment of the ba . The
leases there expire in 1983 and these were

epxcluded
from that

development .of the bay

DUKE: Did weather conditions or anything else maybe cause
you not to include that in your area of development?

HAYWARD: We wanted ît to be included. It was the decision
by the Campbell Estate. I think the decision was made because of
the long leases that existed on the property to 1983. Our develop-
ment agreement was signed in 1972.

DUKE: The area ¿olored yellow (referring to Campbell Estate
map) is that a desirable piece of property beach-wise for public
park purposes?



HAYWARD: I would say it's one of the better areas of
Malaekahana Bay. The swimming is good and the beach is good.

DUKE: Notwithstanding the wind and all that business?

HAYWARD: Notwithstanding the wind and all that business .

I DUKE: The area back of the beach it's rather deep there. In
your opinion what could the public use that for, camping site.s or
would you leave that up to the imagination of the Department of

i Recreation?

HAYWARD: I would leave that up to the Department of Recreation.

I WAY: As to any alternatives which you may have considered on
either the reservoir or the STP, in the event that neither the li

¯ ranchette portion or the mauka lands, and/or the park lands, and/or i in
i Area V which is in the state agricultural designation are available

for the form or extent of development that you contemplate, the
question is would this have a bearing on your design location and
all the rest having to do with these facilities you're proposing,
any one or all three?

HAYWARD: I think as far as the water is concerned I don't
think there could be any other alternative. The design has been
worked out by our engineers in conjunction with the Board of Water
Supply. I don't think there's possibility of changing the location.
In fact, the Board of Water Supply had specifically suggested an
elevation for the reservoir so that it would in fact tie in with
the remaining reservoir in their system.

WAY: What about the size? ¯ 9-
HAYWARD: The size of the water facilities I'd have to refer

¯ž

to our engineer.

WAY: What I'm getting at is it appears there are obviously
some concerns about the.use of those three specific areas:-one,
possible park, two a question of the mauka land usage in the form
described to us, and three the fact that a Land Use Commission
boundary change is required for Area V. So, somewhat these three
areas seem to be rather indeterminate. The question then is what
then becomes the viability of the plan now before us regarding
sewers and water in light of these other uncertainties?

HÁYWARD: The total area of land under consideration amounts
to 111 acres. Most of this is taken up by the oxidation ponds for
the sewage treatment. The water facilities occupy a very small
area of land, 1 to 1½ acres. As such, even if the facilities would
stay around tremendously, the total land area would still be around
the same.

As far as the sewage facilities are concerned, if we took off one
oxidation pond which in all probability we would be able to do,



if this development were scaled down, if we did tliis 1 think the Ë Ësize of the sower facility would be reduced substantially in size. gr -

WAY: How about the other point with reference to location
depending on where some of these things occur may not--you actually
seek another location for the STP that might now serve ïn a more
central position with relation to the new development that would
be permitted if you extract out the other one or up three possible
other areas for development,

I mm
HAYWARD: I think at this stage we would not consider that. - 25

WAY: I guess I was saying do we know that this is now the - a-best place to have an STP in light of some of these uncertainties? ggMaybe it is a question that needs to be subject to some engineering gg gganalysis. But, do you have any indications at this time? i gi
HAYWARD: No.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Hayward.) ? 5

At this time, Mr. Ramon Duran, Deputy Director of the Department of
Recreation was called upon and questioned by the Commission.

DURAN: Just as openers, as you know our. department is charged
with providing and meeting the recreational needs of the City and
County of Honolulu. Without a doubt, the biggest demand on our
recreational facilities is for beach or water-oriented facilities.
Even the Mayor in his long range goals and objectives has set as
a specific item of providing more access to the ocean for the people B
in the City and County of Honolulu. Now, our 1964 general plan
failed to do this. As was mentioned earlier, Red Hill was retained gby the department to review the existing general plan and develop a
report that also was stated as not ever having been adopted. The
only question is for our.immediate acquisition program at the
department. Since the Hill report, we have been constantly updating
this report and refining it. In this process, and particularly
when helicopiers became available to the city, we recognized the
potential of beaches all along the North Shore and -the Kahuku area.
I remember specifically flying over this spot and taking many
pictures. So, it has been for a number of years the desire of our
department on a long range basis to have a park at Cooke 's Point.

Needless to say, we were shocked We were disappointed when we
found out a development plan had been prepared for this very site.
True, there was no indication on the general plan. I don't believe
we had made our wishes known to the landowners because it was just
in the thinking. stage We were developing a long range plan.
We 're still working on that plan

We met with the developers as was pointed out in Nr. Hayward's
testimony, We advised him and his people that we were interested
in a 15-20 acre. park site beyond Cooke's Point. This would have
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taken both sides of the point, the good and the bad. ßut, the
development as it was presented to us provided no alternative.
This was to be in my opinion, a very good townhouse development,
very well done, very well executed. But, this was to be a very

B exclusive development, secured. They were to have a full-time
security man up the highway, We really had no lever to work with

- in the sense that the general plan didn't reflect the park site
- | in this area. So, we were looking for a park site. If we had to
- reduce the area to something much smaller than 5 acres, we still

had chosen the point that this wasn't possible to allow their
development to proceed because of the operation they had envisioned
for this exclusive development. There's no way you could have had
a public park at the point and had a security guald at the road.

I So in order for their project to proceed, the only alternative we
had so that I just want to point out the term, jointly agreed, should
be evaluated was the 5-acre park site that is shown on that site.
Yes, we had that one alternative to agree to that site and of course,
the access in the middle of the bay of one acre at a future increment.
But under the circumstances, this was our alternative. We have agreed
to this.

However, a new development occurred just recently as you well know
and that is that the legislature appropriated funds to acquire Cooke's
Point. We again see an array of hope of beach park for the public in
this area. We wholeheartedly endorse the acquisition of this site by
the state or somebody for public use.

Our, records show that we did submit a letter to Bob Way to amend the
general plan to designate 15 acres on that point but it as obviously
too late. You know how long it takes to amend the general plar.
This was when we were apprised of the pending development. So,
negotiation was the.only way we could salvage any park land within
this area.

That 's sort of the history from our department with regard to
Cooke's Point, Mr. Chairman

CHOY: We were told by the Campbell Estate people Nakahoa Point
better site than Cooke's Point. What's your opinion?

DURAN: First of all, we had our eyes on both sites.

CHOY: Would you say they 're comparable sites?

DURAR: Maiaekahana is a magnificent bay. We just felt it would
be desirab le to have both points as park sites for access to this
bay. We had. sketched in this area about a 40 to 50-acre park site.
It doesn't necessarily follow the configuration that is shown here
but we have had discussions with this thought with the staff for
a park site in this area. I think Cooke's Points is a much better
site than this one.

CHOY: It was also stated that because of the heavy wooded
area it would be very undesirable for a park site. What is your
feeling?
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DURAN: My personal feeling ts that heavily wooded areas and
beach parks and camping sites complement each other,

CHOY: Do you think it's feasible that the state jointly with
the city could acquire this parcel of land? E

DURAN: That ' s very dif ficult to say what the priorit ies may - -

be in terms of acquisition money, We really hadn't intended to ¯

purchase any of the property on Campbell Estate for park site but
we anticipated that it would be deeded to the city as they requested
general plan and zoning changes,

CHOY: With your past experience in acquiring land for park,
what does this seed money really mean?

DURAN: This to me means that you begin a project and later
fund it. You purchase incrementally. It's very common in our
department to purchase property this way.

- For example, if the property were threatened with development,
- condemn it without the entire amount of funds. That would stop !!

the development, that would transfer the land to our jurisdiction. Ei
It would only be a matter of paying the landowner for the property II
as the funds become available plus a penalty for the balance of g Ei
the funds, il

CHOY: Would you consider $1.4 million to be an adequate amount
for seed money?

DURAN: Oh yes, no question about that.

TAKEHARA: When you talk about park lands, where specifically
are you referring to, Parcel I and V or just Parcel I?

DURAN: When we originally anticipated acquiring property or.
designating the area for park site, there were no boundary lines
at that time. We just generally said and it was very diagram-
matically 15 or 20 acres at the point. .It is a .substantial piece
of that property Their first increment is 30 years so it's just
as much as their first increment that we'd be talking about.

DUXE: The Campbell people stated that certain lands, I assume,
were agreed on for park purposes, some 60 some-odd acres without
money even being appropriated by the Council for acquisition of
the property but nothing happened. What really did happen as
far as parks are concerned?

DURAN: On that particular large parcel, our department had
an entirely different configuration of what was offered to us.
The 60 acres that we envisioned of a major park would have been
parallel to the beach It's a rectangular piece of.property. The
longest side would be beach frontage. Tlue offer from Campbell
Estate was reverse rectangular with the shorter side to the beach.

Again we go back to this idea that the City and County doesn't
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have unlimited funds to acquire property. So, when major develop-
ments are occurring such as in the Kahuku area, it's been our
policy to wait for the development to occur, earmark these park i a
sites and then have the developer donate them to the city. So, E §although funds were available, they were never encumbered for the

¯g

4
- acquisition of this property, g -g

DUKE: So in this case it was 5.3 acres that you did acquire. g j
DURAN: The 5.3 acres again was an offer from the developer to E S

deed to the city. Incidentally, it was with our understanding we
would not permit camping on this park. This was a gift to the city.

DUKE: But your 15 or 20 acres to get the point wouldn't neces-
sarily connect with the 5.3 acres that they presently have.

DURAN: No, this was an alternative.

KAHAWAIOLAA: When did you put in your acquisition for the
33 some-odd acres of land for park? You also said you were looking
at both ends so they had full control of the total bay. But, seeingthe developer gave 5.3 acres on one and 1 acre in the center-portion
of the development, wouldn't that give public entry to the whole
area of the bay?

DURAN: Access would be provided to the bay with the 5.3 and
the 1-acre easement in the center of the bay. It would not-give
us the backup Land to accommodate substantial numbers of people
with the facilities they would demand, comfort stations, picnic
areas, parking areas,.that sort of thing.

KAHAWAIOLAA: With the.latest offer by Campbell Estate, the
28 acres plus the 36-acres, I guess they're using that as a trade

DURAN: Excuse me this is the first time I have heard of this B
offer being made to o$r department for a park site.

KAHAWÀIOLAA: I'm trying to see if that would be sufficient
as far as the parks department is concerned.

DURAN: Our original intent was to have parks at both points.
The demand hasn't changed. If anything, it's increased

KAHAWAIOLAA: But your vision of both points being the developer
would deed both points, hopefully.

DURAN: Hopefully. If the demand is such that we can't wai
for the development to occur and wè have to provide the facilities,
we try to budget the acquisition of it. This may mean city funds
city and s tate, or federal, s tate ánd cit y funds . Otherwise we
would in the case of a large landowner and where the demand isnit
pressing, wait until the development occurs and have them provide
the land as a donat iron to the city.
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KARAWAIOLAA: You were here when Mr. Trotter statod the trustees
cannot give land.

DURAN: That's right, I understand that. We've discussed that
many times. We also discussed it with regard to the donation of
the 5.3 acres. Somehow it was possible.

KAHAWAIOLAA: The way Ï heard it is that the developer bought
the land and then deeded it.

DURAN: I see. So, it was still a donation to the city.

CHOY: Being it the desire by the Governor, the Mayor and the " ¯

Senator of this area to acquire this area for a beach park would
you consider this a rather unusual good omen to the acquiring of
this land.

DURAN: I'm frankly quite surprised and pleased. It''s not
usual that the Governor jumps in, and the Mayor agree on an issue,
let alone the legislature.

CHOY: We do have letters to that effect. So in other words,
as far as your past experiences are concerned, this is a highly
unusual and perhaps a blessing to your department

DURAN: I look at it that way.

HOSAKA: You are at a disadvantage and so are we _because this
is the first time we've heard about this offer .by

the trustees of
Makahoa Point and the 36 acres adjacent to that. Is it some pie
in the sky, that we're looking.at something that is unacquirable
since your approach has been wait for major development get land
free from the developer, that financially it would take millions
of.dollars I suppose to acquire that kind of piece of property.
Is it something out in the distance, the offer sounds good but
it ' s not really attainable?

DURAN: I think there's a good potential of obtaining the
desired amount of park land and beach frontage property all along : -
Campbell's property We've talked to the staff for a number of
years now exchanging preliminary iÈeas which included something
like 40 50 acres a-t Makahoa Point.

If you haven't seen the site, Makahoa Point is all coral outeropping.
The beach actually begins fronting the yellow, the 36 acres . So, it
doesn't have as much recreation potential as say the 36 acres or
Cooke's Point. But, we do have the use of the golf course on a
dollar a year. There are plans to move the golf course and expand
it to 18 acres. As I say, we have discussed with them many park
sites up and down that coastline, all anticipating dedication when
development occurs.

HOSAKA: My question is with acquisition of that whole 36 acres
and Makahoa Point would that satisfy your d.epartment)
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I DURAN: It's all developed with houses and the leases won't
expire until sometime in the 80's. The red (referring to Makahoa E 2
Point) is vacant. The yellow (referring to 36 acres adjacent to ; 2

i Makahoa Point) is all developed. Acquisition wouldn't occur for
another 15 years, perhaps.

HOSAKA: I'm just trying to determine, here they're offeringi us 36 acres but this would be sometime in the future, 1983 I
believe the leases are up. So, you don't put much credence to
that kind of offer in terms of reliability as to its functional,

I immediate use of the area.

DURAN: An offer to acquire to me doesn't mean very much

I because our department when it determines it wants a park site
and this Commission and the Council agrees with us, it's so
designated on the general plan and moneys are appropriated and
we buy it, even if through condemnation. So, the 36 acres is an
offer for us to acquire it at market value, I'm sure.

HOSAKA: So in your approach to the viewing of recreational
land, you're confining your thoughts just to that 1 acre and the
5.3 acre parcels, that this new offer does not alter your approach.

DURAN: I wish you'd restate that to me.

HOSAKA: Well, you.heard the.offer and I heard the offer on,
this 36 acres. I'm just trying to get your expert opinion as to
how we should view this offer of the 36 acres at fair market value,
that if it 's 12 years from now, we should dismiss that entirely
and just look at the 1 acre and 5.3 acres. Now, does the offer
by the trustees alter your thinking? Are you happy that they
offered this 36 acres or are you saying it's a lot of bull--

DURAN: I wouldn't go that far. No, I'm very indifferent to
the 36 acres. Let me put it this way. As I mentioned ëarlier,
we're looking at a 40 to 50-acre park on that site which woùld
include a part of the 36 acres, it would include a part of the
28 acres (Makahoa Point), and we'would like the plan on a long
range basis which would be a beach park site. We would. hope that
we would be able to acquire it through dedication as the develop-
ment of Kahuku and the rest of the Campbell Estate lands occur.
I view the 36-acre offer to us, and I presume since we 're going to
have t buy it at fair market value, immaterial really,

HOSAKA All right. Then, you hope in the future if they do
come in with another development-that includes the 36 acres, that
possibly they would deed part of that to the city, so that it
would be immaterial in terms of our approach in terms of thinking
about this particular project. It has nothing to do with this
project. All you're thinking about is the fact that you're against
the wall and the only thing you could negotiate really was for. the
5.3 and the 1 acre.

DURANp That's correct. We hope to amend our park plan to
include Makahoa Point for a beach park and other land as we deem



necessary along the coastline, not just on Campbell Estate land.
We can have them identified so that as development occurs we would

¯$i

be in a position to acquire then schedule our acquisition or have ==

them dedicated.
ME

HOSAKA: That 1 acre I guess was just for accessibility to the

beach. What can you put on 1 acre?

DURAN: A comfort station, showers, just enough to provide the

bear minimum necessities.

HOSAKA: Would there be parking? g

DURAN: There's not much space you could use on 1 acre with the

comfort station and parking. If anything, three or four spaces.

HOSAKA: Can you park along the road? Ei

I -

DURAN: Possibly., It's not desirable.

HOSAKA: So, on paper it looks good. There is an acre of

public land there that we could go across to go to the beach.
But in practicality, they wouldn't offer accessibility in terms

¯

of people having to drive their cars, park it and go through that

parcel.

DURAN: It!s been our ex erience that wherever we have beach
easements 10 feet wide, 20 feet wide or in this case--and this

is obviously much better--an acre and especially if it's fronting

arbeautiful beach like this, people are going to park on both
sides of the road so long as it's legal. We have this problem at

Bonsai Pipeline, Laniakea when the.surf's up, and weare trying to

acquire park properties in those areas to eliminate that problem.
This is as I say, the only option we have.

HOSAKA: How about the 5.3 acres? Do you envision any problems

in terms of parking there?

DURAN: No, we think we could accommodate the parking that s

necessary for that small area off the. road but it would be limited.

The access to the water is really just on the very tip. You have

to realize that the bay cuts across at the very end of that area

in actuality. That stream is standing water most of the time except

when it rains then it flushes out to- the ocean. The access is
maybe about 100 feet on the tip. It's not really a beach park but
it provide access to the beach.

HOSAKA: Not to belabor the point but that 1 acre piece of
property provides public access to the beach frontage but really

it's not going to be a functional piece of property.

DURAN: I'm sure that it will present problems in actuality.

We have o contend with that at some future date.

CHOY If the money were available between city state and
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federal funds to accuire the 30 acres at Cooke's Point versusthe 36 acres presently occupied by tenants, it would be cheaper
- to acquire the undeveloped 30 acres at Cooke's Point than thedeveloped 36 acres?

DURAN: Yes, I believe you're right.

CHOY: So under those conditions, we should really consider
Cooke 's Point as the primary choice .

DURAN: Of course, every year that you wait the cost of landwill go up also.
¯

CHAIRMAN: When did you write that letter to the general ¯¯g

. planning department
, the amendment ? B

DURAN: In February 7, 1973 we advised Bob Way of our interestin the property and on February 12 we actually sent him a letter ofintent. We submitted this map with our letter of intent whichincludes the land on the bay side of the point also.

CHAIRMAN: You have any follow up after that letter?

DDRAN: No, that was when we began discussing the project with
field trip to the site, it was determined the only possible
site would be in this corner and an easement at some future timeto the b ay.

CHAIRMAN: When were you notified by the developers about the
5.3-acre parcel?

DURAN: When you say notified, notified of what?

CHAIRMAN: When they told you. they 're
.going to have 5 acresor park use?

DURAN: It was probably 10-12 months ago.

CHAIRMAN: So about a year ago you knew about the development?
DURAN: We knew of it early in '73.
CHAIRMAN: Then why is it in the staff report there was nocomments from the Department of Recreation concerning object:ioiisor whatever?

DURAN: A t the point that this matter reached your Commission,
wer had resolved ourselves that the only park land possible would
be the 5 3 and 1 acre sites, from the information we received fromthe developer. e had no objection to the development based onwhat was possible at that time. Now, it's a new ball game as Isee it.

CHAIRMAN: I have some feelings like Mr'. Duke concerning the



developer where they have put in some work and yet they have no Ë $
indication where the parks department is going. So, at this time B Ë T
do you have any plans concerning other park lands irrogardless of à g
whether they're going to be acquired, purchased or sat on, concern- g

¯

ing the general plan.

DURAN: Yes, Sir.

CHAIRMAN: How soon are you going to get that done?

DURAN: A year ago Ï would have said a year. Today, we're
¯ proposing some intermediate amendments right now, We've submitted M

a letter of intent to Mr. Way's office and we have in final draft
right now a series of amendments that involve perhaps almost two
dozen different park sites on the island, just water frontage park
sites. So, if it's agreeable to Mr. Way's office, this matter
should be coming before you in a matter of months. In addition
to that, we're working on a long range plan to update all of our
park needs. That should be before you in perhaps another year
or more.

CHAIRMAN: Because my feeling is this Commission shouldn't be
using the SUP to decide whether it's going to be a park or a

¯
¯¯

development. It really has become a vehicle for deciding whether
it's going to be a park or development. So, what I'm saying is
it would have been much simpler if you had notified landowners
or even in the future if you notify landowners, I think something
can be worked out. So, I would appreciate it more if you would
follow up on what you. intend to do I'm all in favor of having
parks.

DURAN: Often what happens, Mr. Chairman, is we're working to
put out brush fires because like Cooke's Point we hadn't antici-
pated development there for a number of years. So, we were working
in areas that were threatened .that we might lose. Suddenly, it
comes to our attention, the wheeling be.gin spinning, and sometimes
you're successful and sometimes you aren't. It wasnit too long
ago when the community of Kailua brought to our attention the old
skeet range was up for sale, the last Jacant large parcel of land
fronting Kailua Bay. There was a concerted effort by,the community
to get in there and get that site for a park. We attempted to do
this. We reacted to the public's wishes. We filed letters of
intent with Bob Way's office but as you know, it takes about a year
or more to get a general plan amendment. As you know, today those
lots are up for sale for development. We tried but we weren't
successful. It's often difficult to anticipate the landowner's
actions. . We 're trying our best with what little staff we have and
what funds are available I agree 100% that we shouldn't be put
in a position of having to stop a development that's proceeded as
long as it has, .as far as it has On the other hand, you've got
the responsibility of weighing this against the public needs and
the intent of government. I don't envy.your position.

(There. were no furtlier questions of Mr. Duran.)
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Testimony AGAINST-- di
1. Mr. David Fry, Resident, Malaekahana Bay
2. Mr. Steve Gendel, Member, Shoreline Protection Alliance
3. Mr. Howard C. Geiger, President, Kaaawa Community Association ¯

and Council of Presidents Steering Committee
4. Mr. Olin Pendleton, Chairman, Council of Presidents

Ë ADDITIONAL OBJECTIONS-- giB 1-1
1. The offer b the develoaer of 28 acres at Makahoa Point lus --

the adjoining 36 acres is unfair. Makahoa Point is desolate,rocky, has no access except through private property, is
dangerous for swimming compared to Cooke's Point which has
calm waters, a sandy beach and access to Goat Island. Further,I the city must acquire the adjoining 36 acres at cost of fair
market value.

2. The offer contained in the letter from Campbell Estate dated
H May.7, 1975 signed by Harold C. Eichelberger, Chairman, Board

of Trustees, is not valid unless signed by all trustees.

3. Existing utilities for park purposes would suffice inasmuch ascost of the city's connection.into the developer's sewer andwater facilities would be exorbitant.

4. The comment condemning the parks department for not requestingthe subject property nor having it appraised is unrealistic.
It is obvious by testimony presented that had.the parks depart-
ment requested the subject lands, the developer would consider
their request ridiculous.

The pubiic hearing was kept open and action deferred for a field
trip to the subject site, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.

PUBLIC HEÀRING A public hearing was held to consider
AMENDMENTS TO THE under the provisions of Chapter 91-3,
PLANNING COMMISSION Hawaii Revised Statutes, amendments to

¯¯

RULES RELATING TO the Planning Commission rules relating to
DMINISTRATIVE administrative procedùre.

PROCEDURE
(H.R.S. CHAPTER 91-3) Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/

Advertîser on Sunday April 13, 1975 . No
letters of protest were received.

The Executive Secretary reported that Corporation Counsel had
previously ruled that the Commission in handling Special UsePermits should have rules and regulations conforming to the
Administrative Procedure Act of the state statutes . The staff

= has taken previously adopted procedures by the Planning Commission
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in 1962 and amended th.em to indicate change of address, func-
tions, etc. To these were aclded basic procectures for Special Use
Permits as outlined in the State Land Use Rules and Regulations
and Chapter 205 of the Hawaii Revised Statutos.. The third area
added are the Parliamentary Procedures of the Commission.

Questions were raised by the Commission,

CHOY: Would you el.aborate on the kanal.ua principle?

CONNELL: Essentially, the Commission is voting a no recom-
mendation which becomes an affirmative vote in support of the
recommendation.

HOSAKA: In other words, if it were a stalemate of 4 to 2 and i SE
- it di not consist of a majority, it would be forwarded with a

positive or affirmative or approval kind of vote. In the past a gstalemate 4 to 2 was viewed as a negative vote but because of
the administrative procedure changes, this would be changed to an
affirmative. Is that correct?

CONNELL: Yes.

KAHAWAIOLAA: A kanalua vote would be an affirmative on the
motion and not the recommendation. In other words, if the applica-
tion was for approval and the motion was for denial and the kanalua
vote came out, the approval would be for the motion or the
application?

CONNELL: It would be.for the application. It would be the
recommendation of either the Chief Planning Officer or the-Directorof Land Utilization.

DUKE: Let's say that we vote for the recommendation and-we SEhave an impasse Under this rule, we would be for the recommendation. igg
Let's reverse it and we're voting against the recommendation of the imb
Director and we have an impasse. You say the recommendation of
the Director.goes?

CONNELL: The point on this is especially in terms of a general
plan amendment If there is .a motion to vote against the Chief
Planning Officer's recommendation and you have a non majority vote,
you have a non action. Under your rules, we send it up as a no
recommendation which then in previous rule is a negative . It puts
the City Council in the position of having to vote two-thirds in
order to pass it. If it goes up registering an affirmative vote,
it simply makes it a little easier for the Council to vote on it.
But, you are still really transmitting a no recommendation. You
are still transmitting a majority nor minority report

DUXE: Then you haven't ans ered my question. How do you vote
against anything if we have an impasse?

CONNELL: The first thing you have to do is stop having impasses.



DUKE: No, the only reason for this is because of impasse.
Let's resolve that. Let's don't hedge. How do we convey to the ¯ ¯

¯¯ Council that we're against it if the motion was against it and
¯

| there is an impasse?

CONNELL: I think as a matter of fact what you have been doing

i is sending up to Council actions in which a majority of the Commis-
sion are for--

DUKE: It doesn't matter. Reverse it. Don't use an example
for. Use one against and tell me how it works.

CONNELL: Wllat you would be doing is transmitting a kanalua
| vote saying we really have no recommendation. It would be inter-

- E preted as an acceptance of the Chief Planning Officer's or Director
of Land Utilization's recommendation. Along with this would go
the majority or minority report as we are presently doing. They
would still reco nize it as a no recommendation.

WIKUM: I remember in most all recommendations whether they Gil
- have been for or against the Director's recommendation we've said Bli

- 106'11 let the Council decide on the basis of the testimony we've
Ë¯ËE

received and the information we've had, that if we could not come saw
to an agreement, let the Council decide. I think what's happened Gil
is if a no recommendation is taken as a negative, then Council has Zii
to have a two-third vote to pass it. So, if we keep that kanalua
vote a negative, it would be very difficult for the Council to --
decide which I think has been our intent many times . We are admit-
ting to them that we cannot make up our minds. You are the final
deciding body, you decide. With the kanalua vote in the past being
negative, we've said but, you have to have two-thirds vote to
decide. I think that is a sticky problem.

I would like once more for the public record for the few public
ears I have left at this time of night to state that we have
these impasses when the majority of us that sit on an-issue and
listen to the testimony, the majority of us say one thing and it's
an impasse. That's because the Commission that is empowered to
have nine commissioners and the rule states we have to have five
votes to carry anything There are only seven of us . We have to
a majority of those people who have really done their work. That
point has bothered me ever since I've.been here.

CHOY: I certainly would like to speak in rebuttal to Harriet.
e have ševen members, and certainly have five votes if the issue

were compatible to the thinking of the Commission. We have in many
instances have come up with a majority. Again, I would like to
ask the question, are we here to please the Council?
Another question, if it were an impasse, isn't it better then for
the Council to come up with two-thirds vote to make a decision?
Isn't this a much more democratic way of doing it rather than
pleasing the Council and having the kanalua?



- CHAlllMAN: Before going any further, wl1y don't we keep to
questions pertaining to the amendment and after we have a motion, _

-

- then we can go into discuss ton 'S

CONNELL: If I may clarify that, Under the APA, we're going M -

to have to wait 15 days for any further written testimony before
you can make a decision. So, there's plenty of time before voting g -¯

on this , gg

DUKE: Didn't you say generally speaking, the legislature and
the Council have adopted this kanalua plan?

-_
CONNELL: The legislature has. For the City Council, it is

¯- not provided in the City Charter. The City Charter, in fact, is
rather silent when it comes to impasse both ïn terms of the authors
of the City Charter did not envision there would be impasse votes.

DUKE: How do they operate for decision-making particularly
after a very lengthy and detailed public hearing? Do they make
a decision immediately following the public hearing or do they
take it under advisement and give commissioners to digest part of
the input? I'm speaking about the Council and legislature.

CONNELL: I can't really speak for the legislature. I imagine
through their public hearing process generally, they have a lengthy
period to make up their mind.

The Council, because of the fact there has.to be three readings
plus the hearing also has a lengthy period of time and they have
to digest the material from public testimony, it has been suggested
for this Commission though it is not in the rules, that possibly a
layover similar to the State Land Use Commission might be advisable E
to defer for 10 days an application, to have a meeting in which you
have all public testimony and then defer to-the next meeting which
would be your decision meeting. This is a possibility and your
rules could be amended to cover that.

TAKEHARA: Everything that goes to Council is approved if it
has.a majority vote of approval of the recommendation or an impasse
vote. It's a negative if five votes are against the reepmmendation.
Is this kanalua vote applicable to State Land Use Commission matters?

CONNELL: In discussion with Corporation Counsel there would
have to be a majority vote under special use permits

HOSAKA: You're saying that if the.recommendation was for .
approval and the motion was for denial and there was an impasse of
4 for denial and 3 against, it would go to City Council as an
approval?

CONNELLà It would go up as an affirmative vote but as a.no
recommendation The technicality is you would not be putting the
Council in the position of having a twoithirds vote. I can see
where there would be some concern when the majority is against.
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something but as a matter of fact, what has happened is the majorityhas generally been for, 3 have been against, Therefore, the 3 orthe minority is requiring the Council to take a two-thirds vote.I question whether that is necessarily democratic.
KAHAWAIOLAA: I understand what Gene is saying but, the onlyproblem is this. If the majority votes against an application, Ithink the majority or the 4 should be able to dictate what shouldE happen. I understand the rationale of kanalua but I'm talking aboutkanalua on the motion. If everybody agrees that the Director's¯

g recommendation is right, and the motion is made for the recommenda-g tion and 4 out of 7 vote for the motion, then I can see sending upan approval vote. But, if it were turned around where the Director'srecommendation is for approval, and the 4 commissioners disapprove,I can't see it being sent tq> as an approval.
CHOY: This is a suggestion. Perhaps if the_report were deletedof any recommendation, perhaps the kanalua could work.
WAY: You won't get anything if there isn't a recommendation incase of general plans

.and in fact of zoning ordinances. Under theCharter, the respective directors are the initiators. So if itisn't before you, you won't see it; that is, if it isn't fornot going to bring a zoning change before you that is not for it.

Public testimony followed.

Representative Steve Cobb testified neither for nor againstthe proposed amendment but for informational purposes of thekanalua vote in the legislature.

COBB: I wänted to bring to your attention the-implicationsof this kanalua. In the House if you vote on a roll callkanalua three timesy it's automatically recorded as an aye vote.In the Senate you're permitted to do that once. The-second timeyour name is called if you say kanalua, the presiding officerwill say aye for you. Again it's recorded as an aye vote.
The. practical effect of this is it really becomes an affirmativemouse trap in the sense that any decision to ove rturn it witha.kanalua rule would then take five votes. Otherwise you couldhave 4 to 3 in the negative at any time within this b dy hereegen though you only have 7 members, but nevertheless it wouldbe construed by the Council for practical purposes as being inthe affirmative even though there is.no recommendation. That'sone of the practical side effects. If the Council is worriedabout getting a two-thirds vote to override, and you folks areconcerned about preserving power, if you will, in the transmittal level from here, it would have a heck of an imylication.
W€ went round and round on the kanalua question during thereorganization of the House last time as to whe ther or notw should abolish it. The onl way we 've re taine i it now is
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you can't do it in committee reports any longer. On the floor
of either house, if you express yourself kanalua three times
in the House and twi ce in the Senate, the vote is autoinatically & Wrecorded as ayo un less you then cast a no vot.e. g E gHE liiWIKUM: How do you feel about that?

COBB: As long as you're forced to take a position one
way of the other, I agree with that concept. But here, it's
reverse,, Here you end up with an impasse say 4 to 3 either i agg
way and then in effect, kanalua is being used for constructive i edi
purposes towards the affirniative. In the legislature, the B Ë $ÑÑ
individual legislator is required to say no or aye on the - -¿ygsecond or third call depending on which body. Over here, g i igi
you're in a situation where everyone votes, you're voting g | EEE
kanalua in an affirmative proposition.

Mi
Whatever implications are in this, good or bad, I don't want
to try to influence you. I'm just telling you the procedure
how it goes in the legislature and what some of the practical
side effects could be.

WAY: One of the points to make in this is the fact that
the charter does require 5 affirmative votes for action. We il
sort of start from that point. In certain circumstances there ¯!i

is this two-thirds re uirement where the Commission takes a ËËE
position that requires a two-thirds vote of Council to over- 355
ride. As you know, there is the question of the fairness as
Gene pointed out, of 3 or the minority causing that kind of
reaction to have to take place. It has been the situation of
the Commission in the past where they were.at an impasse point,
to literally end up saying we haven't arrived at a decision and Min accordance with the chater, pass it on.to Council and let -

them at least have a chance to deal with it on a simple majority
basis, a.5 to 4 vote. But, when the-impasse situation causes
a two-thirds vote on the part of the Council to be invoked, so
to speak, then raises a question of the equity. So, we are
operating within some specific perameters here brought to us
by the charter, essentially

COBB: If I might respond, one of my first disappoints is
there aren't nine full members of the commission. The other
thing is that 3 vote could really be a two-head sword. Three
votes could require at this level a. two-third vote on the
Council At the same time if you have a 4 to 3 adverse positîón,
the majority of those present here; even though it may not be
the required 5, would have their wishes in a sense ignored.
(There were no further questions of Representative Cobb .)

No other person was present to speak either for or against the
proposal.
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The public hearing was closod and the matter deferred for a statutory
period of 15 days, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Duke and
carried.

II
UNFINISHED 13USINESS The public hearing held on April 16 was

g STATE SUP/CUP closed and action deferred for the 15-day -

(PRIVATE SANITARY statutory requirement on the Special Use
LANDFILL) Permit and concurrent action with the

• WAIPIO Conditional Use Permit. ggOCEANIC PROPERTIES INC. a=(FILE 474/SUP-12 E' ACTION: The Commission, on motion by II
#74/CUP-29) Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Duke ggand carried, recommended approval giof both the Special Use Permit di

and the Conditional Use Permit,
subject to the conditions in the
Director's report, with the
following modifications:

Condition No. 3

The Special Use Permit and Conditional Use Permit granted
shall expire at the.end of five years from the date ofissuance of the Conditional Use Permit. (These permits) The
Conditional Use Permit may upon (their) its expiration, bi¯¯
renewed by the City_Councîl upon written application provided
further that such renei al may be refused to any person who has
violated the conditions of the permit during its term or ifconditions in the area have changed in such a manner as tojustify refusal of the renewal. No fee shall be required forthe issuance of·the renewal permit(;). The Special Use Permit
will be recommended for renewal by the Planning Commission
subject to approval by the-Land Use Commission if the Condi-
tional Use Permit is renewed by the City Council;

Condition Nó. 5

Use of the subject site for landfill purposes, in accordance
with pertinent conditions.set

.forth by the Board of WaterSupply, Department of Public Works, State Fire Marshall, and
the.resolution adopting the .Conditional Use Permit, shall be Mi
established within one year of the date of issuance of the
Conditional Use Permit. If necessary this time limit may beextended by the Director of Land UtilIzation subject to StateLand Use Commission and Planning Commission approval, provided
that the applicant makes his request in writing and submitsreasons which justify the time extension;

Condition No. 7

In the event the approved use of this permit is permanently
terminated by the applicant, the applicant shall submit
notificatiän of the same to the Director of Land Utilizationand-the Planning Commission. Upon submission of such notifi-
cation, the sub3ect permit shall be declared null and void;

-43-
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AYES - Choy, Duke, 11osaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamlya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
AßSENT - None

UNFÏNISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held and closed on
SPECIAL USE PERMIT January 29, 1975 and action deferred for
(POLICE 6 FIRE TRAÏNING t.he 15 day statutory requirement. On -
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 February 26, 1975 the matter was deferred
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT for a field trip to the site, On March g i
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO 12, 1975 the matter was again deferred g i
PENINSULA for lack of quorum vote. The Commission
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, on April 2, 1975 deferred action for 1
CSC OF HONOLULU month and a committee was appointed to
(FILE #74/SUP-2) study site selections and the Environmental

Impact Statement.
ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka

and carried, recommended approval of the request for a
Special Use Permit, subject to the conditions,
attached and made a part of these minutes.
AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Wikum
NAYES - Kahawaiolaa, Takehara
ABSENT - None

Commissioners Kahawaiolaa and Takehara still ob ected
main1 to the location of the proposed facility in Waipahu
for tae reasons previously mentioned.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS Commissioner Kamiya, who had de.clared a conflict
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT of interest on this matter, was not present -

HOUSING during deliberation and action on this item.
WAIALAE-NUI
.EXOTICS HAWAII LTD. A public hearing held on April 16, 1975
(FILE #74/PDH-3) was closed and action deferred for a field

trip to the site.

As a result of the field trip, it was
the feeling of the Commission that the
proposed development would be appropriate,
provïded there is adequate access to the
development either by an eased curve into
the bridge on Oili Loop to effect an
adequate turning radius ingress and
egress o£ the development, or an alter-
nate access to Hoakoa Place.

ACTION: The Commission recommended acceptance .of the Director of
Land Utilization's recommendation of .approval, with one
additional condition, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Nhr. Hosaka and carried



I In the event that the applicant is unwilling to provide
an alternate access to Hoakoa Place, the Commission
recommends that an eased cur.ve be provided into the
bridge to provide an adequate and safe ingress and egress.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara, Wikum

i NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kamiya (conflict of interest)

I ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m.

I Respectfully submitted,

i Henrietta B. yman
Secretary-Reporter

!
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THE ES'lWl'E OF JAMllS CAi\l PRELL
MI

May 7, 1975

i City Planning Commission
650 South King Street
Honolulu Municipal Bldg., 8th Flr.
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Gentlemen:

The Trustees of the Estate of James Campbell respectfully '

urge granting of the Special Use Permit requested for the con-
struction of sewer and water facilities which are an essentiali part of the development of a portion of the Estate's properties
at Malaekahana, Kahuku, Oahu.

As planned, this will, we sincerely believe, be an out-
standing project. In addition to the opening for productive agg
use by several hundred occupants of this long secluded area, ¯¯¯

the public will, for the first time, be granted over six acres
of sea-frontage land for access and park purposes (colored
green on the attached map). These six acres are to be dedi-
cated to public use without cost to the Government.

During the closing hours of the recent session of the
State Legislature, an item was approved specifying the acqui-
sition by the State of some 33 acres of Malaekahana ocean-front
land. This was not proposed by either the State or City and
County Administration. There was no public hearing on the
matter. It is, we think, unfair for the Planning Commission
to be put in the uncomfortable position of being asked to deny
or delay the Special Use Permit requested. The facilities to El
be constructed are in an agricultural zone and are not a part
of the proposed park. The effort apparently to have you deny =-

the Permit being made as an indirect means of killing or delay-
ing the project.

Should you, however, grant the Permit and this project
is allowed to proceed there remains a considerable acreage
and shore frontage at. Malaekahana Bay which .can be acquired by
the public for park purposes. It is with this in mind that
the Trustees have today addressed letters to both Governor
Ariyoshi and Mayor Fasi with the following proposal:

If the Malaekahana development is permitted to proceed,
the Trustees offer to the State of.Hawaii.or the City and County
of Honolulu a license for the nominal sum of one dollar to

II



City Planning Commission
May 7, 1975
Page 2

utilize approximately 28 acres of land at Malaekahana Bay
(pink on the attached map) for public park purposes for a
period commencing forthwith and ending July 1, 1976 on con-
dition that: (1) the Government undertakes during this period

- an evaluation of the said 28 acres plus any portion of the
additional adjoining area,colored yellow on the attached map,
that the Government might deem essential to acquire for park
purposes; (2) if the finding is affirmative, the Government
will have an appraisal made of the properties it would seek -
to acquire and will commence negotiations (under threat of
condemnation) with the Trustees on values, timing of acqui- g
sition and method for payment; (3) if mutually.agreeable 'g
solutions to these matters are forthcoming, the appropriate ,
governmental entity will present a request to the appropriating
body to ratify the arrangement; (4) if the .Government and the
Trustees are unable to agree on the values, the Government could
ove to condemn the land for park purposes (in the Court) so

¯

that the Court-established values could be set at the earliest
¯ feasible date; (5) this offer is subject to the Estate dis-

encumbering at the earliest possible date the land at Makahoa
Point (pink on the attached map); (6) as to the remainder of .
the land (yellow on the attached map), which is leased by the
Trustees until 1983, the Government, as the new owner thereof,
could make arrangements with those lessees as to when their
property would be vacated; (7) this offer to be without preju-
dice and not to be relevant in any proceedings for determina-
tion of values; and (8) unless sooner accepted in writing by
the State or City and County delivered to the Trustees, this
offer will be deemed withdrawn and no longer effective
August 1, 1975.

If the Government is willing to work out the park matter
as proposed, and the Grosvenor Malaekahana development is per-
mitted to proceed, the public would obtain for park use at no
cost, the 6+ acres that Grosvenor has agreed to dedicate to
the City plus approximately 64 acres which the State could
acquire by mutual agreement as to value or at a value esta-
blished by condemnation proceedings.

¯' Very truly yours,

Harold C Eichelberger
Chairman, Board.of Trustees

HCE/ag

Att: Map
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i . GROSVENOR INTERNATIONAL E i
SUITE 2222 DAVIES PACIfic CENTER -

041 DISHOP DTREET HONOLULU. HAWAll 00013

i i

May 7, 1975

i
i City Planning Cormnission

City and County of Honolulu
City Hall,i Hon olulu, Hawaii 9 68 13

Attention: Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman ¯

*I - -

Mr. Chairman and Commission Members': | j
My name is Mr. Ralph Hayward, President of Grosvenor Inter-

national (Hawaii) Limited, Developers of Malaekahana.

At your meeting of April 16th, my presentation to the Commission
was confined to the subject of the permit request now before you and dealt
primarily with the matter of the sewer and water facilities.

During ensuing testimony, information presented evolved primarily
with the proposed Makai development, Malaekahana Bay, and matters re-
lating to parks, open spaces and shoreline protection.

In order for the Commissioners to fully understand the scope of our
entire project, our testimony today deals with these points.

We feel it necessary that we take the opportunity to clear up a num-
ber of questions raised by various testimony presented at your last meeting.
I have with me our engineer, who will deal and review with you the technical
aspects of the project, if you so request. We also have with us today
representatives from The Estate of James Campbell, the Landowner, to pre-
sent to you their master plan for the total Kahuku area, in order that you may
have an overview of The Estate's long-range land use schedule for the Kahuku

GROSVENOR INTERNATIONAL

To further provide you with information of our Company, we wish to
present testimony in this area. Grosvenor International (Hawaii) Limited is
a Hawaii based subsidia of Grosvenor International Holdi.ngs Limited of

os on NTE rNAtioN cNAwAso LYD. TELEPHONE (OOS) 037•0132 CABLK PADDOX, HONOLULU TELEX 034.123



Attn: Randall Kamiya, Chairman 2,

Vancouvor, Canada. Our initial introduction to Hawaii was in 1965 when
we were engaged by The Trustees of The Bishop Estate to prepare a master
plan for the development of their lands at Koauhou, in the Kona District on - g
the Island of Hawaii. E a

IP E

I - .-..w

Since that time we have undertaken numerous planning studies for
various landowners including Alexander & Baldwin, Campbell Estate, and
the Hawaiian Sugar Planters Association.

.T.n addition, we have developed a number of projects including the
Davies Pacific Center, located in downtown Honolulu and have several other
projects in the final construction and design stages.

In all of our projects, we have stressed the appropriate balance of
urbanization, quality development with good design and the preservation of
open space. This balance will also be achieved at Malaekahana.

MALAEKAHANA PROJECT

Our project at Malaekahana envisages a low-rise, low density,
cluster development which has been designed to preserve Views, protect
the shoreline and preserve the present sand dunes and vegetation at a den-
sity of approximately 5 units to the acre.

The present zoning for Phases I, II, IIL and IV is designated Urban,
under State Land Use Zoning and City General Plan R 6. Our develöpment
will be substantially below the permitted densities for this area. At our
previous presentation, you expressed certain concerns with regard to the

. presently agricultural zoned 44 acres lying makai of the highway and the
300 acres located mauka of the highway. At that time, we viere unable to
respond to your inquiries specifically because we had not completed
detailed studies and evaluations.

Because construction of Phases V and VI are not planned. to commence
for approximately 3 years, we have not at this time expended funds for
detailed studies of these areas.

We wish to state, however, that our initial planning studies indicate
to us that Phase V should be developed to accommodate larger single family
units with greater open space and privacy together with recréational
amenties to service all phases. The density of Phase V is planned to be
approximately £our (4 units to the acre.
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-El

Similarly with Phaso VI (300 acres located mauka of the highway)

I our preliminary studies indicate to us that there is a higlr demand for sites
located within agricultural AG-1 districts which will permit a dwelling with
large surrounding acreage oriented towards equestrian activities. Such

I use is not ordinarily permitted within an urban zone or with close neighbors
ass is typical of an urban zone but is very complementary to the type of uses
planned for the rest of the area. With this coricept in mind, the lots have
been preliminarily planned to assure that at least every lot will have approx-
imately 2 acres of land with a slope less than 20°/o. Of the total 300 acres,
approximately 150 acres of the area is classified as E-115 category under
Detailed Land Classification of the Land Study Bureau and as such is not
suitable for the usual agricultural uses as contemplated by the CZC requir-

¯

ing mechanical cultivation.

Our research of the permitted uses within this area indicates that the
uses we envision meets the stated purpose and intent of the State Land Use
Law (Hawaii Revised Statutes, Chapter 205, Section 2) and the County Zoning
Code as found in Section 21-401.

We have planned the area to create 2-acre to 10-acre "ranchette" lots
and are prepared to commit ourselves to these densities if required. As you
know, our submittals now before the City will require further review of this
area by City agencies before we are able to proceed.

In order to give you an insight as to the schedule and time involved in
the planning, design and processing of the various permits for this project,
our initial contact with the City coinmenced in April, 1972, approximately
2 1 2 years ago, with a formal application submitted on December 8, 1972.
We have met all of the requirements of the Planning Departrnent's staff and
have received continued encouragement by the departrnent. In addition as
part of the review process all City Agencies were contacted by the Depart-
ment of Land Utilizatîon for their review of the plan and their comments. The
City Agencies cóntacted were the City Sewers Division, Board of Water Supply,
State Department of Health, State Departrnent of Transportation, City Depart-
ment of Transportation Services, State Departrnent of Agriculture, State
Department of Education and the Fire Marshalls Office. All these Agencies
gave favorable written comments which are on file at the Department of Land
Utiližation.

PARKS

With regard to the need for parks, we are aware of the City a and
State a program for park acquisition. None of these plans indicate park
sites at Malaekahana.



Attn: Randall Kamiya, Chairman 4.

The matter of the Malaokahana park site was first discussed with
City officials in April, 1973. Following these discussions, we made site
visits with officials from the Parks Department and as a result, we joint- ¯¯

ly selected the 5.4 acre beach park which gives access to tho beach on the
Laie side of Cooke Point·and which is adjacent to the proposed Laio Regional
Beach Park. We also jointly selected a 1 acre beach access lot in the cen-
ter of Malaekahana Bay to give access to the center and the remaining por- U
tions of the bay. We also visited the Makahoa Point area and adjacent .
beach property in this vicinity for future park sites. Following these dis-
cussions, we submitted our revised application to the Department of Land -
Utilization on March 15, 1974. Following this submittal, it has been in-
dicated to us by the Department of Land Utilization that our application would
be approved under the present format and as part of the further approval of M
this project, the Department has recommended to this Commission that the
application for the permit to construct sewer and water facilities under
consideration today be granted.

We wish to point out that our development program.includes.dedica-
tion of approximately 10¶o of the beach land area to the City for Park use at
no cost to the City. In the development of Phase I, 5. 3 acres of land will be
deeded to the City which will immediately provide public access to the beach
and Malaekahana Bay, where none exists ai the present time. Another one
acre park will be deeded in Phase IV. Thus, this project will provide pub-
lic parks acces s to Malaekahana .Bay at no cost to the taxpayer - at a ratio
greater than that presently contained in the City's proposed park dedication
ordinance.

Regardless of whether or not the State proceeds with this acquisition
of the park site, it is still necessary to provide sewer and water facilities
for the remaining area under our development plan, and further, in the
event the State proceeds with the development of a park site at Malaekahana,
the sewer and water facilities would still be necessary to provide services
for the park site to accommodate park activities.

PENDING APPLICATION

The application before you, which is the purpose of this public hear-
ing, is for approval of our use of approximately. 11 acres of land for utility
purposes,. i, e., sewer and water facilities of which only 1/2 acre is in agri-
cultural production. After a long period of investigation of alternative sites
by our engineers andplanners andthe public agencies involved,. itwas the
concensus that the sites selected are the most suitable for the particular utilit



Attn: Randall Kamiya, Chairman 5.

. The sites involved are unsuitable for intensive agricultural use. Its loca-
tion within an agricultural district does not violate the intent and purpose
of Section 205-6 and is a reasonable use within the applicable zoning district.I

We wish to thank you for permitting us the opportunity to be heard on

i this matter. Unless you have any questions, Mr. Fred Trotter, of The
Campbell Estate, will review with you their master plan for the Kahuku area
to give you an insight to the total land use plan for the surrounding 14, 000
acres of Campbell Lands.

Respectfully yours,

Ralph W. Hayward
President

RWH:da
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CONDITIONS IMPOSED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION
for

WAIPAHU--WAIPIO PENINSULA--SPECIAL USE PERMIT
Police/Fire Training Facility--(74/SUP-2)(CS)

May 7, 1975

1. Within one year of the approval of the Special Use Permit, the
applicant shall properly file for a building permit with the
Building Department and commence construction. The total con-
struction shall be completed in five years. If necessary, the
time limit may be extended by the Director of the Department

of Land Utilization provided the applicant makes a request in -

writing and submits reasons which, in the opinion of the
Planning Commission, justifies the time extension;

2. The applicant shall comply with all air and water quality
standards of the State of Hawaii. In the case that a variance

to the air quality standards is necessary for the fire training
facility, those exercises which require the variance shall be
conducted only during tradewind conditions;

3. The plans as submitted, marked EXHIBIT A and on file with the
Department of Land Utilization, shall be followed except as

may be altered by the conditions stated herein;

4. Police firearms training is prohibited;

5. The helicopter pad and related helicopter activities connected
with the training facility shall be prohibited;

6. Landscape buffering for this facility, including the adjoining
incinerator, shall be created and maintained to a standard
acceptable to the .Director chE Land Utilization for as long as
this facility exists;

7. Waipahu Depot Road shall be .improved and paved to a width of
24 feet from the Oahu Railroad right-of-way makai to the makai
border of the project site;

8. At such time as 50 acres are landfilled and suitable for Park
and Recreation use the Department of Parks and Recreation
shall establish a park on this site. The Department of Parks
and Recreation shall request the Chief Planning Officer to
initiate a General Plan amendment to change the use of the
50 acres from Public Facility to Park .use.

9. The Director of the Department of Land Utilization may make
minor modifications to the conditions stated herein when it
becomes apparent that such modification is necessary and
appropriate;

10. In the event any condition as set forth herein is not complied
with, the Director of the Department of Land Utilization shall

be authorized by the Planning Commissiop to take action to
terminate the use or halt its opetation until such time as full

compliance is obtained- 54



I.
Waipahu--Waipio Peninsula--Special Use Permit
Police/Fire Training Facility-- (74/SUP-2) (CS)
Conditions Imposed by the Planning Commission.
May 7 , 197 5

Page 2

I 11. The Police/Fire Departments will make the facilities available
to community groups when not required for training purposes .

I

PLANNING COMMISSION
May 7 , 197 5
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I MAY 21 R/5

i Mooting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

May 21, 1975

i
The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, May 21, 1975

I at 1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: ,Randall Kamiya, Chairmani Charles W. Duke, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka

i Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Alice Takehara
Harriet Wikum

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning,

i Department of Land Utilization
Arthur Muraoka, Acting Design Division Head,

Department of Land Utilization

MINUTES: The minutes of April 16, 1975 were approved, | li
on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. i iKahawaiolaa and carried. I i!

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was.held to consider a
ZONING † CZC AMENDMENT request for rezoning of land general
(1) FROM EXISTING ZONING planned for preservation uses and amend-

TO P-1 PRESERVATION: ment of Section 21-301, P-1 Preservation
ALL LAND District, Comprehensive Zoning Code,
FOR PARKS AND modifying restrictions on non.-conform'ing
RECREATION, CEMETERY, uses and structures created by the rezoning.
PRESERVATION, OR
OTHER OPEN SPACE USES Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

(2) CZC AMENDMENT: Bulletin/Advertiser on May 11, 1975.
SECTION 21-301, P-1 Letters received both in support and
PRESERVATION DISTRICT against the request are included in public
MODIFYING testimony for and against the proposal.
RESTRICTIONS ON NON-
CONFORMING USES AND Staff Planner Jack Gilliam presented the
STRUCTURES CREATED Director's reportof the request. The
BY THE REZONING purpose of the proposed action is to gain

(FILE #75/Z-6 added protection for the land, expedite
LQR/1975-5(JR)) conversion to general planned land use

and reduce the costs of such conversion,
resolve zoning inconsistencies, and to
expand the policy begun by the City
Council last year to conserve planned open
space through the zoning power. The request

includes any additional land designated on a Detailed Land Use Map or
a Development Plan with any of the following words: park, beach parf,
neighborhood park, regional pirk, prayground, playing field, open
space, preservation, golf course, cemetery, botanical garden, zoolog
ical garden, marina, flood plain, pond, stream R/W, or drainage canal.
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Concurrent proposal by the Director of Land Utilization, the zoning ·=
·i

code amendment is a nocessary adjunct of the rezoning action, It -

_-

has no validity except in connection with the rezoning action and | 9
should be processed concurrently. § 3

The Director recommends approval of the proposed ord:Lnances. I
QUESTIONS OF STAFF

iDUKE: I believe there's some 500 acres of privately owned land.
What happens to it?

- GILLIAM: The present policy again adopted by the city is for
this to be in an open use. This policy was not just arrived at by
throwing colors on the map. These areas sometimes are probably
steep lands. Much of the area is steep land and adjacent to the
conservation district and are not considered developable lands.
These lands and designating the public facilities to serve those
areas have not been computed out in terms of public facility needs
to service those areas. Yet, they might come in, even though in
most cases it's probably not lands that we would like to be developed
because of terrain, topography or other purposes which warranted that
designation to begin with on the general plan. They are not forever

¯ frozen. There is the means for them to be reviewed in subsequent
general plan amendments or the general plan as future urban areas.
But in that review, then we would also have the coordinated review
of the necessary public facilities to .serve which we haven't. & -

programmed at this time on the basis of the present general plan
because we have programmed the public facilities to serve that area g
as open space, But, it's in that public interest, we feel, that
it's time to catch up with our planning. That's a little roundabout
way to answer your question, but yes, they would have certain open
type uses which are permitted in the preservation district. If they
feel it should be to some.other use, then they would be going
through the procedures of coordinating whatever proposed use with
all other facilities related to that particular use, and it could
be related which it isn't at this particular time.

DUKE: The main question is privately owned property that is
going to be put into pfeservation presently is undeveloped, most of
it accörding to your information. Do you have a means whereby they
can, once it s put into P-1, come in and request that the P-1
district be changed to some other zoning?

GILLIAM: They will go through a general plan change prior to
changing the zoning

DUKE: I'm just trying to rationalize in my mind the impact
it would have on privately owned property and what 'recourse they
might have.

CHAIRMAN: How many of the landowners were notified of this
chan ge?
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GILLIAM: We notified no saecific landowner on this recuest.

CHAIRMAN: Do you have any idea who might be the big landowners
that might be affected?

GILLIAM: No.

CHAIRMAN: How about the estates?

GILLIAM: I'm sure the would have some land but to what extent
we have not gone into indi idual ownership or who they may be if any
particular parcel.

HOSAKA: If the downzoning is permitted on privately owned land
and if a property owner had a fire and wished to replace his home,
he would be exempt under this rezoning.

GILLIAM: On the companion amendment to the P-1 district, he
would be able to rebuild es., y

HOSAKA: The taxes he would be paying then would be on the P-1
rather than the R-6 if it were on an R-6.

GILLIAM: That depends on how the assessor looks at it. We

have nothing to do with the taxes. It's determination of the tax
assessor at the state.

HOSAKA: Well, if it's zoned in P-1, couldn't you give me a
categorical answer as to the fact that it would be downzoned from =m
R-6, for example, and I would assume that it would be on a lower
tax basis. ..

GILLIAM: What I gather from the tax assessor, they don't always
necessarily tax by zoning district. They tax by highest and best
use.

HOSAKA: So you're saying it would be the same.

GILLIAM: No, I'm not saying because I don't speak for the tax
assessor. What I'm saying is this is two potential schoot of
thoughty-one, he could say it is P-1 it is a lower classification,
or he could say the highest and best use is still residential because
he can always rebuild his house, or he might have a compromise figure
in there .

HOSAKA: I .can't put my finger on it but in this report it talks
about the loss of tax money. El

El
GILLIAM: There is that potential, yes. On vacant land, I would

assume you were.talking about a specific house. On vacant land, I
¯

would assume there may be a change in the tax base. We have assumed ¯

. CHAIRMAN: If you never notified any of the landowners, wh.at
happens to the landowners who are already in the process of planning
something for their particular land?



GILLIAM: Well, it depends on what stage they are in planning
for that. Any building permit that comes in is based on the zoning m -

at the particular day it comes in.

DUKE: Is it a general practice for DLU to submit a plan that g i
.

will downzone land without notifying the property owners that will
be affected?

GILLIAM: On individual applications, yes. But, this is not
the first example of large scale zoning changes that have gone
without notifying property owners. The last major one was the
adoption of the CZC in 1969. In tlutt particular ordinance, there
were probably twice as many acres involved in changes of zoning,
some of it up, some of it down, some of it staying where it is. -

Substantial amounts of that were in the terms downzoned to various
categories. At that time, there was no notification to individual
property. Throughout the history of zoning, not only here but in
other jurisdictions, area wide rezoning has taken place. Generally,
area wide rezoning does take place without formal individual noti-
fication; otherwise, the restrictions on ever achieving any area
wide rezoning would be so great in terms of man hours, red tape | -

involved, that you would never accomplish any substantial zoning - -
-

that only tend to process 4,000 square feet here 10,000 square feet ¯

there. We feel this approach legitimate. We.feel it is the proper g
way to start implementing the very substantial portions in terms
of public interest of the present general plan.

DUKE: .Would you read to me the notice you put in the paper
regarding this property and let me see if .I was a landowner, if
I could comprehend whether I was affected or not.

GILLIAM: The notice in the paper was-zoning and CZC amendment,
from existing zoning to P-1 preservation, all land on Oahu general
planned for parks and recreation, cemetery, preservation or other
open space uses.

DUKE: I question whether that would really put me on notice
that my property was being affected in any way, and I think I have -
a right to know when my property is going to be downzoned. Do you
think that's not correct?

GILLIAM: No I don't know whether you're talking from a legal
standpoint or whether you're talking from a moral obligation.

DUKE: A moral standpoint right now.

GILLIAM: I think if the ciu:y makers of the charter and the
various laws that we are governed by felt that there was a specific
moral obligation on behalf of the city to have individual notifica- E
tions, they would perhaps have made that a requirement for us to
administer. They have felt that the public notice in the paper is g
sufficient.

DUKE: Well, probably it would be if it rially notified them.
I question whether your notice notified any one or not. Anyway,
I still beliege that right is right. You just don't do things to

-4-
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poople without lotting them know that you're doing it. if thati be the rule, then the rules are wrong. - ¯,-

I (There were no further questions of staff.) E 2E

IlPublic testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

i 1. Mrs. Muriel B. Seto, The Lani-Kailua Outdoor Circle, Chairman,
ad hoc Committee for Kawainui Regional Park (Submitted statement - e-
dated May 21, 1975)

¯¯2

I 2. Mrs. Muriel Lufenui, Waialua Landowner i i
3. Mr. Shigero Kunihiro, Waialua farmer and Lessee of Mrs. Lufenui Ë

2¯$

4. Mrs. Kay Landrum, Acting President, The Outdoor Circle (Submitted Ï BM
testimony dated May 21, 1975) I

¯ÏEl

Reasons in SUPPORT-- [ 9

1. The proposal supports the need for the highest protection for i jil
park lands and other open space and is a significant forward i 15|
step in planning for the future of Oahu.

2. Zoning inconsistencies have been an expensive deterrent to - i
an orderly parks acquisition program and have been a major
cause of delay in completion of a comprehensive parks plan.

I These inconsistencies have caused unnecessary hardship and
to landowners and developers who wöuld not have initiated
projects had the land been zoned to conform to the general plan.

3. The City Council in its recent commendable action designating
existing golf courses P-1 preservation, has already set the
precedent for further protective legislation for these areas.

4. The proposal provides additional protection for yet-to-be-
acquired lands in -the Kawainui Regional Park area to preclude
inappropriate private development taking place under existing
city zoning.

Testimony AGAINSTu-

1. Mr. Fred Trotter representing the Estate of James Campbell
2. Mr. Peter K. Hanohano, Landowner Punaluu and Waialua area
3. Letter dated May 21, 19T5 from Joseph J. Ramia, Vice President

and General Manager, Foremost Homes Hawaii, Limited
4. Letter dated May 21, 1975 from Barry R. Okuda, Executive Vice

President, Kaiser Aetna.

OBJECTIONS--

1. Adeguate notice in this case has not been proviéled to all
affected property owners and developers. In order .to accom-
plish the analyses required to pursue a rezoning proposal of
this magnitude, considerably more time would be required.



2, The same detailed information required for a zoning application
should be imposed in this rezoning proposal. Zoning is a compli-cated process whicli requires thorough study of parcels on a very
individual basis. In order to effect efficient land use, careful

¯

engineering studies must be initiated and correlated so that the
, optimum results are obtained anddevelopment and housing econo-

3.

1e

e i

respod

e

re etervedr

parks, golf course, etc. is
¯ relocated or its proposed use is considered no longer appropriate. Ë 3i¯ In this event, the use of the area for some other authorized g i il

- purpose is restricted if the land has been rezoned to P-1 g ? EE
Preservation Similarly, future changes in configuration of land ,

-

parcels which may be necessary to fit the final development plans i 25
could not be made without another zoning change. These add to E ËËthe city's administrative costs with no apparent benefits. E I

4. Normally, park and recreation and cemetery types of uses supportother land uses shown on the general plan such as residential, -
apartment and resort, For any development, all are part of an
integral plan. To down zone the recreation portion of the total g¯¯

plan without a commitment to zone other areas to be developed g- for housing or hotels would not be equitable.

5. There may be a legal question as to the chronology of the i 25
proposed rezoning plan, i.e., should land be down zoned prior
to condemnation

6. It does not seem apropos to effect the proposed.rezoning while
a general plan revision for Oahu is currently being established.

7. Present benefits by property owners under existing zoning will
be lost and none will be gained by the proposal.

The public hearing was kept open and action deferred pending notifi-cation of community associations, special interest groups, and large
landholders of the proposed zoning change, on motion by Dr. Choy,¯

seconded by Mr Hosaka and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CZC AMENDMENT proposed amendment to Section 21-201(c)
RELATING TO FINISHED (1)(vi) of the Comprehensive Zoning Code
GRADE OF THE ACCESS relating to fillished grade of the access
DRIVE OF FLAG LOTS drive of flag lots.
(FILE #LSR/1975-7) - ¯

Publication was made in the Sunday Star
Bulletin Advertiser on May 11, 1975. .No
letters of protest were received.

Mr. Arthur Muraoka presented the Director's report of the proposal.
The proposed amendment allows a steeper grade of the access driveto a maximum of 19%, A steeper grade would reduce the amount of
excavation and construction of retaining walls. A grade steeperthan 19% would be allowed by the Director of Land Utilization
because of topography, subdivision lot arrangement and design, and
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upon recommendations of the Departments of Public Works and

i Transportation Services. The Director may impose conditions
such as fencing, walls, and safety barriers to insure the safety
and general welfare of the area. Vehicles are able to negotiate
a driveway grade of 19%. In addition, streets in the City andCounty of Honolulu have been constructed with grades of 19%.

It is recommended that the proposed amendment be approved.

I Question was raised whether fire trucks could negotiate the 19%grade. Mr. Muraoka responded affirmatively and stated that the
city requires reinforced concrete pavement on grades of 19%. Thei proposal was discussed with the Fire Department and they had noob3°ection.

No one spoke either FOR or AGAINST the proposed amendment. gig
The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Takehara, seconded ÍNr

i by Mr. Duke and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation E id
and recommended approval of tHe proposed amendment, on motionby Mr. Duke, seconded by Mrs. Takehara and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - None ¯¾E

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an
CZC AMENDMENT amendment to Section 405 (c) of Chapter 21,
OFF-STREET PARKING R.O. 1969 (Comprehensive Zoning Code), off-
STANDARDS IN AG-1 AND street parking standards.in AG-1 and AG-2AG-2 AGRICULTURAL Agricultural districts.
DISTRICTS
(SECTION 405(c)) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-(FILE #L4R/CZC-1975-8) Bulletin/Advertiser on Sunday, May 11, 1975.

No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Jack Gilliam presented the Director's report of theproposed amendment. The purpose of the amendment is to delete therequirement in agricultural districts that off-street parkingspaces for dwellings be constructed with an all-weather surface.In lieu of an all-weather surface, crushed rock or limestone may beused. All other uses in the district will be required to complywith the off-street parking standards.
The proposed amendment originated with the City Council.
The Director recommends adoption öf the proposed amendment.

No discussion followed.

No one spoke either FOR or AGAINST the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, on mot ion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded byDr. Choy and car ied.
ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director s recommendation

and recommended adoption of the proposed amendment, or m tionby Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs. Wi-kum and carried.



AYl3S - Choy , Duke, Hosaka, Kaliawaiolaa, Kamiya
,

Takollara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Nono

PUßLlC HEARÏ NG The public hearing hold on April 16 was
TWO STATE SPECIAL USli kept open and action deferred for further
PERMITS-· informatiori from the Department of Land M
(1) PRIVATE SEWAGE Utilization. On May 7, 1975, the public

TREATMENT F, DISPOSAL hearing was kept open and action deferred g
SYSTEM for a field trip.

(2) PROPOSED WATER
SYSTEM The following transpired.

KAHUKU
GROSVENOR-INTERNATIONAL DUKE: Mr. Chairman, I believe additional m :

(HAWAII) LTD, input was requested particularly from the = --

(FILE #74/SUP-14 6 state as to their intentions. I see that
#75/SUP-2) Senator Anderson is here. 1 Eli

SENATOR D,G, ANDERSON (3RD SENATORIAL DISTRICT): I have before me
copy of a letter, hand delivered today from Christopher Cobb from the
Department of Land and Natural Resources. The letter demonstrates the
state's continued interest, It further amplifies the Governor's letter
that I understand you received on May 6th. If I may read it--

We share the Legislature's interest in acquiring land for
parks, especially along the shoreline. Purchase of land at
Malaekahana seems particularly appropriate because it will
make available to the public, a prime beach which has previously
been inaccessible. The lack of beaches is serious on Oahu and
particularly so on the windward side where there are few prime
beaches and beach areas with sufficient distance between the
belt highway and shoreline.

We therefore intend to initiate land acquisition proceedings
for the 30-acre area, assuming the appropriated item becomes
law--(ANDERSON: And that would be July 1st-when the budget
becomes effective.) It is also assumed the Legislature will
provide future appropriations necessary to complete the acqui-
sition and develop a park.
Thank you for providing us the opportunity to comment on this
Park acquisition project. El

I don't know how much more I can say on the subject. I'd be happy
to answer any questions.

DUKE: Senator, I appreciate your concern regarding this area.
When the appropriation becomes law on July 1, how much money do
you have earmarked for acquisition or for preliminary steps to
condemnation and acquiring?

ANDERSON: We have in the budget, $400,000 in cash in CIP or
bonds. We have also in a proviso in 1971, Senate Laws of Hawaii,
Act 68, transferred $785,000 from another Bellows appropriation.
So, we have right now $1,185,000 ready to acquire Malaekahana. I
might say that not appropriating the full amount is very customary.
We in the state acquired Kahana Valley over a 5-year period. The
state negotiated with the property owners I believe it was the
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McCandless heirs, and incrementally paid a million dollars acquisi- g
-

tion for Kahana Valley. We have now incrementally over the past : ¯¯

four years have committed four million dollars and I understand
just this morning got a $1.4 million dollars for the Hoeia-Keiai Matson Point area. It is very common to start off with an appropria-
tion. It'll tako 5 or 6 months to get the appraisal and the land

i values out there so that a fair price can be taken for it. The
legislature convenes in January. I would imagine the second or
third appropriation would be very common and forthcoming.

DUKE: Just for the record, the $400,000+ and now the one Ë B
- million, is that definitely earmarked for this particular parcel i i

of land?

I ANDERSON: Yes. : 3

CHOY: How long do you think it will take to acquire the entire ! Ei

bay for park? Down the road a bit, how much money will be required
and how soon will we be able to acquire this land or a great portion
of this land? The landowner has some rights and just so he'll know
exactly how he stands as far as his development is concerned.

ANDERSON: I couldn't give you an exact figure because I have
no idea what the appraised value would be. But, if we're talking
anywhere from three to five million dollars for the first 31 acres,
that could be made available in a.2 to 2½ year period with no
difficulty at all. We already have 1.1. Based on the appropriation

i next year, we could come up with two million dollars or.if need be,
again it's very common for the state to negotiate. Sometimes they
cash out or the one payment for the property owner isn't to his
benefit in condemnation. There might be some land value exchanges
or.some land exchanges.

I might say for the record, I'm most sympathetic to the estate. I
read last night when I received a copy of a clipping, a commissioner
was quite critical of your own parks department and those in the
state for not having earmarked this parcel earlier. I would fully
agree and I would share that responsibility. I think the state
and. the county are long overdue in getting together and once and
for all earmarking these large parcels so that property owners
and developers can plan intelligently in the future While it is
difficult and I find myself at a real embanassing position in oppo-
sition to Mr. Trotter and his group, I would only commit here that
I will do all I can financially through the legislature to make
sure that any outer-pocket expenses that the gentlemen have t:hus
far spent be compensated fully. But, I do not believe that we
ought to let that bay go at this point for the benefit of 250-300
people only as an exclusive townhduse development. It would be
a shame .

CHOY: Four of..the commissioners did take a field trip to
Malaekahana Bay. We were told in the last two hearings that
Grosvenor had already spent a million dollars in developing this
present plan. Am I cofrect that all of :this or rt of this



money spetit would probably be reimbursed by the state if the state
did pursue to acquire the entire bay as a regional park?

ANDLESON: f Carl only give you a similar incident where we
have gone in and and are in the process of condemning and acquiring
the Matson Point and Heeia Fishpond area. Matson Point is owned
by ßishop Estate, McCormack has the development rights and he has
since sol.d the development rights to Makaha Land. We have been
working and Makaha Land has been very cooperative. Mr. Moriguchi
has received a letter from the Governor informing him of the
commitment to condemn, The appraiser has just come in this week
with the appraisal for Matson Point. In this appraisal, I under-
stand in talking to Mr- Cobb this morning, is a figure to accommo-
date those who have had outer-pocket expenses legitimate. The
figures I have heard is not in excess of a million but close to
$800,000 to this particular one. But, I think the gentlemen who
have in all good sincerity spent outer-pocket money should be F 2
compensated

CHOY: What is your feeling on the 28-acre Makahoa Point area
compared to the Cooke Point area?

ANDERSON: I met with Mr. Trotter and the Grosvenor people two
weeks after the legislature adjourned to go over the entire area. g
I have been out in the area from point to point. I would agree
with the comment made by somebody that Makahoa Point is not
ideally suited for a park. This kind of exchange, I think the
city or the state or both would be short changed in accepting
that as a compromise. Mr. Trotter and I have met several times.
He wants to know what the state intentions are also in the future.
I have three more years to serve in the state senate. I'm going
to take Mr. Trotter up on an invitation to go from Makahoa Point
all the way out to the far point where Campbell has property. I
would like to.incrementally purchase every bit of sandy heach front
that we have from the Zion Security point bay.which is before this
30 acres and acquire all of the beach in this particular area. It's
beautifully suited. I think if we look 20 or 25 years down the -
road when most of us are gone when our children are here, park and
open beach front is going to be needed badly. I have this year
joined the city in buying Pounder's Beach. Councilman Toraki
Matsumoto came up with $1½ million.for Pounder's Beach. We

_appro-

priated a half million for a $2-million acquisition. We funded
'$3 million this year for Sacred Falls Park. We appropriated another
million for Matson Point Heeia Fishpond. We appropriated $1 million
for purchasing or starting on the same concept on Coconut-Island in
Kaneohe Bay for a ski park. I would like to continue this policy
as,10ng as I am in elected office acquiring large parcels for our
people.

CHOY: Am I correct in understanding when you mentioned that
acquisition of this bay would be through condemnation?

ANDERSON That's the normal process.

CHOY: How soon can this be implemented?
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that we're overcrowded already. Windward for all practical purposes | k

with your directional growth of leeward that the city is taking, M
windward is gol.ng to be pretty much the playground, and open park
is a pretty good investment.

KAHAWA10LAA: 1 notice that usually when park is in an area,
it usually benefits the surrounding area. Would this park benefit
Kabuku or the people f rom 11onolulu? There 's another park there
that became nothing but a rubbish dump where the people of Kahuku
had to clean up. Usually a park is put there for the community
rather than outsiders

ANDERSON: I would think that a park of the nature we're
talking about a state park is unlike a city park where you play
baseball and football. This kind of a park lends itself to a
picnic or a camping area where you come with your family for a i s..
weekend and spend the night. Defnitely, this park will benefit 5 4ER
the entire City of Honolulu, all the people and not Kahuku only. ---

When you go to the windward side on any weekend, 99% of the people i ||gusing the park, beaches or camping there are from leeward and down- ; amt
town Honolulu, not windward. EN

TAKEHARA: You mentioned this is one of your highest priorities.
¯E

I'd like to know how much input you've had from communities in that ¯ ¯¯¯

area and what communities that would be affected in the surrounding -

area.

ANDERSON: I haven't per se--I've had much communication you
might say with any particular community, being a park of this -
nature that benefits the entire island. I haven't thought to get
accordance or support from a particular community. It ties in
with my own personal philosophy, I guess, of acquisition of large
parcels down the road. I don't think any one community could say,
even Kahuku who's right across the street that we need this or
should have this because I think the person from Kaimuki or Pearl
City would have just as much right or interest in acquiring this
for their children. This has been going on for a while. I'm not
in communication with some of these people who have been here from
the community. I have not attended any of their meetings. I'm not -
and was not sympathetic to their law suit. I'm not anti-developer.
So, I don't belong to any one of those clicks, you might say, who ghave been selfishly trying to preserve a bay for their own benefit.. g

¯ DUKE: Is it.your recommendation at this time that the bay as
it presently is remain and permit the state to acquire it in incre'-
ments as money becomes available? First you're starting with some
30 acres.

ANDERSON: 33 acres

DUKE: And then gradually leaving status quo until you can
acquire it. Is that your recommendation?

ANDERSON: I would think that would be the most economical
because the other parcel offered you as a compromise swap has a
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I 1983 year lease commitment. So, we could not move into there at
this time. But, even that might be negotiated with the estate
people at this time so that we can benefit from the lower appraised -

i value and not in 1983. Arrangements might be worked out to oven
purchase that . My intention is to continue this during the next
three years so that if I'm not around anymore, we've at least

i salvaged that bay completely.
DUKE: Do you envision that this park will be a state park or

will it be under city and county?

ANDERSON: At this point, it's a state park. Again, I would
like to see because I believe there is an area, another 40 acres in

g that loop behind the 33 acres, that might lend itself for a recrea-

| tional park where the city and the state might join hands and jointly
participate in this park. A joint city-state effort would be an
ideal situation in this area. I'm not really interested in who -

I acquires it city or state. I just want it acquired.

CHOY: It's quite unfortunate that only a handful of present
residents have had the privilege of enjoying that bay. From what
I gather, you kept referring that we may not be able to enjoy the
bay park when it's finally developed but that our children will.
Then, it will take quite some time to acquire that park to the
extent that any.appreciable amount of the citîzens would be able
to enjoy the area. Being then it's going to be a status quo, the
handful of residents there will still be enjoying the exclusive
amenity of this particular area.

ANDERSON: When I said in our lifetime, I probably over-
simplified it and I probably ought to clarify it. I see no reason
why acquisition of the 33 acres, once-that's completed, couldn't
be available to us in a limited scope as far as development is
concerned. I have a habit of saying in our lifetime. But no, all
things on time frame that within 1983 ina couldn't move in that
second 30 acres but in the next 10 or so years we should be able
to have the entire bay. The first half could be made available to
most of us on some sort of a limited basis the next three years.

CHOY: Could this commission receive some sort of definite
commitment by the state, a follow-up letter by the Governor or a

letter from the Attorney General's office informing us of the
intent to proceed with condemnation or proceed with whatever proce-
dural vehicle that is usually used by the state to acquire land
like this?

¯

ANDERSON: I'm not an attorney so.I couldn't say for sure. I
don't see how the AG would get involved in it. I really think the
letter from the Executive Chambers signed by the Governor--I
respectfully request deferral of any action by the City Planning
Commission in consideration of a cluster development be held. He
goes on asking for complete review and study and we're.talking about
30 or 60 days. I say the budget would be available until July 1st
at which time, legally, it's only then that we can contract for an
appraiser to go out and appraise 'the property. We 're asking for
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some t tme to got the money released and an appraisor appointed.
Purther, Chr ts Cobb 's letter commiting his intent to condemn is
pretty definito.

C11AÏRMAN: Did you receive the letter to the Governor from
Kahuku Housing Corporation?

ANDERSON: No, Sir,

CHAIRMAN: There is a cc here to you. It's signed by the k
¯

Kahuku Housing Corporation, the Kahuku Community Association, - i
Kahuku High and Elementary School, Hauula Community Association - E =m-

and Laie Community Association. We just received this letter --
-erourselves

ANDERSON: The letter is in opposition to acquisition. I'm
not in the same position, I guess, as my constituents in Kahuku
even though Mr. Primacio and some of these gentlemen have been
some of my strong supporters. I just happen to believe that the
bay doesn't belong to Kahuku per se, the bay doesn't belong to
windward. That bay belongs to all the people of the island. While
I don't like to disagree with my voters in the Kahuku area, I really
think the issue is larger than one community.

CHAIRMAN: I don't really think they're against the park but
I think they have shown some concern as to getting moneys for a
community park.

ANDERSON: I might say, and I don't mean to express sarcasm in
anyway toward the estate but I would venture to say most of
Kahuku is owned by the estate. I'm sure they have much support
in the community, Being the landowner.has its benefits.

(There were no further questions of Senator Anderson.)

Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT-

Mr. Tom Nakayama, President of the Kahuku Housing Corporation
and the Kahuku Community Association (Presented letter dated
May 16, 1975 to Governor Ariyoshi fr.om John Primacio, Manager,
Kahuku Housing Corporation; Thomas Nakayama, Kahuku Community
Assn.; Takashi B. Matsuyama, Kahuku High and Elementary School;
Warren D. Harlow, Sunset Beach Community Assn.; R. F. Waldin,
Hauula Community Assn.; Roland M. Logan, Laie Community Assn.
Also presented testimony dated May 20, 1975 to the Planning
Commission from Thomas Nakayama, .President, Kahuku Housing
Corporation Copies of both letters attached)

Mr. Nakayama was questioned by the Commission.
WIKUM: I sympathize with your needs for park facilities but

I don't know that you're ever going to get them from Governor
-14-
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Ariyoshi though. The kinds of park activities you need out thoro
- and that you want, I believe, are city county,

ilNAKAYAMA: Right. Ei
WIKUM: So that whether or not the Governor releases the funds

to buy whatever part or all of Malaekahana Bay eventually, will not
release funds for your facility is what I'm saying. So, maybe you
should have sent a copy of this to the Governor and addressed the
letter to the Mayor. It seems an important issue for the community.
The follow-up letter that along with all of us wants more beaches

- and more parks, wants them closer to Kahuku, I think as the develop-
ment is now planned, the public part of Malaekahana Bay which really -

isn't on the bay at all but on the Laie side would be the furthest i -

- point from Kahuku and would be as far away from Kahuku as it could |
-ggget. I just want to share your concerns for your park needs and

maybe allay some of your concerns that if indeed the state does move E I-
on this park, it should have nothing to do whatever with your other -

recreational needs, You should o ound on the door of the cit i &E"=8 P Y -
--.and county for that. I JER

NAKAYAMA: Definitely I think that is the way to do it but
we presented all of these things to not only the commission membersbut to all elected people and those concerned about it.

WIKUM: I just want to see you direct the inquiry to the people
-gwho can do.it for you. The concern is fine, but somebody's got to

do it for you.
--

TAKEHARA: In relation to that 250 acres of land the state has
acquired at Waialee, where is that?

NAKAYAMA: It's between Kawela Bay and Sunset Beach. RE_E

TAKEHARA: You say it's being used as a dumping ground.
NAKAYAMA: It has a lot of junks in that area.
TAKEHARA: How about public facilities?

NAKAYAMA: Well, they have their water system. As far asrestrooms, I don't think they have but I'm pretty sure there is awater system and houses there.

TAKEHARA: That is a state park.
NAKAYAMA: That is state-owned land.

HOSAKA: I'm interested in the fact that you people formed acorporation called the Kahuku Housing Corporation, and that you
received the moneys on the rent to form this corporation from
Campbell Estate. You do all the repair and maintenance of these
houses, you mentioned street lights also, as a voluntary type of
thing. Do you know that the government agencies have responsibility
for this. Is it perhaps because of lack of cooperation from .theseagencies that you've taken it upon your responsibility to do thesethings? What is the situation?



-¯ NAKAYAMA: When the plantation was in existence, they them-
selves carried on the street lights, water system, all on their own.
That was passed on to the village corporation when we formed a non
profit organizat lon when we formed housing for our people. We

assume all those responsibilities. The city never came about m
helping us out at all We 're in the process right now of getting
funds from HllA for our water system. City will not come in nor g
the state. They want us to build a system and then probably present g gy

-- to the city to get it in, That will cost us money.

HOSAKA: I don't understand. It's a housing area that would
allow you people to ask the governmental agencies to maintain
these things. Is this because your houses are on a conditional use
permit or something that perhaps requires you people to do it
rather than the a encies?

NAKAYAMA: Perhaps it is still under Campbell Estate lease.
It's a private thing so we cannot get the city to help us out.

HOSAKA: It's a rivate subdivision I've been told. The
plantation closed at which time the Campbell Estate said if we
help you out through these times, it seems like it was a private
agreement between your corporation and the Campbell Estate people.
I'm just wondering how it affects this proposal in terms of the
fact that I don't think it has any relationship.

NAKAYAMA: There was no agreement that they help us out and
we support them In any agreement whatsoever, that has never
been brought up. The fact remains that they were very generous
in caring or letting us have the free lease rental until 1983
which is the year when the lease term with the former plantation
expires.

CHAIRMAN: I believe what Commissioner Hosaka is getting at
is your problem of maintenance of the roads, electricity and what
not, whatever .you're doing on your own now, did you at any time
get in touch with any of the various city agencies to see whether
they would help you in that area or not.

NAKAYAMA: We talked to a few people like Toraki Matsumoto.
As far as street lighting or the roadway, there was no possibility.
However, recreational park he's looking into and helping us out in
that area.

HOSAKA: My line of questioning was merely--are you saying you
didn't have an agreement, and yet in the letter to Governor
Ariyoshi that you read, it says and I quote, sure we had some
help from Campbell Estate who told .us if we supported a few commer-
cial developments on the property to help replace the loss income
from the plantation, they would see us through the bad times.. That
sounds like an agreement to me.

NAKAYAMA: I believe that is an agreement, no ques tion, but not
in the respect of what has come up presently. This is what I'm
after. In other words in the Malaekahana Beach park if you're
referring to that.



110SAKA: Yes 1 am.

NAKAYAMA: We had no commitment to that park. As we said, we
were in favor of getting like any public beach park a parcel of
that for the people, not a big 30, 40 or 50 acres.

HOSAKA: It sounds like it was an open handed kind of agreementI that if they helped you out after the plantation closed down what-
ever properties for commercial that were proposed, they would get
some support from you people. Has Campbell Estate contacted you

i people for some support?

NAKAYAMA: Yes.

HOSAKA: On this development?

NAKAYAMA: Not on this development but more on the Kuilima

i development because our people were in need of jobs. What we
did was support Kuilima. In that way our people could have jobs
and would not have to go on welfare in that case.

HOSAKA: Then they did not contact the community association
specifically to lend some support for this project we're talking
about today.

NAKAYAMA: Not for support but I asked them for the facts.
They gave me all the facts. We will decide what steps we will
take.

HOSAKA: That stand today by your community association and
this corporation is the fact that you oppose this application.

NAKAYAMA: If you.take it in a big way, we're opposed to it.
In other words, a big beach park.

HOSAKA: You're opposed to the big beach park but you're in
favor of the application to have commercial development on beach
land.

NAKAYAMA: We don't have any commercial--
HOSAKA: Not commercial but the fact they are going to build

cluster townhouses, you're in favor of that.

NAKAYAMA: Right. We 're not. in favor. We are for the small
park-for access to the beach.

HOSAKA: On this map you provided us for the Kahuku Town
Center, who did that2

NAKAYAMA: Campbell Estate.

HOSAKA: It's their proposal?
NAKAYAMA: Right. This was sort of drawn up From our map,



the vari.ous shopping center and all these things were inserted. y
¯Æ

This is the devo topment the Campbell Estate wants to put up in - ' N
our community.

HOSAKA: You're in full accord with what's on this map.

NAKAYAMA: Right, we are in full accord.

Cll0Y: In order to be fair to Tom, those of us who attended
- the field trip--unfortunately, Commissioner Hosaka, you weren't

there. We had met with the Kahuku Community Association at the
field trip. We were given their opinion, feelings and philosophy M
about the total Kahuku area prior to receiving this letter.
Really what we're looking for at the present time is total access
to Malaekahana Beach, I fully concur with most of the things that
were discussed Saturday afternoon. The people in Kahuku at the
present time are rather fearful that a beach park per se may not 2 MIE
be used by the people within the general vicinity or along the
windward coast but rather by transient residents, and there would i Wil
be lack of Dolicemen of that lar e area whereb it would create E Sii
much hazard We visited Cooke Point and met with some of the -

¯ residents there who have weekend homes. We were told that between
weekends, there are numerous break ins into their homes. So, I
assume the entire area at the present time which is heavily wooded
with ironwood trees are nothing more than a second Sherwood Forest
like Waimanalos The only thing that the Kahuku people wanted was
more access to the beach. Presently and unfortunately enough, just
a handful of residents at Malaekahana Beach have had the privilege
of enjoying the serenity they are not willing to give up at the -

present times I would like to have Tom elaborate on what he told
us at Saturday's field trip as to what would happen to Malaekahana g
Beach if it was made into a regional state park= mm

NAKAYAMA: I mentioned to the members.who came out that should
there be a large regional park out there, I'm sure we'll have so
many people come out camping and there will be so much vandalism,
so much more other things happening. First thing you know, we'll
require more police force maintenance out there. Presently it's
quite difficult for us to get in but a small park would suffice
so that we can have an access to the beach. As far as beach, it's
public beach as far as I can see along that shoreline.

HOSAKA: I appreciate your comments. At the last public hearing
we had, I brought up the fact about parking on a one-acre piece of
property. You're saying that the one acre you're in favor of and
that's strictly sufficient for the public to go down to the beach
as opposed to the present where it's very difficult to get on the
beach. However, where does one park? That one acre would perhaps
provide parking for six cars. How about the other 50 cars?

NAKAYAMA: We feel on the Kahuku side of the bay you can start
with an acre or two and then acquire after 1983, the large portion
of that area because the lease expires 1983. There you can have
five acres or whatever amount. To start off you can have a couple
of acres,
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I HOSAKA: You're saying the follows outside of Kahuku or Honolulu b ----

have to wait eight years to use this beach land. I'm just wondering E-' Ë
whether we shouldn't open it now. E -

NAKAYAMA: I didn't say that. You mentioned that.

HOSAKA: All I'm concerned about and I share your feelings, but

i yet I'm a little concerned about some of the things you did mention,
one of which is just the access to the beach property. I cannot
see people using it much more in use from one acre versus 30-odd
acres. If we could do it now, we should do it now. --

CHOY: The fact mentioned here about no one being on
_,

I welfare was very important to me. If this cluster development
were to come up, can you foresee more jobs for your people out
there? li

i NAKAYAMA: Definitely there will be quite a bit of job oppor-
tunity. The trend today, as we all know, the state has six or ¯gg

seven per cent unemployment. This will take up some of the employ- Ei
ment there. There are quite a number of jobs coming up--
construction, maintenance, janitorial.

CHOY: In view of the fact that the Kahuku Housin Cor oration
has undoubtedly conducted a comprehensive study of the proposed
development versus a regional state park facility, has your HE
corporation drawn up any projected conclusion of the Kahuku commu-
nity posture of cluster development versus a regional park? By

- that I.mean how beneficial would it be?

NAKAYAMA: Definitely we haven't gone too deeply into the
idea of park versus a cluster of homes. We think the cluster -

would be beneficial as far as jobs are concerned.

CHOY: Are there any reasonable police protection presently
at Kahuku .or its general vicinity?

NAKAYAMA: We want more because of the fact that we have some HE
vandalism in our town. We've had senior citizen women walking 29
along with their purse in hand and they've been grabb.ed off their in
hand. We've had houses looted right in our town. This is 141y
we very much want police protection.

CHOY: How many uniformed policemen are assigned in that
general vicinity?

NAKAYAMA: I don't really know but they're .from the Kaneohe
station.

CHOY: In other words, the police protection you have in the
Kahuku area would be the policemen on motor duty. If you need
police protection you have to call into the Kaneohe station.

NAKAYAMA: Yes.

CHOY: Bow long would it take a policeman from Kaneohe to
respond to your call?
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NAKAYAMA: That depends on the whereabouts of the motor --

vehicle po1Leeman. If they're nearby with the radio call, they'd --

como in f i ve or ten minutes, generally. If they 're in Kaneohe ,

it would take anywhere from a half hour.

CHOY: So, if we have a state park facility without adequate
control, the people in Kahuku will have quite a dilemma on
their hands,

NAKAYAMA: We feel that will be the thing.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Nakayama.) -

At this point, Mr. Fred Trotter of Campbell Estate was called
upon and questioned by the Commission.

DUKE: If the state should acquire the 33 acres they are
presently proposing to condemn and purchase, what would the
estate's position be on development of the additional land or EL
not the development of it? EF

TROTTER: I think we would have to immediately sit down with
our developer It's his money that's going into the project. The
Campbell Estate has no money in the project. We simply have the
property put up in a development agreement. My personal feeling
is if the 31 acres was lost, a strip approximately 300-600 feet
wide along the beach, the project would have some serious jeopardy.
I would hesitate to speak .for the trustees and the developers
because we'd have to ask them what would be the economics without
the 31 acres. It would definitely raise some rather serious clouds.

DUKE: I would think so. It appears to me like the-state is = -

definitely going to pursue acquisition of that. La
TROTTER: I'm sorry Senator Anderson didn't stay. I had

prepared a few comments which try to get at the question you're
asking.

Again, I'm a layman so I'm not nearly as well educated on the
political process that Senator Anderson is. JLS I understand it,
the fact that money is appropriated means that it has to be-signed
and released by the Governor. .I don't believe there's anything in
writing that says the Governor is going to release that money. .He
asked you out of respect for your position to defer that. Yet
again, the Governor if he receives the recommendation from you, has
really to act through the State Land Use Commission and let them
make the referral. I appreciate your problem that you have these
requests from both the Mayor and the Governor. But, it .would seem - -=
the.Governor is pretty well protected by the SLUC which in essence äï
is a state group, If the Governor has any questions to ask, hope- g
fully you would send him whatever information you have. The mar
Governor can then say to the SLUC don't do anything with this. I
seriously question Senator Anderson at this time whether that money
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I will be released. llowever, let's assume it is reloused. It then
¯.

becomes a case of the Attorney General initiating a condemnation
against the project. It happens all the time. As a landowner, you

i simply prepare yourself for a court case.

In my layman's position, it seems the city has its responsibility
which includes parks. But in this case, there are no cit:y funds.
Ït's state funds. Maybe city will be stuck with maintenance and so

I'd like to comment on a question Commissioner Hosaka raised. Thei implication that we made a gentleman's agreement that we would
stand behind the Housing Corporation so long as they came in and

i backed us up in the public hearing is a very poor choice of words.
In my definition, support means cooperation, planning input and -r
communication. As a matter of fact, I could show you some very $$
large bruises where the community does not agree with us. One of ËÊ

I the reasons that we walked in the door together today is that we ¯¯

have asked the community association to plan their own community.
They have come to us saying no, we don't buy your idea. The
rationale behind trying to have a good relationship is pretty much ¯

what it is the city is trying to accomplish in the neighborhood
commissions.

TAKEHARA: This memo given to us today from Mr. Hayward, number
four, a 1-acre temporary-parking area will also be licensed by
the Campbell Estate to the City, this is your commitment.

TROTTEÃ: Right.

TAKEHARA: I want to clarify in my mind after the two hearings,
there was a discrepancy in the discussion of park between Cooke's
Point and Makahoa Point. One time we.hear it will cost less to ¯a=

acquire Makahoa Point. Next time we hear it will cost more. Can s¯

we hear from you as the landowner?

TROTTER: I can only give you my best thought cm it. I'm not
an appraiser. My impression is the Cooke's Point area will be the
most expensive property that anybody would try to acquire because
in the configuration that Senator Anderson wants to acquire it,
involves the greatest length of beach frontage and a strip only
300-600 feet wide. Therefore, the appraiser has valued the land
on the theory that the beach front is the most expensive and the
backup is less expensive and then the way back land. Because it's
only beach frontage and no backup land, my offhand impression is
on an average per acre basis it would be way more expensive than
the other property which includes backup land.

TAKEHARA: Regarding that 1983 lease expiration on Makahoa
Point, is it negotiable to acquire that now rather than to wait
until 1983?

TROTTER: Our suggestion in.the letter which Senator Anderson
may not .have seen but I did discuss it with him.before he went off
to .Japali, was that if his intent was to acquire the whole bay,



certainly the property today is going to be cheaper than in 1983.

TAKEHARA: The Makahoa Point section, will that be available

to us?

TROTTER: I think in the letter there is the time of approxi-

mately 3 years where we would not make commitments to the property a
if some segment of government said it's our intent to condemn and
institute some action. You'd have to wait .to 1983 to use the
36 acres because it is lease rent. You could acquire the land
today, Certainly you wouldn't have to acquire the improvements.
You could acquire the basic land and the state or city gets the
rent instead of the Campbell Estate.

CONNELL: I would point out to the Commission that Mr. Trotter

has indicated that the Governor would have the opportunity to
¯ let the SLUC know his feelings. The feelings of the Governor that

I get from his letter is asking for a deferral in order to have
sufficient time for the state to conduct the necessary studies.
If the Commission made a decision, let's say they closed the public
hearing and 15 days from today you made a decision, and we transmit
it within a week to the SLUC, from the time the SLUC receives your B
decision, they have 45 days in which to act. If we look at a July.1

date as the time of approval of the state budget and add an addi- g
tional period of time for the Governor to begin to release those
funds, I think you would find the SLUC would have to .act

well before
those funds could be released. I think if I can second guess the
Governor, this may be why he has asked the Planning Commission to
defer action on this because this body is not held to a 45 day time
limit. You can act within a reasonable period of time which as I
understand some planning commissions on some .neighbor

islands have
stretched it 1 or 2 years. That-may be part of the Governor's
thinking, who I am sure was advised by the Attorney General in
terms of time limit which the SLUC has before.it.

TROTTER: I can understand that. In other words, statutory.
time runs immediately with SLUC where it could be deferred here.

TAKEHARA: As far as the release of funds from the Governor,
is it specifically for Cooke's Point?

CONNELL: It is for Malaekahana as I understand from Senator
Anderson and also from the letters from DLNR.

TAKEHARA: In total.

CONNELL: No, for 30 acres which is also the area which the
county parks and recreation has sent in a letter of intent for
a general plan change to park.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion?

HOSAKA: I didn't-have the privilege of going to the bay.
Perhaps one of the commissioners that went could giye a briefing
of what they saw, particularly from what I've heard from some people



I that wont, that Makahoa Point seems to be the better spot than
Cooke's Point. I was load to believe by testimony that it's the
completo opposite. I'd like to hear from fellow commissioners.

Cll0Y: Makahoa Point is a land area where I would disagree with
Mr. Duran. Although it's not optimum beach area but certainly theland itself onco used by the 298 National Infantry as the bivouaci area. I camped on that for several months. I would consider thetopography of the land to be very conducive to park usage. I could
see maximum usage of this land. It's not as rocky as you were led

I to believe. There's some coral area on the entire beach front.
Certainly, the coral beach could be improved by the state if thisland were to be acquired. The low water area there's quite a bit
of coral rock on both the Cooke Point area and the Makahoa PointI area. The sandy beach is within the boundary of the bay area
fronting the present residential leaseholds. Not being a profes-
sional but just a layman, I would say Makahoa Point is comparableto Cooke's Point as far as park usage is concerned. On the Cooke
Point area the city or the state will have to do something aboutthe coral reef. It is not as sandy as we were led to believe.

One of the concerns was additional access to the beach. Primarily
I feel that we wanted to open up the Malaekahana Bay for public
usage. With the generous offer with two additional accesses bythe developers plus Campbell Estate's _offer of parking facilities,
I think it more than adequate.
My personal feeling on-this is that total of 64 acres that was
offered to the state as a possible park site on the Kahuku end of
this bay I think is certainly one we should give careful
consideration.

HOSAKA However, that's realizing that the offer will not bein effect until 1983. If we can't use it right away and we haveto wait 8 years--

CHOY: Then the opening of the additional access to the
Malaekahana beach area plus the additional parking certainly would
open up the beach to immediate usage with minimal expenses, notwith-
standing whether the state would move rapidly or not. Presently,
there's no way yon can get out to the beach except if you went fromboth ends of the bay. To begin with, all of this is private land.

HOSAKA: So, you're saying the further counter offer or thecounter proposal that we see before us is appropriate and sufficient
for public access and that it still save the b.ay for public use.

CHOY: Certainly it will open up the beach front which seemsto be presently the overriding factor.

HOSAKA: And yet that still seems.to be contrary to the legis- igtlature and also the city administration. š¯g

CHOY: Yes, and again if we went back to my qúestion of SenatorAnderson, how far down the road would we be able to realize theopening of tihis beach park If I remember correctly, Senator



Anderson spoke of incremental acquisition. Iilcremontal acquisition g -
could take forever .if the Governor don't release his funds. But, 5 -
with th is counter proposal certainly, I think it gives the Commis-
sion some incent ive to consider it very seriously for ilmilediate g -

accoss to the bay a roa wliich is not now available to us .

TAKEHARA: l'd like to share some of my personal feelings also
after our field trip . Looking at both points, somehow tlio Makahoa
Point area seems to provide a better variety of outdoor activity
than Cooke's Point, The reason is Makahoa Point is off the
ground to an extent. I recall going there as a teenager to go
moi fishing and you can also get lobster out in that area. It
gradually goes down to the bay at ground level with the sand which
is identical to the other side of the bay, Cooke's Point doesn't
have the height or the character that Makahoa Point seemed to have.

' Like the other side when you look in the water, you do see all the
rocky coral type of rough bottom. The bay itself is beautiful, Ë :Ei
sandy, swimmable and enjoyable. I just feel a lot more character --

on the Makahoa Point side in the sense of the possibilities of R i igi
cottages, lodges and such, that I question if we're only going to | i
get 300 to 400 yards in from the ocean frontage. That's my personal i il
feeling.

DUKE: I greatly appreciate the description given. It appears
to me though that we're hardly in a position to make recommendations
because we're not buying the land. It seems to me like the
purchaser, whether this be the state or the city and county is going
to put up the dough, he would undoubtedly make his choice of the
property to acquire because even though Campbell made these two
areas available, they also made it quite clear under the will
they're not able to give away property therefore it's just available
to purchase. In spite of how we might feel, I question whether we're
in a position to truly make recommendations as to what the state
does with their money or does not do with their money.

MMOyTf

ling is that I have received about as much input as I believe
I can get from Campbell, the developer, the community, the state,
city and county and all concerned. I would at this time would like
to move that we close the public hearing.

--
CHOY: I'll second.

CHAIRMAN: Discussion? ¯¯

(NO RESPONSE) IICHAIRMAN: All in favor, raise your right hand.

(The motion to close the public hearing carried.)

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

Upon closing the public
.hearing,

no action can be taken for a
statutory period of 15 dayse



UNFINSIHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held and closed on
REFERRAL ßACK TO December 18, 1974. The Special Use
PLANNING COMMISSION FROM Permit was deferred for the 15-day
CITY COUNCIL statutory requirement to the next meeting
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT/ on January 15, 1975. The Conditional Use
SPECIAL USE PERMIT Permit was deferred to the next meeting I
(DOG KENNELS) January 15, 1975 for action. On January '

-

WAIANAE 15, 1975, the Planning Commission voted r
SER CAM KENNELS, INC, to recommend denial of the Conditional I
(FILE #74/CUP-27 E, Use Permit on the basis that the proposed

#74/SUP-ll) use is not in conformance with the purpose
and intent of the General Plan for this i
area and further recommended that because - .

the Commission finds that numerous conditional uses as indicated if
in the CZC are not compatible with agricultural uses, that the City

¯ Council have the following sections reviewed: 21-401(c) and - 9--
21-411 -- to have deleted any and all uses which are not directly i li!
related to the agricultural industry.

The Special Use Permit was recommended for approval on January
29 1975. --

No discussion followed.

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded bY BEL
Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carried, voted not to reconsider the ¯g

Conditional Use Permit application based upon lack of ER
any new pertinent information-that would constitute suffi-
cient cause to move for reconsideration.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara,
Wikum gg

NAYES - None -E
ABSENT - None

ADJOURNMENT:- The meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter



KAHUKU HOUSING CORPORATION
P.O. DOX 270 . KAHUKU. HA4NAll96731

PHONE: 203-9600 -

May 20
, 1975

T21anning .Commission
-

Honolulu, Hawaii

Members of the Planning Commission,

This is a follow-up of a letter that was dated May 16, 1975,
and signed by the various community associations on the North

i Shore and addressed to the Honorable Governor George R. Ariyoshi.

This follow-up letter or testimony gives you some idea of
what we want out here and just what we can do to provide beach
park for ourselves and the public.

Kahuku Community and Kahuku High and Elementary School are
in need for a recreational center to provide outdoor athletic

activities. We have at present a baseball field (Adams field)
located on Laie end of Kahuku Village. This park is leased by
the city through Campbell Estate. This baseball field does not
have any proper permanent facilities, and is neglected, and not
located to provide the most use of it.

Our present outdoor tennis and basketball courts are run-
down due to negligence of proper maintenance care and age.

With the construction of a new gym, Kahuku will not have
any outdoor tennis or basketball courts.

We urge you strong ly that if tax monies are to be spent,
we would preferably see it spent as we proposed.

If beach park is the "thing" than we say spend these monies
on already acquired propose beach parks land and develop it so

- the public can use it.



We are opposing the acquiring of beach petrk land at "Cooke' s
Point" area in Malackahana.

Members of the Commission, the state has 250 acres of land

ground. This land, if developed can become one of the mos t beauti-
ful public beach park on this side of the island. There are
other areas planned for beach parks such as Kawela Bay, Kuilima,
Kahuku Air Base, that are not being developed neither by the City

B --
or State.

I BR
Members ofr·the Commission, do not get us wrong, we'd liketo have beach parks for us as well as the rest of the public. All

Iwe ask is that you consider an area, preferably close to Kahukuto build a beach park.
You will find, attached to this testimony a drawing of what

we have planned for Kaheku Town. Pertaining to park, our plan
calls for a recreational center adjacent to Kahuku High.. and
Elementary School.

We ask that in making your decision, you consider our pleato have our tax dollars spent wisely and to consider what we
and our neighboring communities want as far as public beach parks
and a recreational center adjacent to our school.

--

Thomas Nakayama
PresidentJP: jcm
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KAHUKU HOUSING CORPORATION

i P.O.DOX278 .KAHUKU,HAWAIID6731
PHONE:293-9569

May 16, 1975

i II
Honorable George R. Ariyoshi --

Governor, State of Hawaii
Hawaii State Capitol h 4-
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 -

Dear Governor Ariyoshi: ! Mm!

. This letter is intended to give you information on how
' the leaders of the community organizations on the North

Shore feel about the expenditure of tax money for parks ¯i

in our area.
- I'm sure you know most of the facts concerning the situ-

I ation which faced the Kahuku community when the plantation
¯ went out of business in 1971. With the help of the ILWU, ¯ -

Alexander and Baldwin and the Campbell Estate, we formed
a housing cooperative to save our homes. The Campbell
Estate gave .up

their right to take rent money from us and
helped us set up our own community and collect our own
rents. We were even given the authority to collect and
keep the commercial rents. Since that time we have formed
our own community and we think we've done a pretty good
job. We also fix and maintain our own water svstem, we
fix the roads, we repair the houses, and we even.replace
our own street lights. These are things most citizens
take for granted as tax payers. But we pay taxes and in
addition do all the things government does for peop·1e. ¯

¯

Since the plantation closed, we have all become employed•
none of.us went on welfare. Sure we had some help from
the Campbell Estate who told us if we supported a few
commercial developments on the property to help replace
the lost income from the plantation, they would see us
through the bad times. They told us there would be a hotel
and a theme park and a development at Malae'kahana. But
that, overall, Kahuku would remain as we wanted it and that
all of the agricultural land would be put back to agricul-
tural use and that the community would continue to be a
rural community. They have kepttheir word. And we believe
in them,

Now we learn that our tax money is to go to buy.a beahh
park at Malaekahana. We want you to know (and.we are sup-
ported by the community leaders who have signed this letter)
that we do not want our tax money spent for a beach park.
As we understand the project, a beach park will be provided
by the developer at no cost to the tax payers. That is all
we want at Malaekahana. Just a place to have access to the
beach and restroom facilities As 'you know it is wasteful
to buy beach property when you have a small park near a big



Honorable George R. Ariyoshi
LPage 2

May 16, 1975

ibeach because the whole beach belongs to the public if you
have access. What we do want and need is a recreation
park in our community for our children and all the peop.le --

up and down the North Shore who go to school inour area.
A new gym is being planned next to the school and this
will take up the area used now for outdoor basketball, g r
volleyball and bennis. We've had meetings with the Depart- Ement of Education and they agree a district park next to
the school is something they support and that we all need.

We appeal to your good judgment (and we are sening copies
of this letter to the Mayor, the Planning Commission,
Senator Anderson and Councilman Toraki Matsumoto) not to
spend our money on a beach park but spend it in our com-
munity where the people who live and work here want and
need a park. And remember we are tax payers who have builtour community without tax money.

I -
Sincerely,

J hn Primacio, Jr. Manager -

ahuku Housing Corporation -

Kahuku High a dE leme ar School

Sunset a omputiity Associat.ion

Ha C nity As ìon

Laie Communit Associëtion

cc: Mayor Frank F. Fasi
The Planning Commision
Senator D. G. Anderson
Councilman Toraki Matsumoto
Campbell Es t ate



M
R

R
C

R
M

M
19

75

FLASH
C

AR
D



M
R

R
C

R
M

M
19

75

FLASH
C

AR
D

eB



M
R

R
C

R
M

M
19

75

FLASH
C

AR
D



i JUN I 1975

Meeting of the Planninp Comiission
Minutos -

June 4, 1975 -

'J'ho Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, June 4, 1975
at 1:35 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City llall Annex. Cluti rman
Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Charles Duke Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka
Alice Takehara
Harriet Wikum

ABSENT: Antone Kahawaiolaa

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning

Department of Land Utilization
Jack Gilliam, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner
Johan Ronningen, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of May 7, 1975 were approved,
on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT proposal to amend the General Plan and
WAIAWA-HALAWA the Waiawa-Halawa DLUM by redesignating
RESIDENTIAL TO PARK the subject site (approximately 4.1 acres)
MANANA, PEARL CITY to park use in order to permit the estab-
CSC DEPT. PARKS 4 lishment of a public neighborhood park to
RECREATION serve the surrounding community in Manana,
(FILE #287/C2/32) Pearl City, Tax Map Key:_9-7-24: portion

of 6.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star
Bulletin/Advertiser on May 25, 1975. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore made the staff presentation. The
Parks Department bases its need for the neighborhood park on
(1) the inadequacy of existing parks in the Pearl City-Waimano
area to serve the current and projected population within this area;
and (2) The lack of a public park within a one-quarter mile radius
of existing residences in the Hooli Circle area and in the Hale M¯R

Ola condominium development, as well as the homes which are likely
to be built in the future on other residentially designated land
in the vicinity of the proposed park site.

The information provided in the request and subsequent analysis --

by staff have shown that:



I
1 The proposed Manana Kai Park is needed to provide adequate

neighborhood recreatton faci.lities to residents itt the -
Manana area,

2. The proposed sito is centrally located within the service
area and is suitable for the constitict.ton of park factittics,

3. Although only pedostriari access wil.l. be avatlabl.e to the
public, this should be sufficient g.tven the c l.oseness of the
residences to be served by the park.

4. No suitable alternative sites exist in the area for the
provision of a park.

5. Given the access restrictions, park use is the most appropriate
use for the proposed park site.

The Chief Planning Officer recommends that the subject 4.1 acre
parcel be redesignated from Residential to Park use

QUESTIONS OF STAFF

TAKEHARA: First of all I'd like to express my happiness that
at least some facilities are being provided for this rapidly g ¯

growing community in Pearl City, It's always been noted as an
area that's growing so rapidly but for which pazks have not adequately -

been planned. I'm dismayed at the same time with this report when
I hear o.f the inadequacy of existing parks for Pearl City

Your explanation of the pedestrian easement and also an easement
for construction and maintenance vehicles, where did you get this
easement from, the Navy or is it part of the park?

PORTMORE: The easement will be along the .private road belong-
ing to the condominium. The Board of Directors of the condominium
have given the City the easement for the maintenance vehicles
The easement from Hooli Circle which is a loop road will involve
taking 3 feet each from two abutting properties to create a 6-foot
walkway. I am not sure if that has been actually condemned or -
negotiated yet I believe they're waiting for the amendment but
they întend to negotiate to obtain an easement or if necessary, gto condemn to obtain that easement

TAKEHARA: When you state.that this easement is adequate for
maintenance vehicles, does this include emergency vehicles.such
as fire trucks and ambulances and so forth?

PORTMORE: Yes. The roadway is already adequate for that
because the roadway serves an apartment development.

TAKERARA: If I were going there to take my son to watch a
little league game, where would I park?

PORTMORE: Probably you would have to park, if they were to
. hold little league games and they might not because of .the parking

problem, on Hooli Circle and use that pedestrian easement.



TAKEllARA: llow long is tluit walk?

-- PORTMORE: Just guessing, the lots are about 100-150 foot in

depth.

(There were no further questions.)

Public testimony followed.

Tes t imony in SUPPORT - -

1. Lt. R. H. Rice, C.E.C., U.S.N., Deputy Director Civil Enp:ineer,
Fourteenth Naval District

RICE: The Navy concurs with the Chief Planning Officer's
recommendation. The paper work for the excessing action is about
complete. We expect to report it in about 30 days to the General

- Services Administration, They typically take about 18 months to
totally process the application.

The Navy did offer a license in the spring of 1973. That offer
is still valid. I understand upon approval of this change in
land use which I had thought would be from military to park because
it is military land--it doesn't matter--if this is approved then
the Navy and the City will execute the license .

TAKEHARA: Is this back to back to those warehouses we see
on Waimano?

RICE: Yes, this is 4 acres out of the warehouse land. It's
about the last land available without taking out a warehouse which
we cannot do.

TAKEHARA: There 's no warehouse to be taken out?

RICE: No. The only cost to the City in acquiring the land
assuming that GSA and everyone follows our recommendation would
be relocation of the chain link fence . It 's all within the Navy
fence right now.

(There were no further questions of Lt. Rice.)

2. Senator Joseph T. Kuroda, Fourth Senatorial District,
representing the residents of Hale Ola Condominium Apart ments
in Pearl City (Submitted written testimony in support dated
June 4 , 197 5)

Senator Kuroda was questioned by the Commission.

DUKE: Do you consider the no-road access .to be an advantage
or disadvantage to the park?

KURODA: I will say it is not a disadvantage solely for the
purpose of having approval. However, as it is true in any situation

88
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when you don't have vehicular access you're p,otng Lt> findparkin.y
problonis. There is no retil place at this tinte to develop any ----

parking area As long as the Tosidents who own the access wi ll
permit the maintenance and emergioney type veh.lcle to como through,
I don't think we're going to face too much diff iculty even if wo
do schedule ball games thero. There are other parks with supposedly
adequate parking faciliti.es that really are inade4uate. .l hope you
would favorably consider a park there in the absence of adequate

TAKEllARA: The first area you pointed out as supposedly desig-
nated for park is now being built or filled with residences? Where B
is that?

KURODA: That 's Momilant Subdivision In the General Plan it 's
park and school but the school has not been built there. So, that

ark and school is not in existence.P

TAKEHARA: The other area for the school which ma - not need to
be, where is that?

KURODA: That's Waiau Estates

TAKEHARA: What 's there now?

KURODA: It's vacant space originally planned for the new
Waiau Intermediate and High School, The DOE is now reaching a
decision that the school need not be built.

CHAIRMAN: I'm wondering whether you yourself or any of the
community organizations have pursued further planning of park
sites for this particular area with the Recreation
Department?

KURODA: The community people are working with the Recreation
people In the case of the more established areas such as the
Manana Community, there are what is known as the Community
Recreation Advisory Committee that works with the parks and
recreation people.

In the case of the proposed Hale Ola Park, that has not ye t been
taken into account, meaning those residents representing Hale
Ola has not yet been approached to form the recreation committee
by the council

CHAIRMAN: Do you know whether the Department of Recreation
has any plans?

KURODA: The parks and recreation people have talked about
expanding Pearl City Kai Field but we have been stymied there
because of the unavailability of land They 've also talked in
terms of acquiring the Navy land which has not been declared
surplus , So, the Parks and Recreation people at this time have
not gone beyond planning for parks spaces other than the proposed
Hale Ola Park .and those two that I just mentioned I am planning



to meet with parks and recreation people, Flr. Matsuno, because of
the possible availabil.ity of land I pointed out to you and al.so a -

part of the Pearl City fligh Scliool complex. I hopo tlutt I'm not -
-

gg providing you information about possib Le ava i lable land to the
detriment of our causo here meantng I don't want to say we may
have other lands available here and then have llale Ola turned - ·

down. I hope that doesn ' t 11appen, '

-

I -

(There were no further questions of Senator Kuroda.) i -

Testimony AGAINST-- 15"

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Takehara, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mrs. Takehara, seconded
by Mr. Hosaka and carried, accepted the Chief Planning
Officer's recommendation for approval and further
recommended that the Parks Department begin to work
immediately with the various communities in the Pearl
City area in looking at the park needs for the total
area and in finding sites that would suitably meet
those needs.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None ¯¯

ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

PUBLIC DEARING A public hearing was held to consider a ---

GENERAL PLAN proposal to amend the General Plan by gg-.AMENDEMNT expanding the size of the Honolulu Commu- - WER
KAPALAMA nity College site by 3.4 acres to accom-
{EXPANSION OF HONOLULU modate needed additional educational
COMMUNITY COLLEGE) facilities, Tax Map Keys: 1-5-05: portion
DEPT. OF ACCOUNTING 6 of 3; 1-5-06: portion of 28; 1-5-17:
GENERAL SERVICES, portions of 1, 4 and 5, and portion .of 6.
STATE OF.HAWAII
(FILE #274/02/7) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on May 25, 1975. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer. The State Department of Accounting and GeneralServices (DAGS) is planning to expand the existing community
college facilities to incorporate a new Trade-Industrial Complexwhich is intended to provide more classroom and laboratory spaceto service the expanding apprentice and journeymen trainingprogram. This would also relieve the crowded classroom condi-
tions presently found elsewhere at the college and specifically
permit the Applied Arts Program to be properly expanded and
accommodated. In summary, the need to expand the HCC boundariesto permit the construct ion of the Trade-Industrial Complex is

90



indicated by the crowded condit.ions to the exa.st.inglK:C facilities,
. tÌ10 .incrCMS1n I CilfD11mont t.11e absciice of ti stiltilb.le altaincitivo
- faci l..ity, and the availabi'lity and sui.tabil Ity of the 3.tl cicres of

land adjoining tlie oxi.sting HCC sito. Thoso bases are considered
sufficient justification for the expl inution of the llCC boundaries.
Location accessibility, aval.1ability, and the .lact that there .ts

no signif1.cant need for retaining the exist ing apartment desig-
nation, make the use of the 3 4 ·acre site adjotning the ex.i.sting
Honolulu Community College the most approprtato alternative use.
The Chief PlanningOffi.cer recommends that the General Plan be
amended to redesignate the sub ject 3.4 acres of land trom Apartment tuse to Public Facility use. I-

QUESTIONS OF STAFF " ¯

DUKE: The report states the property owner is the State andthe City and County. Could you show us which is City and County
land?

PORTMORE: There 's a right-of-way which is owned by the City.
It's actually in the process of being abandoned and turned over to
the State. The resolution abandoning the right-of-way is actually

! up for second reading. It 's an unimproved right -of -way which
- simply runs through the middle of the existing State-owned land.

That 's the only parcel owned by the City, The rest which învolves
--- 4,000 square feet is owned by the State

DUKE: When did this request come to you for a change in the
General Plan?

WAY: In that connection, I have the information you're asking
for. The letter of intent was received December 1972. It was
a general outline prepared in January of '73. The formal request
was received in October of '73 but was found to be inadequate with
regard to the justification of need and selection of alternatives.
Accordingly, some additional information was requested. We finally
received following some correspondence and meetings , the supple -

mental information on December 10, 1974. .But, to answer your ques-
tion, the letter of intent was received December '72 The formal -request October of '73.

DUKE: My point in asking is, is this more or less a general
rule on time required to change the General Plan on a request of
this nature?

WAY: E don't think that we could reall tes ond to that in ageneral rule way. I- think from the st4ndpoint of a relatively
modest amendment to the DLUM, we might say that something on theorder of nine months to a year would be required after receipt ofthe formal request. But, I think it's important to note that much
of the information requirements are dependent upon the

.applicant

following the work program or work outline we provide to them.
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So much of that time i.s, i.n fact, up to h1.m.. Tliore are of courso -

certain statutory requirements -the not i ce of hear ing before the
Commission, the three readi.ngs before the Council. You normal.ly
have built into any application probably soillethingon the order
of approaching 60 to 90 days. That 's just to allow for the reading
times, the transmittal ti.mas, the notices of public licarr.ng and so
fort11RIKE:

My main purpose in try i.ng to ascertain the ti.me element
- is in light of a communication we received from the Department of

General Planning regarding federally funded projects. In this
M communication, there has been a request to City Council to permit

the State on State-owned property to set aside the General Plan on
federally funded projects, Do you think this is a good idea or
not?

WAY: To set aside the General Plan?

DUKE: Yes, on applications of this nature.

- g WAY: In this specific instance, I think there's a real question
as to the appropriateness of the request to set aside the General
Plan. That request appeared on a Council agenda May 28, 1975 in
the form of a letter from the State Comptroller requesting the set
aside of this issue which is before you on June 4th. I don't know
that by the time the Council gets the opinion from the Corporation
Counsel, proceeds to have their required hearings in order to set
aside the plan, discusses it before their Planning and Zoning
Committee and what other procedures there might be, whether in
fact there's any real basis to ask to have the General Plan set
aside. I think it's quite inappropriate, frankly.

DUKE: Well, I can envision in my own mind that where federal
funds are involved--be aa:e if federal funds were involved in
expansion of the College in 1972 and we're now acting in 1975,
I'm sure those funds would probably not be available now. I think
they appropriate and operate on some fiscal year basis It might
be appropriate to set aside the General Plan where federal funds
are involved.

WAY: If I might comment on that. This was recognized by the
framers of the City Charter. There was such a provision in the
charter to allow setting aside of federal funds where there is
clear indication that such funds are in jeopardy which raises
another point in this specific instance and that is, what is the
jeopardy to the federal funds From the communication I've
reviewed I see no basis that is no justification to show exactly
what the situation is with regard to the federal funds being in
jeopardy. .In other words, do they lapse and if so, when? What
is the hazard? How long have they been made available and not
used? Is there evidence from a federal agency that they're going
to cut off the funding? It's this kind.of information that's
sim 1 not available not shown.

DUKE: In the report you state that an application from the
Department of Accounting and General Services has been made to



JUN 1 i

have t:ho Gonora1. Plan set aside on three fodorall ' ftilided aro)ects i S
tl11s be:ing one of them. Tlio question is, are t.lie funds in Joopardy?

WAY: That's my point too, I don't know cither.

DUKl::: You further state tlui.t .in 1.i.ght oí th.i.s request from
DAGS, you think it would be appropriate to keep this hearing open g

¯¯

. and maybe not act on it presently until Corporat.l.on Counsel comes
down with a decisiori regarding sett:tng as.Lde the General Plan,
That seems very much in order to me-

Let the record sliow I am not against the expansion of the Collepe.
That 's in ordet

I do think it will take until our next meeting to get an opinion
- from Corporation Counsel. Deferring it for two weeks appears to

me certainly in order. Possibly we can get more answers on setting
aside the General Plan between now and the next meeting .

- TAKEHARA: The residents there, are they aware of possible
¯ displacement and is something being done to relocate them?

lii

PORTMORE: Yes, there's one combined residence and restaurant.
¯ There's also a service station. The rest of the facilities there

is part of the Community College. They 've been aware of that
since the initial letter of intent was submitted, The City
Department of Housing and Community Development is aware of this
need and is acting accordingly.

(There were no further questions of staff .)

Public testimony followed

Testimony FOR- - -

¯

Mrs, Alice Kailewa, Chairman, Census Tract 57, indicatedher
support of the proposal, but expressed serious concern over
displacement and relocation of some 8 to 10 remaining residents
on Akepo Lane who financially cannot afford to relocate.

At this point, Mr. Henry Yasuda representing the Department of
Accounting and General Services, Planning Branch; and Mr . Robert
Hara from the Planning Office of the Community College System,
were called upon and questioned by the Commission.

HOSAKA: The entire brown area (referring to map displayed) , is
that State-owned land?

YASUDA: I believe the State owns the immediate adjoining
parcels to Akepo Lane down to Dillingham Boulevard,

HOSAKA: Then are we to assume that with increased enrollment
and increased need for land, that would be the logical extension
of the school, that two remaining parcels?

YASUDA: I would prefer to have the Community College representa-
tive answer that

93



I ilARA: Yes, I would have to adma t il 's a possibility tvo may
expand in that area. It's also a possib.ility to expand in t.ho
blue area (referring to map) that goes up to King Street: tvbich

I is already zoned for public use, as I understand.
HOSAKA: Was that one of the s i les ovaluated as one of the

i possibic alternative sites for expanston of your school? That
_-blue area (referring to map), is it State owned?

YASUDA: No, those are pr i va te ly owned The one leading toi King Street is an alternative site.

HOSAKA: Had that site been evaluated as one of the sites?

YASUDA: When they evaluated the site, they mentioned an area of
approximately 40 acres. I believe that was part of the area.

HOSAKA: You said it was one of the other evaluated sites?

YASUDA.: No, it was part of the site of the Honolulu Technical
School. It was one of the sites that was evaluated as one of the

- Community College sites. The site they were looking at was 40
acres which is larger than the Technical School site. So, it didinclude a section of the former Technical School area.

HOSAKA: When and if you people want the State-owned land for
possible extension of the College, I imagine you would make provi-
sions for relocating the tenants in those buildings as this woman
had come up and expressed her concern.

HARA: Yes, we would have to make relocation plans and have
approval as mandated by the legislature.

HOSAKA: How long does that take? What kind of lead time do
you take to relocate people?

YASUDA: Insofar as the State is concerned, we may implement
the plan but until we can find suitable housìng, the people do not
have to move. We have to find something that is suitable to relocate
the people.

An example would be the restaurant owner occupant. They did find
a home but they couldn't find a restaurant. We don't want to just
kick them out. That's their livelihood We're trying to find
somewhere where they can continue their business.

HOSAKA: You indicated you're mandated by law to relocate
people so that we can assure this woman and all the other people ,

8 to 10 people living on the other parcels of land, that they
will be adequately provided for prior to you people condemning
their building, perhaps, to expand the College if sometime în the
future this is needed. Can we give that assurance?

YASUDA: I believe so, yes I 'm not the one who makes. the
decision but I can say. we will follow the law



llOSl\KA: And in compliance with the law, your responstb.l.lity
- i.s to adequately relocate people -

YASUDA: That's right. But, the t.orm udequacy is di tforent
from individual v.iewpoints. We wil l comp.ly by the law what luis

-. to be done or do whatever we can to help them. But, if the guy
says he's not going to move, again we w.t11 lollow the law. We g
have also been instructed that lí we cannot land something, we

w.ill. not move them out.

HOSAKA: That's seems clear enough to me that you will be
responsible for your actions -

CHOY: What will your department do in order to create a safe .

residential area, since you're going to permit the restaurant and
the residents to continue? E -

YASUDA: DLNR is right now taking care of being landlord.
They have hired a private concern to oversee the facility and

'g collect rent. As complaints come in or if there's anything needed -

¯ã to be done, they go ahead and fix it We have to comply with
Ë Department of Health regulations. It is interesting to note that -

di the complaints will come in after the State owns the piece of
property. There weren't much complaints prior to it, Knowing
that people do live there, what we try to do, if people move out
we ask them to move into the better unit and take away the old one.

CHOY: Has the University started research into a master plan
of the Community College system?

HARA: I should make one correction on that. We do have a

development plan on that particular area that is in question,
What we don't have is the long range plan to enter some of the
concerns that was expressed here whether there is a need for.addi-
tional lands to expand beyond what we have as a development plan.
In other words, we're talking about 15 to 20 years hence,

CHOY: With your present extension if granted today, how far
d wn tled roead wn

sd
ern oa meandequate with the increased popula-

HARA: It's a little difficult to express what the enrollment ¯

--

increase will be in the foreseeable future But, as žar as the
present policy of the Board of Regents of the University, they
have set a.policy where the Community'College should not exceed -

an enrollment of 5,000 full-time students, The full-time equiva-
lent students can be translated to 6,000 or 6,500 depending on -

the formula used to translate the full-time equivalent to head
count students We have also noted that lately we've experienced
increase in the evening enrollment. If this is so, there's some
relief in the day time enrollment.; All I can say for now is with
the extension we're proposing for Honolulu Community .College, we

can accommodate maybe up to 5,000-5,500 daytime students,

CHOY: The foreseeable future, would that be into the 1980 's
or the next 10 years?



llARA: Approxilitately.

C110Y: I also not ice if any expails.loli I.s needed, parliops the
Colmitunity College would oncroacli into the Ka.iulant School propertywhich .is presently owned by the State. Wluit is that possibility
as far as yottr COllll11Lilllty COll.OgC pl.Ellllllllg is coricor11ed?

HARA: As far as Kalulani School
, we checked with DOE who

told us there is a need Eor Kaiulani Elementary School. If the
University takes over Kalulani i lementary School, they would
have to look for another site for Kaiulani Elementary School.

--...

4--
CHOY: Then if Kaiulani Elementar y School is left at .itspresent site, the area Ewa of Kalulant School and makai of thepresent Community College, you also stated that's a possible alter-native expansi.on How do you justify .a Community College duringthe day with light industry uses bordering an elementary school?I Wouldn't there be a sound problem?

HARA: We have to consider that in our design, We did consider
as far as the construction technology building is concerned that wehad to make certain modifications to the design to minimize thenoise problem.

DUKE: The incinerator, do you know when that may be phasedout?

PORTMORE: We have an amendment which will be before you shortly
for a shredder and transfer station at Shafter Flats Thatamendment will have to be processed and then the site will have to
be constructed The shredder will have to be constructed before thisincinerator could be phased out
I was at another meeting in Kailua where we were talking aboutshredders. They talked in the range of two years including the
GP amendment So, a year to a year-and-a-half,

DUKE: My purpose in wanting to know when it was phased outbrings up the question,.if this GP change is permitted, for you toimplemert the addition to your school, lunv long will that take?
HARA: The plans are okayed by the federal government We arehopeful, with the necessary approval, that we.would begin

advertisement for the job in July, and constructìon in July.

DUKE: With a completion date a year's hence, two years?
HARA: Normally takes to 18 months for completion
DUKE: Question of DAGS I understand it was ydur departmentthat has applied to the City Council to have the GP set aside. Isthat correct?

YASUDA: That ' s right

11



DUKE: What advantages do you feel this request would do foryou?
-

YASUDA: When I intt.1ated that request, our amendment for r gHonolulu Cominunity College wasn't scheduled for presentat ton to (- gthe Planning Commission. So, I wasn't certain extict ly when it L" -would reach the Planning Commission. I was informod that hv the gend of September, we would need to initiate construction otÍaer- gwise we would lose federal tunding. Therefore, I submitted myrequest to the City Council

iDUKE: I'm to understand now if you do not start constructionon this addition, you will lose the federal funds

I- YASUDA: Yes. The Community College has asked for an extensionto September 30 to start construction

DUKE: The letter of intent first went in 1972

YASUDA: That's right,
¯

DUKE: The federal funds were appropriated when?

YASUDA: I'm not sure but I think '73,
DUKE: So therefore, time is not really the essence. I thoughtit would probably be within the fiscal year, If you didn't do some- gthing or get. extensions why then you would.be penalized.

YASUDA: 18 months .

DUKE 18 months , Do you think your r eques t to City Councilis still in order, Sir? ¯

YASUDA: I intended to write to the City Council. to omit from
my request for Honolulu Community College, however, .to maintain i gthe other two projects - ¯

g
Let me say this, we will whenever possible go through the regularprocedures in amendment to the General Plan, .However, to me it'spretty difficult when it comes to the wire when you're going tolapse in spending at the same time. It 's kind of difficult forus. For our part, we would like to have it as early as we can.I did process three amendments. One I delegated to the Depart-ment of Lànd and Natural Resources . The other one also took
20 months to process It could be that we are not providingadequate information. I really don't know. But, under the circum-stances, that's another reason why I did ask the City Council forsetting aside the General Plan.

DUKE: You did hear the director make the statement thatpart of that time was created by requested information which didnot come forward.. Therefore, it delayed changes and so forth.
YASUDA: .Right.
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I DLIKE: Are there reasons loi del.ays in supplytny 1.nformata.on?

YASUDA: Ï did prepare repoi ts myse.l.t. I tind it very d.i.fficult

i just to cotresporld to a person asking tlieni for infotination through
correspondence, I fl.nl that in preparatton of a report, if you'd
like to get some informat ton, you would have to s t.t with the person

i for days maybe a n orde r to ge I the adequate informat i.on to prepare
a report. Out relationship with the planning department has been
some meetings, writing to theni and sending them some information.
I think the problem may be coinmunication It's very difficult toi find out what they really want Unl.ess I know exactly what the
person who's preparing the report wants, it's very difficult for
me to get the informat ion to them. - -

DUKE: I can appreciate that. i
¯

YASUDA: I think that's the problem at this stage. I have ' -

asked one of the employees, like this report before you, I asked
them for a report like that to find out what kind of information
is needed so that I can gather the information for them wherever
I can. I haven't had that luxury shall I say, prior to this.

DUKE: Mr, Way, this request from DAGS through Corporation
Counsel to City Council, if City Council permits them to set
aside the General Plan for certain projects, can it be limited
to just the request or does that become a precedent where State-
owned land is involved and they're requesting to set aside thei General Plan to do thus and so with it?

WAY: I think in that regard it would be on a separate and
individual application for specific projects. The Charter is
quite clear that it pertains only to those where there is some
jeopardy to the receipt of federal aid I would say it's strictly

I on a project by project basis and not a matter of general
application That s my view of it

DUKE: In view of the hearing today, wop1d you prefer that
he Planning Cominission consider this change or would you prefer

we defer it waiting the opinion of Corporation Counsel on your
proposal.to C.ity Council?

YASUDA: I would prefer that it go the regular route provided
we can make the deadline I would very much hate to see a situa-
tion to. ask the City Council to defer or shall I say omit my
request from my original three and find that we have not received
the General Plan change so we can get started. with the construction.

DUKE:. Mr. Way, if we should defer action on this for two
weeks waiting for Corporation Counset s decision, do you think. it
would cocpedite things to have City Council act on a set aside deal
of do you believe it could be handled timely by goi g to normal
proce.ss of Genera l Plan change?

WAY I think time wise we 're not talking that uch difference
either route a matter of a couple of weeks o.ne way or the oth.er



and at this point l'innot sule which way, I helieve th;\t the e -

- Council would in cons IderLug a set. asido provision, at they are
- trandated to hold a public hearing themselves. Let 's assume they

get an opinion in two weeks, proc'eed to set a pub \ ic hear ing,

another couple weeks goes by, then they iefer back to L.omini.tteo M
and probably two more weeks goes by. We're into iny est.imate of
somethingon tlie ordei approaching60days at ktnd of theopttmuni
with a little allowance for slippage under t.he set aside approach,
I don't see that it would be much different i t this Comm.i.ssion
acted in two weeks, transmit t.ed it to Counc1.1., tliey proceeded to
heatings and to revtew in the committee format . Possibly another
two weeks on top of the set as.ide ßut again, it could work out

- either way - I just don ' t see that much dif fe rence .

i -

DUKE: Bearing in mïnd the City Council takes a vacation
during the summer and generally speaking it's the month of August,
I think this year it overlaps part. of Julÿ, but with t.heir vaca-
tion is it possible to get this change made in order to take

- advantage of federal funds by deadline of September? It seems to
me like we 're goin to have rob lems

WAY: If it's the 30th and we take out amonth betweennow
and the month of August or part of July, I see no problem either

¯_ way, at least from the standpoint of having an approved General g
Plan amendment assuming everybody agrees, and more particularly
Council agrees to the amendment .

(There were no further questions of Mr Yasuda and Mr Haras)

The public hearing was kept open and action deferred as .requested

by the Chief Planning Officer, on motion by Mr Hosaka, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing roaa held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permït to
(TRAP 6. SKEET SHOOTING) es tablish and operate, on a temporary
MAKAHA VALLEY basis, a facility for trap and skeet
HAWAII DAIICHI shooting within an R-6 Residential
KANKO, INC. District located on approximately 2.84+
(FILE #74 /CUP- 32) acres of land located in upper Makaha

Valley near the condominiums and the east
golf course, Tax Map Key : 8 -4 02: 55.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star Bulletin Advertiser on
May 25, 1975, Approximately 15 letters against the proposal were
received No letters ïn support, of the proposal were received.

The Chairman announced the applicant is withdIawl of the proposal
by letter dated June 4, 1975 to Mr Eugene Connell, Executive
Secretary to the .Planning Commission, Department of General
Planning.

The public hearing was closed on motion by Mr Hosaka, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried The matter was considered moot
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I UNFINISHED ßt]SINESS A public hearing was hold on May 21, 1975 .
ZONING Q CZC AMENDMl3NT The Planning Commission voted to koop the
(1) FROM EXISTING ZONING public hearing open, and that community

i TO P-1 PRESERVKl'ION: association, special interest groups , and
ALL LAND FOR PARKS 0, large landholders be notified of the
RECREATION, CEMETERY, proposed zoning change and public heatina
PRESERVATION, OR date of June 4, 1975 so that they mayI OTHER OPEN SPACE USES comment either in writing or in person ,

(2) CZC AMENDMENT:
SECTION 21-301, Public testimony was continued,

i P-1 PRESERVATION
DISTRICT MODIFYING Testimony in SUPPORT--
RESTRICTIONS ON -

-

I NON-CONFORMING USES 1. Mrs. Sarah Sheeley, Vice-President, Kaneohe gi
4 STRUCTURES CREATED Outdoor Circle (Submitted testimony dated a 2|
BY THE REZONING June 4 1975) Î 4

(FILE #75/Z-6 2. Letter'dated June 3, 1975 from Mr, Ludwigi LSR/1975-5(JR)) E. Armerding, President, Waikiki Residents
Association

The above or anizations ur e favorable
consideratio of the propo ed ordinance,
and that the rezoning action be applied
expeditiously in order to protect and
preserve the valuable park land and open
spaces in the best interest of the citizens
residing in the community at large

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Mr. Jack Larsen, Vice President and Director, Mokuleia Ranch
Company

2. Mr. William H. Miller representing the Estate of James Campbell
(Submitted written testimony dated June 4, 1975)

3. Mr. Walter Bliss, Attorney for Castle Estate
4. Mrs. Zetta Ravekes, representing Hawaiian Trust Company, Ltd

and The Queen's Medical Center (Submitted letter dated June
3, 1975 from Zetta Ravekes, Property Management Department,
Hawaiian Trust Company, Limited; and letter dated June 3, 1975
from K. R. Nurse, Vice President and Secretary, The Queen's
Medical Center)

5. Mr. Tosh Hosoda, Resident and Landowner, Enchanted Lakes
6. Mr. Arthur Goto, Resident and Landowner, Enchanted Lakes
7. Mr. Allan Napoleon, Assistant Secretary, Damon Estate

(Submitted letter dated June 3, 1975)

OBJECTIONS--

1. Zoning inconsistencies between the General Plan and DLUM, i.e,--

a. Enchanted Lake area - 4½ acre parcel designated Park
on DLUM. Land was recently subdivided and developed
into a Residential area of 28 lots. Question whether
the City would implement the DLUM Park designation.
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B Jil
b Coconut Grove area - Years ago, Castle Estate made an optional. E R

offer of a 40-foot st rip to residents adjoi.ning their vari.ous
resident i.al lots Some resident s purchased it, some did not,
result ing in irregul ar property 1 t.nes . The area is zoned

- Residential but the at i: ip appears on the GP as Open Space

c Other flat, obvious developable 1.ands within urban areas are
designated Open Space on the GP,

2 The suggested Ordinance is premature and not consi.stent with
the New Charter. lt would be wiser to watt for the General
Plan revision which is now being considered by the Council N =
before proceeding with sweeping changes under the old Charter. -

3 Under the New Charter, no zoning should be initiated or adopted
unless it conforms to and implements the Development Plan. As
yet, funds have not been made available for the prepatation
of these Development Plans.

4. There has not been enough time to evaluate all of our property
in terms of our own plans as they relate to public need,

5. There is question whether or not all of these areas need to
be changed to Preservatïon at this time. It would be more
consistent with good planning procedures to make these changes
on an incremental basis as needed.

6 Suggest that the Council move with expediency in adopting
the revised General Plan and funding the preparation of Develop-
ment Plans as outlined in the New Charter,

Discussion followed

TAKEHARA: I can appreciate the purpose and intent of the
proposed ordinance; however, I question to what extent did staff
members look at the parcels that will be affected or is this just
a sweeping blanket approach?

GILLIAM: It's not a bill we just pulled out of a desk drawer
and said let's go with it There is approximately one man's year
work that went into it. Of course we couldn't get into who owned
this parcel and who owned that parËel. I think again, you do start
out with the broad brush thinking, Why have a general plan if
you're going to ignore it by not zoning?

Even going back a little further, probably 90% or a majority of
the parcels affected became zoned at the zonìng classification
were the result of broad brush zoning. Going back to 1930 where
very few lands were zoned at the time of initial zoning, there were
broad brush amendments saying all lands not classified outside the
district of Honolulu are hereby zoned rural protective, r0t that
time, rural protective meant one-acre type lots Through the years
someone had problems with some of the closer urbanizing areas and
they said well, let's change the lot size of that one-acre rural
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protective saying it's too big. They said, let's take out the i 2
minimum lot size of the rural protective. Then rural protective ; ..

I became a highly urbanized zone of the minimum subdivided lots (
-

and became 5,000 square feet, Through this process, originated i
by broad brush zoning upward, mistakes were created.

Then we come into a later date of 1964 of adopting more specific
plans, the general plan and subsequently the more detailed land
use map for specific areas, being at the time the goal was to
achieve DLUMs for the whole island, that goal never accomplished.

In our research digging into the places like Kailua and looking

i at the effect of the bill, this is one of the reasons because of
the research we did was the companion bill for the residential
uses where we did feel where there was some significant effect
such as the Enchanted Lake area. We felt the main purpose of the
bill and the overriding advantages basically from a community
interest, from a city interest, far outweighed the hardships you
might say of the individual properties. Things came up even

i administering the zoning on the building permit where we get
articles in the paper such as this--Error on Permit Costly to
City. This happens because you have general plan areas that

i the city wants to buy but the zoning map says residential or
something else. The clerks, not attuned to automatically checking
for example, the DLUM, look at the zoning, make a quick decision
and that quick decision cost the taxpayers maybe $100,000, It is
this type of protection from the public interest that we feel is
overwhelming in going the route that we did in bringing this
particular bill to you.

Again, we feel in the circumstances in the community interest that
it is not a one-stop end result that individual hardship cannot be

i resolved. The Damon Estate for example, over one year ago in this
very room, the same comments were made why can't you ask for a

General Plan amendment? One year has past and they are no closer
to developing.the 15 acres than they were at that particular time -

and are no closer to resolving what they are going to do to that
- land. We have heard, let's wait for the development plan, You

can't down zone until we have a development plan:. But, we can go
ahead and apply for up zoning without any so-called development
plan under the new charter. Are they asking for a complete freeze
on all zoning?

We feel in our review of .it, and it is substantial. In mapping
it out, there 's a great deal of work just pinning down these
parcels and picking it out by tax key you might say To list it
out :in the owner's name, you have to weigh the.cost involved in
doing that. If you're going to go on an individuai basis, forget
it. We haven't been able to do anything on an individual basis
since 1964, 11 years. We feel this is probably the only area in
the public interest that we can accomplish the particular goal
that 's set up in the general plan and provides some protection
for the public interest.
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JUN 5

i .TAKlHI\RA: Can you tel.1 us, Bob, is this ordinance courpat.ible
with the Revised General Plan?

WAY: J don't think tlie GPRI? has all that much to do with 1.t.
As I inentionod earlier, I t.hink there was a sim.i.lar question that
came up where I 1:cel. the relationship is niuch closet to the Develop-
ment Plan than the General Plan per se.

E I di
One other point that hasn't been touched on that maybe should be i 2
mentioned, the DLUMs will Temain in force and effect unti.1
such time as the Development. Plans are adopted for the various
areas in the city. It should be realized that we will be living
with the DLUMs for some years. Don't ask me for exactly how long
but I think the Charter Commission in its wisdom in this case also
recognized that we simply couldn't over night create a new model B
Development Plan and have them supersede everything that existed
up to that time . So, they did allow for this transition period gsaying that we should move with all good speed in everything but g
recognizing it would take some time to accomplish a new formed
Development Plan li

TAKEHARA: How long would that take? 1E

WAY: It will be some years, I'm sorry to say, but the work
effort is a substantial one. It is contingent, as all bureaucra- E

. cies know, upon availability of funds and staffing which is not
a readily available resource

TAKEHARA: The reason I ask is because-legally speaking,
we could have a reasonable moratorium period where a good job on
the develo-ment =lan could be done Would that be -ossible? i a-

WAY: Yes, although I think maybe not necessary I think and
not speaking legally but since the charter did provide for the -B
continuation of the DLUM, L think it was recognized there would be em
this interim period

HOSAKA: We've heard from a lot of the large landowners In
principle they support this ordinance, and that in large measure
they would go along to put their lands in P-1 However, on the
nitty-gritty aspect, how.would you resolve žor example the Coconut
Grove area? It's the little thing that :makes this sweeping change
impossible to live with, Would it be because it's in open space,
and the residents did not elect to purchase the land, therefore
it's still in limbo in open. space, therefore it would be qualified
under -the P-1

GILLIAM: I would like to resolve it like we tried to do in
1968 but Corporation Counsel told us we couldn't. Maybe present
Corporation Counsel is more liberal in their thinking. We do
feel even without precise General Plan boundaries like we do have
and precise interpretations that they seem to think we make, we
had a provision in the zoning code we presented and was subsequently
thronn out I think it 's quite legitimate and has been used some
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what on the mainland with legal precedent that would resolve this
type of situation where it gives some flexibility in determination
of zoning boundary.

For example on a split-zoned lot, zoning would be determined where
in essence it follows property lines, would in effect follow

I property lines. Adjustment, say up to 100 feet, could be made

by the Director. In fact, we did write this into the original
CZC we presented to Council . I think this avenue could be
explored further with the Corporation Counsel. Actual determina-
tions of these insignificant petty details where zoning lines
fall, that where the interpretation or the line you don't read it

precisely 20 feet here. But it was obvious I think in drafting
up the DLUMs and also the zoning map that the intention was to
follow those specific property lines. This approach could be
explored. We have language we feel is rather pertinent in our
files that would handle this.

HOSAKA: Perhaps we could use this as an adjunct, another
ordinance to satisfy these landowners to reassure them that if
there are any discrepancies in line boundaries that what you just

- said, up to 100 feet, will be resolved in favor of the property
owner.

GILLIAM:- Maybe you want to recommend another companion
ordinance.

HOSAKA: Would it be proper to do something like that? That
I think would reassure the property owners. **

GILLIAM: I think that's a proper thing for us to look at,

HOSAKA: Arul that should be part of these two ordinances and
go with it as a one-shot deal.

GILLIAM: I think you have to, in perspective, give total
judgment and weigh the considerations. If you feel a few minor
problems to property owners in terms of an immediate effect, and
we're really not talking about an immediate effect because
obviously there's no development on the properties at the time.
Perhaps you might say it_is catering to this proposed or specula-
tive development of sites unplanned for If giving them the con-
sideration outweighs the public interest of the larger portion
of it, this is something you have to weigh in your own mind.
We feel the weight is the other way otherwise e wouldn't have
initiated the bill.

HOSAKA: I think it's the responsibility of this Commission to
weigh all factors. If this is a significant response to come up
with an ordinance of this kind to reassure, we want to be fair
with everyone. How long would it take for you to come up with an
ordinance? I think the landowners have a right and the public
has a right.

GILLIAM: We could come úp with a recommeidat:Lon by the next
meeting.
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151
C110Y: l'm interested in the 28 residences in the linchaitted

Lakes area. Is it possible to laave tlic Director inittat:e a

rezoning on the 28 lots?

GILLIAM: 1 WOLild tÌ11.IlÌ( It WOUld |JO lil€ Ot.Ì10) tÌ.ltectoi , the
Chief Planning Officer to initi.ate a Goneral Plan amendment, it's
probably unfortunate that when they di.d have Gencial Plan amend
ments for the otherpayks in Enchanted Lakos that this wasn't
picked up.. It was perhaps an overstght o:t the stati planner not
seeing it at the particulat time.. That possi.bility does ex.i.st.

CHOY: I feel at this time ).t 's definitely the responsibilit.y

of either DLU ot DGP to move ahead and reassure the 28 residents
there in the Enchanted Lake area that something meaningful will
be done,

MI
CHAIRMAN: I think application can be made to all such instances

CHOY: Actually, it's a full develo ed aro ert I think it -

could be made for fully develope proper ies to be excluded,

WAY: May I comment by way of discussion on this it seems . Mi

there are a couple of ways to approach this We've identified
one by way of amending the general plan. However, does this
necessarily mean that initiation of the P-1 would not continue
forward, Would in fact the Director withhold the P-1 application B
to these, the Enchanted Lake, and any other kind similar situa-
tions where the property is fully developed? I don't know. That's g
a question

The other thing is why initiate a P-1 zoning at this time? That
is to say, it is not necessary to do so. It can be approached,
I believe, on an incremental basis. That's the way we've done
zoning Let's face it, .The Planning Commission considers an
occasional commercial zone heres .That doesn't mean we have to
rezone the whole island commercial. We've done an occasional
apartment zone another place. We haven't rezoned every single
piece of apartment designated property on the island So, there
are I'm sure criteria, rules and approach that could be developed
that would allow us to approach it on some kind of incremental
basis What I'm saying is other than initiating it as a General
Plan change, there may be another way of achieving the same end,
of exempting or holding back on the reclassification of these
and similar properties.

CHOY: My maïn concern is to give the gentleman from Enchanted
Lakes some assukance that something meaningful will be done,

DUKE: I would like some clarification from Mr. Way since the
General Plan is your responsibility. It seems to me zoning comes
in to implement the General Pian when and if it's needed. For
instance Makaha or some place else is general planned for some
purpose but nothing develops there Therefore, nothing happens
That's because ît's not needed Is that more or less cortect?

20-
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i WAY: Yes. That is correct. I think there's a couple of
more featuros of zoning that we might touch on. One is it is a
mechanism to allow for the logical expansion and direction of

I urban growth. That is to say, it serves as a device to pace our
development. It 's kind of our last check, if you will, in assuring
ourselves there are adequate public facilities, roadways, schools
and all the rest that says from the public standpoint, it's nowI okay to proceed. This essential need, howover, is really a con-
sideration of the General Plan itself which says in this area we
will need a shopping center. Now zoning says okay, there's a

i market area built up here, all the utilities are in, now we can
have it. That's the timing component of it that I think is most
important. I would read zoning more from the standpoint of the

i pacing and timing of urban development. It's a need as to time. ¯

DUKE: That brings up one of the basic questions I'd like to
have answered. In your experience, have you ever implemented ai General Plan by blanket zoning?

WAY: I have not, no. That's generally not the custom. But,

I somewhat in defense of my answer or elaboration, you might observe
that communities--and we're no exception--came into the planning
and zoning business essentially through zoning first and planning
second. This is quite unfortunate but it's a fact of life. It's
the realities of the situation. That's why we have a number of
areas that are zoned quite in contrast to the General Plan. Much
of this through the years has been attempted to be modified or
mollified to some extent by, as Jack Gilliam mentioned, everything
outside of the Honolulu district was put into a blanket rural
protective. Well, that could be considered as a kind of holding
action, if you will, until such time as the plan was brought up
and then you could zone into more specific and appropriate categories
to correspond with what your planning objectives were; i.e., apart-
ment, hotel resort, commercial and so forth. So, I think that's
another feature of this . We have to keep in mind that maybe it would
be quite ideal, if we were starting on a clean piece of paper and on
an uninhabited island to do a plan and then to almost blanket zone
it. But, I still think you do it in increments. You wouid have a
General Plan that said we 're going to plan for a new city of 100 ,000

but we know we're not going to have 100,000 over night We're going
to build it in a 10,000-person increment first. That 10,000 incre-
ment may. not have a very big industrial area, a big commercial area
but even that would be built in increments. With that modification,
I think you have to und.erstand that's kind of the way cities grew.

DUKE: Taking parks for instance, to your knowledge is there
a master plan that has been prepared by Parks and Psecreation
covering all of the parks presently general planned or that appear
on the DLUM?

WAY: The answer to that is the plan is that which shows up
on the General Plan or the DLUMs.. That is the official policy
and statement of the city. In the meantime, Parks has had another
study--we're talking about the M4 model plan. In the late 60 s
they had additional park studies done that brought in dome of the
concerns, new developments and what not There were some amend-
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tilents and thete are on going aniendatents to the General 1/lan to E _2
k -

this date. ¯ ¯¯¯

I E .in

Speci Lical ly wi th reference to parks, they 're one at out biggest -
--

customers we have in our off ice fo.r General Plan amendments. 1 ( -a.

think they have requests in for some 20 or 27 odd ainondments, li à
We 're in the proce ss of consol.idat ing t.hose We try to deal with. g
them on an overal.l basis rather than on an individual basis as g -

we have in the past I think the pace of our colnmunity's develop
ment has possibÏy outstripped t.be ability to keep ahead in terms
of planning the recreational. facilities that we real.ly need in the
community, Parks is proceeding--I think we had t.estimony last
meeting from the Deputy Director with a major t.hrust into an
island wide planning effort.

DUKE: Do you have any idea how many areas that maybe designated
on the General Plan or on the DLUMs for park purposes that are
really not usable for park purposes or are usable that the city
does not own or has not t.ried to acquire?

WAY: No, I have no specific idea of that kind of information. ¯ 4
It's just not immediately at hand, I suspect that's t.he kind of - ¯ $
information the Commission might feel would be beneficial in
consideration of this issue before you -5

DUKE: I would think so.

WAY: Yes .

DUKE: But now how do we get that information?

WAY: I think it's available through resources of the various
departments of the city--ours, parks, DLU and so forth

DUKE Just generally speaking when the city fails to acquire
property that is once designated for parks but then was zoned
otherwise, and it is then subdivided and homes are constructed,

. it appears to me like it's just common sense that will no longer
be for a park That seems logical to me As I understand it
there 's two ways to get an amendment to the General Plan One
is for an applicant to come forth and the other is for the plan-
ning director to request it

In the case of Enchanted. Lakes, it appears to me like it would
behoove a change since it s obviously not going to be a park.
Wouldn' t it be proper for planning to help the citi2.ens a bit und r
his prerogative for a GP change rather than the other way for the
applicant to come forth?

WAY: May I comment Really, the two ways is for Council to
initiate or the Chief Planning Officer to initiate. The most
common way of get ting me to initiate one is someone brings a matter
before me, but they simply apply. The choice I have is to init.iate
or not -



But, a point I was getting to in discussion with Dr , Choy earlier
is there are alternatives to this.. There's no urgency as far as
I'm concerned to amend that GP as long as the situation remains
status quo that is zoned in R-5. Also, in light of the fact that
parks and recreation is embarked upon a maior island-wide recon- il
sideration of all recreational areas, it seems to me this is the
appropriate time to deal with the question of amending the GP.
This get's back to the point I made before, we're trying to get
them to consolidate all of these and handle them on a more island-
wide scale to take into account these problems.

Let me come back to one other point we've touched on in this
specific instance and I have personal knowledge. Maybe it's a
confession. I actually approved that subdivision back in 1969 or

- thereabouts. The circumstances were that the Department of Parks
and Recreation at that time signed off on it, In effect they said

I no, we don't have the money--I don't remember exactly--but we're
not in position to acquire it at this time. It had further, if
my memory serves me correctly, it had been reserved by the developer

i for a number of years in anticipation that the city might pick it
up. In other words, it was almost on an option, The developer
simply said look, I can build elsewhere in this Enchanted Lakes
community first. I can come back to that one later. If you in
the meantime want to come up with the money, sure, take it, be my
guest. Pay me of course, Ihrt,.this went on for some years. It
was agreed in preliminary.subdivision application stage on the
overall plan that he would reserve it and in fact did for aany
years, I don't know how many, till he finished out much of the
area. Then, he came back and saîd now, I really want to proceed
with this. I want to go over the-final subdivision, Now it's
your last chance. If.you want to buy it--the city oþted out.
That's kind of the history of that. That's o fact of life.

I would also point that we had no other, upon legal advice, legal
means to forestall this subdivision since it was zoned R 5 or

hatever

DUKE: The _ areas on the DLUM and GP designated. for park
purposes and presently have other zoning and are present ly
vacant, and parks department and or the city ähoose not to
place the park there, then what happens? It gets quite involved
then. Under P-1, what .does that do? I know it downgrades the
property. Does it cheapen the property insofar as city purchasing
it? If the city d.ecides not to buy it; what does he owner have
to do? He has to come forward for a GP and zoning change to get it
out of P-1 Where parks are designated and parks afen t going to
happen why should they be put under P-1? Can you answer me that?

ÀY: Me?

DUKE: Yes, please,

AY: No I don't think I can pecificafly an wer tha I
think thé point is a v lid ond There may b st ations here it s
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iinappropr.late to ap¡>l.): l3 1 class tficat ion even though designat.ed
on the GP for the col tespondi.ng use.

- DUKE: I agree . Another question, I think we have undoubtedly
picked out an isolated case in the case of Enclianted Lakes. I E
can't reallr tecite all of the sites or areas that mi ht be
affected 13ut, I'm sure some of the properties are classified g
other than resident tal, i e,. industrial or business or other uses, g
How do we take care of those instances? We're coverïng slightly
the residential ptoblem What about other z.oning factors such as y gbusiness or industrial or what have you? Ë g a

¯ WAY: I don't think it's appropriate for me to respond. The -

initiator of this proposal is the Director of Land Utilization, I

think his staff is the one to respond to that question, We had B
some similar questions that we Taised in communcation with them.
But, maybe they have answers. I think, likewise, it would be

- reasonable or fair for them to respond to your other question about
¯ how we take care·-whether it's necessary to apply P-1 zoning to

all open space designated areas.

There might even be other ways, as suggested earlier, of getting
at the problem. In fact, the very use of P-1 in all of the GP

designated situations is maybe questionable, something to look
into.

DUKE Well, I would hope so we'd look into it, If we don't,
well-- -

WAY: I know you're looking into it but I mean more specifically
as the zoning code might be applied to these areas.

DUKE Harriet made a statement and I'm sure that her state-
ment as she understood it was correct, that P-1 cannot be applied
piecemeal, It has to be applied according to some, this particular
proposals Can you spot tone P-1 in this proposal?

WAY: I'd have to say no, you can't spot zone to start with

DUKE: Then how can we take Enchanted Lakes out of P-1 because
there's houses built there?

WAY: I haven't made any kind of analysis of the zoning issue.

DUKE: I know

WAY: And as I say, maybe it was a consideration of DLU's
recommendat ion to you But , a. point I t ried to make had to do
with Commissioner Wikum's question .was the applicat.ion of zoning
does not necessarily have to be done island wide and in its entirety
at one time « I made the poìnt we 've used zoning as a timing device
and that we do it in nerements.. Somebody might say piecemeal. I
prefer to say increment. We do it on a staged program basis to
permit development to occur a pace with public facility That ' s

- th.e general thesis and approach to what zoning is all about.
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I DUKE: That I appreciate, Mr.. Way ,

WAY: What I'm saying is you don' t have to do it all at once i
¯

on the island. | 1

DUKE: Maybe l used the wrong word thero In fact, I believe

i that's the way it should be done. Where the need is and where the
situation changes, the zoning possibly might change too. To get
on a blanket proposition -you have not had the experience of ever
having been confronted with a blanket zoning deal? ; a

WAY: No, the nearest thing to that was in 1969 when the CZC
came into being. But, that was a transition and a changing over,

I codifying, reorganizing and so forth

DUKE: Well, I hate to put you on the spot like this but as

I written, do you think this is a good proposal, Sir?

WAY: Well, I raise some questions in connection with this
which had to do with much of what we've just been discussing, and

I that is the extent and depth of the analysis undertaken and
alternative means of trying to address the problem, the problem
being how do we overcome some of the difficulties that we've seen
in terms of obtaining parks, open space and assuring the preserva-
tion and implementing the GP. From that standpoint, I'd say that
unless and until those questions are resolved, then I have reserva-
tions about it.

DUKE: Well, do you think it is proper to make some sort of
detailed study maybe of a few areas, but yet blanket the whole
island using the premise that in this study of these few areas,
it applies to every place? Do you think that's proper?

WAY: That's a leading question. I think I would say that
I would approach it on a basis of looking at a number of ways of
trying to solve the problem and then coming up with a recommendation.
To the extent that was done I think has got to be a question to DLU.

HOSAKA: Apparently through all these questions by Commissioner
Duke I gather your attitude toward this ordinance rather than,.just
to reiterate, that to take the whole island with a blanket zoning
that you would do it by increments, incrementally through timing.
What I want to know is what 's your definition of increments? Are
you meaning by increment parts of the island or are you talking
about perhaps by tïme phases in terms of increment or are you
thinking about perhaps the presently GP or DLUM designation to
eliminate perhaps some of the designations under consideration?

WAY: I think it could take several shades One is incrÑ-
mentally, if you will, by regions of the island, pos i.bly
geographic areas. Another says we will implement those portions
that .deal with steeply sloping lands or we will deal those areas
designated for golf courses, parks of something else subsequently,
or which ever one you feel gets the priority, and then proceed on
that basis. It might then be island wide. You might say look,
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Iwe're going to take all of steep sloping lands tilst; we're going
to take beach parks second; we').l. take neighborhood parks third;
something 1.ike this. 1'til jLISt LYyiflg tO UCSCTil]O ¿ì CDITCept beC¿lüSO
E don't know. We aren't in that kind of detail of the zoni.ng
business. ßttt this as a possibil:tty needs to be given some con- U
sideration That 's the point I'm talki.ng about wh.eri 1 tal.k about
incremental ly approaching i.t. Tf that 's not teasible, maybe then g
having all the necessary detail and al.L the necessary in±ormation g
on a geographic region basis might be a bett.er approelch.

al

i
¯

2-
HOSAKA: Well, certainly these are all. alternatives to the

oppos tte of th is part.icular ordinance here Now that we 're
discussing this ordinance, I imagine we can make recommendations
with either an approval of Tejection of DLU's recommendation with
the kinds of suggestions that you've made .

WAY: Well, when it comes to your position, it's for or against
or with modification. Anything you wish to make in the way of
recommendation is your prerogative

DUKE: I have a question of Jack, I know you have told us i 25
three times the purpose of this, how much good it's going to do ¯

versus how much bad it can offset. I'm going to ask once more,
what is the reason for this blanket ordinance to implement a GP
and DLUMs that are at least 11 years old with a new GP coming up B
and under consideration, It seems to me like the timin is somewhat
off.

GILLIAM: I think you've heard that no one knows when there
will be a new GP It's years away. Secondly, you won't have
DPs, I think it's safe to say, for at least five years. The
existing DLUMs are the DPS that we are implementing, our depart-
ment .being charged with the responsibility to implement the plan.
We are only following that responsibility We did view the alter-
native of going lot by lot and exploring that with the manpower
that we had, The most detailed alternative in doing some very
detailed studies of smaller areas and then calculating out our
man time necessary for that would take a staff for oyer two years
to do a very detailed study. We don't have that manpower of
spending $50,000 to $100,000 in providing that type of detail you're
talking about in looking at the various needs and coming up with
individual parcels

We also explored going incrementally Eistorically we have found
through the past 11 years that. in context of zoning, yes, you do
zone incrementally for apartments, commercial, because those types
of uses require certain types of public facilities If you zone
the open space incrementally, by the time the increment comes up,
there is no open space to zone to open space . You have a completely
different context and these classifications of uses on the GP than
you do those other types of uses where you need commercial to support
population and you zone.for the population iiirelationto the commer-
cial and take those relationships and also the public facilities Si
relationship in consideration in implementing that type of zoning. _¯

The open space determinations on thel pian a e in a completely
different context in terms of developing or Tuplementing them



incrementally, We have fotml througth the incremental process
that as time passos, there 's no open space but a completed subdi-
vision. So, these alternativos we fool were completely iní:eas.ible

i We might as well forget the open space in terins of implenienting it,
The alternatives that we did look at, wtth the manpower that we
had, we initiated this particular alternative.

DUKE: I realize the amount of work would be required t.o make
a proposal on an individual basis but it appears to me like that

i is not unreasonable to ask that this be done because so many thou-
sand acres of property are involved. Just studying a few areas is
not giving good consideration to property owners, land use or best
use. ;

·

I --

GILLIAM: I think the study we did on one-third of the total i 3
25,000 acres and if you're talking about the other existing uses

I of that 8,000--the 6 acres that's going to have problems and that's
precisely what we're talking about, 6 acres out of 8,000 acres.
Now, if you want to weigh that 6 acres against the potential cost
to the city, the potential loss of open space, the potential
development unplanned for, perhaps crowding of some schools or
some parks, we've not tried to hide that.

DUKE: Well, I question the 6-acre bit. In fact, the 27 homes,
there's almost 6 acres there, and there are many other areas that
have come to light that is affected because the DLUMs of the GP do
not delineate boundaries and so forth, Who knows what's affected?
How do you arrive at the 6 acres? Not that I'm begging that
question because I think that has very little bearing on the big
picture, Why do you say 6 acres when you've only made a study of
only 3 areas?

GILLIAM: The 3 areas contain 8,000 acres on which we looked ¯

at the land use file for that 8,000 acres.

CHAIRMAN: I think one of the questions is, if the city is
losing money in the sense that there have been mistakes made,
then don't we also need to consider what property owners would
lose? What will they .lose? If this thing is so important, why
doesn't the department get the money and the staff to do it?
Apparently somebody doesn't think it's important because they
don't have the staff and the money.

DUKE: I think it's important. What did you have in mind Ëor
those areas designated on the GP under the categories you're going
to change or downgrade that possibly ake oned other than residen-
tial? How are you going to cover those areas in your ordinance?
Would they become nonconf6rming?

GILLIAM: You're talking about the 6 acres

DUKE: No, Sir I'm talking about ariy one Undoubtedly there
afe businesses o.T commercial bui.1dings

GILLIAM: That's the 6 acres I'm talking about.
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DUKE: Then you're not talking about the residential acreage . Ë g
GILLIAM: No., l'm saying in our initial presentation we did .. ..

show approximately 50 acres. We presented that to you last week 55
of residential which we felt was sufficient or not to come up with ¯

the companion amendment. The residential does not have the non-
conforming If the building is torn down, they can replace it.
They can add a room. They can expand theit dwelling. I'm saying
from a practical effect, the residential is constructed, the 2

acres of church and the 4 acres of commercial or other uses out
of the 8,000 that we looked at would fall under the nonconforming
provisions

DUKE: What would happen to them?

GILLIAM: They would become nonconforming uses, To expand or !
¯

further develop their business, they would one, either go to the ; jg
GP amendment and rezoning provisions, or if there is a hardship --

to them created, they have the right of appeal to the Zoning Board egg
of Appeals which we have a number of that type of nonconformities

¯ lii
going to the ZBA for variances at the present time, ¯ 4|

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion?

WIKUM: I'll move to keep the public hearing open.

DUKE: Second.

CHAIRMAN: All in favor of the motion?
¯¯

(The motion was unanimously carried.)

CHAIRMAN: Do you feel two weeks is adequate time for the
landowners to make their review?

HOSAKA: It seems that because of the magnitude of this
situation that there have been instances where these people with -

.

large land holdings may.need additional time. So perhaps we - ÷

might want to consider something more than two weeks I would
suggest then a month.

CHAIRMAN: I think a month is adequate time.

HOSAKA: I would move to defer for a month and at that time
have the Director of Land Utilization, George Myriguchi, physically
here to answer any questions ffom the commissioners.

CHOY: I second the motion and with his ermission, make an
amendment to the motion

It seems as though much new information has been imparted to us
this afternoons With this deferral of a month, I .would like to
have the large owners present with more precise planning for
their parcels because I don't think we would like to hõ1d this
another month after that I think a .month is long enough for
them to come up with some kind of plan.

28



I HOSAKA: The make roE the mot ion agroos w1.th the amendment
andwould like to throw inanother amendment that DLU comeout
with an ordinance for the express purpose of reassuring land -

I owners about the discrepancies on boundaries and what you referred
to, Jack, and I don't know specifically if you had a number on
that ordinance You know what I'm talking about in terms of that
100 feet that you were favoring the landowner where there are
these discrepancies so that we can have some kind of reassurance

i
for these people. Could we have that ready in a month?

GILLIAM: Yes, we could.
CHOY: The second agrees to the amendment.

I TAKEHARA: May I also suggest that other alternatives be put
into writing

i CHOY: You want that as an amendment?

CONNELL: The alternatives will be in the minutes. NEE

CHAIRMAN: To get one thing clear, Commissioner Hosaka, you're Î $ËË
asking for another ordinance? . " if

HOSAKA: Right.

CHAIRMAN: So that's going to require publication for public i gggi hearing again being that it becomes another ordinance.

JONES: Mr. Chairman, if I may, DLU will respond to the
question that has been raised but I would suggest that we not be
held to having it prepared in the form of an ordinance. We will
make a recommendation. If it is in an ordinance, then it will be
in an ordinance but it may be that we feel that it would not be
necessary to do or we would not recommend such to the Commissions
Se, we would like that freedom in responding to the question

HOSAKA: Well if you make a suggestion though, I would appre-
ciate it if you make it in a positive manner whether you believe
in it or not--

JONES: Yes.

HOSAKA: Because it will be for our consideration to be
included as an amendment to this ordinance here for another
ordinance, So, could you put it in a positive manner?

JONES:.Yes. The uestion that comes to mind if we are talkinq gabout an ordinance,. we may need to have Corporation Counsel clear
it and there may be other complications. This is why=I'm asking
for the leeway

HOSAKA: Right I would go along with the leeway but could
you .do it with all haste on that to complete all the requirements
perhaps in an ordinance form for our consideration not necessarily
to be considered at a public hearing.

-29-
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I : MJONES: Yes. ¯g

g
CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? All in favor raise your right 9

-

hand.

(The motion carried, 1

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing was held on May 7, 1975, - -

AMENDMENTS TO THE closed, and action deferred to June 4, 1975
PLANNING COMMISSION f or the 15- day statutory requir ement ,

RULES RELATING TO
ADMINISTRATIVE The Commission deferred this item to its
PROCEDURE first meeting in July, on motion by Dr. Choy,
(H.R. S. CHAPTER 91- 3) seconded by Mr . Duke and cart ied. E R

NEW BUSINESS This matter was deferred for a s Decial Bl -

ELECTION OF OFFICERS meeting on June 30, 1975 at 4:00 p.m.,
on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Dr. Choy

¯
-

and carried.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 6:45 p m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Special Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

June 13, 1975

The Planning Commissìon held a special meeting on Friday, June 1.3, 1975
at 4:07 p.m., in the City Council Chambers, City Hall Chairman Randall

i Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Charles Duke, Vice Chairman

i Dr., Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka
Alice Takehara

i .Harriet Wikum

ABSENT: Antone Kahawaiolaa

i STAFF PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Henry Eng, Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
CZC AMENDMENT a Bill for an Ordinance to amend Chapter
RE NON-SIGNIFICANT 21, Revised Ordinance of Honolulu, 1969,
PROJECTS WITHIN as amended, by amending Article 12 thereof,
HISTORICAL, CULTURAL relating to Historic, Cultural and/or
AND/0R SCENIC Scenic-Districts.
DISTRICTS
{BILL NO. 62) Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/

Advertiser on Wednesday, June 4, 1975 No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the
proposed amendment. Bill 62 would provide for exempting certain
non-significant projects from the certificate of appropriateness
requirement. The City Council has observed that the present
requirement creates hardship and unnecessary.inconveneince to
property owners in the Hawaii Capital District. Ordinance No.
4319, dated May 24, 1974, eliminated the need for City Council
action on projects in the Historic, Cultural and Scenic Districts
which were non-significant. Since that time, non-significant
projects have been reviewed for certificates of appropriateness
by the Director of Land Utilization. Since the effective date
of Ordinance No. 4319, 52 HCD applications have been .reviewed

and processed. Forty-three requests or.83 percent have been of
the non-significant variety

In addition to the inconvenience to property owners, staff time
devoted to processing t.hese applications could be more appro-
priately reallocated toward further development of on-going
programs and toward the more expeditious handling of other more
significant applications and requests.
The Director recommends approval of the proposed amendment.



QUliBTIONS OF STAFP

DUKE: What is non·stgnificant under this new bill?

ENG: This is enabling lega.slation permitting the City Council B
in individual llCS districts to indicate specifically wluit are to
be non-signifLeant In other words, what is non-significant in g
one district may not necessar ily be non-significant in the other, |Under the Hawail Capital Distr tct through Ordinance 4319 certain
types of projects are specifical.ly indicated as non-significant
They presently require the Department of Land Utilization to
review and to issue a certificate of appropriateness. We feel
it is not in the public interest to spend so much staff time on
hese because they are determined to be insignificant.

-_ DUKE: I agree with you but I'd like to know what you consider
to be non-significant

ENG: It's been determined that interior work is non-significant
Exterior work which is of such a nature so as not to change the
character of the existing structure is again non-significant, Since
the adoption of the ordinance, these have not been coming before the
Planning Commission These have been handled administratively,
Nevertheless, the present HCD does require that these undergo staff
review and valuable staff time .is allocated toward processing these
applications.

DUKE: I'm not trying to determine what the City Council might
or might not do but I assume that Diamond Head is one of the areas--

ENG: That and Punchbowl. There is a representative of the
City Council You may wish to question Mr Sheybani as to what -
the City Council has :in mind as to what would be considered non-
significant in those districts. Also bear in mind these amendments
would be subject to. the risual processing.

DUKE: So far, there are no Tules and regulations sugges ted
whereby people could eithe,r come forth and ask if this is signï
ficant or non·significant.

ENG: Some procedures have been established in the only HCS
district that we now have, the Hawaii Capital District. Ordinance B
4319 does specify in detail what are non-significant projects .

¯M

When we receive a project, we review it to determine whether .it

meets the criteria of being non-significant,

DUKE: Well, hopefully we re all planning ahead a little bit
You being part of DLU, have you given some thought what might be
significant or non-significant so fa:r a:s Diamond Head: or Punchbowl?

ENG: I'm not prepared to respond to that question I believe
the staff people who prepared that did look toward that. I know
concerning Punchbowl, there is discussion as to what is and what
is not significant

DUKE I do recall many items coming before us in the capital
district Paint is very important and sidings of buildings and
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wliether they reflect oi not reficet and various other items that
must moet a era teria,

Would you enuitterate a few of the 86% that were non-sign tf icant in
the capital district?

ENG: We've had appllCat lOns for interlOT C10Ctr]Cal Work,
A good number of the applications pertain to renovation work going
on at City Hall as well as the new Municipal Office ßuilding.
We've had requests for certificates of appropriateness for ternute- E treatment a-

¯¯ DUKE: Interior I follow you but we 've had requests for a
¯¯

¯ parking lot but without, let 's say, proper planning around it or
grassy areas and so forth, it might be or might not be significant.

- Do you recall those? I -

- ENG: Yes, the department has on .occasion reviewed these and ; --

determined that if certain things were done, that could be con-
sidered non-significant. On the other hand if they were not done,
the effect could be significant. We use a certain amount of
professional judgment in these cases.

DUKE: There 's no hard and fast rule whereby a citizen that
desires to do something for instance says, therefore I am free
to do this because it is non-significant.

ENG: I am not aware that any citizen has taken it upon himself
to make that judgment

DUKE: Do you have a list of things that are considered to
be non-significant?

ENG: The only list that 's available are the items cited
in Ordinance 4319 under the capital district. I don't have a
copy of it but Mr. Sheybani indicates this is only interior work.
(There were no further questions of staff.)

Public testimony followed

Testimony SUPPORT--

Letter received dated June 13, 1975 from Mrs . Alan S. Davis,
President, andMrs.JamesE, Landrum, Jr., Chairman, Public
Affairs Committee, The Outdoor Circle.

The Outdoor Circle urges "recommendation for passage of this
bill in the hope that it· will expedite the establishment of
the Diamond Head and Punchbowl HCS Distrîcts now under
consideration

Testimony AGAINST-- ¯Ð

None



he public hearing was closed, on motton by Mr. Duke, seconded
by Dr, Choy and carried, ¯¯

ACTÏ0N: The Commission accepted the Director 's reconunendation
and recommended approval of the request., on mot ion by B
Mr Duke, seconded by Dr. Choy and carrted.
AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawai olaa

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p m. --

litted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

IIII
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Meeti.ng of the Plannin i Commission
Minutes

June 18 1975
ii-

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, June 18, 1975
at 1:35 p.m., in the Conferenco Roomof the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.
PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman

Charles Duke, Vice Chairman
- Dr. Wilbur Choy

Antone Kahawaiolaa ¯ =¯=

Alice Takehara i 1-K
Harriet Wikum ! 3-5

ABSENT: Donald Hosaka ·. :-r

STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning, ¯g

Department of Land Utilization - ame
Roger Harris, Staff Planner ;EERalph Portmore, Staff Planner WNE

MINUTES: The minutes of May 21, 1975 were approved
on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Mrs.
Takehara and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to redesignate
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT the Honolulu Stadium and Stadium Bowl-0-
MOILIILI Drome sites from Commercial use to Park
COMMERCIAL lX) PARK USE use, and to redesignate several nearby
DEPT OF PARKS AND parcels on Makahiki Way and one parcel on
RECREATION, CSC OF Isenberg Street from Commercial to High
HONOLULU Density Apartment use, Tax Map Keys:
(FILE #297/C2/14 WL) 2-7-06: 7; 2-7-07: 15; 2-7-08: 2, 9, 10,

11, 12, 18.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on June 8, 1975 No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief
Planning Officer. DPR indicates that there is a continuing
growth in the demand for additional recreational opportunities
and the need for additional park lands on Oahu, and attributes
this to increases in family income, leisure time, and population.
A shortage of public recreational facilities compared to General
Plan standards is also cited. According to the request, the
service area has five public recreational facilities within its
boundaries, but "not one is available for a broad variety of
recreational uses." Essentially, DPR concludes that there is a
greater, unmet need for additional recreation space than for
commercial. space, that ample commercial designated land is available
to meet shopping needs well into the foreseeable future



The analysos have sliown t,liat there is a need foi a disti ict park
to serve the McCully Moi.litii area, and that the lionol.uiu Stadium N a '

and l3owl -O-Drome site is the most appropriate site for a dist.t tot E

park irt toi ms of loc at ion, access th I l.i t y, ;ind ava i lah I 1 i t.y . These
lactors, as well as the fact tliat wi tlulrawing the area i rain Coiiimor-
cial use would have litt le impact on commercial requa lements, make
the use of this site for a district park the most appiopri ite use
The Chief Pituuling Officer proposes t.hat the General Plan, the ---

University Community Plan Detal.1ed Land Uso Map, and the lintvers.l.ty
Community Plan Development Plan be amended to redesignate tlie
subject 9.2 acres of land from Commercial to Park use In addition, g
other parcels of land abut t.ing the Honolulu Stadium and on the ewa E
side of Makahiki Way are proposed for redesignation from Commercial
to Hi,h Density Apartment use.

There were no questions of staff regarding the Teport.

Public testimony followed

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT "g

1. Kathy Miyashiro, Vice President and Chairperson, Recreation
Committee, Three M Community Council (Submitted testimony,
undated)

2. Francis Akamine, VISTA worker assigned to the .Three M area
and the Three M Community Council, presenting testimony on
behalf of the Three M Executive Board (Submitted testimony
dated June 18, 1975)

3 Representative Carl Takamura
4 Zachery K. Kapu, Moiliili resident -g
5 Edwin Cathcart, Moiliili resident -E
6 James C. Ching, Secretary, McCully Business and Professional -

Association (Submitted letter dated June 16, 1975 supportïng
the proposal but requesting that the 131-foot strip along King
Street remain commercial.)

7 Letter received dated June 10, 1975 from Senator John Leopold,
Sixth Senatorial District, supporting the amendment to
redesignate the Honolulu Stadium and Stadium Bowl-0-Drome
from commercial use to park use.

8. Letter received dated June 17, 1975 from John W. Elliott,
President, Lunalilo Community School Association, supporting
redesignation of.Honolulu Stadium-Stadium Bowl-O-Drome from
commercial to park use.

Reasons in SUPPORT-

The need for a community playfield is clearly indicated by
the crowded conditions of the existing park facilities in M¯L

the service area, the large number of people to be served, Ei
the absence of suitable alternative facilities, and the
availability and suitability of the 9.2 acre stadium site

The Three M Executive Board addressed the portion of the request
concerning redesignati.on of parcels abutting the proposed park



sito from commercial to high dens Lty apartment use. Althougli
B they support apartment use of the subject parcels, they do not

fec.1 automatic redesignat Lon to high density should necessarily
follow, except for the 19-story parcel which apparentl.y was
constructed wi.thout conforming to the General Plans Their
reason.s follow:

1. The existing and planned population densities in the 3M area
are already too high for the existing and proposed public
recreation facilit less If the need for a community playf ield
is clearly indicated by the crowded conditions of the existing
park facilities, the large number of people to be served, and
the absence of suitable alternative facilities, shouldn't
these reasons also be sufficient justification for placing
li.mits on any increase in the high density apartment land use
Inventory?

I 2. There should be more substantial reasons for high density
apartment than that "the land use pattern will be consistent
and compatible with the pattern designated on the DLUM, It
is our experience that DLUM designations often bear no rela-
tionship to what is actually constructed, We note in this
respect that the subject parcels cannot be utilized for high
density apartment unless they are consolidated,

3. There is a need to begin to implement urban design somewhere
within the Three M community, especially if it is to be part
of the city's high density urban corridor. When the Three-M
Council initiated the Honolulu Stadium Park project, it looked
to the park site as the focal point for the Three .M community's
public activities, High density apartment construction around
the perimeter of the park would have the following deleterious
effects:

a Visually, high-rise construction would diminish, if not
destroy, the open space value of the proposed park,

b Climatologically, high-rise construction would eliminate
afternoon sunshine in the park: it would instead cast
shadows that would increase and lengthen until sundown.

c Physically, high-rise construction would impose a barrier
between the McCully Library and the park, two public
facilities whose value could be enhanced if they were
inter-related and interdependent.

In view of the above concerns, it is suggested that the parcels
abutting.-the proposed park site be redesignated for low densi.ty
apartment use This designation would not materially increase
population densities It conforms to the existing and probable
future land use and it does not have the negative impact o:f
high rise apartment construction,

Discussion followeds

DUKE The adjacent area where high density is now proposed,
who owns that?



AKAMlNH: It's privately owned.

DUKU.: What rat loriale did you have for putting it in high
density?

PORTMORE: The rat ional.e was s Lnce this par ce l al ready has
a high rise structure on it., it's already zoned for high density --

apartment . The plan doesn't reflect the existing condi t ton so
this brings the plan into conformity with the existing condition,
As for the four parcels, because of the small size of th.e parcel.s
themselves, how high they can go under consolidation, I don't
know because you still have only 20,000 square feet and a rather m
narrow lot - The intent here, I think Mr. Akamine is putting much
more weight into what we're doing here than really is there . It's g
not trying to do any significant policy change. It's simply
reflecting use and what happens is no longer a sensible commercial
area left once you subtract the stadium. It would be a rather
spot strip commercial zone along a local street, It doesn't make
sense to have a narrow strip commercial zoned along a local street.
So, we're taking what we consider a remnant and put'ting it in a Er

use which is consistent with what is on the properties now, and | E

with what the character is designated of the land uses are for B
the surrounding area,

DUKE: Would it be possible for any private landowner to
develop it above a low density unless it was consolidated?

PORTMORE: I don't think so, not on 5,000 square feet. If
it were consolidated, I suppose it could be possible to build as
high as 19 stories.

DUKE: The 19-storv is alread there. Do ou ob ect to that7 Y J
being there?

AKAMINE: It's after the fact: There's nothing we can do about
that now. As to the other ones, we'd like to see some sensitivity
to urban design

DUKE: I still don't see your rationale for putting ït in
high density because of complications of consolidation. Why do
you choose high density?

PORTMORE: Working with the tool we have now-- Perhaps what
you're saying and what Mr. Akamine is saying, and I'm not going
to question the validity.of it, is maybe there's some kind of
total new study that's required here, What we're working with
here now is an existing DLUM. All we're doing is responding to
an amendment for one parcel, and then what I would call cleaning
up some remnant situations making them somewhatibetter, maybe
not perfect but somewhat better. It's the best we can do given
the tool we're working with. If we're talking about urban design
in the area, that's a good concept but this is not the tool for
it--the-existing'DLUM as it's presently made up

DUKE: In reality you have created a situation that does
not exist and will not exist until such time as people come in
for a one change



I PORTMOfŒ: Yes. What we 've done is we have two choices and .

which do we think is better. Would .tt be better to retain the
existing coinmercial desLgnation or would it be bet ter to make it

the same as the surrounding property? Out of t;hose two choices,
we chose the second one,

i DUKE: Is that clear to you, Sir?

AKAMINE: It's clear to me but what we're learning at the
community level is that the DLUM is unrealistic 4. Ve do llave all
kinds of acres designated for A-4. What that is doing, however,

- is creating hardship for the small property owner who cannot se

utilize that designation and zoning. You are getting anyway low
g density. There is an inconsistency between what is planned and
g what is actually happening, We don't have anywhere else except

in these public hearings to bring this to your attention and to
try and get some kind of resolution, I guess what we're saying --

I is don't give us something that is not going to be achievable.
We would like some kind of urban design focused around the park,

DUKE:. Is there any reason why the small parcels there
N couldn't .be .redesignated low.density and still be compatible

with the surrounding .area?

PORTMORE: I don't think it would be incompatible but imme- ab
diately. it; raises question .of

where lo.gically do you stop the low
density and start the. high dens-ity? We start getting into the
whole issue of what .is the best designation for this area I
think the, department's basic approach to the inadequacies of
this and other DLUMs is to proceed with adoption of the Revised
General Plan and then.the new.Development Plan rather than to
spend a lot of time trying to refine these existing maps which
have basic. inadequacies ïn structure That's ·why we're not
spending a lot of time trying to refine what we think is a funda-
mentally inadequate document in:the first place.

DUKE Maybe you shouldn't pinpoint certain little parcels
to be changed simultaneously with the stadium becoming a park
until possibly development plan studies are made for the entire
area. Would that not be a more _logical approach?

PORTMORE: We try.to be ye.ry conservative in terms of our
going beyond what the..in tial request .involves. It's only.when
it seems rather apparent .to us; that when the change involved
creates some .inconsistency. that didnit exist before We feel
this does here ther.e are incon=sistencies created as a result
of the re,st of the amendment and where it seems to us it s. highly
logical to make the change, we feel we shoul& go ahead, We try
to be very conservative about going beyond what the initial request ¯

is involved ins Here, e feel iths fair.ly clear to us anyway t:hat
it woul-d be logical to make the change and it doesn't involve any
kind of substantive. policy. change It's a minor amount: of acreage
involved and a good part ofl it is already apar ment.



One advantage of puttLug i.n apartment is then it becomes a

conforming use it.'s now nonconforming and peopl.e can't liiake

structural repairs. That's probably the most signif Lcant. offect.
It wil.) haves Property owners in the area did call up and express
posittve reaction to this thing, the ones that, called, 5

DUKE: Maybe the gentleman here has a good point tlutt maybe
t.t's not proper platining, Would you, Mr Akamine, elaborate
one more t ime on your f:eelings for the small parcels and why the
community ob jects to high density apartment..

AKAMINE: As models we can evaluate for high density, high
rise development in the city, we have Waikiki, Makiki and Salt ..

Lake These to us have a number of problems--inadequate public | g";
facilities, loss of open space, the fact that in our community and B !!
elsewhere where you have high rises the number of children living
in the community decreases What we would like to see happen
even with a high density Three M area is that the place be a

livable community. When we look at the other areas that have
already gone, we don't see any evidence of the things we value
and would like to keep are going to be kept, We don't know where
to begin because the existing planning framework doesn't really B
admit, I guess, these kinds of considerations. We don't know
where to make the changes except here at today's hearing.

Another consideration is that with the A-4 designation on zoning
what happens to the small property owner? Because he is a small
property owner, he lacks capital and land area to utilize the
A-4 density. He is then subject to pressure by developers who
want him to lease or sell, In other words, he is not going to be
the primary recipient of the benefits that could accrue to some-
one who has an A-4 zoning. What happens .when you don't have B
resident landowners is that you have people who don't necessarily ¯ REE
care about how your community develops both physically as well - jgg
as socially; These are reasons why we feel the A-4 zoning should ima

really be looked into more closely. If you are going to have it
then you're going.to have to compensate in other areas to take
care of the deficiencies that emerge as a result of a high rise,
high density neighborhood.

CHOY: You said the department chose alternative 2. Couldn't
it possibly relieve the fear of the community if we looked at
alternative 1 a little closer, that perhaps the pressure to
develop a.commercial establishment in this strip area you speak g 951
of would probably be less than the pressure within the next ten g AME

years to consolidate these four parcels and develop into high gg
density. Therefore, we should look at alternative 1 because it $5&
creates a better safety valve. Ë j i

PORTMORE: If that were true I would say yes but I don't it
know that s true. We do have a surplus of commercial designated NE

land as.indicated in the report. I think the nature of .use
in ËË

the area that even though all the area is shown for hîgh density
apartment and has been shown that way since 1968, it isn't occur-
ring very quickly, that it 's being redeveloped with that kind of



ïncrease i 'm not at al l sure, if thoro's not at. least for the
existing condition and lintybe for the next 10 years, that there i ¯-

might be a surpl.us of high density as well as commercial., and .imm

which would create more pressure for development, I don't know,

CHOY Because we don't know, perhaps we should leave well

i enough alone until we come up with a new general plan and DLUM.

AKAMINE: We've been told when we went down for the GPRP
program, when the Development Plan is formulated that is the time

i and place to raise our considerations, We said fine and when is
that DP going to be coming out? They said five or ten years if
we're lucky,. By that time, the considerations we 're raising today,

I the opportunity would have been lost. So, where do we begin? We ggcan't get an answer to that.. We keep getting put off, We raise li
it on the DLUM hearing If it's brought up in the zoning hearing,
it's too late, We get the run around Where do we begin with orI without your cooperation?

PORTMORE: I don't know whether that's a statement or a
question,. I don't have the answer, That really is above my
level in the department.

CLEGG: I'd like to make a couple of points. One has to
¯

do with Ralph's comment on nonconforming uses. It does work a pg-hardship on existing property owners who have a nonconforming : 255
use within a commercial zone. They are not able to repair their

¯ ËËÊ
property and generally, this has resulted in deterioration of
the area Under a noncon£orming use this has the tendency to - -

pressure the property owners to convert to a conforming use
I point this.out for your consideration.

CHOY: Why don't we start here now since we still have to
have Council confirm that if we took this and downzoned it to
A-2, and begin to see how legal or what kind of ground we're
on, if we're going to change zoning at all

I see another possibility too, that in the future after the
park has been .established would require more land than is perhaps
economically sound to condemn and acquire A-2 parcel rather than
high density. -

PORTMORE: The last point is valid but as far as the first 2
part changing some of the higher density to lower density apart-
ment zoning în this area is a rather basic question. It would be
a precedent setting move which immediately would require similar
kinds of treatment throughout Honoluiu. What the department is
essentially saying is the city would be better served by putting
its resources into getting out development plans, a better kind
of document which addresses this kind of issue in a better fashion
than spending a considerable amount of time which under the
existing Dalton constraints require a rather thorough analysis
on developing the kind of change you're talking about



Cil0Y: Franc.ls, 11 ou had a choice between koeaina th.t.s at
its present commercial estgnation rather than liigh dei sit.y, wh:1.ch
would your cominunity association prefer?

AKAMlNE: The question on that matter is not something we .

¯

considered., What we took was what was in the inemoranduin to this .

Cornmissions We would like to preserve and make the park as ' ¯--

valuable as possible for the community, In that perspective, we -

would like to see low rise around the park. Whether it's commer-
cial or apartment is in our mind not the problem.

I E(There were no further questions of Mr. Akamine,) E 2_.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr Choy, seconded --

by Mr. Duke and carried,

Discussion followed.
¯

TAKEHARA: Regarding the statement the Deputy Chief Planning liF
Officer made that there is no alternative that we could make that
Parcel low densit ? E

CLEGG: I would ud e that because of the re uirements for
review and analysis for a GP amendment, if that alternative were
to be imposed that the required analyses have not been accomplished.
In order to propose that, it would certainly be necessary to consider
all of the other lands around the perimeter of the proposed park.
The change of those lands was not considered as a part of the
analysis presented

DUKE: As I understand it, can we make a park out of the
property that the state purchased for park purposes and leave
the other remaining parcels as they are without changing those
simultaneously?

CLEGG: Yes You have the alternative of making that HR
recommendation.

DUKE: That seems to be the issue here. Therefore, if it's
in order, I'd like to move that the area that was purchased by
the state for park purposes be redesignated on the DLUM for park
purposes, and the other areas brought into this question remain
as they are presently zoned.

CHOY: Second.

CONNELL: Inasmuch as the-motion is-suggesting that only a
portion of the Chief Planning Officer's proposal be accepted,
that-portion which is not being accepted would be a negative.. I
would hope that the Commission will remember that we have to turn
in Findings of Fact. The negative aspect will therefore have
to be supported by substantial evidence given by the Commission.

DUKE: To substantiate my move I would like to state that
the recommendation made by the Chief Planning Officer including

8-
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i DOt
some ad jacent property is /germano to the issue . I see no reason
that we have to include it even though he has included it, I
believe it is a fact it is not necessary to zone that higin:ise

g just to make the color scheme work clear down to the border of
g the s tad ium.

It's another fact that before too long hopefully, a comprehensive
study will be made of the area. What we are doing is kind of
rounding out a color scheme rather than put ting good thought and
good comprehension into the whole area Why is that par t of anissue now? Why can't we just make a park out of the stadium and

¯

,, let it be that .issue only right now,
¯ g CLEGG: Can I suggest that if the Commission is going to

g keep the parcel in question in commercial, that possibly you would
want to put the piece that is already in highrise and make it
conforming; that is, confine your amendment or change just to thei concerned area

DUKE: Possibly I wasn't explicit on that. I really am -¯

concerned with a little insignificant thing that really is not
B going to make a great deal of difference whether it is A-3, A-4

or B-2. Therefore, the 20,000 or so square feet that has been
proposed to go into A-4, leave it B-2. The other parcel that
was included which seems to be part of the complex there which
has the 19-story building on it, it appears that the Chief Plan-
ning Officer had a little rationale in his thoughts there.
Therefore, my exclusion would be that property consisting of
four parcels of approximately 20,000 square feet.

CHOY: The second disagrees with the motion as far as this
high density.existing apartment is concerned. I also understand -

from Mr. Portmore there's another alternative before us, That
is to .isolate these two items and possibly have the entire area --

bordering the proposed park to be addressed and possibly a
redesignation which would put the existing 19-story apartment in
a nonconforming use. I feel we should delete the entire extraneous
recommendation aside from the issue before us which is the stadiumpark. In other words, go back to your original motion,

DUKE: I appreciate what you're saying. There is no questionin my mind what appears on the DLUM and what ac.tually exists are
two different things. My greatest concern is it is not properto penalize people because they did something that was permittedat one time and is no longer permitted You could build a.high-
rise .or else the 19-story wouldn't be there. Furthermore, to make
that nonconforming is an undue penalty. That 's my reason for
excluding the little portion but including the big ones We'-re notgaining anything by excluding both.

CHOY:- Your argument is well taken. However, I have visions
of.seeing this entire area from King Street to Makahiki down
Isenberg and even down to Citron Street, the whole area made into
a park eventually... Hopefully and if we do permit high density



development thiough consul tdati.on i.n the future tvhich I.s doiva the
road say 20 years, I would s..i.y t.ho need of park space would be
lost perhaps another 1.00 years, I would ratliet see el 19·story
apartment which exists at the present time be left tri noncon-
formt.ng usage with the possibi.11ty t,hat 50 years from noiv we
could ac4ut.re that and turn the whole th tng i.nto park. 16 we're
going to talk about park and havo i.t. shown that the resi.dontial
densi.ty is going to increase anyway, 1'm all for delet.tng overy-
thing that 's as.ide f1om the issue before us, il

e il
CHAIRMAN: The ori inal mot.ion was to redesi nate onl> the Ë È

state owned parcel which was seconded., The adde amendmei1t was Í _¯â

not seconded, so we have one motion on the floor. Do we have -
--

further discussion? E BE

DUKE: l'11 go along with that

(There was no further discussion- The motion was unanimously
carried )

AYES Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES None
ABSENT - Hosaka

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a conditional use permit for
(RECREATIONAL USES IN recreational uses in an R-6 Residential
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT) District to support an adjacent A-3
HALAWA Apartment District in Halawa, near Pearl
RIVERSIDE DEVELOPMENT Harbor, Tax Map Key: 9-9-64: 25
CORPORATION
(FILE #75 CUP-3 RH) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on June 8, 1975, No
letters of protest were received

Staff Planner Roger Harris presented the
Director's report of the request, River-
side Development.Corporation has developed
the A-3 zoned portion of the site with a E --

nin-story 63-unit condominium named the
"Halawa Grand." Part of the R-6 zoned
portion of thîs site has been developed
into a parking area which partially
fulfills the parking requirements for
the Halawa Grand. The remainder of the

R-6 zoned area of the site was intended for development as a seven-
unit residential cluster, The applicant, however, has elected not
to go ahead with the cluster and has instead proposed to use this
area as recreation space for the Halawa Grand. Submitted plans
for the recreation area call for a pool, a shuffleboard, a volley-
ball court, and a picnic area

The Director recomniends that City Council Resolution No. 231
adopted October 9, 1973 granting approval of the Conditional
Use Permit for an off-street parking facility within an R 6

10



Residential zoning Ul.strict at flalawa on land identifted as a
portion of Tax Map Key 9-9-64: 25, to Central Hawaiian, the ¯-

"applicant", be rescinded, and that simultaneously a new CUP
resolution for parking and recreation use on the same site bei approved, subject to the conditions contained in the report,

i There were no questions from the Commission regarding the
Director's report.

Testimony in SUPPORT-- | •

None '
---

Testimony AGAINST-- | ËEi

Mr. Thomas E Arizumi representing the Halawa Valley Estates gg

i Community Association

--ARIZUMI: My testimony really isn't against it but about it.
It's just to confirm our considerations about the proposed CUP.
After deliberation with DLU and the developer, we have come about
with a compromise that was presented before youb

We felt with the CUP and the conditions stated, we'd like it to
be static; in other words, a year from now a guy can't tear down
the wall and provide vehicular or pedestrian ingress and egress to
the parcel that would of course generate noise, traffic, pedestrial
problems along the residential districts If in anyway something in
the new proposed resolution could be covenant to the effect that
no deletions or modifications of the aforementioned conditions in
whole or in part should be made that would violate the intent and
purposes of the said conditions or found not to serve the best
interest of Halawa Valley Estates

Often times--and I guess it's lease land from the Bishop Estate--
however, with the new lessees in there, there's nothing to say
we'd like to get access to Ohiaku Loop because it's nice residen-
tial property that they'd rather drive through than through the
apartment dis trict We 'd like to ascertain that the conditions
are .adhered to and that this be the situation five to ten years
from now.. That is the only other consideration in addition to
what Mr Harris has done. Otherwise, I say it 's a very excellent ·--

Mr. Arizumi was questioned by the Commïssion.

DUKE: Have.you read .the proposed ordinance?
ARLZUMI: Yes, I have.
DUKE: Do you 'agree with the wording in that ordinance?
ARIZUMI As presented, yes -

11-



l]UKE: As a illat.ter of clarificati.on, in order to even punch
a hole 1.n the fence and put a gato in there, would i t not be
recuired to coine back to Citr Council for a chanse in tlie ordinance? -

HARRIS: Yes, 111 condI.t.Lon nuinbor six, the Director of DLU
may approve any request for inodifying the submitted plans which
he considers to be a ininor revision. We would not consider a new --

access point to be a minor rovr.sion. That's why our condition
number three we specifically called out no pedestrian or vehicular
access to the Tesidentaal streets, The question of whether be
could come back in the future and apply for a change--

DUKE: That's unknown, -

I E BE
CONNELL: I think you might also look at condition number five, EÑin the event that all the conditions set forth herein are not met,

the Director of DLU may pull the conditional use permit.

I ..ARIZUMI: I see, That would invalidate the whole thing. gg
CONNELL: Right, and the final condition nine, any major

changes have to be approved by City Council. So, I think you can
be assured that you're pretty.well protected against them punchingholes in the wall.

ARIZUMI: I guess that would suffice pretty much. Thank you,

I mm(There were no further questions of Mr. Arizumi.) --=

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded
by Mrs. Takehara and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation
for approval, subject to the conditions contained in
the report, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs,
Takehara and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum aus
NAYES - None -

¯¯

ABSENT - Hosaka

UNFINISHED BUSINESS Public hearings were held April 16, 1975,
TWO STATE SPECIAL USE May 7 and 21, 1975. At the meeting on .
PERMITS-- May 21, the public hearing was closed and
(1) PRIVATE SEWAGE action deferred for a statutory require-

TREATMENT 4 DISPOSAL ment of 15 days.
SYSTEM

(2) PROPOSED WATER Discussion followed
SYSTEM

KAHUKU DUKE: Mr. Chairman, I greatly
GROSVENOR-INTERNATIONAL appreciate all of the input we have
(HAWAII) LTD. received regarding.this proposal. I also
(FILE #74/SUP-14 4 am acquainted with the amount of work

#75/SUP-2) the applicant has gone to probably without
ever being discouraged at any level at the
time he was making his plans , other than
the time he got before us requiring an SUP

12



i 1 also know that the state, in my opinion, should have acted many
years ago in acquisition of the property on the bay if they so

I desired Lt for park purposes, But, human nature t.ells me t.luit you
never want anything so badly as when it 's being dena.ed you. Ï must
admit that the state has come forth at the 11th hour with the

i request that they be given an opportunity to purchase some 33 acres.
I am of the opinion that the 33 acres taken away from the original
proposal might make it very difficult to develop it and plans would
have to be revised and so forth. However, I do feel for the good

i of posterity and also for the people here that the public should
not be denied an opportunity if they act timely, assuming this is
timely,

i
MOTION

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I move that we defer the SUP for
a period of 90 days from now, not July 1. That puts it sometime
in the middle of September.

I further move that if the state does not show good faith in
acquisition of the property, that we act in favor of the applicant
on the SUP at that time.

CHOY: I second the motion for discussion purposes,

For clarification, at the end of this stipulated time, you stated
that if the state did not move to acquire the land, this body
would move in favor of the application. Is that correct?

DUKE: Certainly should be given due consideration. I'd like
to make a little point of-that. I feel, personally, that land-

I owners and developers also have rights. I feel they should not be
kicked around forever. I think there should be some sort of a
definite period of time where everyone knows where they stand,
both the developer and the state, The situation is let everyone

i know where they stand and try to make it .equitable and fair.
Even though.the state came in late, give them an opportunity for
the good of the public to acquire property.

CHOY: This is my concern and your justification is well
taken. However, I think again you will concur with me that there

i is a limitation of time being imposed on the developer at the
present time because of the shoreline protection bill If I
remember dorrectly, unless the developer has the permit in hand
and begin construction, the shoreline pro¶ection bill will be
imposed on hima Your motion would take this deferral up to

B September Between Setember and December 1, I worder if we 're
tying the hands of the developer if we decide to move in that

i direction.

DUKE: Okay, letts look.at a time frame. What is a reasonable
length of time for the state to act and what is fair to. the appli-
cant backing off from December 1 to permit him to act if the



state does not fulfill their intentions or so he doesn't get gg
caught with the shoroline deal. In essence, that's wluit it is, NE -¯

Cil0Y: Yes, We al.so have to realize this also lias to have g li
approval of t:he Land Use Commission and they could drag their g | ,
feet under the mud again reducing the time f rame to, in my mind, g

-

a very unhealtiry situation.

-

· DUKE: There are rules on that also, It is my understanding
that once an SUP is recommended to the Land Use Commission, they E -

are required to act on it within 45 days. "; :

CHOY: I agree with you wholeheartedly. The thing that bothers
me is this, There's a surplus of fifty million dollars, If the g -

state is really earnest about this, they could come up with the
¯ money in a very short order. Under these conditions if we delay

it for 45 days, the agency of the state government could go in to
this fifty seven million dollars which is surplus money and at
the end of 45 days we may having nothing.

DUKE: Well, what about 60 days that comes out to about October
1 leaving all of November and December. Do you think that's
unreasonable,

CHOY: No, now we're in the ball game.

CLEGG: May I for your consideration point out that since the
shoreline has entered in here, it is this body that will be giving
the permit in the shoreline. Second, if the project is undesirable 8
before the shoreline bill takes effect, we shouldn't be playing a

slip-under-the-wire game here. I think that is also unfair,

CHAIRMAN: In this concern of time, is it possible that if
we were to send it up to the Land Use Commission with the condition
that they will wait--they will act no sooner than 45 days? Get
this period for the state to come up with the money to run con-
currently with the 45 days.

DUKE: That would simplify things.

CONNELL: I doir't believe the Planning Commission can set
limits upon the .Land Use Commission. It simply says within 45
days after receipt of thé county agency's decision, the Commission
shall act to approve, approve with modification or deny the
petition They can take 45 days or they can do it within 2 or 3

days. I don't think it's.up to this Commission to tell the State
Land Use Commission how to function.

CHAIRMAN: No maybe we're not telling the Commission to wait
45 days but if we set a condition of a 45-day waiting period for
the state to come up with the money.

CLEGG: I think this Commission can place conditions on the
project but not upon procedures of the Land Use Commission. I

i --

-14



think that's getting pretty much into the procedures of the Land
Use Commission,

i DUKE: Don brought up a good point about the desirability of
whether they slip-under-the-gun or don't slip-under-the·gun but
I still believe they should be given an opportunity to make a

i move before all the new rules and regulations come into being,
not knowing what they might be because that's an unknown to all
of us right now,

i AMENDMENT TO MOTION i --o

In order to possibly effect a compromise on the time frame, may ; -

I I amend my motion to read a special meeting to consider this
deferral on August 6, 1975,

i CHOY: The second agrees.

(The motion to defer the matter for a special meeting on August
6, 1975 was unanimously carried.) : Esi

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum i i
NAYES - None -

ABSENT - Hosaka

Further discussion followed.

TAKEHARA: When can we ask for further questions on this
development? May I ask some questions of a representative of
Campbell Estate regarding this development?

In regards to this letter we received from Grosvenor-International,
the colored map, I thought when we took our field trip, we had
agreed to move that one-acre park boundary. Looking at this map
itas back to where it was.

(At this point, Messrs Bill Miller representing Campbell Estate
and Oswald Stender representing Grosvenor-International were
called upon upon to respond to questions by the Commission.)

STENDER: As far as the access way, the red line (referring
to map), it is our understanding that this was the right of-way.
As far as the one-acre park site, that would remain. In other
words, you still have the one-acre park site which is .the blue,
and the two red lines are the two access ways, in addition to the
parking which is colored in green.

CHOY: So you will be giving the 20 acres to the state without 25E
any encumbrances--

_a

STENDER: Yes

CHOY: And to be set within this 2nd and 3rd increment?

15-



STENDER: Yos. I .
CHOY: Is that the way you folks want it?

STENDER: Yess So, you have the access way next to the
yellow area and the access way near to the green.

CHOY: So in other words, this one acre would be practically
lost on both sides then, prior to development, m

STENDER: Yes

CHOY: Mrs. Takehara is contending would this one acre be
moved here (referring to map)? Ultimately, you will be permit-
ting this to be an unemcumbered development.

STENDER: Yes. There's no reasons not to do it, We just felt
that if the yellow area becomes a park, then we really have lost |
an access in the center of the bay. You'd have the right-of-way B ggy
and when you acquire the yellow, you'd have all of that in park. EEE

You'd still.have the blue in the center which gives you still an g g
additional park. Otherwise, we thought you'd lose that altogether. g gg-
If it's merged with the other, then you still have the problem of EFE

more than adequate access in the center of the bay. So, during me

the interim you have the two red and the blue. Once the yellow
E¯¾

is acquired, you still have the blue, rather than having the blue
merged against the yellow and that total area being wiped out.

CHAIRMAN: Before August 6 can you get an updated map to the
Commission?

TAKEHARA: This is it. I guess I was confused. I thought in

our discussion we had moved that blue one-acre park over to the
yellow boundary.

STENDER: Yes. I'm sorry I didn't get back to you when we did
this map. The idea was we did consider that as still possible where
we still felt you might want the one acre iñ the center of the bay.
If you've got the r-ed which gives you the.access right now, when
you acquire the yellow you merge the red with the yellow and you
still have the blue. Otherwise when you move the blue over and
you acquire that, you've lost something in the center of the bay.

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, for edification of the.staff, I don't
believe we have the blues and yellows and greens, et cetera, that
are being discussed. It would be helpful if we knew what was being
talked about.

- TAKEHARA: This is a memo we all received.

STENDER: This is a memo we submitted at the last public
hearing We presume the distribution would go to everyone else.

CONNELL: It may have but-it isn't here now.

Which area is being referred to in terms of the park?

-16-



TAKl3HARA: The little blue one acre in the center of the bay. --

I thought we had discussed a place on the red line by the yellow.
ßut in referring to this again, I see it back in the center of the

i bay and wondered how come.

STENDER: During the field trip the commissioners suggested

I putting the blue one-acre site next to the yellow, and at the
- time the yellow was acquired, we merge that part of it. In our ¯¯¯¯

review of it afterwards, we felt if we had an access way next to
the yellow and when you acquire the yellow, you haven't lost
anything, If you move the blue next to the yellow, when you acquire
the yellow and merge that, you've lost the one acre in the center of .

the bay,

I . =

CONNELL: When you talk about acquiring the yellow, you're
talkin about the further end, - MI

STENDER: Yes,

CONNELL: I think the Commission needs to be aware of the fact
that what is before you are two special use permits. The state
and Park and Recreation Department, especially the latter, have
put in a letter of intent for a General Plan change. I don't
believe it's in the area marked yellow. I think the Commission
needs to be very clear in terms of what their decision-making
power is in terms of the special use permit. Until Parks and
Recreation would come in for a General Plan change in the upper
area, it would seem to me that in terms of the state and the city ¯

-

and county at this moment, the thought in terms of park are in
the lower area. There may be another access within that letter of
intent.

I think it's important that the Commission get the perameters.
Also during this waiting period if there are other issues, and as
I review the minutes of past discussions, there .are a number of
other issues which possibly the applicant may want to respond to
or the Commission may want the applicant to respond to at the
end of the period.

STENDER: That sounds reasonable to me.

TAKEHARA: Is the 1etter.of intent by Parks and Recreation
33 acres on the Cooke 's Point and is that your total phase 1?

STENDER: 'Yese

CONNELL: In going over the various meetings the Commission
has had, in relationship to the water sy.stem and also to the STP,
in the event that phase 1 were acquired by the state and/or city
and county, this. may have so'me effect upon the size of the water
system and also upon the STP. There are also some other issues
in terms of the mini ranches. Numerous questions have been raised
on these. In the event that area is not considered in the applica-
tion, what would be it's effect upon the water system and the STP?

136



M I 4--

There ts an area whi.cli is niakai of the highway which is zorted by
the SLUC as agriculture--I believe that would be increment 5. If
that was not included, what offect would it have on the SlIP,
On the clevelopment, the only relationship that it has to the Sl1P g
:i.s the fact that those uses withi.n the SUP would be used to servace g
the development. The question becomes how much Ag land is needed
in order to servtce the development

I think you may get yourself way out on a limb in terms of park
which is an issue, but it is not the prime issue which is before
the Commission

KAHAWAIOLAA: I understand that to be correct, that the
issue before us is the SUP. What I think Commissioner Takehara
wants to get straightened out is we're trying to resolve the - mum
problem by coming to some kind of compromise by giving the state ¯ cym
time to acquire the 33 acres on the Laie side of the bay. If they EEE
don't acquire the land, we want to be sure the other commitments ¯¯

Grosvenor and Campbell Estate made as far as the two parking lots 5:
on the highway, the two rights-of-way, is still in the picture at ËÑ
the time we approve their sewer and water. This is the area we're il
discussing. We've trying to get these commitments in order to open B
up the whole bay, at the same time waiting whether the state will ¯¯

pick up the other 64 or some-odd acres on the Kahuku end. Basically, il
that's the commitment we're trying to hold Campbell Estate and il
Grosvenor to.

CONNELL: There is some concern in terms of the commitment
regarding parking lots, accesses, et cetera, as to what extent -

do these relate to the request for two SUPs, Do they really
fall within the jurisdiction of this Commission to negotiate? | BER
Some of these issues may fall more into the cluster development
which would come before the Department of Land Utilization. El
The major issue before the Commission is whether or .not to utilize
X number of acres within an area designated for agriculture in
order that an urban area may be developed. It is certainly true ..

the uses in the SUP cannot be considered in isolation. But I El
think the Commission has to draw some.perameters in terms of what
they can negotiate and what they cannot negotiate. In making a
decision you are going to have to function on the basis of the g
SLUC Rules and Regulations and the General Plan for the Island of g
Oahu. It doesn't do much good to put in conditions for negotia-
tion.which in fact cannot be supported in law. If Campbell Estate
wishes to make a unilateral agreement with the City and County of
Honolulu, that is another issue. This would be made with the
City Council.

AHAWALOLAA: In that case, I see no reason why we should
give the state 45 days to acquire the land because I don't know
why we delayed the issue so long on the basis of trying to give
the.state a chance to acquire the park site. If we re talking
strictly on the SUP, 1 think we would addres.s ourselves to that
and not ge t into the issue of the park, and make a motion to that
effect

CONNELL: The park becomes an issue only insofar as one, if
it is acquired then increment 1 is no longer there. Is there a
project? Number two, if there is a project, what are going to 5
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i be the size of the uses that are being requested? The thirdaspect to it is that the project in terms of mini ranchos plus
utilization of certain agricultural properties on the makai side

i of the road have still not been answered So it is not simply
an either/or situation . There are a series of questions which
perhaps need to be answered before you make a decision

MILLER: I think that's quite not the case in that it's
almost certain, I think--and the developer sitting here with me
will bear me out--that if the state or the county moves to condemn
that 33 acres, then this project is dead and the rest is a moot
point.

STENDER: One of the points I'd like to cover is as far as -Lthe developer is concerned time is of the essence, Decisions $Ë
are made in a timely manner. I think this has been the entire
crux of the whole problem since the first hearing. The fact that
a certain sum of money had been appropriated and the fact that an -

intent had been filed to amend the General Plan doesn't really a
change the facts of the matter as the zoning exists now, as the È ;=
information we had submitted to the Commission, and as to the Ë yp- requirements of sewer and water. If we go beyond what happens to ¯T

35Ethis, that happens or this doesn't happen, many times intents have
been filed but never carried out. If someone intends to do some-
thing, you either do it or you don't do it. Until it's done, what
is a reasonable time to wait for someone to carry out his intention?

CLEGG: I think it's clear that issuance of the SUP is the main
decision to be made. But, as Gene points out, that decision then
is permissive of another action. It is a necessary condition toanother action, namely development of a piece of land. We have
a conflicting or competing request for uses of that piece of land.
We must consider those competing uses of that land ìn consideringthe SUP.

--¯-

Our review of the request for park has come from the Mayor, theGovernor, from the legislature, specifically from Senator Anderson,
I think that's a fairly imposing body of individuals who represent
a considerable portion of the population, has a considerable weightof opinion, and their request has been for delay. I feel that's
a legitimate request on-their part and that the Commission shouldgive them an opportunity to do what they need to do if they can
do it in order to achieve -their desires which apparently is the
desires of a large sector of the community as noted by their
elected representative.

I think Charlie's suggestion of taking this up on August 6 is
very appropriate. In some sense, I feel we've opened the public IMPhearing again, almost. I would caution you. -¯

MILLER: The only other thing I'd like to say, we agree withthe philosophy behind the needs of the public in terms of the stateor city and county. We think this Commission has been more than
fair to us. We feel they 've been more than fair in giving the



Governor or the Mayor tiliia to acquire this park. The only thing
we're asking ïs to II:lvo us a reasonable time in order for us to
know whether or not this project is go or no go.

(This concluded the discussion.)

(Mr. Kahawaiolaa left the meeting at this point.)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held June 4, 1975 was
PUßLIC HEARING kept open and deferred to June 18 as
GENERAL PLAN requested by the Chief Planning Officer,
AMENDMENT pending City Council's receipt of opinion
KAPALAMA from Corporation Counsel.
(EXPANSION OF HONOLULU
COMMUNITY COLLEGE) Memorandum dated June 12, 1975 to Gene |DEPT. OF ACCOUNTING E Connell, Executive Secretary, from Corpora- E
GENERAL SERVICES, tion Counsel's office states in part:
STATE OF HAWAII "...This is to advise you that our office g(FILE #274/C2/7) has rendered the attached opinion (M-75-48)

to the Planning and Zoning Committee of the
City Council with regard to said projects,

the key ruling being that it ìs not necessary to amend the General
Plan or GP-DLUM before the State'can construct these facilities. Webelieve this opinion negates the necessity of the Planning Commission'sreview of these projects.

ACTION: The Commission closed the public hearing and filed the
matter, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Duke and
carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa (left meeting early)

REQUEST FOR This matter was considered by the
RECONSIDERATION Commission on the following dates:
SPECIAL USE PERMIT
(POLICE 4 FIRE TRAINING Jan. 29, 1975 - Public hearing closed,
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 action deferred for 15-day
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT) statutory requirement.
MAIPAHU-WAIPIO Feb, 26, 1975 - Deferred for field trip.
PENINSULA Mar. 12, 1975 - Deferred, lack of quorum
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, vote
CSC OF HONOLULU Apr. 2, 1975 - Deferred 1 month and a
(FILE #74/SUP-2) committee appointed to

study site selections
and EIS,

May 7, 1975 - Recommended approval with
conditions.

The Executive Secretary reported the receipt of memorandum dated

20-
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I June 16, 1975 to the Planning Commission from Francis Kaala, Chiefof Police requesting:
"...that you reconsider the condition of having no firingi range at the police training facility and permit us to build
a shorter firing range that would be enclosed.

I '
...that you delete the condition requiring that the facilitybe available for community use. We feel that our utilizationof the facility will leave very little time when it is notbeing used for training purposes. Further, problems of secur-i ing the facility against vandalism, and difficulties ofscheduling and resolving conflicts are likely to createproblems and community resentment which will be detrimentalI rather than beneficial to police-community relations," ag

i BInasmuch as the commissioners just received the memo at this meeting,
i Dr. Choy moved, seconded by Mrs, Wikum and carried, that the matterbe deferred to the next meeting on July 2, 1975 to permit them timeto review the material and to so advise the State Land Use Commission

i ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary Reporter
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Special Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes g g

June 30, .1,975 g W

The Planning Commission held £1 special meeting on Monday, June 30, 1975
in the Conference Room, City Hall Annex, Honolulu, Hawaii for the
purpose of electing officers for the ensuing year. The meeting was

- called to order at 4:00 p.m. by Chairman Randall Kamiya.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, chairman
Charles Duke, Vice-Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka
Antone Kahawaiolaa
Harriet Wikum

ABSENT: Alice Takehara

- STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary

ELECTION OF PLANNING COMMISSION OFFICERS

I
-

The Chairman declared that nominations were open for Chairman of the
Planning Commission. Mr. Duke nominated Randall Kamiya and indicated
that although the chairmanship should change each year, Mr. Kamiya
should have the opportunity of serving a complete term of his own.

Dr. Choy moved that the nominations be closed; Mr. Hosaka seconded
the motion.

ACTION: The vote, a show of hands , revealed:

FOR Randall Kamiya as Chairman - 5

AGAINST 0 ,
ABSENT 1
ABSTAINED 1

Randall Kamiya was elected as Chairman, June 30 , 1975-76 ¯

The Chairman asked for nominations for Vice-Chairman. Mr. Hosaka -

moved that Mr. Duke be the Vice-Chairman. Dr. Choy moved that the
nominations be closed. Mrs. Wikum seconded the motion. .

ACTION: The vote, a show of hands, revealed:

FOR Charles Duke as Vice-Chairman - 5

AGAINST 0
ABSENT . 1
ABSTAINED 1

Charles Duke was elected as Vice-Chairman, June 30, 1975-76

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:45 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary C. ing
Hearings Reporter
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I Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

July 2, 1975

i The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, July 2, 1975 at
1:35 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman

i Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Charles Duke, Vice Chairmani Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka
Antone Kahawaiolaa

i Alice Takehara
Harriet Wikum em

i STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Asst. Director, Zoning ·

Department of Land Utilizationi Jan-Peter Preis, Staff Planner
MINUTES: The minutes of June 4 and June 13, 1975

were approved as circulated, on motion
by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa
and carried.

The minutes of June 18, 1975 were also
approved, with the following corrections,
on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried:

(1) Page 9, line 1 - Inse t the word
"not" before the word germane.

{2) Page 13, line 10 - Change the word
"prosperity" to "posterity."

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for approval of þ1ans for a
APPLICATION 2-story apartment .bnilding by raising .
(TWO-STORY APT.BLDG.) the existing structure, constructing a
LUSITANA AND PUNCHBOWL new first floor and dekolishing an
STREETS existing .carport at Lusitana and Punch-
RALSTON HO NAGATA FOR bowl Streets, Tax Map Key:.2-1-22: 3.
PARAMOUNT ENTERPRISES
(FILE #75/HCD-27 JPP) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on June 22, 1975. No
letters of protest were received.

Mr. Jan Peter P-reis. presentád the Direct rs rapo t of the
- request. The proposed apartment building me ts the 40-foot height

limit and 50% open space requiremeints for the district. Proposed
- landscaping includes retention of most existing trees, and an



additional buffer of trees which will give a park-like character
to much of the site. The design -of the apartment building appears
to be compatible with the Hawaii Capital District.

I iResponding to a question regarding landscaping, Mr. Preis stated
that the applicant is providing additional landscaping which more
than meets landscaping requirements for the district.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Mr. Duke and carried. ¯

gg

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation Ë
$¯|

and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried. i Zi

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, i :-
Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

REQUEST FOR This matter was considered by the Commission i 22
RECONSIDERATION on the following dates: ¯ 35
SPECIAL USE PERMIT -

(POLICE 4 FIRE TRAINING Jan. 29, 1975 - Public hearing closed, action
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 deferred for 15-day statutory
RESTRICTED AG.DISTRICT) requirement.
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO Feb. 26, 1975 - Deferred for field trip.
PENINSULA Mar. 12, 1975 - Deferred, lack of quorum vote
BUILDING DEPARTMENT, Apr. 2, 1975 - Deferred 1 month auul a commit-
CSC OF HONOLULU tee appointed to study site
(FILE #74/SUP-2) selections and EIS.

May 7, 1975 - Recommended approval with
conditions.

June 18, 1975 - Request for reconsideration,
matter deferred to read
material and to communicate
with State Land Use Commission.

CHAIRMAN: Unfinished business, a request was received for
reconsideration and action was deferred to July 2, 1975 to read
the material and to communicate with the State Land Use Commission.
Did we get the communication out?

CONNELL: We have communicated with the SLUC who has returned
the permit to the Planning Commission so that the Commission can
reconsider it.

MOTION:

CHAIRMAN: Do we have a motion for reconsideration at this
¯i

time? sa

HOSAKA: So moved Mr. Chairman.

DUKE: Second.
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CllAIRMAN: Moved and seconded for reconsideration. All those -

¯¯

in favor, raise your right hand,

(The motion failed to carry.)

I AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara
ABSTAINED - Kamiya
ABSENT - None

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, maybe I got lost in the shuffle here.
¯¯

I The move was to reconsider, As a result of the vote, are you
telling me it's now a dead issue?

I CHAIRMAN: Yes.

DUKE: Well then I did get lost in the shuffle here because

i I believe certainly, Sir, that I assume everyone read the Chief's
- letter, read the request that was made. It seems very incon-

sistent to me that we gave them the area to put a training
facility and now all they want to do is make it a complete training

¯ facility that will not be detrimental to the community as far
as the firing range is concerned which is necessary to have a
training facility. To not consider that to me is wrong. If
it's soundproof, it can't possibly be a noise factor. If it's
enclosed, it can't possibly be a safety factor to the community.
If we're going to have the training facility in there without
the firing range which the Chief has pointed out will be within
the facility and will not be detrimental to the community. I
just can't understand how we can consider one and not consider
the other. That doesn't make sense to me.

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I would like to call a point of order.
This issue is moot and is not debatable.

CHAIRMAN: The vote for reconsideration was 3 and 3. To carry
the motion for reconsideration it must have 5 votes. Dr. Choy is
correct.

DUKE: Well, then I have a point of order. If that be true
according to our rules, anytime we have a 3 and 3 vote, no decision
is made. It is carried over to the next meeting. We have an
impasse here therefore it is not a decisive vote. Thatis according
to our own rules. 3EE

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, this question is moot due to the recon-
sideration factor only, Commissioner Duke. It's not on the issue
that it's being deliberated. I think we do use Robert's Rules of
Order. The question before the floor is definitely a dead issue.

DUKE: I disagree, Sir.

CHAIRMAN: At this point, the reconsideration motion is dead.
However, as far as deferment, the deferment is not necessary because



of the 3 and 3 vote. Reconsideration can be brought up at any
meeting at anytime.

DUKE: Well thon, I am completely lost.

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, I think under your Parliamentary
Procedures that Commissioner Choy is probably correct that it does
become a moot issue. I am somewhat confused by the Commission's
action. There was a majority vote to defer a reconsideration
until the 16th. If that move had not been taken, this would have
been considered by the SLUC toward the end of last month. This
action, therefore, would seem to me to be somewhat inconsistent
because the Commission was aware that the SLUC was on a 45-day ¯r

count down on this and that they were going to hear this particular
application. You asked for an additional period of time in order
to consider reconsideration. I think the question may be asked
if it's the feeling of a number of members of the Commission, why
did you vote for the extra period of time for reconsideration?

CHAIRMAN: I think one of the reasons was that at the time the
Commissioners received additional information, it was at a time
when they did not get a chance to read whatever was passed out.
So it was at that time also critical that there was a 45-day
waiting period for the SLUC to act. Now, I think one of the ques-
tions for the recall of the permit from the SLUC was that if it M
was--if there was no time for the SLUC to give us back the permit,
then there was no point of reconsideration. I think what we were
asking the SLUC was to give us the time for reconsideration.

HOSAKA: Possibly what we could do, if the people that
objected or voted against reconsideration might reconsider their
reconsidered vote on one of the two issues. Apparently, we have
two issues--one would be the firearms and the actual site of the
firing range, and the other would be the community's use of the
facility. Possibly we could discuss one of the two issues if
that's agreeable to the other Commissioners.

MOTION:

Let me just try it on for size. I move that we reconsider just
the firing range.

DUKE: I second.

CHAIRMAN: Would you repeat that motion again, Commissioner
Hosaka?

HOSAKA: Yes. Apparently, there seems to be two issues on
the agenda that Chief Keala has asked us to reconsider--one is
the firing range and the other would be the use of the facility
by.the community. I'm asking for perhaps a compromise to talk
about one of the two issues. Just for size, I'm making a motion
to reconsider just one of the two since my original reconsidered
motion was for the both items. What I'm trying to do is break it
down.



CilAIRMAN: Do we have further discussion? lET

Cl10Y: Mr. Chairman, I'm speaking against the motion. Again,
I I call the Chair for a point of order . Since the question is

moot, I don't think we can disect. this reconsideration, discuss
it and try to reconsider it in part.

CHAIRMAN: Would you repeat that again, Commissioner Choy?

CHOY: Yes. I speak against the motion and call a point of
order from the Chair that if the question to begin with is moot, L ¡Ethen I don't see why we should take this and bisect the recon- Ë **

sideration in two parts and take one part at a time since it's a : ---

dead issue. n

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, as I understand the motion, it appears

I to me that Commissioner Hosaka has moved for the Commission to
reconsider the reconsideration. Therefore, that's what the deal
is now. Therefore, I don't think it's a moot question, Sir.

- HOSAKA: Well because it encompassed both issues. All I'm
¯ trying to do is break it down by segments, one of the two.

Apparently my motion must be in order since it was seconded and
¯ we're having discussion at this time.

CHAIRMAN: The motion is in order, Dr. Choy. We're considering
only part.

DUKE: th'. Chairman, then of course I have to speak in favor
of the motion. We are now considering the firing facility at the
police training facility.

It seems rather funny that I even have to speak for the motion
because we have voted to give them an area of land there to put in
a training facility. At the time because of certain noise factors
that could not be answered, we did put a condition in that use of
land to deny them the training facility. They have come forth now
stating that even suggestions we made at the time, if noise was a
factor or if safety was a factor, that it could probably be accom-
plished by enclosing the firing facility. They have now admitted
that is true. They have agreed that the expense is not too great
because of well, I assume, modern techniques or know-how. I
certainly agree with the Chief of Police that it is not rationale -

to have a physical training facility at one enui of the island and
a firing range on the other end of the island, not only for time -

loss. If it was not compatible with the community, peace and
enjoyment of living, I'd say maybe lose the time and go to Koko
Head. But, it's not going to interfere with their enjoyment of
living with a fully enclosed firing facility. We have a firing
facility at the present police station that's not-interfering with
the activities in the community immediately around it. I know of
many firing ranges that are enclosed that you can live next door
and people swearing would be louder if they were outside the door
than the shots fired inside the facility. Really, there 's nothing



wrong with an enclosed facility. ßut, there is a great deal wrongwith having a training facility without having proper training.It just seems inconceivable to me that we would permit them to usethe land for a training facility and then not periliit them to have
a training facility. All the objections that were voiced againstthe firing range, they have been overcome. Therefore, I justcan't see why we should be against it. Therefore, I certainlyhope that you will reconsider and at least give them the firing HER
facility so that they can have a training facility. ËÑË

HOSAKA: Mr. Chairman, it seems like we're basing our thoughtsi on Chief Keala's memo to us. Possibly we could have the project ---

- architect, Mr. Tagawa, help to throw out some light on the situa- 3i!tion. At first he said the price would be too high to include a |||soundproof firing range but apparently this is turned around a 8 ¯

-

little bit and apparently he can accommodate a range of this sizeto be included in the facility. What I'm trying to ask for thenis a point of information by calling Mr. Tagawa up to the stand.
CHAIRMAN: Before we call anybody up, a vote must be taken todetermine whether there will be reconsideration. If the motioncarries for reconsideration, then we can go into thorough discussionwhere we can call--

HOSAKA: However, if the negative, then we can't call them up. BM-

CHAIRMAN: Right. MM-

HOSAKA: So what I'm trying to say then is for the reconsidera-tion aspect only, people who are voting for it do not necessarilyhave to vote in favor of Chief Keala's suggestion. This is just amotion to reconsider. We're just throwing the discussion openagain for us to hear further testimony. All I'm asking for is achance to ask Nht. Tagawa to throw more light on it before we vote ifor reconsideration because if it is a stalemate again, then we Ewon't have that opportunity.

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, I think we should be privileged to knowthe reason why the Commissioners are not in favor of.this recon-
sideration. I'll invite the Commissioners to educate me, inform
me.

HOSAKA: Before you answer that question other Commissioners,would you rule on my request, Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN: For the simple sake of parliamentary procedure, a
reconsideration must be voted on first, before calling up ofwitnesses can be made.

HOSAKA: If the vote is negative or stalemated, we are notable to call Mr. Tagawa?

CHAIRMAN: No, you cannot.
HOSAKA: But I thought you said we could reconsider this



I CHAIRMAN: That's what we're doing right n.ow. We're recon-
sidering a portton of the permit

i HOSAKA: Yes, so after the vote can 't I ask for a reconsid-
eration by asking Mr. Tagawa to throw some light?

CHAIRMAN: If the Commissioners feel that reconsideration--

HOSAKA: You mean we have to tako a vote on that?

I CHAIRMAN: Yes.

HOSAKA: No, I'm not asking for a reconsideration. I'm just -
---

I asking for more information from one of the people that testified
who's an expert in that area.

I CHAIRMAN: Okay. This is one area where we must also consider
the Commissioners who feel at this time that reconsideration is not
in order because they themselves think possibly they don't need
additional information. Ei

HOSAKA: Well, I beg to differ, Mr. Chairman, because I don't gg
think we've ever needed to vote on having someone asked by one of ¯¯

the Commissioners to testify. I can't recall a vote of that nature.

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, the issue before the Commission is
whether or not to reconsider, as I understand it, opening up the
issue of a fir'ing range. That is the issue. Any architectural
plans for the firing range or anything related to that matter is
another issue. Therefore, calling witnesses at this point will be
out of order. There is nothing before the Commission until you
vote to have it before yous

HOSAKA: I understand -what you're saying, Gene. When can I
call Mr. Tagawa or any of the police or fire representatives?

CONNELL: The ruling would be up to the Chairman. His ruling,
of course, could be challenged by the Commission. But, I would
say following a strict parliamentary procedure, you would not call
witnesses on this issue until you have made a decision to reconsider
the issue.

HOSAKA: I'd like to explore that a little bit more in that
if a witness is not permitted to testify to throw more light on
the reconsideration, how can we make a sensible enough vote? In
other words when we vote on this reconsideration it will be
dead if it' a negative vote. We cannot call any'people up. All
I'm asking for is that opportunity for witnesses to come up prior
to that vote of reconsideration since the result of which will be =

a final issue. It will be either a dead issue or a live issue.
¯L

I think because of the import of the motion that we should be able
to call anyone we want to.

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, as I indicated previously, the ball is ITY
n your court.



DUKll: Tony wanted to say something but I also have to ask
you this, Mr. Chairman, as a point of order. Ï 'd liko to hear
from Tony.

We had a motion to reconsidor, it did not receive five votes and
therefore i.t did not carry. If that had been reversed, a motion
not to reconsider, and it would have been 3 to 3, then I wonder
what the ruling might have been? It brings up an interesting
question. I just thought I'd throw that out. I'd like to hear
the reason not to reconsider.

KAHAWAIOLAA: The reason I'm against this continuing is
because I think the public hearings we had and the votes that were
taken by this Commission showed first, not having a majority for
the facility being built in Waipahu on the basis of what we call
kanalua vote. I don't think it's a kanalua vote but it was a 4 to
3 vote, not having the majority to pass having the facility in
Waipahu. As a compromise after 15 days, the last time we met, I
think we put down this added restriction for the facility--that
the police firearms facility be prohibited, the helicopter pad
be prohibited. I think you had changed one Commissioner's mind to
vote for the facility. As far as Alice and myself, we have not
changed our position. So, I remain objecting to the facility
being built in Waipahu. That's my reason for not reconsidering.

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, Tony, since Commissioner Hosaka and
Commissioner Duke insist on being redundant in their testimony, 22
I was the member of the Commission that took this thing up dead

¯$

center. I did read a position paper on this. As far as I was :-
concerned, Commissioner Duke, I believe I had gone to the extreme El
extent in compromising. The compromise and the lengthy and
numerous amount of meetings we had in workshop on this, to further B E
ask that I further compromise a.point that was thoroughly discussed,
and if Mr. Tagawa is considered to be a professional, he definitely
at the last meeting before we took a vote, answered my question
very lucidly, very intelligently, that the faciltiy would-be too
expensive. I feel, Commissioner Duke, we have gone the full swing.
As far as considering the firing range, at that particular hearing
when we took the vote, the deciding factor was left up to a profes-
sional, as we would like to call Mr. Tagawa. I find this to be a
very, very weak point

To begin with, the hearing was dragged on and on because the
appendixes that should have been given to the Commission at the
very beginning was not. It was withheld until about the third
workshop. My stand at that time specifically was that I felt
all alternative choices were not exhausted until I had gone
through Appendixes A to D. Now, to further ask for a total
compromise or total capitulation, Mr. Duke, you're going to have -
to come up with some awful good reason.

DUKE: Well, Mr. Chairman, for the record Itd like to state
that I resent the word redundant to begin with. Secondly, I want
to thank the Doctor very much for permitting the them to get the
property for a training facility. I don't think it's a matter of



going even another step. The property, 15 acres, has been given
to them to construct a training facility.

I There was some objection about the noise of the firing rango being
objectionable to the community. I can appreciate that. When the
noise factor is eliminated and the safoty factor is eliminated,

I and yet they have permission to build a training facility, I don't
know why, Sir, we don't permit them to do so. I don't know why
we don't permit them to build a facility in which they can train. E

It's not a compromise and it's not really giving in anymore points. ËI It's merely a reconsideration of a point that was made at the time E
the training facility came up regarding a firing range.

| I must admit, Sir, that Mr. Tagawa was his own worst enemy in
B getting the firing facility there. I must admit that even the

Police Department was not very cooperative, particularly in
answering questions that might permit a firing facility to be
there. I also admit that the Police Department even stated that
Koko Head was operative. I'm not sure it's adequate but at least
they were presently using it. Since the noise factor seemed to
be the major thing and Koko Head was available, if the noise factor
is eliminated and there's no more space required to build the
facility, why in the world don't we permit them to have a training
facility? That's the whole point.

I'm not asking you to give any more points, Doctor. I'm not
asking you to compromise your thinking any more. All I'm asking
you, Sir, is to give them an opportunity to train people properly
and timely. For goodness sakes, it's for the good of the community
on which we've all agreed. That's a point.we've all agreed on that
the facility is necessary. Whether it's located at Waipahu or any-
where else, it's necessary. But this very Commission gave them
permission to locate at Waipahu and now we want to tie their
hands and have only a half-training facility. This point I knew
at the time. But, at that time they -couldn't answer the question
regarding the objections of the community. I agreed definitely
if they were going to bother the community, if there were noise
or safety, then let them go to Koko Head.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Duke?

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, I surely should have the opportunity to
do my best to help our community. Time is not that short, Sir.

CHAIRMAN: I think we did go through all of this before.

DUKE: Well--

CHAIRMAN: And the issue before us today is for reconsideration--

DUKE: The firing range, and that's what I'm trying to get done.

CHAIRMAN: Reconsideration and the firing range is not the
issue. The issue is whether we should reconsider or not to
reconsider.
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DUKE: Would you read the motion?

HOSAKA: Mr. Chairman, I believe my motion was to reconsidor
only a part of this situation, lt's a uvo part thing. I don't
want to reiterate the whole thing but it's a two part issue. All m
I'm asking for is reconsideration of the first part which happens
to be the firing range. That's all. That's my motion,

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, if I'm in order, I'd like to ask for
the question.

HOSAKA: Mr. Chairman, have you ruled already on my request
to have someone up?

CHAIRMAN: Yes.

HOSAKA: What was that ruling again?

CHAIRMAN: I'm going to rule against you that we are discussing
only reconsideration now and not the firing range itself.

HOSAKA: Wait a minute but that's my motion. It's the firing
range. Remember, I just got through telling you I wanted to break
it up into two parts. The first part is the firing range and I
got a second to that motion. If there is information that is
pertinent to that issue, we ought to be given an opportunity to
call anyone we want to.

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, as I understand the motion, to paraphrase
the motion, accept the Chief of Police request to reconsider one of
the conditions. The issue before the Commission is whether or not
you're going to reconsider. Until that issue has been settled there E
is really nothing else that is germane. The rest would be argumenta-
tion for or against changing the condition.

DUKE: I'm not even sure we have an issue on the floor or not.
It seems to me that's been decided already.

HOSAKA: I understand what you're saying, Gene, but it doesn't
seem to sink in, in terms of my concurrence with it fully in that
if we are talking about the reconsideration of the firing range,
then any information pertinent to that issue should be discussed.
We're.not talking about whether we want the firing range in there
or.not. All we're doing is, I'm asking for a reconsideration of
the issue of the firing range. If that is the issue, then anyone g-
that has information should be able to be called u . M

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I call for the question.

CHAIRMAN: This Chair has been real lenient in this matter of
reconsideration. According to your parliamentary rules of order,
any motion for reconsideration does not have any discussion at all.
So, all of this half-hour and what you've all had to say, I think
you're lucky to get it from me

10-



JUL di .
So, the call for the question by Dr. Choy is certainly in order.

All those in favor for reconsideration of the firing range, raise ¯-

I your right hand.

(The motion failed to carry.)

- AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara
ABSTAINED - Kamiya
ABSENT - None

MOTION

HOSAKA: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a motion to reconsider
the second portion of the request and that is on the use of the
facility by the community.

CHAIRMAN: Do we have a second to the motion for reconsideration?
WIKUM: I'll second. I

-fii

CHAIRMAN: Moved and seconded to reconsider the portion which
concerns use of the facility by the community.

DUKE: Point of order, Sir. If I understand the Executive
Secretary, this is all extraneous, that we move to reconsider or
we don't reconsider. It doesn't matter what we consider or
reconsider. Therefore, it appears to me like the firing range or
use of the facility by the public is a side issue that is not in
order to be even brou-ht in the form of a motion ri ht now.

HOSAKA: Mr. Chairman, the motion has been seconded.

DUKE: We can discuss it can't we?

CHOY: Question?

CHAIRMAN: question has been called for. All those in favor
of the motion to reconsider the portion of the c-ondition which
allows community sharing of the facility, raise your right hand?

(The motion-failed to carry.)

AYES - Duke, Hosaka, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Kahawaiolaa, Takehara
ABSTAINED - Kamiya
ABSENT - None

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing was held and closed
AMENDMENTS TO THE May 7, 1975, and action deferred to
PLANNING COMMISSION June 4, 1975 for the 15-day statutory
RULES RELATING TO requirement. 10: its meeting June 4, 1975
ADMINISTRATIVE meeting, the Commission deferred the
PROCEDURE matter to July 2, 1975 for furthe study.
(H.R.S. CHAPTER 91-3)

11



ACTION: The Commission accepted Draft 3 of the Rules Relating to
Administrative Procedure with the following changes, on
motion by Mr,. Hosaka, seconded by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and
carried:

4.4 Submission of Records to the Land Use Commission

(a) A copy of the decision of the Planning Commis-
sion permitting such use, together with the
Planning Commission's findings, shall be
transmitted to the State Land Use Commission
within 10 days after the decision is rendered.

(b) The Director of the Department of Land
Utilization shall transmit a written copy of
said decision to the State Land Use Commission
together with, but not limited to, the following
records:

5.4 Committees Ë i F

- Committees may be established among the (appointed) -
members as necessary to the business of the Commission.

5.5 Votin

All (appointed) members may vote. Voting may be by
voice, by a show of hands, or by ballot.

5.9 Reconsideration

(a) Whenever any action fails to get either an B
affirmative or negative vote equal to a
majority of (appointed members,) the entire
membership, that matter shall be a special
order of the day for the next re ular meetin .

If a majority vote is still not possible., the
Commission shall vote a ("kanalua") "no recom-
mendation" on the action and transmit to the
City Council and Mayor or to the appropriate
state agency indicating the reasons for and
against the proposal. A ("kanalua") "no recom-
mendation" vote shall be counted as a negative
vote

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, gyTakehara, Wikum Eg
NAYES - None it
ABSENT - None -

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The Commission voted to keep the public
GENERAL PLAN/DLUM hearing open on June 7 1972 in ord.er to
AMENDMENT allow the effective property owners and
PORTION OF HEEIA community organisations additional oppor-
PORTION OF HAIKU RD. tunity to evaluate and present their views
PORTION OF KAM HWY. on the proposal. Subsequent studies and
C4C HONOLULU TRAFFIC discussions have led tio a revision of the
DEPARTMENT initial request by the Dèpaitment of --

(FILE #165/C3/25,WL) Trangportation Services. It is therefore -
¯

-
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recommended that the public hearing be closed. A new public hearingwill be set by the Planning Commission upon receipt of the newproposal from the Chief Planning Officer.

ACTION: The Commission closed the public hearing, on motion by
Mr. Kahawaiolaa, seconded by Mr. Duke and carr:Led.

I AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara,
Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

July 16, 1975

i . -

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, July 16, 1975

I at 1:43 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman ¯

Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
i Charles W. Duke, Vice Chairman --

Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka

i Alice Takehara

ABSENT: . Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Harriet Wikum

STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary -

George S. Moriguchi, Director
Department of Land Utilization

Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner
Ralph Portmore, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of June 30, 1975 and July 2,
1975 were approved, on motion by Mr. Hosaka
seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a 1-
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT proposal to change the currently designated
WAHIAWA-WHITMORE VILLAGE use for each site to Public Facility in
AND MAPUNAPUNA-FORT order to permit the establishment of (1)
SHAFTER Landfill operation for demolition material
CHANGE CURRENTLY and tree trimmings, and a transfer station
DESIGNATED USE TO operation at Wahiawa; and (2) Refuse
PUBLIC FACILITY processing and transf er station operation
DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS, at Shafter Flats, Tax Map Keys: 6-5-02:
C&C OF HONOLULU portion 1 & 26; 7-1-01: portion 1• and
(FILE #309/C2/35 & 1-1-06: portion 3.

344/C2/4 RP)
Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on July 6, 1975. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief Planning
Officer. The p†oposal would permit the establishment of solid waste
disposal facilities alongside and within the upper reaches of a gully
off Wilikina Drive at a point about to miles north f Wahiaka Town,
and at Shafter Flats in Honolulu. Based upon an analysis of the
request, it is the reãommendation of the Chief Planning Officer that
the proposal be approved as reflected in his report.

Questioned b th Commis ion conderning the r ort Mr. ortmore
stated that the Department o Public Wórks ill bear th coat for



i modification of the Waialua Irrigation Ditch to ensure that no
obstruction will occur from landfill material which may fall into
the ditch.

I Public testimony followed.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Herbert Minakami, Chief of Refuse Collection and Disposal,

i Department of Public Works, responded to questions by the
Commission as follows:

1. The proposed facility at Shafter Flats will be a 3-story Butler

i type building, rectangular in shape 150 feet by 200 feet, and
is compatible with existing surrounding buildings.

I 2. To handle additional burning material, the Waipahu Incinerator
will be modified to burn a maximum capacity of 600 tons per day.
Approximately 10% or 60 tons per day of ash residue material
remains and is used for landfill. The Waipahu site can
accommodate 15 to 20 years of ash disposal.

Testimony AGAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr . Choy, seconded by
Mr . Duke and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the recommendation of the
Chief Planning Officer and recommended approval of the
proposal,.on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka
and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara

i NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Wikum

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
GP/DLUM/DP AMENDMENT proposal to amend the Aliamanu-Salt Lake
MEDIUM-DENSITY DLUM and DP by redesignating approximately
APARTMENT RESIDENTIAL 4. 05 acres of mediúm-density Apartment and
TO STREET USE Residential designated land to Street use,
ALIAMANU-SALT LAKE Tax Map Key: 1-1-63: portions of 1, 6 & 7.
INTL. DEVELOPMENT CO.
BY DONXLD È. IWAÏ , Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
ATTORNEY & AGENT Bulletin/Advertiser on July 6, 1975. No
(FILE #302/C3/3 WPE) letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the chief Planning
Officer which summarizes the information submitted in the request and
the comments received from concerned public agencies and community
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groups, an analysis of that information, and a detailed listing of thei areas affected by the proposed amendment. It is the recommendation of
the Chief Planning Officer that the proposal be approved, as reflected
in the report.

The Commission had no questions regarding the report.

Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. Donald Iwai, Attorney and Agent for the applicant, acknowledged
receipt of a copy of the staff report and offered to respond to
questions the Commission might have.

There were no questions from the Commission.

Testimony AGAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the recommendation of the
Chief Planning Officer and recommended approval of the
proposal as reflected in the report, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Wikum

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT proposal for 154-leasehold condominium
HOUSING townhouse units on a 22.7-acre, R-4, site
WAHIAWA in Wahiawa, Tax Map Keys: 7-5-27: 1 & 3i QUALITY PACIFIC 7-5-15: 1.
HOME S CORP .

(FILE #75/PDH-5 GH) Publication was made . in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on July 6, 1975. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Ñlofjeld presented the Director 's report of the
proposal which recommends approval of the application, based upon
application drawings attached to the ordinance and subject to
provisions of the ordinance conditions .

Discussion followecT concerning the possibility of a walkway through
the gulch area which would provide a connection between the PD areas
as well as a pathway for children who traverse the gulch area to
Iliahi Elementary School.

Public testimony followed.



Testimony in SUPPORT--

Mr. George Cathcart represented the applicant, was amenable to
a condition for provision of a walkway through the gulch area,
and suggested that their landscape architect review the matter
as to feasibility of the terrain to accept such a proposal.

Question was raised relative to a possible increase in unit
price from $50,000-$60,000 to $70,000-$90,000. Mr. Cathcart
stated that an increase would be very undesirable from their
marketing viewpoint because of today's prices which fluctuate
constantly.

- Testimony AGAINST--

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.

In the discussion that followed, the Commission favored an additional
condition for a walkway through the gulch area but requested further
study by DLU as to feasibility of the walkway and to make recommenda-
tions of necessary safety factors related to the gulch--i.e.,.posting
of precautionary signs, safety fencing along both sides of the
proposed PD, consideration of possible.flooding and damage to the
walkway during the rainy season or a flash flood.

The Chairman doferred the matter for two weeks.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
PROPOSED ORDINANCE.TO proposed ordinance to amend Ordinance
AMEND ORDINANCE NO. 3891 No. 3891 by adding two conditions relating
RE WAOKANAKA PDH IN to tranäf er of rights and time limit
NUUANU referririg to the Waokanaka PD-H in Nuuanu,
(COMMITTEE REPORT 568} Tax Map Key: 1-9-02: portion of 1.
INITIATED BY CITY
COUNCÌL Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
(FILE #71/PDH-11 SM) Bulletin/Advertiser on July . 6, 1975. No

letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director? s report of the
proposed ordinance which would update the original ordinance and
include the two conditions. The Director recommends approval of the
proposal.

Questioried by the Commission, Mr. Mofjeld indicated that the two
conditions are typical conditions placed in all PDs today but was not
included in the Waokanaka development which is one of the earlier PDs
under the then adopted PD-H ordinance. To date, there is no develop-
ment on the property. A transfer of ownership has occurred.



Testimony in SUPPORT-I None

II Testimony AGAINST--

I None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka.

I ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the proposed ordinance, on motion
by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.I
AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Wikum

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearings held May 21, 1975 and
- ZONING & CZC AMENDMENT June 4, 1975 were kept open. At the

(1) FROM EXISTING ZONING June 4th meeting, the matter was deferred

i TO P-1 PRESERVATION: for the following reasons:
ALL LAND
FOR PARKS AND (1) Landowners be given time to review
RECREATION, CEMETERY, the effect of the ænendment upon
PRESERVATION, OR their lands;
OTHER OPEN SPACE USES

(2) CZC AFŒNDMENT: (2) A proposed draft ordinance be
SECTION 21-301,.P-1 prepared by the staff of DLU;
PRESERVATION DISTRICT
MODIÈYING (3) The Director of Land Utilization be
RESTRICTIONS ON NON- invited to respond to questions by
CONFORMING USES MJD the Planning Commission.
STRUCTURES CREATED
BY THE REZONING

(FILE #75/Z-6
L&R/1975-5 JR)

Public testimony continued.
Testimony in SUPPORT--

1. Lola N. Mench, Consekvation Chairman, Hawaii Chapter, Sierra Club
(Submitted letter dated July 16, 1975).

2. Testimony dated July 16 1975 from Dave Raney, Chairman, SCORE
Committee for Zono II-A of Oahu which includes Makiki, Punchbowl,
Kakaako, Nuuanu, Alewa, Kalihi, and Palama.

Reasons in .SUPPORT--

1. Studies indicate increased pressures on existing recreational
sites, and the need for new sites as population growth continues.
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2. The proposed ordinance is a positive step to assure that existing

i parks, recreational sites, cemeteries, and other open areas -

receive the protection they deserve and require.

3. This amendment will result in consistency between the General Plan
and Zoning.

4. If these land uses were automatically zoned P-1 Preservation, it
would be impossible to make facetious changes and changes beneficial
to particular parties, but not necessarily to the advantage of the
public as a whole. Any contemplated change would have to undergo
public scrutiny.

Testimony AGAINST--

1. Mr. Allan Napoleon, Assistant Secretary, Damon Estate

i 2. Mr. William H. Miller representing the Estate of James Campbell

3. Mr. Dick Hagstrom, Hawaiian Trust

- 4. Ms, Zetta Ravekes, Hawaiian Trust, Property Management Department
(Submitted letter dated July 15, 1975)

5. The Queen's Medical Center represented by Ms. Zetta Ravekes,
Property Management Department, Hawaiian Trust, Agent (Submitted
letter dated July 15, 1975)

6. Mr. George Houghtailing Consultant, Kaneohe Ranch

7. Letter received from R. Eugene Platt, Vice President, Bishop
Trust o., Ltd., dated.June 13, 1974

The above-námed individuals raised their same objections and
condeins given previously at the hearings on May 21 and June 4,
1975. They indicated difficulty trying to identify affected
land areas using the DLUM color code as suggested by he Depart-
ment of Land Utilization, and requested compilation of a list of
affectád land areas by tax map key for their use.

Mr. George Moriguchi, Director of the Department of Land Utilization
was called upon and:questioned by the Commission. The following
additional information was given:

1. Cdnc rn was éxpressed whether park lands designated n the GP/DLUM
are appropriate for park use, and whether they wiil in fact be
acquired by the Department of Recreation for such use Mr. Moriguchi
indicated that he is following the Councilis policy decisiori

stablished by the Council wh n it adopted the GP/DLUMs.

2. The economic effect of the proposal would be minimal because of
approximately 25,000 acres affected, one-half is state-owned and
the balance ivate owned. Acquisition of päivaté land would be
at the existing surrounding land use.

-6-
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3. Developed properties or those lands with an established use m.I would be placed in a nonconforming use category. Exclusion of
other uses may be possible. It was anticipated more problems
would result from residential areas while other uses would be
minimal and could be handled through variance procedures.

4. The proposal will make landowners aware of the County's intent

I and purpose regarding these lands.
II5. Realizing that timing and phasing of zoning right now are not

necessary, the City at the some time cannot accommodate urban useI with the high cost of public facilities necessary for the public
safety, health and welfare. Implementation of the P-1 proposal
would not cause that problem.

I 6. With assistance from the Department of General Planning providing
a computerized tape of tax map keys, there would be no problem to

i compile and publish a tax map key list of properties affected by
the ro osed P-1 zonin . - -

MOTION: Mr. Hosaka moved, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried, that the i ËË!
public hearing be kept open and the matter deferred to the mi
next meeting on July 30, 1975. The Department of Land
Utilization was requested to obtain and publish tax map keys
of all properties that would be affected by the proposed
P-1 zoning.

AYES - Choy, Ruke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Wikum

ADDENDUM ITEM Following is a chronology of the subject
UNFINISHED BUSINESS application:
SPECIAL USE PERMIT
(POLICE & FIRE TRAINING Januar 29 --- Public hearin held and
FACILITY WITHIN AG-1 cl sed, matter deferred or 15-day
RESTRICTED AG. DISTRICT) statutory requirement.
WAIPAHU-WAIPIO February 26 -- Deferred for field trip.
PENINSULA March 12 ----- Deferred, lack of quorum vote.
BUILDÏNG DEPARTMENT, April 2 ------ Deferred for 1 month and a
C&C OF HONOLULU committee appointed to study site
(FILE #74/SUP-2) selections and EIS.

May 7 -------- Recommended approval with
11 conditions .

June 18 ------ Request received for recon-
sideration of conditions #4 and #11.
Action deferred to July 2 for communica- Wil
tion to the State Land Use Commission. EMI

July 2 ------- Planning Commission unable
to achieve a majority vote to reconsider
the two conditions.
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The Chairman reported that new information received from the WaipahuCommunity Association prompted the. placement of this matter on theagenda. However, no written communication had been received from theassociation; therefore, the matter is moot.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5: 55 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

July 30, 1975

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, July 30, 1975 at

i 1:34 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Charles Duke, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka
Alice Takehara

ABSENT: Antone Kahawaiolaa
Harriet Wikum

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning

Department of Land Utilization
Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner '

Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Ian McDougall, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARÏNG A public hearing was held to consider
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT a request for a Conditional Use Permit

PRÎVATE RECREATION for establishment of a private recreation
FACILITY) facility of an outdoor nature on approxi-
LAIE mately 38,319+ square feet of land in
THE ULUNIU SWIMMING Laie, Tax Map Key: 5-5-2: 22.
CLUB
(FILE #75/CUP-4 LC) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on July 20, 1975. No
letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report of the.
request. In effect, the facilities will provide a place to change,
swim, shower and picnic for its members . Based upon review of the
proposal, the Director recommends approval of the request.
QUESTIONS OF STAFF

A question was raised as to the possibility of deviating from
the 20-foot widening of the driveway to provide for two-way
traffic. Mr. Eng stated. that this matter can be handled by the
Department of Land Utilization, the Department of Transportation
Services and the applicant.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT -

Mrs. Margaret Cámp President of the U1uniu Swimniing Club,
presented written testimony dated July 30, 1975 (copy attached)



Questioned by the Commission regarding parking improvements,
Mrs. Camp felt the existing paved parking area is adequate to
handle the club 's parking needs throughout the year. Their
relocation from Waikiki to Laie has caused a drop in member-
ship and as a result, use of the premises is infrequent and
on an individual rather than group basis. Surfacing the addi-
tional parking stalls would spoil existing landscaping, create
less green areas and devalue the property.

She also stated that widening the driveway to 20 feet would
be costly, involve removing one of two stone pillars plus

- two coconut trees. She suggested a widening of 17½ feet.

TESTIMONY AGAINST-- ¯ -

None i Mi
The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried, accepted the Director's recommenda-
tion for approval, with the exception that Condition
No. 3 be deleted in the proposed Resolution. The basis
for this decision was that adequate parking could be
provided on the.grass areas to meet the Club's general
needs as outlined on Exhibit A, without the added require-
ment of paving and marking the parking area.
AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Wikum -

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider gGP/DLUM AMENDMENT the Chief Planning Officer ' s proposal to
LOWER PAUOA-WEST SLOPE amend the Lower Pauoa-West Slo e of
OF PUNCHBOWL Punchbowl Detailed Land Use Map and the
DELETING 20-FT. R.O.W. Central Business District Development
BETWEEN KAMAMALU AVENUE Plan by delet ing a 20 foot right -of -way

-

AND HUALI STREET located between Kamamalu Avenue and
RALPH S. INOUYE Huali Street at a poin.t 250 feet from the
(FILE #308/C3/11 RP) intersection of these two streets, Tax

Map Key: 2 2-03: portion of 29.

Publication was made -in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on July 20, 19 5. No
letters of protest were received.

StafÈ Planner Ian McDougall mad the staff presentation. The
proposal would delete a planned but unconstructed 20 foot wide
road right-of-way between Kamamalu Avenue and Huali Street in
lower Pauoa at a point 250 feet from the intersection of the
two streets. The amendment is necessary in order to allow the
constrùction of apartments on this parce and the adjpining
proparty The Chief Planning Officer recominends approval of
the proposal as reflected in the eport.
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QUESTIONS OF STAFF

Responding to a question as to how the roadway was placed on the Egi
General Plan, staff indicated it may have resulted through earlier "-

government ownership of the subject parcel which subsequently the gg
City Council abandoned. gg
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT--

Mr. Ralph S. Inouye was present and offered to respond to any
questions the Commission might have.

I There were no questions from the Commission.

TESTIMONY AGAINST--

I
-

None

i The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by -

Mr. Duke and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the recommendation of the
Chief Planning Officer, and recommended approval of the
proposal as reflected in the report, on motion by Mr.
Hosaka, seconded by Mrs. Takehara and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara
NAYES - None am
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa, Wikum ¯ÊË

PUBLIC HEARING Before proceeding with the hearing, M

i
STATE SPECIAL USE Chairman Randall Kamiya declared a

PERMIT AND CONDITIONAL conflict of interest because he is a -

USE PERMIT member of the Board of Directors of the L=
(PRIVATE RECREATIONAL Hawaii Farm Bureau Federation who is
CAMP) against the request, 18e did not parti-
WAIANAE cipate in any deliberation on this
REORGANIZED CHURCH OF matter.
JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER
DAY SAINTS A public hearing was held to consider a
CFILE #75/SUP-3 4 request for a State Special Use Permit

#T5/CUP-7 LC) and Conditional Use Permit to construct
and operation a private recreational camp
on approximately 10.53 acres .of land in

aianae--86-210 Puhawai Road, Tax Map .
Key: 8 6-08: 2.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin Advertiser cui
July 20, 1975. No letters of protest were received.
Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director 's report which
recommends denial of the request on the basis that the use is not
compatible with adjacent existing farnis, and that it could effect
the economic viability of þroperty and improvements in the
surrounding area for agricultural activities.
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QUESTIONS OF STAFF -

1. There was discussion comparing a recent dog kennel CUP application i ~

and the subject proposal. Mrs. Chee pointed out that the dog "g
kennel was enclosed and more related to agricultural use. The B

intensities and scope of the proposed private facility for 250
people is inappropriate for the subject site. --

2. Relative to soil conditions on the property, although it is
. difficult to cultivate, the land can also be used for grazing,

poultry production, or nursery. Ë g

3. Questioned why the land has remained fallow for approximately -

18 years, Mrs. Chee stated the economic inability of farmers
to purchase the land may be a reason. E

4. Staff questions whether a condition in the Conditional Use
- Permit that the church will not file any nuisance complaints

of odor or noise related to agricultural use of the area is
legally enforceable.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT--

1. Mr. Everett Graffeo, Branch President, Reorganized Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (Submitted testimony dated
July 23, 1975, copy attachedi

2. Mr. Peter K. Ahuna, Member, Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter Day Saints

--_--

3. Mr. Howard Sakima, Member, Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter Day Saints ..

4. Mrs. Healani A. Ellis, Member, Reorganized Church of Jesus El
Christ of Latter Day Saints --
Comments made by the ahove-named individuals support the ¯¯

testimony of Mr. Graffeo which is attached and made a part
of these Minutes.

Questioned by the Commission, Mr. Graffeo gave the following
- additional information

1. In the two-and-a-h lf years they h'ave been o the property,
they have received no .complaints of irritation caused by
pesticides.

2. He has not been approached by the Hawaii Farm Bureau regarding
a possible land exchange.

3. Fees that will be charged to non-mämbers are mainly to cover
the cost of equipment used on site.

TESTIMONY AGAINST--

Mr. Milton Warne, Chairman, Land Committee, Hawaii Farm Bureau
Federation (Submitted letter dated April 30 1975 to Mr.
William E. Wanket, Deputy Director, Department of Land
Utilization, copy attached)



i Discussion followed as to whether there was any attempt by
the state to condemn high-priced agricultural land. Mr. Warne
stated that the Farm ßureau is presently working in the legis-

¯¯

I lature to establish an agricultural park. However, the subject
area is too small to be acquired by the state for that purpose,

i Concerning a land exchange, the Hawaii Farm Bureau would not
effect such an exchange. Their comment was a suggestion that
other lands not in agricultural use be pursued.

I Due to the absence of Commissioner Randall Kamiya who had declared
a conflict of interest on this matter, the Commission at that point
lost its quorum. The public hearing was kept open and the matter

- deferred to September 17, 1975.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The ublic hearin held Jul 16 1975 -lp g y ,

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT was closed and the matter deferred two
HOUSING weeks to permit the Department of Land
WAHIAWA Utilization time to study the possibility
QUALITY PACIFIC of a walkway through the gulch area and
HOMES CORP. to make recommendations of necessary
(FILE #75/PDH-5 GH) safety factors related to the gulch.
Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld reported that engineering.and landscape
studies were undertaken by the applicant in response to the
Commission's concerns. Messrs. Carl Muroda of Muroda and Asso-
ciates, Inc., and Ted Green, Landscape Architect, were called
upon and questioned by the Commission. The following recommendations
wëre madei

1. Construction o:Ë a 3 foot wide path of asphalt concrete with
wooden steps, night-lighted for safety purposes, as shown on
Mr..Greenis Gulch Path Study dated July 18, 1975.

2. Provision of a dulvert designed to carry drainage runoff that
would occur thkough the gulch area.

3. Safety fencing be provided at steepe portions of the gulch.
The question of liability was discussed inasmuch as the pathway
would be .a convenience for the general public rather than used
exclusively for the development. Suggestions were made that the
pathway be d.edicated to the City or its responsibility remain
with the community assocîation of the proposed dekelopment,
ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and

conditions for approval, and recommended an additional
condition Whidh would require that.the applicant incor-
porate a gulch pathway and safety fencing as proposed
to the Commission in the exhibit submitted by Mr. Ted
Green. The final plans for the connecting walkway and
safety fencing would be subject to the approval of the
Director of Land Utilization. The motion was made by
Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Duke and carried.



AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa Wikum

UNFINISHED ßUSINESS Public hearings were held on May 21,
ZONING 6 CZC AMENDMENT June 4, and July 16, 1975. At its
(1) FROM EXISTING ZONING July 16, 1975 meeting, the Commission

TO P-1 PRESERVATION: kept the public hearing open and requested -

ALL LAND FOR PARKS 6 that the Department of Land Uti lization
RECREATION, CEMETERY, prepare a list of tax map keys of all
PRESERVATION, OR properties that would be affected by the -

OTHER OPEN SPACE USES proposed P-1 zoning.
(2) CZC AMENDMENT:

SECTION 21-301, Mr. Bob Jones requested additional time
P-1 PRESERVATION for preparation of the tax map key list.
DISTRICT MODIFYING
RESTRICTIONS ON MOTION: The public hearing was kept open
NON-CONFORMING USES and action deferred to August 27,
4 STRUCTURES CREATED 1975, on motion by Mr. Duke, second
BY THE REZONING by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

(FILE #75/Z-6
LSR/1975-5 JR) AYES - Choy, Duke, Hosaka, Kamiya

Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaioiaa, Wikum

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:50 p.m.

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary Reporter

-6-
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REORGANIZED CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS

I
Jul 23 1975

The Pl ann ing Commission

City & County of Honolulu
Honolulu, Hawaii

Dear Commissioners:

The fol lowing statement is submitted by the Reorganized Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints as testimony for the approval of a re-
quest for a Conditional Use Permit to construct and operate "a private
recreational camp" with overnight accommodations.

We appreciate your every consideration in the approval of this request.

Yours respectful ly,

EVERETT GRAFFEO
Encl Branch President
EG:eis

HONOLULU METROPOLITAN BRANCH

METRO-OFFICE MAKIKI CONGREGATION KALlHI CONGREGATION KANEOME CONGREGATION WAIPAHU CONGREGATION
1666 Mott-Smith Dr. 1666 Mott Smith Dr. 2319 Rose St. 45-119 Kaneohe Bay On 94-130 Mokukaua St.

Honolulu, Hawail 96822 Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 Honolulu. Hawaii 96819 Kaneobe. Hawall 96844 Walpahu, Hawali 96797
Telephone:536-6330 169

WORLD H£ADQUARTERS OP.O. llOX It)59 OINDEPENDENCE,MISSOURI e64051 -



The Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints is requesting a - E
Condi†lonal Use Permit for a "private recreational camp" to be bull† on 10.5

_i¯

acres of land zoned Ag I located in Lualualel Valle Walanae. We need the lii¯

i ?
-

permit for developing overnight sleeping accommodations in orderio serve both SA
the Church and the pubilc-at-large. The Reorganized Latter Day Saints should ¯

not be confused with the much larger and more influential group cal hed

i "Mormans" and the Ploynesian Cultural Center tourist attraction at Laie. We

are a small group of some 980 members who meet in four congregations in the
Honolulu, Kaneohe and Pearl City-Waipahu communities. The Church, though small,
has an active program of community service. Camping and children and youth
programs have always been considered of prime importance. An annual family

¯ camp was held at Camp Erdman for 24 years until rising costs made it impracti- ¯ ¯

-- cable to continue holding such camps there. Two and one-half years ago the
Church purchased the property currently in question. The sl†e, set in among .

E several small truck farms, pou!†ry and dairy operations, was considered ideal,
assuring a continued rural setting for future family camps. The land was

I cleared of Keawe and weeds after lying fallow for over 18 years.

As only a small percentage of the less than \000 members are active contributors,
purchase of the land at a quarter million dollars, was a demonstration of a i iË!
certain conviction that this project was valuable for the people of Hawaii no | ÑË$
matter how great the personal cos† might be. It is economically unfeasible i äÑE
for a group of approximately 250 people to develop a park-type facility for = 25
an area 50 miles from their places of residence where only day-†ime activities
would be possible. The basic objective of the Church in acquiring the land
is to have a site where family or youth groups $$$¾& periodically meet for a

week of camping. Average income Hawaiian people have given literally thousands
of dollars toward the fulfilIment of this dream.

A summer youth volunteer and children's program was developed previous to the
purchase of the Waianae property. The program envisioned working with socially
and physically handicapped children, with potential for helping children with
Cystic Fibrosis (†he Church is a leader in the U.S. in such camps), diabetics,
the deaf and blind, as well as financially underprivileged children of areas
in Honoluidfas Kuhio Park Terrace. We also note that the community in the area -

of the property has a great number of children and teenagers who can benefit
from the use of such a recreational facility. We need †his camp to serve all
of these young persons.

The term "private recreational camp" is'misleadi.ng. Although privately owned,
the camp is offered for the public benefit by a non-profit, service-oriented
Church. The following briefly states our position:

l. Children and adults living in the city will be able to ¯'"

experience for a short period of time (from 3 to 5 days) rural
life of Hawait. This means that the smells, sounds and
activities of rural Lualualei Valley are an essential part of
the total experience in the development of the program.
Agricul†ural and recrea†Ional use are compa†ide, even necessary =-

to meet the objectives of the camp. We will accept a covenant
In †he Condi†lonal Use Perml† that states, 'hve wi.ll not file
complaints about smells, odors or noise related to the agricultural
use of †he area."



2. Children and adults of the neighboring community in Lualualel
will have access to recreational facilities and an expanded

opportunl†y for enr1chment of life. Neighborhood days will be

planned as a regular part of the program schedule.

I 3. \† is fel† that in the best interest of the community-at-large,

the facilities should be used by individuals and groups other
than the small number of constituents of the Church. There is

I currently a great need for over-night camp facilities on the
Island of Oahu. We do not consider our proposal High Densl†y Use E

¯

of the grounds for most camps will be limited to approximately | .

60 persons, this being the size for maximum benefits to the

i camper. There will only be limited occasions when the camp will

be used to maximum.

4. Plans for busing of in-town groups would substantially liml†
vehicular traffic congestion in the area.

5. A high, †hick hedge of Ironwood and other hedge trees and

bushes will be planted along the windward perimeter of the
property to cut down on wind, eliminating the possible wind-carry
of pesticides from neighboring farms. This, in addition to
fencing of the property with a five-foot chain-link fence, will

protect property adjacent to the camp from intrusion, while
maintaining reasonable security for the camp facilities and

personnel.
iË

6. According to the Master Plan, appro×imately 10¶ of the land will

be in buildings, which leaves nine acres of open space.
Architecturally, the buildings will be rustic, fitting into the
rural and mountainous se††ing of Lualualei Valley.

7. The Church feels that during the past †wo years it has proven

itself a good neighbor to landowners immediately adjacent to the

property. We want to assure them that we will make every effor†
to continue to be the best neighbor possible. This includes
the large-community of Lualualei Valley. We recognize their
concerns and dedicate ourselves to preserving the rural way of

life.

8. People from many walks of life have commif†ed †heir monies,
time and physical effort toward the purchase and development of

these grounds because of a dream of being able to give service
to others. \† is to their devotion that this testimony is

dedicated and 1† Is they who ask your approvat of this Conditional

Use Permit.
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sy Randall Kamiya, Chairman

v Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

KAtlal C Uh]TY

IAnteriit SHva
Koluu.A COUNTY
M;sure: P,iya
KONA COUNTY
Toshio Yoshiraki

Reference• State Special Use Permit/Conditional Use Permit.
¯ MAU1 COUNTY

-
sus varna.nora Private Recreational Camp with Overnight

Accomada t ions .

Location: Waianae-86-210 Puhawai Road.

Dear Mr . Kamiya

The Hawaii Farm Bureau Federation would like to submit the
letter we sent to Mr. William E. Wanket, Deputy Director

on April 30, 1975.

Attach is the letter and this would be our testimony on

the sub ject matter.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

Milton Warne, Chairman
-¯¯

Land Committee

--
Enc: 1
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il.li.am . Muket, Deput.y Di.e.N:LurIDI Ni
, ,epL. of L od Wel J i :al:Lou

llonolulu, Hawaii 96813

UNTY
U i.anae - 30-210 Puhawai "aad Tax Key: 8-6-08:2/ >/CUP-7 (LC) IS/SUP - 3

Dear Mr. ' anket
MM)] U' I Y

-

The Hav:aii Farm Bureau Federa:i.on ooposes the use of the subjectland for purpo:;es other I:han aericulture because we believe thatit is to the benefit of the people of Hawaii in the long run topreserve our fann lands for food production. ¯

In response to the matter of potencial..use for intensive agriculture,
-;

e is onc opinion that this parcel has e::cellent potential. Similarland wit.hLa a short di.stance supports excellent truck crops, fruittrees, o::namental nurseries etc. We realize that not all lands arehighly productive at present but t.bey could be made so by cultiva-tion. Also, clie soi.1 auality is entirely satisfactory. for the veryintensive purpose of poultry production, p,reenhouse shade crops, etc.
in .a broad sense, we believe that the porpose of the land use laws isto keep a riculture alive in Hawaii. Highest and best use could bepreservation of this land for the future needs of our future popula-tion.

There is also a real problem with encroáchment on existing farms inthe area Use of chemical sorays is essential to farming and couldbe very objectionable to senior citi:eens, children and others. Like-se, pobitry houses have an odor problem that causes trouble withPeople living nearby.

Je agree that the puroose o this apptication is excellent, beingdevoted to public service. However, we would like to see a landexcl an(e arranged so that this worthy páject.would not take goodcrop land.



Wil.l.iam K. '.!ankel., Deputv Diceet:or

eierence: 7,/a!P - 7
-a 75/MP - 3 page 2i

F i.na l ly , we would hope tha t cul es and can,ul.a t i.ons for land use in an
di.stricts ein be cl.ari.tied, or perhaps t:he laws be amended, so that -

all. of us, armers, homeownet:s, developers, everybody, can know just
what can be planned and carried out.

Si.ncetal.y yours,

Milt:an Wai:ne
Chai rman, Land Commit tee

¯
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Special Mooting of the Planning Commission
Minutes . .

- August 6, 1975 r

- The Planning Commission held a special meeting on Wednesday,
August 6, 1975 at 1:30 p.m., in the Conference Roomof the City E .

Hall Annex. Chairman Randall Kamiya presided. | -

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Charles W. Duke, Vice-Chairman
Dr . Wilbur Choy
Antone J. Kahawaiolaa
Alice Takehara

ABSENT: Donald Hosaka
Harriet Wikum ¯¯

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary

¯- Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning,
Department of Land Utilization

¯__ Ian McDougall, Staff Planner
PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing wa held to consider the
BILL NO. 76 TO AMEND following:

ORDINANCE NO. 2443 Bill No. 76 - A Bill to amend Ordinance -

RELATING TO THE No. 2443 relating to the General Plan
GENERAL PLAN AND THE clarifying the relationship between the -
DETAILED LAND USE MAP. General Plan and the Detailed Land Use ¯ M

BILL NO. 77 TO REPEAL Ma . The intent of this Bill would be W
ORDINANCE NO. 3147 to delete from the text of the General
RELATING TO THE Plan the provision which states: "Any
DETAILED LAND USE PLAN inconsistencies existing between the
ÁND MAP FOR THE KALIA, General Plan Map and such Detailed Land
WAIKIKI DIAMOND HEAD Use Maps will be resolved in favor of
AREAS OF THE CITY AND the detailed maps .

COUNTY OE HONOLULU AS
SHOWN ON THE MAP Bill No. 77 - A Bill to repeal Ordinance
WAIKIKI DIAMOND HEAD No . 3147 relating to the Detailed Land
(SECTION A) . Use Plan and Map for the Kalia, Æaikiki

and Diamond Head areas of the City and
County of Honolulu as shown on the map
Waikiki-Diamond Head (Section A) .

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bul.letin/Advertiser on
July 27, 1975. Three letters were received and are included in
public testimony for and against the proposal.

Staff Planner Ian McDougall presented the report of the Chief
Planning Offic r. Based upon a review of Bill Nos . 76 and 77,

he Chief. Planning Officer concludes that said bills and other
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documents related to these bills indicate that the proposals ¯

made therein have no apparent justification and, in any case,
I fail to meet the requiromonts of the Dalton decision for amending r .

· the General Plan. The problems being addressed are not adequately
defined and are based on unsubstantiated and highly questionable -

I interpretations of the Dalton and llall docisions. In addition,
alternatives to resolve the stated problem are not identified and -

evaluated, and no basis for selecting the proposed amendments as ré

i the best solution to the problem is provided. The amendment
. proposed in ßill No. 77 also fails to meet the requirement for

comprehensiveness and is in conflict with the provisions of Section
15-106 of the Revised City Charter. It is recommended that Bill

i Nos. 76 and 77 not be adopted by the City Council.

I QUESTIONS OF STAFF ¯¯

DUKE: Sir, I assume that your report does not represent the
applicant.

MCDOUGALL: That's correct. The applicant in this case is
the City Council. Both bills were initiated by the City Council.

DUKE: Do we have a representative of the applicant here
now?

MCDOUGALL: Not to my knowledge. --

DUKE: Then, Mr. Chairman, I think it is timely and undoubtedly
appropriate for me to give you some of my thoughts on this procedure.
Ordinarily I speak off the cuff but in this case, I made a few notes.
Sir, and I read this for the record, I do find myself in a bit of a
quandry because after reading the material that was furnished, I
find that these two bills are coming to us in a different form than
we normally get them. Secondly, they appear to have some rather
long range implications. Let me explain.

First, we normally get a proposal from the Chief Planning Officer
and a complete report accompanying that giving us reasons pros and
cons, a study and so forth. I know that the Council can also propose
General Plan amendments but I cannot seem to find the analysis for
this proposal. What I find is a rather skeptic statement from City
Council and a negative report from Bob Way. So, we really seem to
be on our own and I think we need to set up our own ground rules
for this question. This I think is especially important in light
of some past criticism that we have received, and I'm talking about
the Planning Commission, that we have received from Corporation
Counsel.

Corporation Counsel in his 1975 opinion regarding the General Plan
indicated the Planning Commission needed to keep in mind the high
s.tandards imposed by prior Hawaii Súpreme Court decisions in
coñducting it s public hearings . We might also note that in the
Gorporation Counsel opinion of Match 21, 1975, Dalton was quoted



and in part, the following was stated:

The Planning Commission is required to follow a course ofconduct consistent with the safoguards that woro requiredin the initial adoption of the Genera:1 Plan.
Therefore, we need to examine the bills before us in light ofthese opinions which would seem to mean we have to first have afull grasp of what is being proposed by City Council and its -implications. Secondly, we need to examine and evaluate the¯

studies with special emphasis upon the Dalton requirements. Asstat•ed by staff, the Dalton decision requires three things--first, the definition of the problem and the need; secondly, ananalysis of alternatives; and third, proof that the proposal is -
- the best alternative. Then, we need to receive public testimonyand to ask as many questions as possible and to make sure thatthe views and concerns of the residents have been fully expressedand heard. To do this properly and to be consistent with ourusual procedure, we need to hear from staff but we have no reallystaff report on the proposal. If City Council's representativeswere here it would be good. Then, of course, we should hear fromthe Chief Planning Officer, Bob Way. Secondly, it would appearthat a lot of our discussion may involve legal opinions. So,next we might hear from Corporation Counsel. Thirdly, we needto hear from the public and following, to deliberate and to makea decision. If we don't follow such a procedure, I feel we maynot be doing our job and certainly would have problems in comingup with proper findings of fact. Furthermore, we could be subjectto criticism.

Those are my thoughts on it. In addition, I'd like.to know a fewfacts.

Your report, Mr. McDougall, was negative. Therefore, I would liketo hear from someone that has some positive information to give usregarding the implications of these two bills. Is anyone presentthat could give us some answers to questions?
MCDOUGALL: Mr. Commissioner, I can only address the informa-tion that's provided in the Chief Planning Officer's report.
DUKE: I have several questions,.possibly you can answer themFirst it appears to me that this is a change in the General Plan.
MCDOUGALL: Yes, that's the conclusion of the Chief PlanningOfficer that in fact repealing the DLUM would be an amendment tothe General Plan as well as the other bill which deletes text fromthe General Plan which is also an amendment to the General Plan.
DUKE: Well, I hate to get negative replies to my questions.Therefore, I'm

.not so sure I'm directing my questions to the properperson. If I should ask you since it is a change and amendment to



the General Plan, and if I ask you if a proper procedure was
followed I'm sure I would got a negative answer. Is that not true? ,,2

WAY: If I might respond to Comm:issioner Duke's question, this
is our view and that which we have stated in the report covering
the proposal for the amendment requested in the two bills. Thei answer is yes. I might add one thing and that is the :i.nformation
before you which we have presented including the two bills is the
only information that we have that is in anyway expressive of the
study analysis background or rationale from the City Council.I It is'that which is expressed simply in those bills.

DUKE: After your work with the General Plan and the DLUMs for
many years, possibly you could tell me how many inconsistencies
exist between DLUMs and the General Plan?

I WAY: In terms of number, for example?

DUKE: That's correct. 59

WAY: I have no idea but to say there's a real question what
is meant by inconsistencies. You noticed in our report we used
that term within quotation marks because it seems to us that by
virtue of adoption of the DLUM, the ordinance which typically in
a procedural sense is drawn up in a fashion so that it amends the
General Plan, inconsistencies are resolved; that is to say there

¯ are none. The recent expression of the will of the Council
through adoption of a Detailed Land Une Map for a given area
resolves the inconsistencies and favors the Detailed Land Use Map.
This has been the traditional long held view and is expressed in
the General Plan text itself that it was intended the Detailed
Land Use Maps would be adopted to further express the Council's
more detailed consideration on an area by area.basis throughout
the city. That was the basis for the development.

DUKE: Well, in reading the proposed ordinances, I believe that
I recall correctly one of the reasons and intent for proposing this -

is to remove the inconsistencies. Is that not so stated there?
WAY: Yes.

DUKE: Possibly since they didn't come forth with a proposal
without doing proper study and usually ordinances are approved by
Corporation Counsel prior to presentation, maybe our legal officer
here could assist us in our trying to get some facts.

Do you know whether a comprehensive study was made before these
ordinances were composed and proposed?

CLAIRE MARUMOTO, DEPUTY CORPORATION COUNSEL: No, I don't
know.

DUKE:. Is that not one of the requirements?

178
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¯

MARUMOTO: As far as studies are concerned that's Eor the
dopartment, I believe.

DUKE: Which department? In this case it's City Council I
would think. They're proposing it.

I MARUMOTO: I think according to the Charter, General Plan
amendments proposed by the Council are to be processed in the same -

- way as amendments proposed by the Chief Planning Officer. So, the -

studies would be perhaps initiated by Council Services but the !
¯

resources are with the Department of General Planning.

DUKE: Is that the usual procedure when City Council proposes
an amendment to the GP rather than originating at say the Chief
Planning Officer level?

MARUMOTO: I don't know. According to the Charter Council
initiated amendments are to be rocessed in the same wa as those
originating from the Chief Planning Officer.

DUKE: I as a citizen if I want to propose a change in the
General Plan, there is a certain procedure which I must follow in
making the application for the change . The only reason I know
that for sure is because in briefings when we became members of
the Planning Commission, that happens to be one of the items -
that is in our little workbook that came with the care package .

Therefore, it is very involved and very lengthy and requires
considerable study. I wonder if these ordinances are backed up
with studies that are necessary to bring them before us?

MARUMOTO: I've just been informed that the--I didn't note
this myself--but the City Council did not ask for a study by
General Planning.

DUKE: They did not.
MARUMOTO: No, they just asked for a public hearing which

is what 's being done right now.

DUKE: Do you know how many property owners are affected by
this proposal?

MARUMOTO: I don't know.

DUKE: And you don't know how many inconsistencies exist?

MARUMOTO: I don't have the maps before me but when I drafted
my memo last May, I did look at the map but I didn't count the
number of aro erties exact1 that were affected.

DUKE: We ll, that ' s not very comprehens ive then is it ?

MARUMOTO: Well, I'm not supposed to do a comprehensive study.



- DUKE: No, but it's required by the Dalton decision. This is
a General Plan change or amondment. We can 't go against a Supreme
Court decision, I don ' t think.

MARUMOTO: My opinion stated that this was not a General Plan -

amendment but a recision of the DLUM.
¯

·

DUKE: Would you answer me this, the General Plan amendment
does not necessarily have to do with changing lines or changing
classification of lands, could it not also if you change thei text of the General Plan wouldn't that likewise be an amendment? MV

MARUMOTO: Yes.

DUKE: In the text of the General Plan, do you know what the
General Plan states in regard to the DLUM?

MARUMOTO: That the DLUM should prevail, dik
DUKE: No, that's not the precise question I asked. The

DLUMs are referred to in the text of the General Plan as being ¯

g|E
a part and parcel of the GP. Is that not true? -=E

MARUMOTO: I assume so.

DUKE: Yet, if you delete all DLUMs in an area, it appears
to me like that would change--be an amendment to the GP by
changing part of the text. It seems that way to me. I'm not ¯

a lawyer or anything like that but I was quite sure today I could
get answers to those questions because they bother me.

MARUMOTO.: Your concern is with the deletion of this partic-
ular sentence?

DUKE: Precisely, that's one of the questions. Is that an
amendment to the General Plan? -

¯

MARUMOTO: Yes, I guess it would be.

DUKE: If that be an amendment to the General Plan then it
appears to me that the Dalton opinion by the Supreme Court should
prevail, and that stipulates certain requirements. It spells them
out. He did enumerate them in Mr. Way's report.. .Number 1, defint-
tion of the problem or need forming the basis for the proposed
amendment; number 2, identification and analysis of alternative
ways for meeting the problem or need; number 3, demonstration
that the selected alternative is the most appropriate. Do you
feel Bills 76 and 7T fulfills these three requirements?

MARUMOTO: Well, focus.ing on Bill 76 at this point, the deletion
of this sentence and any inconsistencies et cetera was to conform to
Dalton.

DUKE: It so states but is that a faci?

180



MARUMOTO: Well whether it 's a fact or not , I think the in tent -

i
is pretty clear tuid this would accomplish that intent.

DUKE: The whole thing then and what bothers me is if thoro are
inconsistencies and it needs to ho changed, what are the inconsis- ---

I tencies and was a study made on hem according to the Dalton deci-sion of forming a need or a basis for this change? If so, were all
alternative ways pursued? If they were, did you pick the right one?
That's the whole thing and I don't have answers to those. You don'ti know how many inconsistencies nor do you know any property owners
affected.

MARUMOTO: No, I don't.

DUKE: And you do not know whether the Dalton decision was used --

as the basis for this change. I'm not so sure that 's a fact.I
MARUMOTO: Do ou have m memo before ou?y y y

DUKE: What's your memo?

MARUMOTO: It 's M, 7538 of May 13th. : -

DUKE: I'm sure I do not have the May 13th memo.

MARUMOTO: Your question was whether the procedures that were
required by Dalt-on have been carried out.

DUKE: That's one of the questions. In your opinion, do you
think so?

MARUMOTO: Well, I thought that the procedures required
by Dalton referred to actual general plan, the land use changes .

The deletion of this sentence was an intent to conform to Dalton.
So, I don't think it's at cross purposes.

DUKE: You think that you eliminate the DLUMs from an area
that doesn't affect land use? - g

MARUMOTO: Well not if it returns to a conformity to the
original General Plan. There was a General Plan to begin with.

DUKE: I understand that but the procedures have not been
followed in my opinion. If you in your opinion think they have
been, of course I disagree with you.
You have stated that this . is an amendment to the plan. The very
fiist thing then, it appears that we have two sets of standards.
Number one, Council wants to change and make an antendment to theplan. Therefore what do they do? They give us a skimpy little
ordinance and .say

this is it . Have a public. hearing. Where, if
I wanted to propose a change in the General Plan, I 'd have to

18 1



follow the whole procedure of making an application, have a study
made by the Department of General Planning, have public hearings,
that I would have some backup work by someone to show me that it

- was good or bad and furtliormore that it did fulfill the require-
ments of the Dalton docision. Now, that's what I'd 11avo to do.
But, seemingly Council doesn't have to do that.

MARUMOTO: Well, the deletion of this sentence I don't
believe is an amendment to the General Plan as Dalton focused
itself on.

DUKE: Let's go to 77. Now that's a deletion which is in -

the text of the GÀneral Plan. Therefore, to delete the DLUM in
E any area or entirely, it appears to me like you are amending the

General Plan. Even in conformity that would tie in with the

i Dalton decision because you would still have to make a comprehen-
sive study, you would have to show the problem of why and then
you find the best solution and so forth.

MARUMOTO: Well, the DLUMs aren't being eliminated.

DUKE: Bill 77, I believe for Waikiki, does it not state that--
Bill 77 so states the ordinance which adopts the Detailed Land

-g

Use Plan and Detailed Land Use Map for the Kalia, Waikiki and
¯

g-
Diamond Head areas is herewith repealed in its entirety. If that e ¯m2

doesn't delete it, I don't know what words you use to delete it.
¯ E

MARUMOTO: Well, Bill 76 speaks to DLUMs in general and Bill
77 is to the DLUM in Waikiki. The repeal of that DLUM was to
resolve the differences between the DLUM and the GP.

DUKE: What are the differences?

MARUMOTO: Well, when I had the two maps before me I could
see them.

DUKE: If you had the two maps you could point out all the
inconsistencies and the differences?

MARUMOTO: Well two examples . There were some spots of
Resort use now on Kuhio Avenue where the General Plan proposes
Apartment use. There 's Commercial use where the General Plan
proposes Resort use.

DUKE: That's some. You don't know how many though.

MARUMOTO: No, I don't know.

DUKE: And you don ' t know how many property owners are
af fe cted .

MARUMOTO : No .



DUKE: And were those property owners notified tluit they mightbe affected?

MARUMOTO: No. Ï assume they were.
DUKE: Well to satisfy me a little bit more, how were the

property owners notified that we 're going to eliminate the DLUMsin Waikiki by an advertisement, what did it state? Were they -cognizant of the fact they might be affected? Ëll
MARUMOTO: I don't know. Notice to landowners is somethingthat I wasn't--well, it wasn't within this area of my research to i!!answer the Council's question.

DUKE: Do you believe that Corporation Counsel could give us,
in order to clear the Planning Commission, a statement that wouldstate that all obligations of the Planning Commission have beenfulfilled in re ard to these two resolutions insofar as notifica-tion of property owners, insofar as making a comprehensive study,
insofar as telling us the need and the alternatives? Do youthink Corporation Counsel could give us a clean bill of health inregards to all of those questions?

MARUMOTO: Well, I don't believe a comprehensive study wasmade because I don't believe Council thought they were reallyamending the General Plan which Dalton requires a comprehensivestudy.

DUKE: Well, that of course doesn't take away the necessityfor notifying affected property owners. Furthermore, why did youjust pick Waikiki? Why didn't you pick Moiliili too to throwout their DLUM?

MARUMOTO: Well, this was Council's decision.

DUKE: Why don't you throw all the DLUMs out?
MARUMOTO: I don't know.

DUKE: It seems to make more sense to me.

MARUMOTO: Well, this is all within the prerogative ofCouncil. i'hey just asked me about rezoning Waikiki or askedour office .

DUKE: Well what did they ask you?

MARUMOTO: Whether reliance on the General Plan is a le allysound method of resolving the differences between the DLUM andthe General Plan?

DUKE: What was your opinion?



MARUMOTO: It was yes, with a caveat that in downzoning if a

property owner has expended any amount of money tluit they would--
that they could be reimbursed for any expenditures.

DUKE: I notico you used the word would and changed it to could .

Thero's quite a difference there. I'm not being picky.

MARUMOTO: Well, the City has been liable for damages in down-
zoning so property owners would not have their properties so-called
taken without proper compensation if they have expended funds.

DUKE: Mr. Way, you heard Corporation Counsel tell us that the

i method in which they proceeded to make this change and it was
seemingly not necessary to go the routine procedure of requesting
going through Department of General Planning and so forth and so
on the way we ordinarily handle changes of this nature. That is a
fact. They did not go through you to make any studies or to give
the Commission the benefit of enlightment regarding the General
Plan, the DLUM and Development Plans and so forth?

WAY: Well, this probably won't cast much light on the issue.
The fact of the situation is, however, that there was initially a
referral by way of a resolution from the Council to both the
Commission and to my office for consideration, report, public
hearing. Subsequently, and this would be following the notice of
public hearing, additional resolutions were passed rescinding that
prior resolution and referring to this body for .public hearing and
to my office for information. Now, we had already proceeded with
the preparation of the report that you have before you which
represents the scope and extent of the studies that my department
was able to undertake in connection with that. That's sort of
the facts of the situation before us at this time with response
to .your question. I don't know that it fully answers your concerns.

DUKE: Well,.since a comprehensive study was not made possibly
you can let us know what really are the implications that would
result if these bills became law?

WAY: Well, I'm unsure specifically. We have in terms of the
specific concerns to Waikiki with regard to land use for example
only rather tentative information. Coming to your question earlier
about what are the changes, how many and what extent, this is not
clear. When we looked at the proposed bill,. we looked at them in
wKat we considered to be a larger context; that is, a point you
made why not rescind all of the DLUMs or what is the implications
for the future with reference to all of the DLUMs affecting the
City and County. of Honolulu in terms of its relationship to what
we have understood has been appropriate and proper procedures
and statements of the Court with respect to planning affairs . I
think it may be a little bit pertinent to note what the Supreme
Court said in Dalton as it may pertain here. It says: "A careful
review of the legislative history of Section 5 515-of other



pertinent sections of the Charter compels this Court to concludethat the amendment process must meet certain strict proceduralhurdles. Looking at the totality of the problem before us withthe whole of Honolulu as one indivisible unit, we concludo thatthe better and correct interpretation of Charter 5-515 requiresthat in the process of amending the General Plan, not only apublic hearing is necessary but the Council, the Planning Commis-sion, and the Planning Director are required to follow a courseof conduct consistent with the safeguards that were required inthe initial adoption of the General Plan. This interpretationi E will not only meet the spirit of the law but fulfills the true
- intent of the laws governing the General Plan."

I must further conclude in my own words that the Supreme Courtdidn't make a distinction between words in the General Plan andthe map of the General Plan.I DUKE: That was my question. Do you believe that this is--
WAY: This is apparently Council's conclusion but I certainlydon't think--

DUKE: Do you believe that this is in reality a General Planamendment?

WAY: Yes that in fact, the words of the General Plan are asmuch a part- of the ordinance as the map of the General Plan.
DUKE: Do you feel that Council has fulfilled the requirementfor an amendment to the General Plan per se?

WAY: To answer the question, no, and in fact I have furtherquestions even which for.example take us into an area that issomething of this nature. In the case of. a proposal.by the Councilto amend the General Plan, are they not obliged as would aný otherapplicant would be to undertake the necessary analysis or toprovide it, and more specifically to fo.llow the rules of procedurethat are adopted under the Charter by the Department of GeneralP1Ãnning having the force and effect of law? This even is anotherquestion.

DUKE: Well the main question is are we operating legally righthere at this hearing today? Is it illegal to do things that areagainst court opinions as to how they should be done?

WAY: I will not answer the question.

DUKE: We have been.criticized• therefore we have to be verycareful not to be criticized becauÀewe do no ask questions and
d not get answers. You think we're operating legally right now?That these ordinances are legal?

NARUMOTO: I think we 'll hav to reconside Bill 77 becauseof the Charter provision.

11 18 5



DUKE: So we should withdraw that right now from discussion?
MARUMOTO: Yes, I would think so.

DUKE: What about 76?

MARUMOTO: I think both of them should be reviewed again by
our office but the intent of 76 was to conform to Dalton.

DUKE: It so states but does it? I've asked you that before.
I read the bill too you know. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, I think I have sufficient answers to most of my
questions now and I think it would be very appropriate if we could
maybe get a little public testimony on this subject. 9 Bi

CHAIRMAN: Before we proceed to receive public testimony,
Commissioners do you have any other points of discussion or i Ei
questions? . a :-

MARUMOTO: The public hearing can be continued just subject Ë JE
to our review but I didn't want to eliminate any discussion. = -e

CHAIRMAN: There's one question I.have. You have read the
staff report, right?

MARUMOTO: No, I have not.
DUKE: What is distribution on staff report?

MI
WAY: Apparently in this case, there .was not distribution to

the Office of Corporation Counsel. I might observe that the
report was not even requested by the Council. We initiated this -

on our own. As I said, it was already in the hopper.

DUKE: Since in your report many legal questions are brought
to light, even though it is addressed to the Planning Commission,
it appears . to me like it would only be proper for Corporation
Counsel to say yes or no or this is wrong or this is not wrong or
at least an opportunity to discuss the legality of your statement.
That seems like common sense to me .

AY: Welt, I don't think the statements have the implication
of legality. They're in terms of administrative. interpretation,
the practice having gone before and in that context I don't think -

it's necessary for us to obtain approval of the Corporation
Counsel on the legality of .any of our planning technical reports .

Tliere are two areas of expertise hefe. We report on fundamen-
tally planning issues and in terms of the administration of the
General Plan.

DUKE: Well, don't you think Sir, that the Planning Commission
though being laymen and not being experts as the people in the
Department of General Planning are, and the legal people in Corpora-
tion Counsel are, don't you think we should be at least given the



- - I

- honefit of the doubt of Corporation Counsel and also for the Depart-
¯

ment of General Planning on statements that aro presented to us?

WAY: Certainly where you have questions I think to whatever
agency you think they are appropriately directed, this is your

i prerogative. ¯¯

CHAIRMAN: I have another question. In a situation like this
where Council initiates a bill like 76 and 77, what body is
responsible for the creation of a staff report? Because, I have ggone question. There is mentioned possible alternatives but yet --

no alternatives have been presented to the Commissioners here. tam

WAY: If I might comment, the basis upon which we initially | lig
proceeded to prepare a report was with the information at hand i lli
which is simply a resolution and a couple of bills, 76 and 77 * *¯"

with all the whereases as contained therein, and that following i
--athe general guidelines from the Charter that they would be processed i gii

in the same manner as if proposed by the Chief Planning Officer, I i BER
prepare the report because that's the same manner in which we do i ËË
it should a member of the public come in and propose such an amend- ! 12|
ment. It was on that basis of authority that we prepared our report. og.
But, I think as we examined the question, there become these larger $25
issues that we thought were important to bring forward to the 155
Commission of what are the implications of this kind of change in
terms of our total system; that is, how does it affect the DLUMs
throughout the island, not just Waikiki; that the so-called

¯- inconsistencies question became a secondary one--I'm not saying
minor mind you because it certainly impacts upon individual
property and the property rights and the .owner-development

potential too. But, as they .came to.us and as it could have
became apparent to us that the Council seemingly was interested
in early response to these bills, we then forwarded it to the
Commission with simply using the information that we had at
hand. Incidentally, we have done that on other occasions. I
would say that were any other applicant to present.us with this
mere sketch kind of data, we would probably not have forwarded -

it to the Commission as having been rather an incomplete
application, insufficient available data.

DUKE: So what I said that we do have two separate standards =E
seemingly is a fact.

_--

CHAIRMAN: I think this is exactly what you're getting at,
that the report itself is not complete. Apparently somebody
thought of alternatives but rothing was mentioned.
(There was no further discussion.) ¯

I
PUBLIC TESTISIONY

Testimony in. SUPPORT- -

Le tter received from Mr. Ludwig E. Armerding, President,
Waikiki Residents Association dated July 29, 1975, copy
attached

3
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Testimony AGAINST--i
1. Letter received from C. W. Stevonson, Vice President and Trust

Officer, Liliuokalani Trust, dated August 6, 1975, copy attached

2. Letter received from Mr. Donald A. Bremner, AIP, Executive Vice
- g President, Waikiki Improvement Association, Inc. , dated August

6, 1975, copy attached

MOTION

DUKE: Sir, I move at this time that we close the public hearing -

on the bills as presently presented.

CHOY: Second.

CHAIRMAN: I have one suggestion as you brought it up earlier,
it might be good to get some information from the Council.

DUKE: Well, that's the second part. We should close the
public hearing first.

CHAIRMAN: I was going to suggest that you keep the public
hearing open and have them come in.

DUKE: Well then, question, Sir. If we close the public hearing
and assuming the Commission would go along with a suggestion that we
deny the present resolution as presented and request a more detailed .
and comprehensive bits of information regarding implications and so
forth so that we can intelligently look at this problem, then by
closing the public hearing right now would that close it on the
revised bills that would come forth?

CHAIRMAN The revised bills would call for a new public hearing .

DUKE: Then if that be true, in orcler to get on with the problem
today, it appears in order to close this public hearing and then
possibly depending on the Commission move accordingly.

CHAIRMAN: Well, that was a _suggestion. Further discussion?
All those in favor raise your right hand?

(The motion to close the public.hearing carried unanimously.)

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hos aka, Wikum

DUKE Mr . Chairman, I move that we return the resolution to
the City Council and request that they be presented to us in a more
comprehensîve and proper manner, and in particular I would like

-14-

18.8



information regarding implications to be made known to us on their
future presentation of their thoughts, possibly other things but r
I think that would be suffice to get the whool rolling.

I
CHOY: I'll second the motion for discussion purposes.
CHAIRMAN: Moved and seconded. Discussion?
CHOY: Commissioner Duke, I would like to suggest that rather

than returning the two bills back to Council for further clarifi-
cation, I would like to amend your motion to read that we deny the
City Council's request at this particular time returning the bills

I to them and have Council redraft a new set of bills witl com re-phensive studies as you had suggested. En

i DUKE: If that is an amendment, the maker of the motion is
in accord.

CHOY: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? If not, all those in favor for
denial of the bills, raise your right hand?

(The motion carried unanimously.)

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takeharai NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Wikum

- UNFINISHED BUSINESS Following is a chronology .of the subject
TWO STATE SPECIAL USE application:
PERMITS-- April 16, 1975--Public hearing held and
(1) PRIVATE.SEWAGE kept open for information from DLU

TREATMENT 4 DISPOSAL May 7, 1975-----Public hearing kept open,
SYSTEM matter deferred for field trip.

(2) PROPOSED WATER May 21, 1975----Public hearing, closed,
SYSTEM matter deferred for 15-day statutory

KAHUKU requirement.
GROSVENOR-INTERNATIONAL June 18, 1975---Action.deferred for
(HAWAII) LTD. special meeting on August 6, 1975.
FILE #74/SUP-14 4

#75/SUP-2) The following transpired:

CHAIRMAN: Unfinished business, number two, Kahuku, two State
Special Use Permits, private sewer treatment and disposal system
and proposed water system.

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that we held this
particular item on the agenda for quite a few months. I would
like to move that we accept the Director's recommendation and permit
the Grosvernor industry to go ahead and build their townhouses.
That's the motion.



CllAIRMAN: Do we have a second?

DUKE: Second.

CilAIRMAN: Discussion? Commissioner Duke?

DUKE: I think it is only proper that we should bring to light
this letter that we have received from the Governor dated August
the 5th, and possibly with the help of the other commissioners, it
might be possible to maybe interpret what the Governor is saying.
We all have copies of the letter and it's a very short letter and
it so states that this is to inform you that I intend to proceed -

with the Malaekahana Beach acquisition as soon as practicable.
As you know, the Legislature appropriated $400,000--and then he
goes into the number of the bill--for acquisition of the proposed
beach park. It is my understanding that the appropriation is not
sufficient to acquire the entire 30-acre parcel as specified by
the Legislature. Therefore,.I intend to request additional funds
during the next legislative session in order to proceed with the
acquisition of all or portions of the above lands. During the

- interim, I have instructed the Department of Land and Natural
Resources to study the matter further in order to ascertain the
most desirable acreage, its appraised value, and the additional
funds necessary to complete acquisition.

The reason I bring this matter up right now is because we deferred
action on this, I think in June until August 6 in order to get an
answer from the Governor as to what their intentions were. I'm
not trying to analyze what the Gonerñor is saying here; however, he
does not state--well of..course he does tell us emphatically that he
does not have the money but intends to request funds at a later
date. I wish I knew for sure what lands he's referring to because
he said all or portions, and that doesn't tell us very much.
Furthermore he says he 's going to direct the Department of Land
and Natural Resources to study the matter in order to ascertain
the most desirable acreage. Now there again he doesn't say 33
acres and whethër the 33 acres in question are the desirable
acreage, I don't know. And, all or portions, that worries me a
little bit too.
I believe that we acted in real good faith when the request was
made to the Commission to defer for a period of time to permit
the powers that-be to acquire the land .by condemnation. Our
action in June was made known to all of the peóple that were
directly interested which happened to be Senator Anderson and

believe the Governor was notified and undoubtediy other people.
But, I think we have act ëd in excellent faith. I do feel that
the landowner is due considératiori. I do feel that undoubtedly
this property will be condemned I believe that too. What
portion of it, I have no idea. It depends on the money, I assume.
I would also like to ask one question of staff regafding another
portion of Malaekahana which has to do with the City and County
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and their intentions on possible acquisition of park space.
Give it to me factually and not--is action going to be taken or
not, Mr. Way, regarding park space, City and County levol?

WAY: Let me respond by saying from the standpoint of the

i City at this time, the action that has been initiated is a request
from the Department of Parks and Recreation to amend the General
Plan which is the first kind of step in the relatively orderly E *

I process that we have of proceeding to establish a policy and 6 ¯

proceed with the purchase of park sites. This first step has been
taken. Beyond that, there are no other indicators other than the
expressions of the Chief Executive, the Mayor, who's indicated an

i interest in obtaining park properties along Malaekahana Bay. But,
- at this point it is possibly premature that, for example, there be

¯

a budgetary allotment for such purpose. My recollection simply

i is there is not such an allocation. I think that's about as far
as I can go. It may not be a very--as you can see, I can't say

- yes or no but these are the signs before us.

DUKE: Sir, could you tell us which parcel or parcels that the
GP change has been submitted?

WAY: My recollection is it was for both parcels, both points
of the bay encompassing 60+ or 70+ acres, on that order of magni-
tude more than the 30 more or less acres indicated earlier.

DUKE: Our experience with General Plan changes have been that
the time element on a GP amendment or change is about two years
plus?

WAY: Not necessarily. It is considerable. As a matter of
fact, we and the Department of Recreation are moving toward a
program that would consolidate all of the shoreline or beach
front requests that they have before us into one large scale
request for bringing forward to the Commission and the Council
for consideration. But, it certainly may take some time. I
would not say to the two-year period that you indicate. Maybe
about half that.

DUKE: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make an amendment to the
motion.

CHAIRMAN: Before we proceed with the amendment, Mr. Duke,
the maker of the niotion as well as the second, your motion was
to accept the Director's recommendation. Am I correct?

CHOY: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: You .had also stated-

CHOY: With the original Director's recommendation of permit-
ting and granting the double SUP.
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CHAIRMAN: I think your motion also included the approval or Mgetting along with the processing of the townhouses. But I thinkat this time, the motion should not include that because the clusterdevelopmont is not part of the SUP.

CHOY: All right, thank you. Then the maker of the motion willcorrect the motion by moving to grant the developers the double
SUP that is before us.

KAllAWAIOLAA: Second.

DUKE: Well, my amendment that I had in mind was to clarify
this fact that we don't operate the developer's business.

CHOY: Right .

DUKE: He may never develop, I don't know. When we get downthe line a little bit more, I do have some definite ideas regardingthe development.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? If not, all those in favor
of the motion raise your right hand?

(The motion was unanimously carried.)

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara .
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Wikum

DISCUSSION ITEM On several occasions, questions were
PLANNING COMMISSION raised regarding the Planning Commission
MEETING DAY meeting day and time. The last decision

made was to wait until after the City
Council had completed its study onmeetings and hearings. The Council has completed their study and

by-and-large will continue to follow the same procedures.
The Chairman deferred this matter for the presence of a full Commission.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 3:15 p .m.

Respectfully submitted

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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i BETSY CUNNINGHAM
viceeresstent July 29 1975
BETTY OILI
Vice Presirlerit

i Mr . Randall Kamiya, Chairman
ANDRE TATIBOUET
vic,,eres,<t..,,, Planning Commission

City and County of Honolulu
PAULA FREDERICKS -..-..

I Treasurer Honolulu Hale,
MANONO B, CLARKE ÍÍOnolulu, 96813

LILLIAN GIVENs Dear Mr . Kamiya ,
--

I Correspoorling Secretarv

BOAROOF DIRECTORS We WiSh to acknowledge receipt of the notice which you have
SANTIAGOH BLANeo So kindly sent us concerning the hearing to be held with

I CONNiccnOSBY reference tO Bills Nos. 76 and 77.
MARGARET GiBBS

MARGARETHENRICH AS we understand the content and purpose of these bills,
JOHN LANGTON they will make possible other changes in Zoning which
GEORGIAMILLER will enhance the quality of life in Haikiki by improving
ANDREWROACH the zoning and the utilization of the land and other
MELBASCHUG TOSOUTCOS ln our neighborhood.

Therefore, while we do not feel competent to deal with
the technical aspects of the bills themselves nor with
the issues which are related, we do wish to go on record
as being in favor of the passage of these bills in the
belief that they are necessary steps toward the improve-
ment in our environment for which we are very anxious.

It is not our purpose to present additional verbal testimony
but we do ask that this communication be passed on to the

i members of the Commission and made a part of the testimony.

Sincerely ,

Ludwig Armerding ..Ta

President
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WESLEY H. HILLENDAllL,President
ROl31"HTW,HOLDEN,FirsiVicuPrroutanti T.CLIFFOHOMELIM,JA.,SecorutVicoPremdern --

AA THUR H ISOSillMA, Secentary
PHILIP F, THAYER, Pro,uurrr

Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman c> c
an. a o,s.ro

LISON,M.D City Piâûniûg COmmission ---

I WALTER K. COLLINS -¯
Presulenteun.c°"•"'6^-'" Re: Bills #76 & 77 ••
RADM. H.G COHEY (RET.!

RONALD H DEISSEROTH
President

i DeisserothEnteronses,Ltd. Dear Mr. Chairman and Members:
COLIN deSILVA
President
Business investrnunt, Ltd.

CLYDED.DORAN The Planning Commission should be the body most concerned with
VicePresident,Marketing -

in-isamensons the fact that the City's planning function is disjointed and incon-I ce"nii°Ë°°i sistent. It is made up of a lot of pieces which do not necessarilyConsolidated Amusement Co.. Ltd,
WESLEYRHMEMMHL fit together. In theory, the three major pieces of the process, the

A'oSWI-"•'il General Plan, the DLUMs and the DPs are all one and the same, imple-
viSiinHO menting the General Plan but varying in degree of detail only. In
Capital investmem of Hawaii, Inc.

ROBERTW,HOLDEN practice this is not so! In many cases, DLUMs vary significantly in
s'Ili""is.wascomour, n substance from the General Plan. In other cases they do not exist

i
SloHRmaH.clo

d at all. By virtue of the reference to DLUMs in Ordinance 2443, they
'vis FiM On a Separate and distinct significance. This separateness and

individual significance was recently confirmed by the State Supreme
ndToursofHawaii Court in the "Diamond Head" case. The logic of the court conclusion

M K.H.MAtJ WAS unavoidable due to the wording contained in Ordinance 2442 and
o EM R.

the existing inconsistencies between General Plan and DLUM. .From -¯-

a planning standpoint, however, it created an illogical situation.
¯¯

Why should there be three officially adopted and different plans for
NURE the same area of the City? Such a situation is as unproductive as

"i it is confusing. The Supreme Court, faced with this dilemma, conclu-

I $7¾,, ded that the General Plan logically hadstotbe the controlling docu- ¯

W ENSTONE ment, not the DLUM, as the General Plan ordinance tries to intimate.
HwadTum " This conclusion is now corroborated by a Corporation Counsel opinion.GEORGE T. TALBOTT
Prmident
Tabon.Ud.

L^¿6y,,,,,,, Consequently, beside making good sense, eliminating an impasse
PF.T.UYEA and helping the planning process become a more meaningful and effect-
'UT,..lo,,an2.eso, itet element in the decision-making process, Bill #76 is necessary to

Nr

I i apr reflect a legal dictum governing the process.
First Hawaiian Bank-Waikiki Br.

GULAB WATUMULL
#77 directly solves the problem of the substantive differences

between the General Plan and the DLUM proposals for Waikiki. If
-SIMPs, planning iS to be an effective tool for guiding public decisions as

.aucau they apply to land sue, it must be consistent and relevant. Elimina-
vå'$,21, tion of the Waikiki DLUM renders the official plan for the area both

HawaüHatelAssociation consistent and more relevant to proper land use þolicy for the area.
As cases in point, we offer the following:



Mr. Randall. Kamiya, Cl>airmati August 6 1975Cl.ty Planning Commission Page Two

(1) The present DLUK supports high-density apartment development in much ofthe area mauka of Kubio Avenue. WIA and others (see Mayor's Planning AdvisoryCommittee Report. on Waikiki, 1971) have calculated that .continuation of such apolicy will lead quickly .to a density and population size that carmot be handledby the area. The General Plan does not contain such misdirection.
(2) The DLUM calls for resort land use mauka of Kuhio Avenue and along AlaWai. Blvd. These aregs have no special characteristics that render bhem suitablefor readtt development. Proposals for these areas. beitig developed into resortog rations are at griance with the reality of market demands .f.or such uses in theselocatións. ResortRuses in these locations, we beliäve, would be marginal and pootquality operatiŠns. InadditLon, if theywere developed, they.would allow the visi-tot plant to overload the Waikiki area. The Genera.1 Plan proposals are direct1.yat variance with th DEUM in these two areas and exhibits a much bâttie grasp ofapgräp te and r 1p ärit lind use for the area iti questiot (see Ma or's PlanninAdgisory mmitte Report for Waikiki - î971)

Consequent1ý, ihe proposal to rénder tie Senerà P1:at as Ë¾e cotìËtolling ocu--ment and to eliminate the Waikiki DLUM, not only a legalañó¶essity but a planning '

ne essity.af.nce'Tt'are-sólves glaring1ý 'conflicting planning proposals
.in. favor of theinore cotúprehensive and realistic recommendation, failing to ,take·

positive~action atthG time. or doiaying p' decision 'on'ytihe strength of furt·her plân davklopmenþ woul.dleive the planning füiittion of. this ·o.ommuñity

.in a shambles atid etider it totallyinêf ective, a a, dicis'ion-making -toël.
.

- ,

e·hope'that
e City Plannitig Commissionwouldnot lend its lf to any suchirresponsibility,

ery truly yours

I n 1 re e
Exe ù t e Vice Pre eut

B dt
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Trustees of the

LILIUOKALANI TRUST ¯¯¯¯

Clorinda Lucas, Gordon S. May, First Hawaiian Bank

P. O. 13ox 3200, Honolulu, Hawaii 96801

August 6, 1975 = 255

fil
i Mr. Randall Ka:niya, Chaintan - ....

Planning Commission ËËM
¯ City and County of Honolulu i 4 il

City Hall Annex . i alii
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Testimony on City Council Bill Nos. 76 and 77

- . The Liliuokalani Trust is one of the major landowners in Waikiki
and is deeply concerned about the orderly growth-of-the area, In 1967; our
consultants prepared a master plan for the development of the 16-acre tract

. of Trust Lands bounded in part by Liliuokalani Avenue, Paokalani Avenue and
ai Nanî Hay, and extending from Kalakaua to the Ala Wai. The master plan

was based on the land use policies as set forth in the County General Plan's
Detailed Land Use Map for Waikiki. Since then, we have followed this plan.tc
create a resort and residential complex which is of the highest quality,
and one which will provide the highest degree of long term economic benefits
for our programs to aid orphaned Hawaiian children for whose benefit_Queen
Liliuokalani created this Trust.

e are concerned with the proposals set forth.in Bills 76 and 77
because our planning and the development of the Trust's-lands to date have
been in conformance with the Waikiki Detailed Land Use Map (DLUM) as
it currently exists, Ïž the DLUM is to become void and the land use.
pattern changes.as proposed on the General Plan becomes the official land
use map, the following potential conflicts will arise:

1. An approximately 200 žoot wide strip fronting Ealakaua
would be changed from Resort to Commercial. Liliuokalani

. Trust lands within this strip are presently developed
with substantial structures which include the Hawaiian
Regent, Foster Tower and Pacific Beach hotels. The
possibility exists that a portion of.this new hotel

Created by her Late Majesty QueenLiliuokalani
19 8



I Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Planning Commiss ion
August 6, 1975
Page Two

development could become a non-à.onforming use shouldI the zoning ordinance be amended to allow only
commercial uses in this a trip.

2. The resort land use would be further reduced by
-- extending the apartment use from 200 feet makai of

Kuhio Avenue. Within this af facted area, final drawings
have been filed for one project, a major hotel, and
planning is underway for another complimentary develop--
ment. Should the General Plan become the adopted land
use map, both projects could become non-conforming uses
if the zoning is changed to conform to the General Plan.

In summary, in 1967 the Liliuokalani Trust prepared a master planfor the development of its Waikiki Lands in conformance with the Waikiki
DLUM, and has since endeavored to encourage development which meets the ---

standards of their master plan. If Bills 76 and 77 are enacted, and the
General Plan becomes the official land use map in lieu of the DLUM, the
change could have a significant impact on the Trust's master development plan
and on both ongoing and future projects to be developed within the Trust'sproperties. The seriousness of this impact is dependent on the implementation
measures (i.e., changes in the zoningmap and ordinance) which are not includedin these bills.

Sincerely yours,

FIRST HAWAIIAN BANK
Managing Trustee

. 9. Stevenson
Vice President and Trust Officer

CWS:sd
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Meeting of the Planning Commission 5
-

I Minutes
August 27, 1975

i The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, August 27, 1975 at
1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman ;

'

Randall Kamiya presided. E

I !
PRESENT : Randall Kamiya, Chairman Ë -

Charles Duke, Vice Chairman Emi

i Dr. Wilbur Choy i -
Antone Kahawaiolaa i .-

Alice Takehara ggy
L E-M

i .ABSENT: Donald Hosaka

STAFF PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary

i Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner

. .Jack Gilliam, Staff Planner |IWalter Lee, Staff Planner BER
-mmRalph Portmore, Staff Planner ; 12:Carl Smith, Staff Planner i Nii

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
GP/DLUM AMENDMENT the Chief Planning Officer's proposal
HEEIA (KANEOHE-KUALOA) to amend the Kaneohe-Kualoa DLUM by
REDUCING DESIGNATED reducing designated street right-of-way
STREET R.O.W. WIDTHS widths on approximately 256,600 square
DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION feet (5.9 acres) of land in Kaneohe,
SERVICES Koolaupoko, Tax Map Keys: 4-6-11, 12,
CQC OF HONOLULU 18 , 24 6 26 Haiku Road and Tax Map Keys :

(FILE #165/C3/25 WL) 4-6-4, 5, 7, 16, 18 19, 20, 21 6 22
Kamehameha Highkay.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on August ¯¯

17, 1975. No letters of protest were received. EN
IIStaff Planner Ralph Portmore presented the report of the Chief

Planning Officer.

Mr. Mike Oshiro of the Department of Transportation Services
responded to the following concerns regarding traffic in the area:
1. Effect of the proposal on traffic at Heeia Elementary School

on Haiku Road, and King Intermediate School on Kamehameha
Highway.

Traffic studies conducted in 1972 by consultants for their --

department indicate a peak traffic period from 6:45 a.m. to
7:.45 a.m. Parents drop off their children after.this period.



¯ Concerning a left-turn stacking lane fronting Hoeia Elamentary
i School, the Department of Transportation Services feels no IP
¯=

g immediate need for onc at this t ime . Proposed improvements
for the area which include sidewalks, traÈfic lights at Alaloa
Street and consideration of an overpass at Heein Elementary -

School are safety measures provided in the interest of the
. children. There are no studies underway for an overpass at

King Intermediate School.

2. Question was raised whether property owners will be assessed '

for improvements. The Bishop Estate and the City who are i ,..

the landowners of property affected by the proposal on Haiku ,_
---

Road will be assessed for the improvements.

Improvements on Kamehameha Highway are a joint city/state
project. Thirty-foot roadwidening easements were set aside --

for street widening purposes as indicated on the general ¯¯

plan. Condemnation of affected property involves taking of
20 feet. Abutting property owners will not be assessed for
improvements, and will be compensated at fair market value
for condemned property.

3. Concerning future plans for Kahekili Highway, the state plans
to widen Kahekili from four to six lanes at the Likelike/
Kahekili interchange for a connection at that point to TH-3.

4. The Commission questioned whether traffic studies conducted in
1972 accurately reflect today's traffic situation. Mr. Oshiro
indicated that the consultant's studies are projected to 1995
and assume all commercial/apartment facilities fully developed.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Mr . Mike McCormack, Foremost-McCormack Development
2. Mr. Edgar A. Jones, Kaneohe Business Group (Submitted testimony

dated July 23, 1975)

Mr. McCormack was in agreement with the proposal as it related
to Haiku Road,.but wanted to maintain the present 100-foot
right-of-way designation for Kamehameha Highway in order to
accommodate.possible development of the Heeia Meadowlands.
The Kaneohe.Business Group requests Haiku Road as the number
one priority project because it will spearhead the establish-
ment of more business firms in the Kaneohe area creating more
jobs for local employment. Additionally, the traffic situat ion
appears more critical on Haiku Road where two schools are
located compared to one school on Kam Highway.

TESTIMONY AGAINST--

1. Mr. Bruce Anderson, Resident, 46-255 Haiku Road
2 . Ms . Sarah Sheeley, Act ing President , Kane ohe Outdoor Circle

(Submitted letter dated August 27 1975)
3 Petition dated August 26, 1975 by Frances J. Halualani containing

approximatel 44 signatures



OBJECTIONS--

i 1. The Department of Transportation's traffic studies and analysis
conducted in 1972 cannot adequately support the need for widen-
ing of either IIaiku Road or Kam Highway . Current evaluation is
necessary.

I 2. Recommend an examination of the total impact and effects of
change on the lleeia-Kaneohe community by preparation of an ;-
Environmental Impact Statement on the proposed widening. g-

3. There is question as to which lands and how much land will
be taken by condemnation. EEE

I -
4. Property owners will be assessed for improvements.

I Mr. George Okihiro representing the Kaneohe Community Council
spoke neither for nor against the proposal but requested a post-
ponement of the public hearing to allow further study of the

g proposal by the Council. Some of their concerns are:

Haiku Road - Widening be limited to 60 feet, bikeways be
installed in lieu of bike routes, no land from private land- ägg
owners.be condemned, safety measures to protect elementary 1EE
students be installed.

Kamehameha Highway -
. Widening be limited to 64 feet , no

widening past King Intermediate School, bikeways instead of
bike routes be installed.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by ¯¯

Mrs. Takehara and carried.

ASTION: The Commission, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by Dr.
Choy and carried, recommende approval of the Chief
Planning Officer 's proposal as enumerated in the report .

Mrs. Takehara dissented because she felt the community
should be given additional time to study the proposal.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Wikum
NAYES - Takehara
ABSENT - Hosaka

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit to
(PRIVATE TENNIS CLUB) allow the establishment of a recreation
WAIAU and amusement facìTity of an outdoor
PHILLIP LYON, GORDON nature (private tennis club) on approxi-
AND COMPANY mately 323,826+_ square feet of land
(FILE #75 CUP-9 EY) located in Waiau, Tax Map Keys: 9-8-12:

3, 14 4 47 and 9-8 17: 8



Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on
August 17, 1975. No lettors of protest were received.
Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director 's report recommending
approval of the request. The applicant proposes to construct and

- establish a recreation and amusement facility of an outdoor nature
consisting of six regulation tennis courts, a clubhouse facility

g containing women and men's lockers, toilet and shower facilities,
kitchen and bar facilities, a lounge area, a spectator seating area
for 300 persons, and a pro shop and office on the subject site.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the report.

No one spoke either for or against the request.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, subject to the
conditions enumerated in the Director's report, on motion
by Mr. Duke, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka -

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a Conditional Use Permit for
(PRIVATE TENNIS CLUB) a recreational land amusement facility
KAILUA of an outdoor nature to permit the Kailua
KAILUA RACQUET Racquet Club (a private tennis club) to
CLUB, LTD. . expand and improve an existing noncon-
(FILE #74/CUP-39 LC) forming use established in 1938, Tax Map

. Key: 4-3-ð6: 24.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on
August 17, 1975.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report recom-
merding approval of the proposal.

here were no questions from the Commission.regarding the Director's
report.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Nr. B. A. Getschmann, Jr., President, Kailua Rac4uet Club,
agreed to all conditions except the last- sentence of Condition
No. 11 which dães not permit parties, banquets or receptions.



- They request un amendmont of that condition to read: "The
clubhouse shall only be used for events normally related tothe promotion of recreation and tennis." The Board fools thatthe original wording could be strictly interpreted so as toprecludo any such gathering.

TESTIMONY AGAINST gi

Letter dated August 22, 1975 signed by Ralph S. Hayashida,
558 Punaa Street, Kailua; Volma Johnson, 604 Punaa Street,
Kailua; Ronald Johnson, 604 Punaa Street, Kailua; Lloyd N.
Hayashida, 558 Punaa Street, Kailua.

The above individuals objected mainly to noise generated
from the present club facility late at night and its effect
on their infant children. The proposed tennis courts willI be located 50 feet from their home.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Duke and carried.

- ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director 's recommendation,
and recommended approval of the proposal subject to theconditions contained in the report, with the exception
of the last sentence of Condition No. 11 which should be
changed to read: "The clubhouse shall be used.only by
and for members of the club for club-related.activities."
The motion was made by Mr. Duke, seconded by Dr. Choy and
carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None.
ABSENT - Hosaka

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request to change the zoning of a parcel
AG-1 RESTRICTED of land in Waipio from AG-1 Restricted
AGRICULTURE TO R-6 Agriculture to R-6 Residential, A 1 and
RESIDENTIAL, A-1 ß A-2 Apartment, B-2 Community Business andA-2 APARTMENT, B-2 P-1 Preservation Districts in Waipio-
COMMUNITY BUSINESS 4 Mililani Town, Tax Map Key: 9-4-05: portion
P-1 PRESERVATION DISTRICT of 11.
WAIPIO-MILILANI TOWN
MILILANI TOWN, INC. Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

FILE #74/Z-33 CS) Bulletin/Advertiser on August 17, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Carl Smith presented the Director's report of the
applicant's proposal to rezone an additional 244-acre increment
of Mililani Town. The Director recommends approval of the request.



I di
QUESTIONS OF STAFF

'

g Responding to a question as to why this application was notsubmitted to the Department of Agriett1ture for review, Mr.Smith stated that normally DLU refers requests to the Depart-ment of Agriculture where the zoning is Agriculture and wherethe land use policy is Agriculture. In this case, the areahas been designated Urban by the State and has also been estab-
lished on the adopted DLUM for a variety of uses. The requestedzoning is simply to bring this land by virtue of zoning in
conformity with previously adopted policy. Therefore, DLU didnot feel there was any need to contact the Department of
Agriculture since the land use policy decision had already manbeen made. fil

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT --•

Mr. Wendell Brooks General Mana er Mililani Town concurred ZEE, g ,with the recommendation of the Director. He offered further tilinformation concerning the inquiry by the Department of ggAgriculture. By mutual agreement with Mr. Fred Erskine the |"ithen Chairman of the Department of Agriculture, there was no
objection for urbanization of this subject parcel with the
understanding that no development occur in the area acrossKipapa Gulch which the Department had hoped would be viable
diversified agricultural activity; i.e., potatoe farming.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, secondedby Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred.with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by
Dr . Choy, seconded by Mr . Kahawaiolaa and carr.ied.
Mrs. Takehara commended the developer for his commitmentto provide low/moderate income housing-.
AYES Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiyä, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES None
ABSENT - Hosaka

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
PROPOSED ORDINANCE proposed ordinance to amend Ordinance
TO AMEND ORDINANCE No. 3947 relating to Historic, Cultural
NO. 394T RELATING and Scenic District No . 1, The Hawaii
TO HISTORIC, CULTURAL Capital District, by exempting non-
4 SCENIC DISTRICT significant projects.
NO. 1, THE HAWAII

¯¯ CAPITAL DISTRICT, Publication was made in the Sunday .Star
BY EXEMPTING NON- Búllotin/Advertiset on August 17, 1975.SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS No letters of rotest were received.
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¯ E Mr. Art Muraoka presented the Director 's report of the proposed
. amendment which would exempt certain non-significant project (any

- g and all interior alterations, repairs and renovations) from theroquirement of a Certificate of Appropriateness. Since the inceptionof Ordinance No. 4319 which eliminated the need for City Council
action on projects in the Historic, Cultural and Scenic Districts

, which were non-significant, the department has processed 52 Hawaii
- Capital District applications. Of this total, 83 percent were for
1 interior alterations, repair or renovations, which were not in con-

flict with the intent of the district objectives. The Director
recommends approval of the proposed amendment.

No questions were raised by the Commission concerning the report. :::

No one spoke either for or against the proposal.

I The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mrs. Wikum and carried. EER

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and AME
recommended approval of the proposed amendment, on motion
by Mr. Duke, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None illABSENT - Hosaka ENE

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CZC AMENDMENT TO proposed amendment to Section C of Article
SECTION C OF ARTICLE 10, Chapter 21, R.O. 1969 (Comprehensive
10, CHAPTER 21, R,0. Zoning Code), Planned Development-Resort
1969, PLANNED (PD-R).. 55
DEVELOPMENT RESORT
(BILL NO. 88) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
INITIATED BY CITY Bulletin/Advertiser on August 17, 1975.
COUNCIL No letters of protest were received.(FILE LSR CZC

1975-14 JG) Mr . Jack Gilliam presented the Director ' s
report recommending.approval of the
proposed amendment. The purpose of the
proposed amendment is to revise the
Planned Development-Resort section.of
the CZC to enable more parcels to qualifyfor application and to provide for more flexible standards fordevelopment. The proposed amendment provides a Leg.islative Intent

for Low Density Resort, provides- that these dist·ricts be applicableonly in areas designated Resort on .the. General Plan, in lieu of the
Preservation, Agricultural and Rèsidential Districts, adds dwelling
and multiple-family dwelling as permitted uses., reduces the minimum
lot area from 10 acres to one acre, increases the building coveragefrom 20% of the district area to 50% of the lot area, changes the
maximum floor area ratio from 20% to use of LUI 63 which is a 100%
FAR and requires

.that 40% of the lot area b open space for land-scaping and open area recreation.



-Milill

The Commission expressed serious concern over increased
densities possible comparing the present Low Density Resort

i requirement of 6 units per acre, and 100 units por acre by
the amendment . There was question whether the proposed amend -

ment should be used as a vehicle to create single-family and
multi-family dwellings in Resort areas. This in reality was
considered a chango in zoning where proper studies should be
conducted relative to the availability of utilities, and noti-
fication be made to affected property owners.

The Commission also questioned the Council's reasoning behind
amendments like this, whether such amendments result from

I complaints or needs expressed to Councilmen, or whether a
committee of the Council studied the CZC and this is an attempt
to correct a deficiency.

I No one spoke either for or against the proposed amendment.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded i & I
by Mrs. Wikum and carried.

MOTION: The Commission, on motion by Mrs. Takehara, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried, moved to defer action on this
matter to September 17, 1975 for a representative from
City Council to explain the purpose of the proposed
ordinance.
AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAS

NT
NH

ka

UNFINISHED BUSINESS Public hearin s were held Ma 21 June 4
ZONING 4 CZC AMENDMENT and July 16, 1975. On July 16, Í9T5,
(1) FROM EXISTING ZONING the Commission kept the public hearing

TO P-1 PRESERVATION: open and requested that the Department of
ALL LAND FOR PARKS 4 Land Utilization prepare for publication
RECREATION, CEMETERY, a list of tax map keys of all properties
PRESERVATION, OR that would be affected by the proposed
OTHER OPEN SPACE USES P-1 oning. At the last meeting e

2) CZC AMENDMENT: July 30, 1975, DLU had requested addi-
SECTION 21-301, tional time to prepare the list.
P-1 .PRESERVATION
DIŠTRICT MODIFYING Mr. Jack Gilliam presented an opinion
RESTRICTIONS ON from Corporation Counsel (copy attached),
NON-CONFORMING USES advising "....the publication of Notice
4 STRUCTURES CREATED of Public Hearing on May 11, 1975 for
BY THE RE ZONING the hearing .on May 21, 19 T5 is legall

(FILE #75/Z-6 valid and that the proposed secord notice
LSR/1975-5 JR) of hearing listing some 3,000 tax map keys

to apprise the affected property owners is
not required under the provisions of RCH Section 12 -106 and will serve
no useful purpose."



ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried, closed the public hearing and

i recommended that all publicly owned lands designated -

on the General Plan for park, recroation, cemetery,
preservation, or open space use be rezoned to P-1 -

Preservation; that all privately owned lands be

i exempted from the proposal until adequate studies have
been made. The Commission further recommended that
the City Council consider initiating an interim develop-

I ment control on those privately owned lands designated
for park use on the General Plan which have not been 15
developed, and that the Department of Parks and Recrea- --

I tion be requested to determine if the park designations
are appropriate. am

AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum $E

I NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka

g UNFINISHED BUSINESS Chairman Randall Kamiya who had declared
STATE SPECIAL USE a conflict of interest,'did not participate
PERMIT AND CONDITIONAL in any deliberation on this matter.
USE PERMIT
(PRIVATE RECREATIONAL The public hearing held July 30, 1975 was
CAMP)- kept open and action deferred to Septem-
WAIANAE ber 17, 1975 for lack of quorum.
REORGANIZED CHURCH OF
JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER Public testimony was continued. gg
DAY SAINTS e-
(FILE #75/SUP-3 4 TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

#75/CUP-7 LC)
Mr. Akira Sakima, Member, Reorganized
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day
Saints, agreed with previous testimony
presented in support of the request.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Mrs. T. Takahashi, Resident and Farmer, 86-148 Puhawai Road,
Waianae

2. Mr. .Ernest Adaniya, First Vice President, Hawaii Farm Bureau

Both individuals concur with previous testimony by Mr. Milton
Warne, Chairman of the Land Committee for the Hawaii Farm
Bureau Federation against the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded
by Mr. Kahawaiolaa and carfied.

MOTION: The Commission, on motion by Mrs. Takehara, seconded by
Dr. Choy.and carried. deferred action on both permits
to September 17, 19T5. at which time cónditions that are
sensitive to the concerns of the p.ublic particularly
on the Special Use Permit be presented.

-9-
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AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Takohara
, Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Ilosaka

, K:uniya

UNFINISllED ßUSINESS Following is a chronology of the subjectTWO STATE SPECIAL USE application:
PERMITS-- 4/15/75 - Public hearing held and kept(1) PRIVATE SEWAGE open for info from DLU

TREATMENT 4 DISPOSAL 5/7/75 - Public hearing kept open ,SYSTEM action deferrod for field trip(2) PROPOSED WATER 5/21/75 - Public hearing closed, actionSYSTEM deferred for 15-day statutoryKAHUKU requirement
GROSVENOR-INTERNATIONAL 6/18/75 - Action deferred for special(HAWAII) LTD. meeting on August 6, 1975.(FILE #74/SUP-14 4 8/6/75 - Action silent on the conditions ,#75/SUP-2) deferred to August 27, 1975 to- E accept the conditions as recom-

mended by the Director of DLUin whole or part, with or with-
out modifications .

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mr. Duke, seconded byDr . Choy and carried, recommended approval of theSpecial Use Permits, . subject conditions imposed by theCommission (attached and made a part .of these Minutes)which were acceptabfe to the landowner and the applicant.

The Commission also requested that a letter of theCommission's action and of commitments made by thedeveloper be forwarded to the Governor , the Directorof Land Utilization, and the Director of the Departmentof Parks and Recreation.

Commissioner Wikum who was absent from the SpecialMeeting held August 6', 19T5-, abstained from voting.
AYES - Choy, Duke, Kahawaiolaa, Kaniiya, Takehara
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka
ABSTAINED - Wikum

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 8:00 p .m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

-10-



11
DEPARTMENT OF THE CORPORATION COUNSEL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

i HONOLULU, HAWAII 90013

i August 27, 1975

MEMORANDUM

TO : GEORGE S . MORIGUCHI , DIRECTORI DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION --

FROM : ANDREW J. SATO, DEPUTY CORPORATION COUNSEL

SUBJECT: 190TICE OF PUBLIC HEARING - NOTIFICATION OF 3, 000
PROPERTY OWNERS BY USE OF TAX MAP KEY NUMBERS

In a rezoning application pending before the Planning
Commission, you requested an opinion in your letter of
August 13, 1975 as to whether or not the Commission is
required to publish a second Notice of Public Hearing,
listing some 3,000 tax map key numbers, .so that the affected
property owners can be duly apprised of the proposed rezon-

We answer in the negative.

You advised us that on May 11,. 1975, a Notice of Public
Hearing was advertised to rezone all land designated on the
General Plan for Parks and Recreation, Cemetery, Preserva-
tion or other Open Space Uses to P-1 Preservation. There-
after, a public hearing was held by the Planning Commission
on May 21, 1975 and the hearing has been held open since
that date and additional testimony was received at various
meetings .

After further deliberation the members of the Planning -
Commission have indicated that, since numerous parcels are ¯Ð
affected, all parcels should be identified and some type of
more specific notification be given in addition to the
required legal notice which was published. The Commission
concluded that a publication of tax map key numbers from the
Land Use Data file of the Department of General Planning for

M 75-93



MEMORANDUM

TO: GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI, DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION -2- August 27, 1975.

I private parcels would be adequate to meet the Planning -

Commission's concern. Such a proposed publication would

I result in the printing of over 3,000 tax map key numbers.

RCH Section 5-406(c) provides that the Planning Commis-
sion shall:

Review land subdivision and zoning ordi-
nances . . . developed by the director of land

i utilization. The commission shall, after pub-
lic hearings, transmit such proposed ordinances,
with its findings and recommendations thereon',through the mayor to the council for its con-I sideration and action.

RCH Section 12-106.2 provides:

Notice of any public hearing shall be
adequately publicized at least ten days prior
to such hearing in a daily newspaper of general
circulation . . .. . The notice shall include:

(a) The date, time and place of such
hearing.

(b) A statement in plain language of
the nature or purpose, including the issues
involved, if any, of such hearing.

(c) A.statement that all interested
persons shall be afforded the opportunity
of being heard.

In reviewing your Notice of Public Hearing for the
May 21, 1975 hearing, said Notice provided for the place,
date, time and the purpose.of the zoning amendment and the
change.of zoning from the existing zoning of all land on
Oahu general planned for Parks and Recreation, Cemetery,
Preservation or other Open Space Uses to P-1 Preservation.
That Notice complies with the requirements of RCH Section
12-106.

Based on the foregoing, we advise that the publication
of Notice of Public Hearing on May 11, 1975 for the hearing
on May 21 1975 is legally valid and that the proposed



i , -

I '

MEMORANDUM

TO: GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI, DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION -3- August 27, 197-5i

second notice of hearing listing some 3, 000 tax map keys toapprise the affected property owners is not required under
.-..the provisions of RCH Section 12-10 6 and will serve no i 9i - =useful purpose.

-g

A DREW J. SATOI Deputy Corporation unsel
AP P ROVE D :

I
BARRY CHUNG
Corpogation Co nsel
AJS:gk
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CONDITIONS IMPOSED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION f i

i for n ¯

GROSVENOR-INTERNATIONAL
SPECIAL USE PERMITS

(74/SUP-14) and (75/SUP-2) (RH)I August 6, 1975 | g

i A. SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT PERMIT

1. The submitted sewage master plan report and site plans pre-
g pared by Sunn, Low, Tom & Hara, Inc., environmental engineers,
g dated March 1974, and modified so as to be acceptable to the

Division of Sewers of the Department of Public Works and the

i State Department of Health shall be part of the permit. This
master plan shall be kept on file with the Department of Land
Utilization and shall be followed except as may be altered bythe conditions stated herein;I 2. Certificates of approval shall be required from the State
Department of Health and the Board of Water Supplyi

3. The sewage treatment oxidation ponds shall be enclosed.in
such a manner as to prevent access except by means of a
locked gate

4. The applicant shall provide sureties sati factory tcr the Cityto insure the proper installation, operation and maintenance
of the sewage treatment plant if required by the Department
of Public Works. The appli ant .jhall also provide sureties
to the City if required to insure rémoval or other acceptable
disposition of the treatment plant oxidation ponds and
connection to the publid sewa<ge €reatment system when it
becomes available. These provisions shall be subject to the
approVal of the Chief Engineer and Dikector of the Departmantof Public Works;

5. A maintenánde schedule approved in riting by the Direct r
of the State Department of Health is requi. red. The owner or
his .successora and assigns shall be esþonsible for the o era-
tion and máintenancà of the plant in accordanco with the
approved schedule f the 1 få of the plant

6 . The entire cost of construction of ins tallation of such
sewage treatment system, thã responsibility for its operation
repair maintenance and eventual hookup to a futufe publi
system shall be that of the owner (or his successori nd assigns
of the sowage treat ment syste

l .



Conditions/Grosvenor-International SUPS
August 6, 1975
Page 2

7. The owner (or his successors and assigns) agrees not to exclude
by lease or covenant those agricultural uses permitted by the
Oahu General Plan, the State Land Use Commission District
Regulations and the Comprehensive Zoning Code of the City and
County of Honolulu on any and all lands to be serviced by the
facilities permitted under the Special Use Permit and which
are designated as Agriculture on the Oahu General Plan or are
in a State Agriculture District;

8. Compliance with all current and future pollution control stan-
dards to the satisfaction of pertinent government agencies is
required;

9. The applicant/developer shall be required to inform potential -

buyers, through the sales agreement, that the subject project .or portions thereof lies within a Flood Insurance Administration -

flood hazard area;
10. The applicant shall be required to incorporate all of the condi-

tions set forth herein as part of the restrictive covenants -

running with the land and made a part of the sales agreement
with future owners;

11. The applicant/developer of tihe property encompassed by this
Special Use Permit shall be required to file with the Bureau
of Conveyances or the Assistant Registrar of the Land Court ofthe State of Hawaii a declaration of the above-mentioned
restrictive conditions

12. Within one year of the approval of the Special Use Permit bythe State Land Use Comnission, the applicant shall file an
application for a búilding permit with the Building Department,
and the sewage treatment plant and disposal facility shall be
completed by May 31, 1978 If necessary, this timà limit may
be extended by the Director Land Utilization with boncur-rence of the Plarining Commission provided that he applicant
makes his request in ritincj and submits reason which justiifythe time éxtension,•

13. In the event all conditions st £6rth heréin ré riot c mplied
with, the Director of Land Utilization may take action to termi-
nate the use or halt its operation until such time full com
pliarice is obtained; and

14. The Director of Land Utilizatior ma a prove any request for
modifying the submitted plans which he considers to be a minor
revision.

-2-



Conditions/Grosven -International SUPS
August 6, 1975
Page 3

m B. WATER SYSTEM PERMIT

1. The submitted water master plan report and site plans preparedby Sunn, Low, Tom & Hara, Inc., environmental engineers, datedMarch 1974, and as acceptable to the Board of Water Supply
shall be a part of the permit. This master plan shall be kept
on file with the Department of Land Utilization and shall be
followed 'except as may be altered by the conditions stated
herein;

2. The entire water system shall be constructed in accordance withthe requirements of the Board of Water Supply. Approval of thefinal plans prior to construction by the Board of Water Supplyis required;

3. Compliance with all current and future pollution control stan-dards to the satisfaction of pertinent government agencies isrequired;

4. The owner (or his successors and assigns) agrees not to excludeby lease or covenant those agricultural uses permitted by the
Oahu General Plan, the State Land Use Commission District
Regulations and the Comprehensive Zoning Code of the City andCounty of Honolulu on any and all lands to be serviced by the
facilities permitted under the Special Use Permit and whichare designated as Agricu.lture on the Oahu General Plan or are
in a State Agriculture District,•

5. The applicant/developer shall be required to inform potentialbuyers, through the sales agreement, that the subjedt projector portions thereof lies within a Flood Insurance Administration
flood hazard area;

6 . The applicant shall be required t incorporate all of the
conditions st forth herein as part of tha kestrictivecoveriants running with the land and inade a part of the salesagreement with future owners,

The aþplican developer of the roper ty encompassed by this
Special Use Permit shall be requiked to file with the Bureauof Conveyances är the Ëssistant Registrar öf the Land Courtof the State of Hawaii, a declaration of the above-mentioned
restrictive conditions;

8 . Within orie year of the äppgoval of the Specià1 Use Permit bythe State Land Use Cõmmission, the applicant. shall file an
applipati n for a building pekmit with the Buildinc Departmentand the entire water system shall be completed by May 31, 1978
Ij necessary, this time limit may be extended bý the Directorof Land Utilization with concurrence of the Plan ing Commission
proviged that the apglicant makes his reguest in writing andsubmits reasons which juátify the time extension



Conditions/Grosvenor-International SUPSAugust 6, 1975i Page 4

9 . In the event all conditions as set forth herein are not com-plied with, the Director of Land Utilization may take actionto terminate the use or halt its operation until such time
full compliance is obtained; and

10 . The Director of Land Utilization may approve any request form modifying the submitted plans which he considers to be aminor revision.

PLANNING COMMISSIONI August 6, 1975

- EBC:mk

-4-
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
¯¯

Minutes
September 10, 1975

i The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, September 10, 1975 -

at 1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman --e

Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka

i Alice Takehara
Harriet Wikum

i ABSENT: Antone Kahawaiolaa
¯

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning

Department of Land Utilization
Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Don Fowler, Staff Planner
Art Muraoka, Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL Residential District to A-2 Apartment
TO A-2 APARTMENT District on approximately 41,153+ square
DISTRICT feet of land located at Vancouver Drive,
LOWER MANOA Hunnewell Street and Seaview Avenue, Tax

¯
_¯

INITIATED BY CITY Map Key: 2-8-16: 28. _ jgy
COUNCIL FOR LAND | s

RESEARCH & INVESTMENT Publication was made in the Sunday Star- i

(FILE #74/Z-52 HE) Bulletin/Advertiser on August 31, 1975. I 15E
Correspondence was received opposing the

--;

request and is included in testimony - idt
against the proposal.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report recommending that
the request be denied for the following reasons:

1. The proposed rezoning is in conflict with the objectives of the
General Plan.

2. The proposed rezoning is in conflict with the Revised City Charter.

3. The proposed improvements are not adequate to service the development
and could be detrimental to the community.

QUESTIONS OF STAFF

Discussion followed as to the possibility of initiating an Improvement
District for the area. Attempts to initiate such a district over the

15



I $EP 10 5

past 8 to 10 years have been futile due to lack of community support. A

Resolution of Intentr the initial step of approximately 19-20 procedural
steps for an ID district, was adopted.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Mr. Philip Ladd, Architect
2. Mr. Dennis Krum, President, LR & I (Submitted testimony dated 9/10/75) y

3. Gail Toyooka, Executive Vice President, LR & I § .

I Reasons in Support = 35

1. The proposed rezoning to Apartment usage in the University area : -=

I conforms to and implements the objectives of the General Plan. The i IN
Supreme Court in the recent Hall decision ruled that the Detailed
Land Use Map merely provides in more detail the specific boundaries

I of the various land use activities shown on the General Plan.

2. The proposed rezoning complies with the requirements of the Revised
City Charter as defined by the Supreme Court of the State of Hawaii.

3. The proposed rezoning conforms to and implements the policies
established by the policy making branch of the City government, the
City Council.

4:. Proposed improvements paid for by the developer will mitigate the
public burden 14( placing the burden for meeting public service demands
created by the proposal directly on the developer.

5. The proposal will alleviate an existing student housing shortage of
approximately 5,000 units in the University area as indicated 18( the

- UH Housin office.

6. Present college trend is toward apartment rental rather than
dormitories .

7. Proposed unit cost is $42,000.
¯ñ

8. Existing apartments and offices in the immediate surrounding area
indicate a medium-density character for the Lower-Manoa area.

9. The proposal affects 106 property owners in the improvement district,
some of whom support the proposal, yet petitions against the project
contain thousands of signatures by eo);>le in upper Manoa not af f eäted
by the rezoning.

10. Opponents haúe not investigated the merits of the project but have
decided to fight it whatever it is.

Questioned by the Commission, staff clarified that existing apartments
in the area are nonconforming while othek uses exist by variance proce-
dures. lso y similar. rezoning requests by a number of adjadent proýerty

¯ owners who rent their units arid reside elsewherey were denied.



5 TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Sen. Jean King (No written testimony submitted)
2. Sen. Anson Chong (Submitted statement dated Sept. 10, 1975)

- 3. Letter dated Sept. 8 1975 from Sen. John Leopold
Î 4. Rep. Neil Abercrombie (Submitted letter dated Sept. 2, 1975 to

i Mayor Fasi)
5. Mr. Timothy Kroll, Manoa Resident
6. Mr. Roy W. Emery, Manoa Property Owner's Assn.
7. Miss Loraine Kuck, Lower Manoa Ad Hoc and Residents' Group
8. Letter dated Sept. 8, 1975 from Martha Jane Smith, Manoa Resident

(Submitted testimony dated Sept. 8, 1975)
9. Letter dated Sept. 8, 1975 from Dr. and Mrs. Thomas F. Fujiwara, M.D.

Manoa Residents
10. Letter dated Sept. 7, 1975 from Mr. and Mrs. Doak C. Cox, Residents
11. Letter dated Sept. 8, 1975 from Mrs. Helene W. Scholl, Resident,

2146 Kamehameha Avenue, Honolulu 96819
- 12. Letter dated Sept. 3, 1975 from K. K. Lee, Manoa Resident
¯ 13. Mr. Tim C. Leedom, Member, Manoa Valley Association (Submitted

testimony dated Sept. 10, 1975)
14. Lila Sahney, Manoa Property Owners and Residents Association

(Submitted testimony, undated)
15. Jeanne Wiig, Manoa Property Owners and Residents Association

(Submitted testimony dated Sept. 10, 1975)
16. Mr. Paul Brumage, Manoa Property Owners and Residents Association

(Submitted testimony, undated)
17. Mr. Hartwell Doane Jr., Lower-Manoa Home Owner Ad Hoc Committee

(Submitted testimony dated Sept. 4, 1975)
18. Mr. Calvin J. H. Chun, Löwer-Manoa Resident (Submitted letter

dated Sept. 8, 1975)
19. Sherri Giannotti, Manoa Resident (Received copy of her letter to

City Council dated Sept. 8, 1975)
20. Mr. George G. T. Lee, Manoa Resident
21. Hilde K. Cherry and David H. Cook, Manoa Property Owners and

Residents Association (Submitted letter dated Sept. 9, 1975)
22. Mr. Robert H. Sekiya, Manoa Resident (Received copy of his letter

to City Cohncil dated Sept. 8, 1975)
23. Shirley Kamins, Manoa Resident (Received copy of her letter to

City Council, undated)
24. Maureen Kahanamoku, Manoa Resident (Received copy of her letter to

City Council dated Sept. 8 , 1975)
25. Hendrik Mills, Manoa Residents and Property Owners Association

(Submitted copy of his letter to City Council dated Sept. 8, 1975)
26. Mrs. Philip Whitney, Manoa Resident (Received copy of her letter to

City Council dated Sept. 8 1975)
27. Mr. Norman Geschwind Manoa Resident (Received copy of his letter

to City Council dated Sept. 9, 1975)
28 . Vivian Tuggle, Manoa Resident (Received copy of her letter to

Cit Council dated Sept. 8 , 1975)
29. Diane Nakamura, Manoa Property Owners and Residents Association

¯¯ (Received copy of her letter to City Council dated Sept. 8 , 1975) ¯

- 30. Dr. and Mrs. Yen Pui Chang, Manoa Property owners and Residents
Association (Received copy of their letter to City Council
dated Sept. 8, 1975)



31. A. W. Meyer, Manoa Resident (Received copy of her letter to City
Council dated sept. 8, 1975)

32. Frances R. Takahashi, Manoa Resident (Received copy of her letter

i to City Council dated Sept. 8, 1975)
33. Mr. Larry Wright, Manoa Resident (Received copy of her letter to

City Council, undated)

i Rep. Ambercrombie presented copies of 84 additional letters
addressed to the City Council against the project.

I Objections

1. A survey conducted by the Lower Manoa Homeowner's Association -

indicates an overwhelming majority of residents who wish to keep ËEE
-mmthe area as it is. As a result, a Letter of Intent has been filed -

with Mayor Fasi to change the General Plan Apartment designation
for the area back to Residential.

2. Comments made by the developer regarding housing needs at the
University should be made by someone on the University Housing
Committee. Students are enrolling at other community colleges on
Oahu.

3. The applicant's request does not comply with the General Plan.

4. The request is contrary to the Revised City Charter which provides
that no project shall proceed unless it iàplements the Development
Plan for the area. There is no Development Plan for the area under
the Revised Charter and there cannot be until the City Council acts
on the Revised General Plan.

5. The Department of Recreation indicates a shortage of recreational
areas in the neighborhood which would be compounded by the proposed
development.

6 . The proposed development sets a precedent for future apartment
development in the valley .

7 The community outlook on land values today has shifted in time from
a commodity to a resource.

8. The aesthetic, environmental quality of the area will be destroyed.
Request an Environmental Impact Statement for iihe area.

9. The deve oper s nobiliny o a levi te the studemt housing probl m
seems out of character for someone who has expressed a desire to
primarily make money.

10 . The existiing intolerable traf f ic congestion and '.parkin<g problems
will be compounded,

11. An Improvement District will raise assessments of property ownefs.
12. Rental prices in Lower Manoa will be economically unfeasible for

students.



The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mrs. Takehara and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and
recommended that the request be denied, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mrs. Takehara and carried.

I . AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

- PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a ¯

1=
CZC AMENDMENT RELATING request to consider a proposal to amend
TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT Article 10 of the Comprehensive Zoning
PROCEDURES Code, Chapter 21, R. O. 1969, as amended,
(BILL NO. 92) relating to planned development procedures
(FILE #L&R/CZC/1975-15 (Bill No. 92).

AM)
Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on August 31, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Art Muraoka presented the Director's report concurring
with the City Council's intent of reducing the time Jimit of planned
development processing and recommend that applications be submitted to .the Department of Land Utilization; City Council to be notified with a -

,mm

set of application documents as soon as it is received by the Department -

of Land Utilization; establish specific guidelines and contents of an .

application document; set definite time limit for agencies' review and
comments; and increase the tirle limit for the Director of Land Utiliza-
tion to prepare a report. NE

Discussion followed.

1. Questions were raised regarding the time element for agency review.
Is it realistic? Can agencies adequately respond within the time
period? Can state agencies be held to the time frame? If no
response is forthcoming and a report lacks information, on what
basis does the Director make his recommendation, and the Commission
who reviews the Director's recommendation?
The time constraint on DLU and the Commission is one sided. Was any
study made df the Council's timetable?

Mr . Art Muraoka stated where additional time is needed by an agency,
an extension may be permitted if agreed by the applicant and the
Dirèctor. If the applicant disagrees, the report is forwarded as
is and the Director may recommend denial on the basis of inadequate
studiest BER

Comment was ade that the Commission would be shirking its responsi-
bility if it considered an incomplete application.



I i ilSuggestion was made that Council might authorize the Director to
deny improper applications stopping the developers' timetable, and
starting it again when proper application is made.

2. Regarding preliminary approval by Council, the Commission felt a
precedent would be set, and questioned the need for Commission review

I if ultimately Council approval is evident. Question was also raised
concerning the legality of Council to receive PD applications.

Mr. Ali Sheybani of Council Services explained that the proposal is
an attempt to streamline PD procedures as a result of complaints

- from developers of the exorbitant time to process a PD application
and the uncertainties he faces, decisions made by DLU concerning
design, and submittal of the project to public scrutiny and emotional
reaction.

Preliminary approval of an application does not guarantee final ¯ ""

approval. The Council will delete a present two-year preapplication - --

review and furnish a list of design guidelines for developers. i ËË
Council's review of agency responses reveal in some cases that
responses were not that conclusive and could have taken 30 days

- instead of 2 years. Presently agencies are under no time limit to ¯

respond to DLU, and the Planning.Commission has no time limit to -

close its public hearing.

The Commission questioned the legitimacy of developer's complaints
inasmuch as they have been the cause of excessive delays in failing
to respond with adequate studies, and their non-complaint for
bonuses received out of "horsetrading" ful the PD process.
Mr. Sheybani stated that since DLU and the Planning Commission would
be bound by a time limit, th responsibility rests with the City
Council, elected officials who can be removed from office.

The públic hearing was closed, on motion by Mr . Hosaka, seconded by
Mrs. Wikum and carried.

MOTION: The Commission deferred action to October 1, 1975 for further
study by the Executive Secretary, the Department of Land
Utilizatiön, and Council Services of alternatives or modifica
tions, and raquested--

1. Consideration of time element realistic?

2. Legal pinion from Corporation Counsel as to whether
the City Council, as a legislative body, received
Planned Development applications.

The motion was made by Mr. Rosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and -

¯

carried. EE



I PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for approval of plans for the
VINEYARD AND QUEEN demolition of existing dwelling and

i EMMA STREETS construction of a new office building
MR. JERRY PARK & situated within the Hawaii Capital
MR. MIKE OTA District, Tax Map Key: 2-1-18: 8.

I (FILE #75/HCD-44 DF)
Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on August 31, 1975.

I No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Don Fowler presented the Director's report recommending
approval of the applicant's proposal for a 3-story commercial building

i and demolition of existing structures on the site.

The Commission had no questions concerning the Director's report.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Questioned by the Commission, Mr. James Young, Architect, stated that

i parking requirements, lot size, and floor area requirements make

i
construction of a taller building unfeasible.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by.
Mrs. Wikum and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by

i
Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiyar Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaai

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

i HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request to build a two-story Suilding
HALEKAÚWILA STREET for sales and servicing of commercial
OAHU SALES, INC. refrigeration equipment situated within

I (FILE #75|HCD-45 GH) the Hawaii Capital District, Tax Map
Key: 2-1-30: 9, 10 and 11.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on August 31,
1975. No letters of protest were received.
The Executive Secretary reported that the application has been withdrawn.
The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka seconded by
Mr s . Wikum.

Tem er was ao idexed ithdraún.



PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
CZC AMENDMENT an amendment to the Comprehensive Zoning -

TO PERMIT COMMERCIAL Code to permit commercial kennels as a
KENNELS AS A PRINCIPAL principal use with certain conditions

- USE WITHIN I-1 AND I-2 under Section 21-901(a) and as a
LIGHT & HEAVY INDUSTRIAL conditional use without specific conditions
DISTRICTS under Section 21-901(c) within I-1 and
(INITIATED BY CITY I-2 Light and Heavy Industrial Districts.
COUNCIL)

Publication was made in the Sunday Star- /
Bulletin/Advertiser on August 31, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

¯

g Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report recommending¯ B approval of the proposed amendment.

g The Executive Secretary reported that Council initiation of thisamendment was prompted by a previous dog kennel issue (Ser Cam Kennels)which the Commission in its review noted a lack of areas where dogkennels could be placed. The Chief Planning Officer has indicated thatit is inappropriate to permit Commercial development within Industrialareas. On the other hand, Corporation Counsel has indicated with thisproposed amendment, Commercial use within an Industrial area is
appropriate.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Wikum, seconded byMr. Hosaka and carried.II ACTIONY The Commission adopted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the proposed amendment, on motion byMrs. Takehara, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

PUBLIC HEARING Before proceeding with the hearing,
ONING CHANGE Commissioner Donald Hosaka declared a con-B-2 COMMUNITY flict of interest because he has limitedBUSINESS TO R-6 partnership in International ManagementRESIDENTIAL DISTRICT Corporation for the development of thåMANANA-UKA Palisades area.. He was not present during(PACÏFIC PALISADES) delibéžátion of this matter.INTERNATÏONAL MANAGEMENT

CORPORATION A public hearing was held to consider a(FILE #75/Z-15 LC) request for a change in zoning from B-2
Community Business District to R-6
Residential Distirict in Manána-Uka,
Pacific Palisades, Tax Map Key: 9-7-25:
portion of 19.

ublication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on August 31197 5. No letters of protest were received



Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report recommending
approval of the request.

. There were no questions from the Commission concerning the report.
¯ No one testified either for or against the proposal.

- - With the absence of Commissioner Donald Hosaka who had declared a
conflict of interest, the Commission lost its quorum. The public hearing

- was kept open and action was deferred to October 1, 1975.I
PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a conditional use permit

- (PRIVATE TENNIS CLUB) for a recreational facility of an out-
KANEOHE door nature (private tennis club facility)

i BAYVIEW TENNIS CLUB in Kaneohe, Tax Map Key: 4-5-30: portion
(FILE #74/CUP-35 LC) of 1.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on August 31, 1975. -

Correspondence received AGAINST the request
is included in testimony against the
project.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report recommending
that the Conditional Use Permit be issued, subject to the conditions
contained therein.

QUESTIONS OF STAFF

A question concerning community use of the club facilities was deferred
for response by the applicant.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

l. Mr. Gerald Tokuno, Architect (Submitted testimony dated Sept. 9, 1975)
2. Mr. Ron Shimoko, Developer
3. Mr. Richard Yonemura, Aiea School teacher and past partner of the

applicant

The above individuals were questioned by the Commission and gave the
following information:

1. The project is geared toward the general public and the average
tennis player rather than an exclusive club. Fees include $45
initiation, $10 monthly fee, $4 an hour's tennis play ($1 an hourper person for doubles). Use of the tennis courts will be by
appointment only.

2. The applicant would be amenable to community use of its clubhouse
facilities by cubscouts. Public use of the courts would bedependent upon use by an anticipated membership of 500.



3. Their preferred hours of operation would be 8:00 a.m. to
12:00 midnite on school days--11:00 p.m. lights out and 12:00
midnite closing of the clubhouse--and 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 midnite
on weekends. It takes at least an hour to close the clubhouse
after lights are turned off allowing members time to lock their
equipment, time to lock all gates, etc.

4. Traffic - Peak traffic hours between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m. are
generated mainly by parents dropping their children off at Puohala
Elementary School. Opening their facility at 8:00 a.m. after peak
traffic hours eliminates traffic at their location.

Concerning traffic increase which may result from tennis exhibitions,
the applicant indicated that exhibitions would be infrequent and
there may be an attendant on site at that time to control parking.

5. Regarding sidewalk improvements for the area in the interest of
safety for school children, the applicant felt it would be economically
unfeasible for his project.

6. The applicant has objection to provide professional tennis instruction
for an hour, one day a week, for the sixth graders at Puohala Elemen-
tary School.

7. As to the noise factor and possible classroom disruption, the
applicant is agreeable to buffering and landscaping which would
offset visual attractiòn of the tennis courts. The courts are
located approximately 200 feet from Puohala Elementary School and
300.feet from the nearest residence which should not cause a noise
problem.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Mr. Francis I. Miyahira Principal, Puohala Elementary School
(Submitted testimony dated Sept. 10, 1975)

2. Letter dated Sept. 4, 1975 from Mr. Richard H. Ishida a tenant on
Wena Street.

Ob eations:

1. Disturbance of school classroom activities by noise generated by
tennis activities .

2. The tennis club will generate additional traffic which may compound
existing traffic concjestion and create a hazard for children walking
tb and from school.

The public hearing was closed on motion y Mrs. Wik.um seconded by
Mr Hosaka and carri d.

Discussion followed :relative to including (1) a condition f or sidewalk
improvements by the applicant and (2) prof éssional tennis instru tion
for students . There was question whether a condition for tennis instruc
tior could be impos d. This should be voluntarily initiat d by he
applicant.

¯

-10-



As to sidewalk improvements, the comment was made to suggest that the
City Council undertake an Improvement District for the area.

I ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, subject to the conditions
contained in the report with the following additional conditions:

1. Hours of operation - From 8:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. school
days, and 7:00 a.m. to ll:00 p.m. holidays and weekends.

I 2. Buffering and landscaping to offset visual attraction of
the tennis courts.

I 3. Professional tennis instruction 1 hour, 1 day a week for
sixth-graders at Puohala Elementary School.

I 4. The clubhouse shall be used only by and for members of the
club for club-related activities.

5. A noise condition be included.I The Commission further suggests that Council initiate an
Improvement District for the area.

The motion was made by Mrs. Takehara, seconded by Dr. Choy
and carried.

AYES - dhoy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaioiaa

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT Conditional Use Permit for off-street
(OFF STREET PARKING) parking uses in adjoining districts in
KALIHI Kalihi, Tax Map Key i 1-2-09: 47 (lot C)
COMMUNITY SYSTEMS CORP. and portion of 78 (lot B).
(FILE #75/CUP-13 EY)

Publication wa s made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on August 31, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report recommending
approval of the applicant' s requ st to use Residential arid Indústrial
zoned ar as for required parking to support his proposed commercial
facility.

Theme were no questions from the Commission conãërning the Director's
report.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. Merritt Sakata apresenting the applicant, concurred with the
Director s report an had nothing further to add.



TESTIMONY AGAINST

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.

-1

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director 's recommendation and
recommended approval of the Conditional Use Permit, subject

i to the conditions enumerated in the Director 's report, on
motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mrs. Wikum and carried.

O AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Takehara, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kahawaiolaa

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 10:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

-12-
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i Mocting of the Planning Connitission
¯-Minutos --

September 17, 1975

The Planning Comnrission held a meeting on Wednesday, September 17, 1975at 1: 31 p.m. , in the Conforenco lloom of the City llull Annex. ChairmanRandall Kamiya presidad.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Cha irman
Dr. Wilbur Choy ---

Donald Hosaka ¯-

Yuklin Kuna
Sylvia Sumida
Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum

STAFF PRESENT: Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones Assistant Director Zonin .

Department of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner --

Jack Gilliam, Staff Planner
MINUTES: The minutes of July 16, July 30 , August 6,

and August 27, 1975 were approved as
circulated, on motion by Mr. Hosaka,
seconded by Mrs . Kuna and carried.

PUBLIC HEARÏNG A public hearing was held to consider an
CZC AMENDMENT TO amendment initiated by the City Council
PERMIT BUSINESS STUDIOS, (Bill No. 87) to the Comprehensive Zoning
OFFICES, CLINICS AND Code to perm:,it business studios, offices,
MEDICAL LABORATORIES clinics and medical laboratories as
AS COÑDITIONAL USES conditional uses within the I-1 LightITHIN THE I-1 LIGHT Industrial District.
INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT
(BILL #87) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-INITIATED BY CITY Bulletin/Advertiser on September 7, 1975.
COUNCIL No letters of protest were received.
(FILE #LSR/CZC/1975-6)
(JEG) Staff Planner Jack Gilliam presented the

Director ' s report which recommends that
¯ office uses continue to be prohibited

in industrial districts as a principal or
conditional use in order to protect the integrity of the industrial
districts from the intrusion of unrelated uses. Today and in the yearsto come, industriat sites will be more difficult to achieve than office
and commercial sites . Commercial uses in an industrial district should -¯

relate directly to the service needs of employees and uses in the
district as recogni ed in current regulations.



SEP 17 1975 . --i ....

i .lE of Eica usos are to be per nitted on land current.ly set aside l'or
industria 1. uses, then the Eo l lowing al torn:ltives are recommended
For considerat i.oli:

1. Investigate the sites wllicli tire considered al)propriate Eoc
OEfice or cominorcial use und iltstigato il Ocnoral P.lali and/or
zoning ch:ingo to commerci 11 if the industritil c.lass.i Eleutioni does not conform t.o tlio best use of the oro lartv.

2. Consider the establisliment of a special district incorporating
industrial and colmnorcial uses. The special distr:ict would
bo designated at locations wliore because oE unusual sito or
area conditions this typo of regulation wou3d fit the partic-
ular use circumstances. An examale of this could be futura
rapid transit station locations :La m:txed industrial-commerc¯lal

-

areas.

3. Allow office uses as a conditional use on individual sites
wherein they are associated with and accessory to a permitted
use in the district. This would include headquarter offices
for industries located in the district.

QUESTIONS OF STAFF

Concerning a question of precedence being set by introducing
unrelated uses in industrial areas, staff indicated that their
recommendation which prohibits office uses in industrial
districts still holds. However, if office uses are permitted,
then each CUP would be reviewed upon its own merits by one
of the three recommended alternatives.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT -

Mr. Ali Shoybani of Council Services responded to. questions
from the Commission as follows:

1. What was Council's rationale and intent behind the proposed
ordinance? The City Council initiated the proposed ordinance
as a result of requests received from various industrial firms
that wished to locate their offices near, but not necessarily
attached to their plants, for convenience sake.

The Commission felt if it was the Council's intent that business
uses in industrial areas be related, the proposed ordinance should
state that intent.

lue Commission questioned if the proposed ordinance is to allow
other activities which relate to existing industrial act:ivities,
what would be the jus t i.fication for medical laboratories and
clinics?



i ik =

2. Clarification of the term "businoss s tudio." Tliis terni was Ë '

taken frolli tho ß-2 Coliimunity Bus.iness District rogulation of
tlie CZC. All requi.roinents of the B-2 district woul.d be
applicable in this proposed ordinanco.

3. Inipact of the CUP process on iinirkot valuos. Of Eico uso which
is a highor use (as noted in the Director's report) alters
valuos considorably and could :invoke an adverse effect on
industrial uso. For examplo, the situation may occur where
the State of Hawaii niay wish to become a coltimercial conter for
the entiro Pacific in which case thoro could be reasonable
conjecturo that national corporations could find it advantageous
to develop heavy offico utilization as part of their total
Pacific operation, not simply as an adjunct to a given indus-
trial use, which could create heavy pressure. Does the CUP
provide adequate protection against such adverse condition?

Mr. She bani commented that the adverse effect might be the
unrelated office use within the industrial area. Office use
could not be considered a higher use because it is conditional
compared to industrial which is unconditional. As long as the
applicant can justify the related use, the CUP would be issued.
Review and analysis by DLU plus two public hearings at the
Commission and Council levels provide adequate protection
against any adverse situation.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

None

The public hearina was closed on motion by Dr . Choy seconded
by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

A motion by Dr. Choy to defer the matter for two weeks because
the ordinance _presently does not justify use of scarce industrial
land, failed for lack of a. second.

ACTIOM: The Commission, on motion by Mrs . Wikum, seconded by
Mrs . Sumida and carried, recommended denial of the
proposed ordinance.

Following is an excerpt of the Commission's action.

CHOY: I speak against the motion because I see a
need for part of it.

WIKUM: I don't see why we couldn't indicate some
of the objectives that have certainly emerged during
this discussion, and discuss that what seems to be the
real intent of the ordinance. be reflected in the language
that½ put before us.



It sotans the more we t.alk to sta f F, the ren I inteilt was
to allow uses other titati stri.ct itidustr.in I usos that

I were related to indliserios withill the industri.at zou inn,
either industries :llroady thoro or perhaps industr.ies
that are proposed to be thora. So that now, maybe
proposal.s could come in with a factory and oFficos ..

connected with thain and that thoso both could now he ¯

put in industrin] districts. Well, LE that's rently
what they want, 1 don't know why we're talking abatit E -

I clinics and medical 3aboratorias, business studios,
espec:ially when wo don't know what those are yet and
probably never will .

I'm still not entirolv clour about Ali's rosoonse to
Ned's concern about tlie impact of the CUP procoss on
market values. Pho answer was not clear to me. I'm

i
m.

not suro what market values are going to be affoctod
whether it's a CUP or not. I don't personally feel
that CUPs are that difficult . This thing would bo
difficult. I just want the ordinanco to say what they
wanted it to say.

SUMIDA: I seconded that motion because if the
intent of the 1969 CZC was to minimize eneroachmont,
and if DGP had estimated need for more industrial land,
and since authorities in putting their thoughts in the
literature had strongly advised against the restricting
of commercial uses in industrial districts, then I would
certainly be in favor of modification of one of the
sections in the existing ordinance to allow for those
facilities desi ned strictly for the convenience of
occupants. But I would hesitate without much more
clarification of the proposed bill to vote favorably
for it .

AYES - Hosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - Choy
ABSENT - None -

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE FROM request for a change iir zoning from R-6
R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to 3 Apartment District
A- 3 APARTMENT in Kuakini, Tax Map Key: 1-7-11: 9 and - 17.
KUAKINI
IMPERIAL DEVELOPMENT Publication was made in the Sunday Star -

CORPORATION Eulletin/Advertiser on September 7, 1975.
(FILE 275/Z-13 LC) No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director 's .report recommending
approval of the request. The Commission also received as part of
the record, the Unilateral Agreenient for Conditional Zoning mentioned
in the Director's report wh:i.ch indicates a 7-story structure and



no vehicular accoss ofF Muliwai Laiic. lt is also recomillendedI thrit the stroalli groonbolt area and land with:in the stroam badreiliain in R·6 Resident ial District.

QUESTIONS OF STAFF

1. Quostion was raised concerning the effoet of the proposedi development on oxis ting traffic and sower facilitics 11]the area. Review by the Department of Transportation indicatos Emajor access off Kuakini Stroot which is fully improvedand can accomillodato additional vchielos generatod by thei development. Kuakini Street which is programmod for a 50-foot right-of-way is in the 1975-1980 CIP. Planning andengincoring funds are programined for 1976 but an iinprovernentdistrict as yet has not been init:i.ated.

Muliwai Lane a narrow private roadway in poor condition whichabuts the subject parcol and prosently serves a total of 19single-family dwellings will, by unilateral agreement, have novohicular access .

The Department of Public Works indicates that public sewers areavailable and adequate to serve the proposed development.
2. Concerning a question whether a precedent for A-3 Apartmentzoning in the area would be set, staff responded affirmatively.Although the height of this proposed strucutre is restrictedto seven stories, other applicants could apply for A-3 Apart-ment (350 feet) zoning.
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

i -

Questioned by the Commission, Mr. Mervin Lee, Attorney forthe applicant, gave the following additional information:
1. The request results from a Fire Department notification thatthe building is below electrical standards. Temporary repairshave been made but it would be economically impractical tocontinually repair an old building. A six-month notice willbe given to tenants for relocation purposes but none has beenmade pending the outcome of this request . Demolition wouldoccur at the latest possible date providing the Fire Departmentwould allow them to remain.
2. Projected unit cost will be in the low fifties geared towardthe high-medium income group; however, with ever rising, construc-tion costs,

.time is the controlling factor. A market itudyconducted about a year ago revealed an inventory of 6,000available units

TESTIMONY AGAINST

None



The public hearing was closed, on inotiati by Mr. Ilosuka, socandeel
by Mrs. Wikum and carried. -

I ACTION: The Cotilmission concuri ed with the Director ' s recominenda tion
¯¯ ¯

and recommoiuled approval oE the request, on moti.on by Mr.
Ilosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried. -

I Mrs. Sumida voted against the motion for the roason that
the proposal sats a procedont for further highriso develop-

I ment in the arca.

AYES - Choy, liosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Wiedorholt, Wikum
NAYES - Sumidai r amABSENT - None y -g

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a i -d

I ZONING CHANGE FROM request for a change in zoning from R-7
R-7 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential District to A-4 Apartmpnt
A-4 APARTMENT District in Pauoa--2003 Nuuanu Avenue,

g PAU0A- -NUUANU AVENUE Tax Map Key: 2 -2 -10 : 32 .

HALE OLU GARDENS
ASSOCIATES Eublication was made in the Sunday Star-
(FILE #74/Z-57 EY) Bulletin/Advortiser on September 7, 1975.

No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report recommending
approval of the request .

QUESTIONS OF STAFF

None

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. Iwao Yokooji representing the applicant stated that
the request involves technical adjustment of a remaining
Residential strip adjoining a portion of an abandoned roadway
on Judd 'Street now desionated as a culdesac on the Detailed
Land Use Map.

They agree with the Department of Recreation's recommendation
that a children's play equipment area be provided in the area
designated for lawn use to prevent the children from playing
in the streets and paved parking areas.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. llepresentative Ike Sutton
2. John Lyles, Resident, 2033 Nuuanu Avenue
3. Darroll B. Groover, Resident, 2033 Nuuanu Avenue
4. Cílarles. Zimmer, Resident and Board Member, 2033 Nuuanu Avenue

(Submitted petition, undated, contaii ing 70 .s igñatures



I 5. Citrter S. Hamilton, Res.ident and Vico l'rosident oE 2033 Niiuanu
CondoininiUll! ASSocilition i è

i 0BJIiCTIONS: ( g

1. Increased densities lind traffic gelioratod by the proposed develop-
ment wi.11 creato a strain on exist.ing facilitics because Judd Stroet -

I and Nuttanti Avenue are prosently overloaded. Lack of sidewalks on
one side of Judd Stroot creatos a traffic hazard for children W

who walk to school. s -

I 2. Off-street parking problems will be compounded.

I 3. Phasing of the development is premature. Overall development
of the entire area should be reviewed.

4. The residential charactor of the area should be preserved. Thei proposal introduces highrise development into Nuuanu Valley
which will create a concrete jungle, destroy existing views,
and ruin the aesthetics. Nuuanu Valley has played a major
role in Hawaii History and is a great tourist attraction.

5. If any land should be preserved for the green belt area, the
lands that should receive first consideration for this purpose
should be those lands which have been kept off the tax base ·
by a religious institution for years and years. It is unrea- ¯

B
sonable that religious institutions whose primary purpose ! i
should be to obtain a closer relationship between their ¯ "

parishioners and their creator should instead be in real -

estate development.

Questioned by the Commission, staff clarified that the applicant can
presently develop A-4 density but the added rezoning area is simply
to give him greater flexibility in terms of locating his building,
motivated to-preserve the temple presently on the site. The rezoning -

permits greater density but the applicant's proposal does not indicate
that he will take advantage of the added density.

Mr. Yokooji when recalled and questioned by the Commission stated
that without the rezoning, pure economics would dictate a higher
structure to compensate for the additional cost of now plans.
The additional space would allow them to preserve the t emple and
several monkeypod trees which would otherwise have to be destroyed.
A higher structure and its new location within the confines of .
their property under existing zoning, inay obstruct some views
from nearby condominiums.

The publi.c hearing was.closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Krs. Wikum and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval. of the request, _on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Hosaka druLcarried.



AYES - Choy, llosaka, Kainiyti, Kuna, Wikum
NAYES - Nono
Al3STAINED - Sumida, Wiodorholt
ABSENT - None

PUl3LIC HEARING A public bouring was held to consider a

I ZONÏNG CHANGE FROM request for a change in zoning from R-3
R-3 RESIDENTIAls TO Rosidential to A-2 Apartment District in
A-2 APARTMENT Kancohe--Lilipuna Road, Tax Map Key:
KANE0HE--LILIPUNA ROAD 4-6-02: 24 and 39.
T . F . MCCURMACK AND -

B0FI YEE TONG SOCIETY Publication was made in the Sunday Star- ¯¯¯

(FILE Il75/Z-7 RH) Bulletin/Advertiser on September 7, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planne.r Henry Eng presented the Director 's report recom-
mending approval of the request.
QUESTIONS OF STAFF ¯¯

Questions were raised regarding the amount of grading that ¯¯

might occur and the availability of sewer facilities in the
area. Staff indicated that minimal grading would occur on
the 1.5 acre site proposed for a five-story structure. There
will be some grading with the slopes to incorporate parking
at ground level. Concerning sewer facilities, the Department
of Public Works has a policy to monitor the available STP
capacity and issues commitments upon request for specified
periods of time. Hookup into the STP system is available to
the applicant .

Concerning the Department of Transportation Services comment -

that existing Lilipuna Road should be upgraded to support
additional traffic generated from the proposed development,
Mr. Eng stated that the applicant will improve a 400-foot strip
on his side of the road.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Mr. Francis Liu, President, Bow Yee Tong Society
2. Mr. Kam Tai Lee, Developer

The proposal provides a means to generate income that will be
used by the Bow Yee Tong Society, a benevolent society, to
aid the poor in the community. The society presently assists
the old Chinese men's home in Palolo.

Mr. Lee indicatedthat $156,000 willbe spent forimprovements
only on their side of Lilipuna Road.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Sarah Sheeley, President, The Kaneohe Outdoor Circle (Submitted
testimony dated Sept. 17, 1975)



SEP 17 1975 1.
I 2. Valorie iluniph rios President Windwa rd Actioil Group and ILtlicohe g -¯

Makai Nojaliborhoo l AssociatiŠn (represented by Niss Cartrudo ¯'

llutilpirries)
3. Miss Gertrude llumphries, interes ted ei t:i zon

OBJECTIONS:

1. Siltation of Kaneohe JLly as evi.donced in Dr. lhinnor's report
given during tho Planning Coinmission's consideration oE the
Lilipuna lllllside deve lopment.

2. Increased donsities and traf Eic generatod from the proposed
development .

E 3. The proposed development would change the character of the
OntiTO RTO R. III

4. The environmental effect of the development upon the surrounding
area should be reviowed.

5. The subject property may be situatod within the coastal management
zone.

- 6. Recommend an overview of the open space needs and requirements of
the Kaneohe community in terms of park and recreational requirements
not presently being programmed for the people of the Kaneohe
community.

7. Request that the matter bo deferred until interested parties
presently away from tho islands have had a chance to testify.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director ' s recommendation and
recommended approval of the proposal, onmotionby Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mrs. Wikum and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSTAINED - Wiederholt
ABSENT - None

PUBLIC UEARING A public hearing -was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request to demolish an existing single.-
(STORE DEMOLITION) story wooden frame store located at 1664
FIRST HAWAIIAN BANK/ Lusitana Street near Puowaina Drive
DEXTER llIGA PROPERTY . within the Hawaii Capital District, Tax
MANAGEMENT Map Key: 2-2-02: 46.
(FILE #75/HCD/54 JPP)

Publication was mado in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on September 7, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Jan-Peter. Preis presented the Jiirector 's report
recommending approval of the proposal.



i I:.

There woro no questions concerning the Director's report.

No one testified oither for or against the request. ¯
¯I .

The public hearint, was closed, on motion by Mr. Ilosaka, seconded
by Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request , on motion by Dr . Choy ,

-

I seconded by Mr. Ilosaka and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt,

i W1Kum
NAYES - None - §
ABSENT - None

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for a new 6-story office building
(DESIGN EVALUATION) at 222 Vineyard Street, within the Hawaii
BANK BUILDING CORP. Capital District , Tax Map Key: 2-1-19: 9
(FILE #75/HCD/30 BL) and 10 .

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on September 7, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Benjamin Lee presented the Director's report recom-
mending approval of the proposal.

There .were no questions of staff.

No one spoke either for or against the request. ¯

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr . Choy, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director 's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr.
Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt,
Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

-10-



UNI'i N I SHED BlIS1N.liSS Cha i rman llandall Kam:i ya , who had dec.ln rod
STATE SPECli\L l]Sli a colifli.ct of interest, did tiot µartici -

PERbtlT AND CON1)1TIONAL pate in any delibor;i t i on on th i s mn t ter.
USl.i PE1011T
(PltlVKl'E ltliCRI.iA't.' IONAL The pub l i e hear i n p, a l Jul y 30 , 1975 wris

i CM1P) kept open due to lack of a quorum voto
WAIANAE and deferred to August 27, 1975. The
RliCRGANIZED Clll]RCII OF public hoaring was closed August 27, 1975

- - JESllS CHRIST OF LATTl!R and acti.on doferred on both permits to
DAY SAINTS September 17, 1975 at which timo condi-
(1 ÏLE I?75/SUP-3 f tions would be presentod tluit are sensi- ¯¯-

I?75/Cl]P-7 LC) tivo to the concerns of the public,
particularly on the Special Uso Permit.

I
Dr. Choy was elected Chairman pro tem. He briefod the commissioners
on the subject request.
MOTION: Mr. llosaka moved to recommend approval of the request, subject

to the recommended conditions.

The motion failed for lack of a second.

MOTION: Nrs. Wikum moved, seconded by Mrs . Sumida, to deny both
the Conditional Use Permit and the Special Use Permit.

The motion failed for lack of -a majority vote.

AYES - Kuna, Sumida, Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Hosaka, Wiederholt
ABSENT - Kamiya (conflict of interest)

MOTION: Mr. Hosaka moved to recommend approval, subject to the
recommended conditions seconded by Mr . Wiederholt.

The motion failed for lack oE a majority vote.

AYES - Hosaka, Wiederholt, Choy
NAYES - Kuna, Sumida, Wikum
ABSENT - Kamiya (conflict of interest)

The Chairman deferred the matter to October 1, 1975.
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UNFINISHED BUSÏNESS The public hearing hold August 27, 1975
CZC AMENDMENT TO was closod and action deferred to Septem-SÏiCT10N C OF ARTICLE bor 17, 1975. The Planni.ng Commission" | .l0, CilAPTER 21, R.O. had roquastod a mooting with a reproson-

- g 1969, PIJ\NNED tative from Council Services regardingDEVliLOPMliNT RESORT this proposed amendment ,(BILL NO. 88)
-2 INITIATED BY CITY Mr. Ali Sheybani from Council Services¯ COUNCÏL responded to questions posed by the(FILE LSR CZC Commission . The proposed ordinance was1975-14 JG) initiated as a result of descrepanciesB between General Plan Resort designationsand zoning plus the fact that CZC Planned Development Resort require-

-- g ments are too restrictive and unworkable. All areas designated Resortwould be affected by the proposed ordinance and would fall within theCoastal Management Zone. Notification of community groups and land-owners was not made. The Council feels the review process whichinvolves the following is sufficient:

1. Coastal Management Zone which requires an EIS study, review andpublic hearing

2. The Planned Development Resort requirements in the CZC subjectsthe request to further
.review and two public hearings at thePlanning Commission and City Council levels.

The need for increased densities is not readily known but the projectionrecognizes the current housing shortage on Oahu and a continuous popula-tion growth.

The Chief Planning Officer was not consulted regarding the proposed .ordinance. It is the Corporation Counsel's opinion that the City Councilhas the authority to prepare zoning ordinances.

ACTION: The Commission recommended approval of the proposed ordinancewith the recommendation that the Land Use Intensity be 60units per acre rather than 100 units per acre.
AYES Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt,Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

-12-
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I
ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjouriin I at 10:30 p.m.

Respectful ly submittedi
i . ...

Henriotta R. L man

i becrotnTV-Reporter

i y -----

ii
ii

I
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APPROVED
Mooting of the Planning; Commission

Minutes

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wodnesday, October 1, 1975
at 1:35 p.m., in the Conforence Room of the City Hall Annox. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presidad.

-i-R

I PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka .

I Yuklin Kund i B
S lvia Sumida
Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning

Department of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of September 10 , 1975 were
approved as. circulated, on motion by
Mr . Ilosaka, seconded by Mrs . Wikum and
carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CZC AMENDMENT TO CREATE City Council-initiated bill to amend
SPECIAL DESIGN DISTRICTS Chapter 21 of the CZC to create Special -

FOR SPECIFIC AREAS OF Design Districts for specific areas of
THE CITY BY SEPARATE the city by separate ordinances .

ORDINANCES
(BILL NO. 96) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
COUNCIL INITIATED Bulletin/Advertiser on September 21, 1975.
(FILE L4R/TS/CZC-16/RBJ) No letters of protest were received.

Nr. Robert Jones presented the Director 's comments regarding Bill 96.
The CZC regulations are related more directly to individual parcel.
development rather than to large scale projects involving diverse
land use opportunities or in instances of abrupt changes in land
use intensities. The CZC does not provide adequate flexibility
for mixed use projects nor is the CZC sensitive to design consider--
ations in areas of transition between low and high intensity uses .

The Planned Development regulations in the CZC for housing resort,
and shopping center areas are not adaptable for Special Design
Districts since the PD regulations were intended for large scale
projects primarily in undeveloped areas within which a wide range
of mixed uses were not intended. On the other hand, the SDD has
significant emphasis for application within the currently urbanized
areas as well as undeveloped areas



The Director of Land Utilization concurs with the intent of the
proposed SDD ordinance. However, soveral amendments are suggestod
for clarification of intent and to establish procedural matters
consistont with comparable existing and proposed CZC regulations.
In summary, the procedural requirements of the proposed ordinance
should parallel comparablo procedures in the proposed amendments to
the PD regulations. This will provide the Director of Land Utili-
zation and the Planning Commission with a degree of consistency
in application review.

QUESTIONS OF STAFF .

Discussion followed relative to--

1. Whether there are guarantees within the proposed ordinance to
insure that future development will be made compatible with
existing surrounding uses, especially in older communities.
There would be guarantees within the ordinance designed to fit
a particular designated SDD area.

2. The process necessary to establish an SDD'is almost the same
¯

¯

as the PD procedures in Bill 92 which is still pending before . | ¯

àthe Commission. The Commission had questioned the mechanics § - 4
of those procedures. ¯

$

i .

DLU is aware that the Commission has not made a final determina-
tion of the PD procedures; however, they feel that procedures
for both bills should coincide.

3. Concern that the proposed amendment supercedes all district
zoning regulations. There is an underlying factor that this
bill would supercede Bill 102 recently passed for the Waikiki
district. If much of the concern is directed to the Waikiki
area and the present code is deficient in this respect,
then there should be enabling legislation to .cover this one
particular deficient area rather than the proposal for broad
powers that ultimately affect the entire island.

Mr..Jones clarified that the intent would not be simply tosupercede zoning regulations entirely. Where the CZC canmeet the needs of an area, it should prevail. However, there
ma be districts where regulations , not presently in the CZC,
may be necessary. In others, the underlying zoning may applywith modification. Some districts might require a particular
condition while others might combine underlying regulations and
a condition. In any event, establishment of the district shouldbe based upon evidence of need to iáþose the_SDD ordinance.
Zoning regulations tend to be rigid, were designed primarily
for individual parcels and cannot encompass the multiplicity
of events which occur in urban development. The proposal is
a tool to do the things that are necessary to achieve the
various development objectives within the city.



4 . Conceivably, the whole island could becomo a serios of SDDs
under the proposed amondinant. Theoretically, this takes
the planning duties and responsibilities stated in the Charter
from DGP the lina department in the administrative branch of F -

governmeËt,to the City Council which is the legislative branch 'Ã
of government .

" i
5. Lately, there has been a rush of theso types of ordinancos

appearina before the Commission.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT -

Mr . Ali Sheybani of Council Sorvices was present . In discussing
the proposed ordinance with him, the Commission pointed out the
following:

1. The proposed ordinance appears to be premature in relation
to the Revised General Plan presently before the Council.
Many of the issues addressed by this ordinance relate more
appropriately to the Development Plan.

2. Questioned Council's authority and basis upon which they
would approve or deny preliminary applications without
any sort of public hearing. The impact and effect of the
proposed ordinance upon the entire island should bear some
public scrutiny.

3. Questioned Council's imposition of time constraints on agency
review and the Commission, yet the Council has no time limit
of its own.

4. Some of the goals proposed. in the ordinance come from the new
Charter which has no GP and DP. As a result , implementation ordi-
nances are being developed before there is something to implement.

Mr. Sheybani pointed out that in many areas, the present zoning applies
but no utilities exist. Under the proposed ordinance, utilities could
proceed before development. The proposal also provides a recourse
other than the Zoning Board of Appeals which has no design review.

The following persons also testified in SUPPORT of Bill 96:

1. Dr. Frances Sydow Waikiki resident
2. Mr. Douglas Meller Member Shoreline Protection Álliance

(Submitted testimoÂy of St Ye Goodenow, President, Shoreline
Protection Alliance, dated Sept . 30, 1975)

3. Mr. Randolph .Hara, Vist a Worker ass gned to 3M Community
Council (Subinitted testimony dated Oct. 1 1975)

4 . Mr . Frank Brunings , Mak iki Community As so iat ion (Submitted
testimony dated Oct. 1, 1975)

5. Mr. Lee Gray, President, Punchbowl Community Association
(Submitted testimony datod Oct. 1, 1975)

6. Letter received datod Oct. 1, 1975 from Charles W. Coupe'
General Manager, Marina Division, Kaiser Actna



- RllASONS IN SUPPORT

1. The intent of this Bill appears to be the establishment of
Special Design Districts for areas possessing unusual civic
significance. However, the criteria listed to determine
qualification for a Special Design District in its generalitycould include most lands on Oahu. It would seem that theproposed Bill is aimed at certain significant civic areas,
such as Waikiki, Kakaako, etc., which warrant Special Design
considerations. Accordîngly, it is suggested that the Bill
bo more specific as to the lands which would be affected bythe Special Design District.

2. It could well be that the provision which allows Special
Design Districts to supersede all existing zoning regulations

¯ will be beneficial to all parties by allowing flexibility in
multiple uses of land, density and site planning. However,
provisions should be provided to insure that what was origi-
nally allowed under the existing zoning or DLUM is not signi-
ficantly reduced by the SDD in order to preserve the economic
viability of the project. - ME

¯ 3. Public input should be obtained. However, the concept of g i ggiallowing individuals or citizen groups to initiate applica- g ¯

gg",tions on lands not owned by them and to become involved in ggiapproval of project design when they have no risk of financial SEE
successwor failure of the project goes beyond.what is practical.
Would suggest that right to initiate an application andinvolvement in any project design be given to the owners and/ordevelopers and appropriate levels of government.

4. An ongoing master-planned area such as Hawaii Kai which isbeing controlled by one owner and master developer should not
be included except at the election of the owner and developer.

5. Concern expressed of the fact that the Department of General
Planning does not have a role in the processes involved with
this ordinance. Would encourage that some coordination be
developed among the City Council, Department of Land Utilization
and Department of General Planning to assure that conflictswhich might occur between the SDD and the Development Plans 8(mandated by the City Charter) are worked out systematically..

6. One of the applicability factors refers to "underutilizedurban areas". Consider the importance of adding overutilizedurban areas.
7. Need for a "Special Design District Advisory Council," a

citizens ýroup to aid in formulating design and land use
control guidelines and needs for their own communities.

8 . In the applicant procedures, communities should be allowed,
to make their own case for qualifying as a SDD. In this way,communities can cite a combination of the acceptance standards



UCT

outlined by the proposed bill and also introudce oloments, ¯

-

such as density, which are not outlined but certainly merit
consideration.

9. Concern of the impact of Bill 96 on landowners in the SDD,
and the possible inclusion of system of compensation.

10 . Cr:i.teria for non-significant projects should be specified.

11. Since the Council has not enactecÍ a park dedication ordinance ,

would recommend that Bill 96 place greater emphasis on
meeting public needs for park space and recreational amenities .

TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Re resentative Neil Abercrombie 13th Rearesentative District
2. Mr Charles P. Goldsmith, Manoa'Resident

OBJECTIONS--

1. The proposal looks good on paper but is really an end run on the
revised General Plan and Development Plan process.

2. The proposal supercedes all district zoning regulations.

3. Citizen' input in setting design and land use contiol criteria -

is not rovided for.. Residents should have some channels avail-
able to them in order to express the design needs of their
particular community.

4. Definition and criteria for non-significant projects should
be specified. The proposal permits non-significant projects to .

remain but _again is trying to end run the whole philosophy of
citizen participation and governmental response as embodied in
the existing General Plan processes.

5. General analysis of district objectives are contained in the
Revised General Plan which provides guidelines and is what the
the Council should address and come to some conclusion. This
proposal without guidelines lets politicians have a field day.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs . Wikum, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.

The following motion was made:

KUNA: I move that we recommend rejection, based upon the following
reasons:

They have not specifically set forth, for example how district
objectives are to be determined.

I also feel that in certain areas they have not provided adequately



for citizen participation. g -

I am concerned about the possibility of the City Council's ability igto deny or approve a preliminary application without any sort of
public hearing. Even though it is not an ordinance, it does
involve something magn:Ltude which I don't think should be arb:i.-
trarily decided without citizen participation, at that lovel. A

E il
I also feel that they have been very lacking in a spccific defini-
tion of "nonsignificant" although it was explained that this would gbe defined in the ordinance--in the event a special design district gis set up. I feel that is too late a stage to be dete'rmined non-
significant. It should be done prior to that--some sort of criteria
not just three lines under Nonsignificant Projects and that's it--
and we're supposed to have some sort of confidence that this
determination will be made with reliable, acceptable criteria.

I also would vote for rejection on this because in the initiation
of an application for special design districts, they have a position
that you must either be a landowner or a holder of a 5-year lease--
a lease in excess of five years. I question the intent behind this
because, it seems to me, they consider that someone who has land
has an interest sufficient to initiate an application. An applica-

- tion would mean ownership of land. I really question that, because
we have people who do not live in the district. I think the time
has come to change and glo away from this ownership--that is the
interest that will be recognized. We've got to start recognizing
people Who live there and, who, perhaps, have a shop in a district -
other than just someone who owns--especially because of the way
land is held in Hawaii today. I don't think this is the proper
way to give someone the standing to initiate an application.

WIKUM: I second the motion. I wonder if the Commission would add -

another reason. That would be the untimeliness of this ordinance in .

relation to the GPRP now in front of the City Council.

WIEDERHOLT: The document does provide for a rather serious
redistribution of authority and power, even though it is masked in
a process that's associated with the designation of a district. It
sounds as though it is with a limited objective and for a limited
area. But when you construe item one to mean possibly the entire
island, then it becomes a substitute for the general planning process. -

In effect, it could bypass some carefully designed City Charter plan-
ning processes.

The arguments for this with the confusion of ends and means in which
alterations are proposed to major planning principles are justified
on the basis of limited but very narrow technical problems. I think -
there is something seriously defective in this although the objectives
of achieving a greater degree of detailed control are very clear, very
strong, and, from what I read in the papers, the public concern. I
can see none of these objectives being achieved within this instrument

UNA: I ha"ve no objection to those additions in the motion.
IKUM: No objection.



(The motion was unanimously carried.)

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - None
AßSENT - None

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was hold to consider a -

RESOLUTION 154 City COLincil-initiated Ariendment to the
COUNCIL- INITIATED AMENDMENT Devo lopment Plan for the Puunui-Nuuani-

¯¯ - TO THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR Dowsett area pertaining to the width
THE PUUNUI-NUUANU-DOWSETT and realignment of McGrow and Ka ena Lanes .

¯¯œ AREA PERTAINING TO THE WIDTH
AND REALIGNMENT OF MCGREW Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
AND KAENA LANES Bulletin/Advert:iser on September 21, 1975.

¯!!

No letters of protest were received.I --

The Executive Secretary reported the receipt of an opinion dated
September 18, 1975 regarding Resolution Nos. 276, 205, and 154 from
Corporation Counsel. According to the opinion, Resolution No. 154

-_

E is to be processed in the following manner:

1. General Plan amendments to the Detailed Land Use Map are not
necessary because the proposed widths and realignments implement
the General Plan.

2. Amendments to the Development Plan are necessary and the Planning
Commission is to process them in the same manner as Resolutions
205 and 267--that is, to hold public hearings and make a recömmenda-
tion to City Council through the Mayor.

3. Detailed Studies and Analysis by the Chief Planning Officer are
not required by the Planning Commission for the public hearing.

4. A new Resolution from City Council is not necessary. Resolution
154 is sufficient to. proceed with the amendment process through

- the Planning Commission.

No staff presentation was made.

Mr. Ali Sheybani of Council Services gave an oral report of the
proposal to provide two culdesacs--one from Nuuanu Avenue and one .

from School Street. The culdesac at School Street i ould be constructed
first to serve a proposed apartment development by Budget Realty, Ltd.
The ther culdesac at Nuuanu Avenue will not be immediately constructed
thus permitting existing residences whose owners presently do not siish
apartment development to remain.

The Detailed Land Use Map shows a curvilinear loop extending from
Nuuanu Avenue to School Street with a centered culdesac. If effected,
this plan would eliminate a number of residences.



The Commission raised questions about the opinion from Corporation Ï 2

Counsel and processing of amendments to the General Plan, Detailed ;
-;Land Uso Map, and Development Plans in light of their understanding a i 4of the Charter requirements that Council-initiated amendments are to

be processed in the same manner as the Chief Planning Officer.Without a written report and studies, the Commission felt it could
not render a decision. The Planning Commission was informed that the

eDepartment of General Planning and City Council are discussing means
by which this might be resolved.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Mr. Larry M. Sumida, Budget Realty, Ltd.
2. Mr. Christopher N. Visher of Ikazaki, Devens, Lo, Youth and

Nakano, Attorneys for Budget Realty

There was discussion again concerning the pròcedures of Council-
initiated amendments. The Commission questioned why the route tothe City Council to initiate the amendment was used rather than
procedurally to the Chief Planning Officer. Mr. Visher indicated
that application was made to the Department of General Planning
but no action was received. They followed the next step available
in the Charter which is through the City Council.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by
Mrs. Kuna and carried.

The matter was deferred for the following reasons, on motion by Mr.
Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried:

1. Request an opinion from Corporation Counsel as to the precise
process that is to be used related to amending the General Plan.

2. Request that Council prepare a staff report of the proposal.

3. Request a 30-day extension from Council because of a lack of
studies on the proposal and a lack.of clarity in terms of process.

This matter was deferred to October 15, 1975.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
RESOLUTION 26 T Council-initiated Amendment to the
COUNCIL-INITIATED AMENDMENT Development Plan for theoMoiliili-
TO THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR University-Manoa area involving width of
THE MOILIILI-UNIVERSITY- streets in the area generally bounded
MANOA AREA INVOLVING WIDTH by Vancouver Drive , University Avenue ,
OF STREETS IN THE AREA Metcalf Street , Wilder Avenue and. Clement
GENERALLY ROUNDED BY Street.
VANCOUVER DR UNIVERSITY
AVE . , METCALF ST. , WILDER Publication was made in the Sunday Star -

AVE AND CLEMENT ST. Bulletin/Advertiser onSeptember 21, 1975.
No leiters of protest were received.



No staff presentation was mudo.

Mr. Ali Sheybani of Council Sorvices gave an oral report of the proposod
ordinance which reduces 56-foot street widths dosignated on the Develop-
ment Plan to existing 40-foot w:idths. A reprosentative from the
Department of Transportation Services who was to report on the proposal
left the meeting due to the latonoss of the hour.
Questions were raised concerning the basis for the reduction of street
widths and whether the more appropriate approach might be to amend
the General Plan from Apartment back to Residential use.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

None

i TESTIMONY AGAINST

-

¯ 1. Mr . Charles P. Goldsmith, Manoa Resident
- | 2. Representative Neil Abercrombie

¯

¯ M 3. Mr. John James, Lower Manoa Homeowners Association
4. Mr. Hal Jordan, Manoa Resident
5. Mr. Tim Geschwind (Present testimony of Mr, Tim C. Leedom,

President, Manoa Valley Community Assocation, undated)
6. Letter dated Sept. 29, 1975 from Martha Jane Smith

OBJE CT IONS:

1. There is no rationale for selecting the reduction of certain
street widths.

2. Any push of city improvements that pave the way for highrise
development is a step in the wrong direction.

3. Proper action would be to downzone the area from Apartment to
Residential use. Until this priority action is taken, all other
steps are a waste of money and add further to the planning mess
that has developed in Central Honolulu and now threatens to
engulf the Manoa Valley area.

4. Request the Commission to take a clinical look at this resolution
and judge whether this is functional or dysfunctional to keepine
a neighborhood residential and content.

5 . Request that no action be taken which may be adverse to the
Residential classification applied for in the Letter of Intent
dated May 1, 1974 to the Chief Planning Officer.

6. The Revised General Plan presently before the City Council should
be considered.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs .
. Wikum seconded by

Mrs Kuna and carried.

The Commission deferred action on the matter to Octobor 15th for
further information from Council Services.



ii
PUllLIC HEARING A public hearing was hold to considor a
Rl:iSOLUTION 205 Council-initiated Amendment to a portion
COUNCIL-INITIATED AMENDMEN'l' of the Development Plan for the University
TO A PORTION OF THE DEVELOP- community to delete a portion of Kalei
MENT PLAN FOR THE UNIVERSITY Road, dleting Maliko Road, and designating
COMMUNITY TO DELETE A a turn-around area (Bill No. 93). --

PORTION OF KALEI ROAD,
DELETING MALIKO ROAD, AND Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
DESIGNATING A TURN-AROUND Bulletin/Advertiser on.September 21, 1975.
AREA (BILL NO. 93) No letters of protest were received.
No staff presentation was made.

Mr. Ali Sheybani of Council Services suggested that the matter be
deferred inasmuch as the Commission lacked a report and studies of i!!
the proposed Resolution.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT i dig
N

-

One ¯ 25-

TESTIMONY AGAINST ¯ igi
None mi

--
The public hearing was closed on motion by Mrs. Wikum seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.

The matter was deferred to October 15, 1975 for further information
from Council Services.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
HAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT plans for a one-story open pavilion, and
APPLICATION the on-site relocation of approximätely am-
VINEYARD BLVD. QUEEN 12 trees within the Hawaii Capital ËËË
EJOU STREET District, Tax Map Key: 2-1-19: 14 and 15. NE
OSSIPOFF, SNYDER, ROWLAND

-55

AND GOETZ Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
FILE #75/HCD-52 DF) Bulletin/Advertiser on September 21, 1975.

No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Don Fowler presented the Director's report recommending
approval of the request.
There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director's
report.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. Carl Saake, Architect, represented the applicant and offered
to respond to any questions the Commission might have.
Th re were no questions of Mr. Saake.



TESTIMONY AGAINST

Nono

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, secondod by
Mrs . Wikum and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accopted the Director's recommendation and
rocommended approval of the proposal, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried. g- -y.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikuni
NAYES - None
ABSßNT - None

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a

i CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a conditional use permit to
(PRIVATE RECREATION allow the establishment of a private -

CENTER FACILITY) recreation center facility in Waianae--
WAIANAE 87-228 Hookele Street, Tax Map Key: i ¯

HOOKELE COMMUNITY ASSN. 8 -7 -29: 44 . E -

(FILE #75/CUP-14 EY) -¯

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on September 21, 1975 .¯E
No letters of nrotest were received.

Staff presentation was made by Mr. Henry Eng. The Director recommends
approval of 3the CUP, subject to the conditions enumerated in the report.

QUESTION OF STAFF

A question regarding group activity beyond 10:00 p.m. was deferred
for response by the applicant.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. Joseph Hannahs, Agent for the applicant, indicated that the
proposal is mainly a convenience facility for approximately 250
families in the community. Residents presently hold meetings in -

their homes because there are no facilities for community meetings
in the area.
Request was made to change the closing hours of operation to

.

10:00 p.m. weekdays, and 12:00 midnite Fridays, Saturdays, and
the eve of Holidays simply to allow more time during the weekends
and on the eve of Holidays. Residents support this time period.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

None --

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.

--II

-11-
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ACTION: The Conunission accepted the Director 's recommendation and
rocommended approval of the Conditional Uso Permit, subject
to the conditions onumerated in the report. The Commission
also recommended that Condition No. 6 be chanyod to reflect
closing hours of operat:Lon as follows: 10:00 p.m. weekdays,
12:00 midnito Fridays, Saturdays, and ove of Holidays. --

The motion was made by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and =

carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum ¯N

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None SI-

UNFINISHED BUSINESS Commissioner Donald Hosaka had declared a
ZONING CHANGE conflict of interest on this matter and
B-2 COMMUNITY was not present during deliberation of -
BUSINESS TO R-6 this matter.
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT g
MANANA-UKA The public hearing of September 10, 1975 g
(PACIFIC PALISADES) was kept open and the matter deferred to
INTERNATIONAL MANAGEMENT October 1 due to a lack. of uorum.
CORPORATION
(FILE #75/Z-15 LC) No one testified either for or against

the proposal.

The public hearing- was closed, on motion by Dr . Choy, seconded by Mrs .

Wikum and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mrs. Wikum and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held September 10, 1975
CZC AMENDMENT RELATING was closed and action deferred to October
TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 1, 1975 for further study by the Executive
PROCEDURES Secretary, the Department of Land Utiliza-
(BILL NO. 92) tion, and Council Services of alternatives
(FILE #LSR/CZC/1975-15 AM) or modifications. (If modifications are

major, a new public hearing will be
necessary .) Points to be considered are:
(a) Realistic time element; (b) Legal
opinion from Corporation Counsel: "Can -
City Council, as a legislative body,
receive Planned Development applications?

The Executive Secretary reported that a meeting was held with Councilman
Rudy Pacarro, Mr. Ali Sheybani of Council Services, and Messrs. Art
Muraoka and Bill Wanket of the Department of Land Utilization at which
time the issues raised by the Commission were discussed

121



- 1. lJLU indicated that the timo element for reviow is realistic. If
DLU needs additional time, Mr. Pacarro suggestod that the Commis-
sion's time bo lessoned from 45 days to 30 days. Mr. Connell stated
that the Commission could probably handle most PlXl applications
within the 30-day period but suggosted an additional clause within
the ordinance to allow the Commission to request additional time
in the event the Commission did not receive all of the reports -

necessary.

2. The legal opinion received from Corporation Counsel is verbal. The
Executive Secretary awaits receipt of a written opinion. ig-

The Commission deferred the matter for two weeks for receipt of the
opinion as requested from Corporation Counsel, on motion by Mrs. Wikum,
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

I UNFINISHED BUSINESS The Chairman had declared a conflict of
STATE SPECIAL USE interest on this matter. Before excusing
PERMIT AND CONDITIONAL himself from the meeting, he appointed

g USE PERMIT Dr. Wilbur Choy Chairman pro tem. E 4-y
(PRIVATE RECREATIONAL Ë ¯jg
CAMP) The public hearing of July 30, 1975 was * ¯=

WAIANAE . kept open for lack of a quorum vote to : E
REORGANIZED CHURCH OF August 27. The public hearing of August (

Ë*E;

JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER 27 was closed and action deferred for i j¯¶

DAY SAINTS conditions to be presented at the Septem- i &&
(FILE #75/SUP-3 4 . ber 17 meeting. The matter was deferred

#75/CUP-7 LC) on September 17 to October 1, 1975 for
a lack of quorum.

A motion made by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by Mrs. Kuna to deny both permits
failed to carry.

Mrs. .Sumida had visited the site and pointed out the following which .

changed her position on the matter.

1. The area is in diversified agriculture and the subject parcel
is a relatively small portion of land being used for diversified
a ricultural ur oses.

2. The effect of pesticide drift cm residents presently living in
the area is not known. This effect is dependent upon the amount
of exposure upon the individual. Since the.applicant indicated
limited use of the facility by large groups of people, except
for an annual or biannual retreat, the pesticide exposure to
the membership will be relatively minimal.

AYES - Kuna, Wikum, iederhort
NAYES - Choy, Hosaka, Sumida ses
ABSENT - Kamiya BE

Two other motions by Nr. Hosaka failed for lack of a second-- (1)
submit no recommendation for hoth permits; (2) recommend approyal =

of the SUP and submiti no recommendation on the CUP.

-13 25



...I

i I -I
Tho matter was deferred two weeks for a field trip to the sito, onmotion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Mrs. Wikum and carried.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 11:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

October 15, 1975

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, October 15, 1975 at

i 1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex.

The Chairman arrived at 3:00 p.m. Mrs. Harriet Wikum was elected
Chairman pro tem.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Dr . Wilbur Choy
Charles Izumoto
Yuklin Kuna

¯_ Sylvia Sumida

i Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum
Donald Hosaka

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer .

Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones Assistant Director . Zoning

Department of'Land Utilization
Roger Harris, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The Minutes of September 17 , 1975 were
deferred to the next meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT request for a conditional use permit for
FOR PET CEMETERY AND a pet cemetery and concurrent zone change
CONCURRENT ZONE CHANGE from I-1 Light Industrial to P-1 Preser-
I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL TO vat ion District at Valley of the Temples,
P-1 PRESERVATION Kahaluu, Tax Map Key: 4-7-51: portion of 2.
AHUIMANU VALLEY KAHALUU
VALLEY OF THE TEMPLES CORP. Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
(FILE #75/CUP-11 RH) Bulletin/Advertiser on October 5, 1975.

No letters of protest were received.
Staff Planner Roger Harris presented the Director 's report recommending
approval of the proposal.

Thefe were no quest ions of staff regarding the Director 's report .

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Messrs. Larry Clapp, President, Valley of the Temples and John
Powers, Vice President and General Manager, Valley of the Temples,
represented the applicant . To a question whether tomb markers
would be permitted, Mr. Powers responded negatively.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

None



The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mrs. Sumida and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with tho Director 's recommendation. and recommended approval of the Conditional Use Permit andconcurrent zone change, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mrs. Sumida and carried.

AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum, Hosaka
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Kamiya

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a -
SLUC SPECIAL USE PERMIT request for an SLUC Special Use Permit
(RESERVOIR) to construct a water reservoir within - | di
INSCON DEVELOPMENT CO. an agricultural district defined by the i

¯$

(FILE #75/SUP-4 RH) State Land Use Commission and the City g ' ¯"

and County zoning ordinances at Kahuku, g -.

Oahu, Tax Map Key: 5-7-02: portion of 1.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on
September 17, 1975. No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Roger Harris presented the Director's report recommending
approval of the proposal.

In the discussion that followed, the Commission felt the capacity of
the proposed two million gallon reservoir too excessive for the
development it is intended to serve, encourage development beyond
what is zoned and take away more prime agricultural land. Even though
zoning issues for this matter were analyzed and approval granted in
1971, the Commission in rendering a decision on this SUP must consider
the impact of today's issues. For example, the impact of 3,000 units
on the highway today and in 1971 varies significantly.

TESTIMONY FOR

Mr. Tom Low, Engineer, responded to questions relative to the
adequacy of existing water facilities to service existing develop-
ment and the requirement and justification of the two million
gallon reservoir to service future development. Mr. Low stated
that one million gallons is required for fire flow protection
which is presently deficient in the area, and the other million
gallons for development.

(The Chairman was present at this point of the meeting..) li
Mr. Bill Miller of Camp$ell Estat e gave background information
concerning the approval of their zoning application in 1971. He
also pointed out that the two million gallon reservoir will
service all of the zoned area makai of Kam Highway. Another
proposed 1½ million gallon reservoir will accommodate future
development other than what.is presently zoned.





subject to the conditions enumerated in the Divoctor's
report, on motion by Mrs. Wikum, soconded by Mr. Hosaka -

and carried. .¯ li - -

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, I 1
Wiederholt, Wikum | |NAYES - None

ABSENT - None i 1

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held on October 1, 1975RESOLUTION 154 was closed, and action deferred for furtherCOUNCIL-INITIATED AMENDMENT information from Council Services.
TO THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR
THE PUUNUI-NUUANU-DOWSETT The Chairman reported the receipt of a
AREA PERTAINING TO THE WIDTH communication from Ikazaki, Devens, Lo, B
AND REALIGNMENT OF MCGREW Youth, and Nakano (Christopher N. Visher) i :AND KAENA LANES on behalf of Budget Realty, Ltd., dated g

¯ '

October 14, 1975, containing background g -

information of the proposal. i i

I - -

Mr. Ali Sheybani of Council Services circulated and reviewed a report
of background information on Resolution 267. Mr. James Dwight of theDepartment of Transportation Services assisted in the presentation.Questioned by the Commission, Mr. Dwight indicated that the proposal
results from a request by the developer that the City either permit
him to develop his property or that the City purchase approximately8,000 square feet of his apartment zoned property. Various alternativeswere studie& and the recommended proposal results in acquisition of
approximately 1,200 square feet instead of 8,000 square feet.

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy
and carried, accepted in full the proposal of the City Councilin Resolution 154 that the Development Plan for Puunui-Nuuanu-Dowsett be amended by realienment of McGrew and Kaena Lanes
and a reduction of the widtË of Kaena Lane from 56 feet to

i feet.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida,
Wiederholt, Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

UNFINISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held on September
CZC AMENDMENT RELATING 10, 1975, closed, and action deferred to
TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT October 1 for further study of alternatives
PROCEDURES or modifications. On October 1 action was(BILL NO. 92) deferred for an opinion from CorporationFILE #LSR/CZC/1975-15 AM) Counsel.
The Executive Secretary reported that to date, he has not received
Corporation Counsel's opinion.

The matter was deferred for receipt of Corporation Counsel's opinionon motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.



UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hoaring held October 1, 1975
RESOLUTION 267 was closod and action deferrod for more

B COUNCIL-INITIATED AMENDMENT information from Council Services. " ¯

TO THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR E -a

g THE MOILIILI-UNIVERSITY- Mr. Ali Shoybani circulated and reviewed Ë
MANOA AREA INVOLVING WIDTH a report of Resolution 267 dated November g zg
OF STREETS IN THE AREA 19, 1974. r¿ gCENERALLY BOUNDED BYI The Executive Secretary discussed paragraph -

VANCOUVER DR. UNIVERSITY e
, ,' , 3 on page 2 of the report. Procedural : 2AVE METCALI. S3 WILDER m -u> °,'

, problems were encountered. In the past, -
-9

AVE AND CLEMENT SI - · - E -
'' · most Council-initiated resolutions were y B

processed by DGP, Council awaited a full and complete report, and the
-1

Planning Commission held a public hearing. Presently, Council-initiated ¯¯

resolutions are referred to the Chief Planning Officer only for informa-
tion and sent to the Planning Commission for public hearing and recom-

- mendation. The 30-day time limit for Planning Commission decisions began
after the closing of the public.hearing. A subsequent opinion from
Corporation Counsel states that the 30 days commences upon receipt of
Council's resolution. It was indicated that DGP and the Council are meet-
ing to find means of eliminating the procedural problems.
The Commission felt that even though the proposed resolution enables
improvements sorely needed in the district, apartment development
could still occur if it adopted Resolution 267. The Commission recog-
nized the desire of the residents to leave the area Residential and
that a letter of intent has been filed in that connection to amend
the.General Plan from Apartment to Residential.

ACTION: Thg Commission voted that Resolution 267 be denied, with the
recommendation that the General Plan for the Moiliili-
University-Manoa area be amended from Apartment to Residentiai
use, on motion by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by Mrs. Kuna and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, _Sumida
Wiederholt , Wikum

NAÝES - None
ABSENT - None

UÑFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held October 1, 1975
RESOLUTION 205 was closed and action deferred for more -

COUNCIL-INITIATED AMENDMENT information from Council Services.
TO A PORTION OF THE DEVELOP-
MENT PLAN FOR THE UNIVERSITY Mr. Ali Sheybani of Council Services
COMMUNITY TO DELETE A circulated and reviewed a report of
PORTION OF KALEI ROAD, Resolution 205 dated August 27, 1975.
DELETING MALIKO ROAD, AND
DESIGNÁTING A TURN AROUND No discussion followed.
ÁREA (BILL NO. 93)

ACTION: The Commission accepted the ýroposal of the City Council as
stated in Resolution 205 dated August 27 1975 and in -3

Council Bill No. 93 (1975) , on motion by Dr. CËoy, seconded
by Mrs. Wikum and carried.
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AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sum:i.da,
Wiederholt, Wikum

NAYES - Norne
ABSENT - None

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The Chairman had declared a conflict of
STATE SPECIAL USE interest on this matter and did not take
PERMIT AND CONDITÏ0NAL part in any of the deliberation. Mrs.
USE PERMIT Wikum was Chairman pro tem.
(PRIVATE RECREATIONAL
CAMP) The public hearing of July 30, 1975 was
WAIANAE kept open for lack of a quorum. The W
REORGANIZED CHURCH OF public hearing of August 27 was closed -

JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER and action deferred for conditions to gDAY SAINTS be presented at the September 17 meeting. g(FILE #75/SUP-3 4 On September 17, the Commission did not
#75/CUP-7 LC) have a quorum and the matter was deferred -

to October 1. Action was deferred on
October 1 for a field trip to the site.

The Commission expressed the following concerns:
1. Surrounding uses are agricultural. Allowing this type of use

encourages urban development in the area and adds to the fear .farmers have of urban encroachment.
2. .Concern of impact of this use on market prices of the land.
3. The present plan indicates a lot of concrete Ini the site. Perhaps

a portion of the site could be set aside for some agricultural
activity.

MOTION: A motion to recommend approval of both the Conditional Use
Permit and the Special Use Permit by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka failed to.carry.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Sumida
NAYES - Kuna, Wiederholt, Wikum
ABSENT - Kamiya (conflict of interest)

MOTION: Dr. Choy moved, seconded by Mr. Hosaka to recommend approval
of the Special Use Permit and to deny the Conditional Use -
Permit. The motion failed to carry.

I -

AYES - Choy, Hos aka
NAYES - Izumoto, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum
ABSENT - Kamiya (conflict of interest)

The matter was deferred for a special meeting on October 22, 1975.
The Commission requested that conditions be developed to insure that
an agriculttire educational program be provided in the proposed
recreational camp.
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- ADJOURNMENT: The meeting ad journod at 9: 30 p.m. -W

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta ß. Lyman
Sacrotary-Reporter
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Ny name is James Shon. I am a member of the rosearch staff of the Council of -

Prosidents and a member of the Coastal Zone Management Statewide Citizens Forum. I am

II

also. authorized to speak on behalf of Friends of the Earth.

Today I would like to express .a concern that the proposed reservoir under con-

ii

sideration by the Commission is a preliminary stop to massive, and as yet unauthorized,

development of our coast in the Kahuku area. As you know, the planned reservoir vill

have an initial capacity of two (2) million gallons, which can support a population of

approximate2; 14,000 people. At the present time, the population in Kahuku is estimated

at about one thousand. For what reason, we might ask, is this facility needed7 One

answer can be found in Mr. Moriguchi's September 12 memorandum to the Commission in

which he states the reservoir "will service proposed future developments at KahukW "

hat future developments are planned? In March of 1974 Donald Wolbrink & Associates ¯

prepared a report for Campbell Estate detailing plans for a KAHUKU TOWN CENTER, which

-- will require a support community of not less than 12,000 people. The dramatic increase

is needed, says the report, to support a business community which will include food,

drug and 15 uor stores, restaurants, taverns, real estate offices, a pool hall, and

so on. It should be noted that the reservoir has built n space for the addition of

another 1.5 million gallons, which brings the service capacity up to approximately

24,000 residents. This is & times- the current population. . According to the Havaii

Tourism Impäct Plan, Vol 1, 1972, Inscon Development Company's proposed reservoir . -5

is on1ý part of their long range plan to construct over 7,000 hotel units on 294 acres.

Most of these proposals have not yet been approved.

I would urge the Commission to consider that the proposed sewage treatment plant

at Malaekahana has not received approval from the Land Use Commission. The State has

indicated it intends to purchase that land for a park with funds provided by the last

legislative session. No approval has been received for a Kahuku Town Center. And final
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the City Council has not yet docided just what the boundaries will be for the Special

Management Area mandated by the Shoreline Protection Bill. Without their decision on

this matter, it would be highly inappropriate to commit those lands to uncertain develop-

ment. In fact, it would be unfair to grant such permission when the county migh t, then

prohibit future developments. That would only waste the time and money of those in-

tending to development the area.

More important, if Inscon is acting in good faith in terms of compliance with

I
-

Hawaii*s statutes, .there should be no problem in waiting for a judgement on the coastal

zone. Attempting to obtain permission before-hand tends to frustsate the intentions of

- our state legislature, which enacted the Shoreline Protection Act to prevent capricious

development of the coast.

In conclusion, I would urge the members of the Commission to deny the special use

permit for a reservoir. It is clearly a foot-in-the-door for extensive developments

that have not yet been approved, and may never be approved. The time for the con-

struction of such a facility is after the appropriate government agencies have clarified

how we will utilise our precious coastal areas .

Thank you.
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To: -City Planning Commission
.\\1 MIC INAHA

r is:AR.u. Re: State Special Use Permit for Iscon Development Co.
( '.ALD K. MACilIDA
RO.%ALD 1. KONDO
\ MA .\L SANTOS

I can find no justification whatever for this request,
A R. IKEDA . .

DDY SOARES UnleSS the intent 1.s to recklessly urbanize the Windward
or s Side. The particular instance before us is Kahuku. The

resevoir has nothing to do with agricultural needs. It
ri o . fails utterly to take into account efforts to keep such

areas in agriculture with small populations ref lecting
To the diversified agricul.tural goals that are infinitely

on .unot.t. more justifiable than speculative ventures for which
KINAU BOYD KAMAL11 - •this resevoir is but a stalking horse.
C RENCE Y. AKlZAKl

L T. E.4KAMURA
We are in the midst of preparing a General Plan at

L ABERCRO.MBIE
r . IL.FONG.JR. the Stat·e level-- i.e., goals tobe written in statute as
C RLE3 T. USHIJt\lA

desirable for the State' s welfare. The ruînation of ag·-
.iNLEy riculture in Kahuku will certainly not be a part of this

ca . Plan.
HARD IKE SUTTON

SAKIMA This permit is sought for one reason and one reason
T YAP .

. o. - only: as the opening wedge of urbanization for speculative
rH

A
purpOSOS , With no thought to the genuine needs, of housing

ECHI in particular, or of the interests of the Windward Side
SH WAKATSUKI in general.

JA.\!!\ J. CAYETANO
3tAN M17UGUCHI

The approval of the Department of Health alone should
be sufficient to hold up a favorable vote. All the Boards
and Departments referred to in various memoranda before

ua n Rs you are answering only the narrowest of questions.

o .. Of course it is possible to put in this resevoir. .
GE M l.AR E ,

. . . -The question is: is it desirable fro a policy stana.-
point? The answer is clearly "no. "

"Unusual and reasonable use" is the basis of this
request. It fails to meet· the tests a plied.

1CH D \ AKAMI .
It 11 contrary to "objectives sought to be accomp-

lished by the Land Use Law and Regulations. " There is
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City Plantting Commission
Oct. 15, 1975, p. 2

no way speculative urbanization, which is what is being disought -here, is compal:ible with 'proper land use.

The statement, "There is no indication that the rese-
voir will stimulate additional non-agricultural uses ad-jacent to it, " is ridiculous on its face. It is singu-
larly untrue. I can't believe any reasonable person could --

think such a statement anything but i l.lusory.
g¯

M
i gThe resevoir would "adversely af fact surrounding

property." The "trends and needs" are being manufactured,
and are not a natural outgrowth of land usage in Kahuku.
Above all the "proposed use" will not "make the highest
and best use of the land involved for the oublic welfare"
(emphasis added) . It will serve only private interests.

In other words, all these memos focus on the rese-
voir as if it were the real question at hand when obvi-
ously it is only the vehicle for un-needed and undesir-
able urban develooment.

I urge any authoritative body before whom this quest-ion arises to have the courage and forthrightness to ad- E
dress the real point-- the disease, not the symptoms.
To encourage the symptom is to encourage the disease.

Do not favor this individual project unless you in-
tend to say you favor its goal: the speculative urbarii-
zation of Kahuku.

Thank you,

Neil Abercrombie
Representative, 13th District
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i MAIL ADDRESS: P.O. 80X 4247 PROTEC7TONHONOl.ULU,HAWAll 96813
TELF.PllONE: 523-2400 A CLTANCE

October 15, 1975

i Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu
650 S. King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Members of the Planning Commission:

The Shoreline Protection Alliance.opposes unconditional approval of
-gg

a Special Permit to allow Inscon Development Company to construct gi
a 2-million-gallon water reservoir within an agricultural district
at Kahuku.

Presently, on lands inland from the Kuilima hotel, there are 368
condominium units on a 32 acre site. On both sides of the hotel
a total of 95 acres of beach front land is zoned A-1 apartment.
Inscon Development Company "projects" that it will build 1,000 =m

. condominium units on both sides of the hotel. However, there are MR
no general plan or zoning restrictions to keep Inscon from construct- ¯

ing 3,000 condominium units right on the.beach. Inscon has not
indicated plans to dedicate land for public parks. The City Council
has not enacted an ordinance which would require park dedication by
Inscon. (Àct 140, Session Laws of Hawaii 1970, requires that all
counties must enact park dedication ordinances to require subdividers .to dedicate park land or money in lieu of land.)

Mr. Koga from the Honolulu Board of Water Supply Engineering Division
informs us that a 2-million-gallon reservoir would probably meet the
needs of 3,000 condominium units. Excluding needs for fire preven-
tion, average reservoirs must ston 180 gallons per person served.
Mr. Koga believes that average occupancy for condominiums is between
2 and 2.5 people per unit.

We are opposed to construction of high density condominiums on the
beach. We feel that the land adjacent to the Kuilima hotel is a
prime beach park site of great natural beauty. We feel that the City
Council was very short-sighted when it allowed the zoning for high
density condominiums at Kahúku.

In the event that you do decide to grant the special Permit for the
2-million-gallon water tank, then we recommend that you attach two
conditions. We feel that these conditions will preserve the appear- MB
ancé and recreational value of the 95 acres of beach frontage for
the benefit of the entire public while still allowing profitable
development to take place.

(1) Condominiums on he 95 acre site should be limited to a
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-- October 15, 1975 | i
page 2

maximum of 5 units per acre . . .

(2) 3 acres of beach párk land should be dedicated to the City
for every 1,000 people who will occupy the condominium units. --

Thank you for listening to our concerns.

Respectfully,

Steve Goodenow . g
President

cc/SG
H -
E -
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Special Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutos

October 22, 1975

The Planning Commission held a special mooting on Wednesday, October
22, 1975 in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Sylvia Sumida, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka
Charles Izumoto
Yuklin Kuna

- Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum --

¯-- STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
-

¯ Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Art Muraoka, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of September 17, 1975 were
. approved as circulated, on motion by. Dr.

Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The Chairman had declared a conflict of
STATE SPECIAL USE interest and did not take part in any -

PERMIT AND CONDITIONAL deliberation on this inatter. Mr. Hosaka
USE PERMIT was appointed Chairman pro' tem.
(PRIVATE RECREATIONAL

- CAMP) The public hearing of July 30 , 1975 was
WAIANAE kept open for lack of a quorum. The
REORGANIZED CHURCH OF public hearing of August 27 .was closed
JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER and action deferred for conditions to be
DAY SAINTS presented at the September 17 meeting.
(FILE #75/SUP-3 4 Action was deferred on September 17 for

#75/CUP-7) a lack of quorum and on October 1 for a
field trip to the site . On October 15

the Commission requested that conditions be developed to insure that
an agriculture educational program be provîded in the proposed
recreational camp.

Copies. of the requested proposed conditions were sent to the Commission.
Mr. Everett Graffeo was recalled and questioned regarding the conditions.
He felt that the following condition seemed to restrict the location of
the agricultural activity to one area which he felt should not be speci-
fied in order to allow some flexibility: "A minimum of 20% (2.10 acres)
of the subject property shall be utilized for agriculture educational
purposes. That 20% will be located in that area which has the highest
capacity for agricultural production." Their proposal includes a fruit
orchard, garden vegetables, garden flowers, papaya grove, pineapple plot,
a Hawaiian native plant area of coconuts, lauhala, bananas, and a taro patch.



The Executive Secretary presented a Memorandum to the Commission fromthe Chief Planning Officer dated Oct. 22, 1975, responding to theCommission's concorns (copy attached).

The Commission felt--

1. The proposed conditions would meet tho objections of the variousagencies and witnesses.
. 2. The exact location of the 20% agriculture portion of the site

need not be established to allow the architect flexibility in M -

redesigning the facility. Modification of that condition should .so reflect.
¯

3. The proposed agriculture educational program will create a compatible
use with the surrounding properties and that the proposed uses arein conformance with the spirit of the General Plan, the CZC, andthe Rules and Regulations of the SLUC. ¯

--
ACTION: The Commission voted to recommend approval of the Conditional

Use Permit and the Special Use Permit, subject to the modified Bconditions (copy attached), on motion by Mrs. Wikum, secondedby Dr. Choy and carried.

(The Director of Land Utilization recommends denial of this
request.)

AYÈS - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wiku
NAYES - None .
ABSENT - Kamiya (conflict of interest)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing.held September 10, 1975CZC AMENDMENT RELATING was closed, and action deferred to OctoberTO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 1 for further study of alternatives orPROCEDURES modifications. On October 1 and 15 action(BILL NO. 92) was deferred for an opinion from Corporati(FILE #LSR/CZC/1975-15 AM) Counsel.
The Executive Secretary reported the receilof Corporation Counsel's opinion <u> towhether or not the City Council may acceptplanned unit development applications (copattached).

ACTION: The Commission, on motion by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by Dr. Choyand carried, recommended denial of both the City Councilproposed ordinance (Draft 1), and the recomniendation of theDirector of Luul Utilization regarding the proposed amendmentto Article 10 of the CZC (Draft 2).
The Commission based its denial on the following reasons:
1. No provision is made for design review of planned develop-ments prior to the Planning Commission public hearings andCity Council hearings and action.



2 b Sixty days is an inadequate amount of time for the Dopart-
ment of Land Utilization to reviow the applications andsubmit completo reports to the Commission.

3. In light of the second reason, the 45-day timo limit on

i the Commission is unreasonablo.

4. Either proposal (City Council's or the Director of Land
Utilization's) will generate more denials from both the
Director of Land Utilization and the Planning Commission
than are generated out of the present procedure. The
Commission believes that such denials will put the
applicants under unnecessary and undue stress.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida,
Wiederholt , Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

ELECTION OF With the resignation of past Vice Chairman
VICE-CHAIRMAN Charles Duke, who accepted an appointment

on the State Land Use Commission, the
Commission held an election of a Vice
Chairman.

Dr. Choy declined a nomination which was made by Mr. Hosaka, seconded
by Mrs. Sumida. He then nominated Mrs. Sumida who was unanimously
elected Vice Chairman. Mr. Izumoto seconded the nomination.

ADJOURNMENT: .The meeting adjourned at 3:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

Attachments: (1) Memorandum dated Oct. 22, 1975 to Planning
Commission from Chief Plannin Officer

(2) Conditions related to the Reorganized Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints dated 10/22/75.

(3) Opinion from Corporation Counsel dated 10/10/75
re Proposed Amendment of CZC (Bill 92)



DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL PLANNING
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

650 SOUTH KING STREET
HONOLULU. IIAWAII 00013

FRAblK P. FA51 ROBERT R. WAY

MAyon ChlEP PLANNING OYMCCH

75/SUP-3 and
75/CUP-7 (LC)

October 22, 1975

MEMORANDUM

TO : PLANNING OOMMISSION

FROM : ROBERT R. WAY, CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER

SUBJECT : CONDITIONS FOR REORGANIZED CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF -

LATTER DAY SAINTS-75/SUP-3 and 75/CUP-7 (LC)

The Planning Commission, at the October 15, 1975 meeting, requested
that conditions be developed to insure that an agriculture educa-
tional program would be provided in the propösed recreational camp.

After discussion with the applicant, it was agreed that a pe rcentage : g
of the property could be set aside forthe proposed agriculture

¯

program. Twenty per cent or approximately 91, 476 square feet was
¯

-ma

suggested. Its exact location has not been established in order to ¯

allow the architect flexibility . in redesigning the facility . The
condition does indicate that the 20°/o will have to be located in that -

area that has the highest capacity for agricultural production. The
proposed conditions (1 and 2) for the CUP and SUP provides for design
flexibility.

The condition for the program has been written in the form of goals .
¯¯

At this point in time, it would be difficult to outline. the details
of the program.

We have proposed an additional condition which wold allow the
Planning Commission to monitor the progress of the program.

In reviewing the conditions , which were previously submit ted to the
Commission, we find the need for modifications . The landscaping
requirement (condition 4 for SUP/CUP) should have the word "detailed"
removed. We suggest that condition 2 he modified by adding,
"construction and landscaping" following the word "submit" .

The parking requirements should also be modified. The present re-
quirement of 103 spaces is required by the CZC. The assumption is



g -
. . . ElPlanning Commission

Conditions--75/SUP-3 and 75/CUP-7 (LC)
October 22, 1975
Page 2

made that the Church, the multi-purpose room, and the living areas
would contain maximum numbers at the same time. The ground capacity ghas been figured at 250 persons which would require 50 parking spaces.g
It is suggested that the required parking be kept at 103 spaces, but
require the applicant to provide for 50 spaces in accordance with the
CZC standards and to have the recreational areas (tennis and volley
ball courts and ball field) to be available for the additional 53 i
spaces when required. This would require a modification of condition §3. The words "phase 3" should be deleted and add, "those areas set |aside for recreational activities when more than 250 people are in W

-

attendance .
"

I - ....

RO RT R. WAY
Chi f Planning Offic r

RRW:mk
Attch.
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REORGANI2;ED CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS

oct
19DI'HON

975

1. A minimum of 20% of the subject property shall be utilized
for agriculture educational purposes. That 20% will be
located in that area which has the highest capacity fori agricultural production.

2. An educational program in agriculture will be established by
the applicant which will have the following goals:

(a) To establish an environment in which the participants
will be exposed to general agricultural activities in
a farm area.

(b) To develop a program in which the participants will be
taught basic agricultural skills .

(c) To encourage the participation of the members of the
immediate farming community and the assistance of public
and private agricultural organizations in the development
of the agricultural program.

3. Annual evaluations shall be submitted to the Planning Commission
by the applicant through 1982 so that they may be kept informed
on the progress of the agriculture program. (Only in SUP)

R ERT R. WAY
Chief Plannin Offi er

RRW:mk
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Related To

REORGANIZED CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS
Special Use Permit (75/SUP-3)(LC)

october 22, 1975

1. The provisions of the plans, including the phasing timetable
marked Exhibit A, approved as a part of this permit, and on --

file with the Director of the Department of Land Utilization,
dated May 31, 1974, shall be followed except as may be altered
by the conditions stated herein.

I 2. Prior to the construction of each phase of the proposed develop-
ment, the applicant shall submit construction and landscape
plans for the increment to be developed to the Director of the

i Department of Land Utilization for his review and approval.

3. A miniman of 103 automobile parking spaces shall be provided
in two increments. Fifty spaces will be provided in Phase I -

and the remainder will be provided for in those areas set aside
for recreational activities when more than 250 people.are in
attendance. The fifty spaces in Phase I shall he provided in
conformance with the off-street parking requîrements as set
forth under Section 21-204 of the Comprehensive Zoning Code.

4. A grading plan shall be submitted to the Director of the
Department of Land Utilization for review and approval prior
to commencement of the initial phase. In addition, general
landscape plans shall be submitted simultaneously and shall
be prepared by a registered landscape architect. These plans
shall be designed so as to afford the maximum buffering between
the proposed use and the surrounding properties.

5. A private sewage disposal system shall be provided in a manner
acceptable to the State Department of Health. Ei

il
6. Within one year of the approval of the.Special Use Permit, the

applicant shall file an application for a building permit with
the Building Department, and the proposed facility, consistîng
of nine phases, shall 1xa completed by December 31, 1984. If
necessary, the time limit may be extended by the Director of
the Department of Land Utilization with concurrence of the
Planning Commission provided .that the apþ1icant makes his re-
quest in writing and submits reasons which justify the time
extension.

7. Only one identification sign shall be permitted. Said sign
shall not exceed 12 square feet in area, and its tyþe and
location shall be approved by the Director of the -Department
of Land Utilization prior to obtaining a building permit.



Condit ions/RCJCLDS
October 22, 1975
Page 2

8. All utilities shall be underground.
9. The entire perimeter of the property shall be fenced with

six-foot-high fencing. The plans for the fencing shall be .
submitted to the Director of the Department of Land Utilization
for his approval prior to obtaining the building permit, andthe fence shall be installed during the construction of the
first phase.

10.. A drainage study, as approved by the Department of Public Works,
is to be incorporated into the approved plans, Exhibit A.

11.. The applicant is aware that the permitted uses in this agricul-
=_ tural area, including chicken farming, are considered to be B i gigpermitted uses, and the effects of these uses in terms of odors, Ë 3if

noise, and insects are not to be considered as nuisances. The g i E-E
applicant and any persons utilizing this facility shall in no g'þway interfere with, or object to, the lawful agricultural uses ¯

Tor effects generated by those uses. : EL

12. A minimen of 20°/o of the subject property shall be utilized for
agriculture educational purposes.

13. An edücational program in agriculture will be established by -
the applicant which will have the following goals:

(a) To establish an environment in which the participants
will be exposed to general agricultural activities in
a farm area.

(b) To develop a program in which the participants will be
taught basic agricultural skills.

(c) To encourage the.participation of the members of the
immediate

_farming community and the assitance of public
and private agricultural organizations in the develop-
ment of the agricultural program.

14. Annual evaluations shall be submitted to the Planning Commission
by the applicant through 1982 so that they may be kept informed gon the progress of the agriculture program.

15. The a licant shall roduce evidence that it carries liabilit
insur ce prior to c mmencing operation of the facility. Thi
evidence shall be submitted to the Director of the Department
of Land Utilization.

16. The applicant shall be required to incorporate all of the
conditions set forth herein as part of the restrictive covenants grunning with the land and made part of the sales agreement with
future owners.



Conditions/RCJCLDS t --

October 22, 1975

i 17. In the event all conditions as set forth herein are not com-
plied with, the Director of the Department of Land Utilization
may take action to terminate the use or halt its operation --

until such time full compliance is obtained.

18. The recorded owner of the land encompassed by these permits

i shall be required to file with the Bureau of Conveyances or
the Assistant Registrar of the Land Court of the Stais of
Hawaii a declaration of the above-mentioned restrictive

I conditions .

. 19. A certified copy of the documents as îssued by the Bureau of

I Conveyances or Assistant Registrar shall be presented to the
Department of Land Utilization as evidence of recordation prior
to issuance of a building permit.

20 . The Director of the Department of Land Utilization may approve
modifications which in his determination are minor in nature.

EBC:mk ,



I" DEPAllTMENT OF T)\E COltPOllATION COUNSI.iL

C3TV :OND COUN IIRT OF MONODULO

October 10 , 197 5

TO : HONORABLE RUDY PACARRO
COUNCILMAN, CITY COUNCIL

I . .. .

.FROM : YOSHIAKI NAKAMOTO, ACTING CORPOTU1TION COUNSEL

SUBJECT: PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE ZONING CODE
(czc)

This is in reply to your inquiry regarding the above-
captioned matter as to whether or not the City Council may
accept planned unit development applications.

We answer in the affirmative, provided that Bill No.
92, as proposed, is adopted as an ordinance.

The purpose of Bill No. 92 is to expedité the PUD
processing and review. Under the proposed draft, subsection
21-1004 (a) (1) , the amendment reads:

Any developer who desires to initiate a planned
development project shall submit to the [Planning
Director] City Council an application for the
approval of such project designating the type of
district proposed to be created.

. If the intent of the City Council for receiving the
application is to insure the exact date of filing of an
application by the applicant in order to monitor the time
for processing by the Department of Land Otilization and
the Planning Commission, then we see no conflict with the
provisions of the Revised Charter or the CZC. However, if
the receipt of appiication by the City Council is to make
an initial determination on approval or denial of the appli·-
cation, then this action would be in conflict with the. Charter
and the CZC requirements for the processing of such applications



m-

TO: HONORABLE ßUDY PACARRO
COUNCILMAN, CITY COUNCIL -2- October 10, 1975

Therefore, we recommend tha b should the Council wish toreceive the applications and transmit such applications tothe DLU for further processing without making a decision onthe final outcome of the application, the draft ordinanceunder item 21-1004 (D) (b) should be amended to include the gfollowing:
M

¯¯

After receipt of the application by the Council, g _-the application shall be forwarded for processingto the Director of Land Utilization.

For the reasons stated above, we have no objections tothe adoption of Bill No.' 92.

YOSHIAKI NAKAMOTO
Acting Corporation Counsel

YN:gk

cc: Planning Commission
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

November 5, 1975

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, November 5, 1975at 1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. ChairmanRandall Kamiya presided.
¯¯

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Sylvia Sumida, Vice ChairmanM Dr. Wilbur Choy
Charles Izumoto
Yuklin Kuna
Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum

i ABSENT: Donald Hosaka
-

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive SecretaryRobert B. Jones, Assistant Director, ZoningDepartment of Land Utilization
Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Herbert Mark, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The Minutes of October 1, 1975 were
deferred to the next meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a -

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT proposal to amend the General Plan map -RESIDENTIAL TO COMMERCIAL by redesignating the 30,000 square footAINA HAINA subject parcel located in Aina HainaCHUN,.KERR 4 DODD from Residential to Commercial use, TaxATTORNEYS AT LAW Map Key: 3-6-8: 51.(FILE #315/C4/20 MM)
Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on October 26, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Mr. HerbertMarkpresented the Chief PlanningOfficer's report recom-mending that the proposed General Plan be amended to redesignate thesubject 30,000 square foot parcel from Residential to Commercial use.
There were no questions of staff regarding Chief Planning Officer'sreport.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Messrs. Edward Y. C. Chun, Attorney, and Howard Wong, Architect,both concurred with the Chief Planning Officer's report.
TESTIMONY AGAINST

-¯

None



The public hearing was closod, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded byMrs . Kuna and carried .

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the recommendation of theChief Planning Officer and recommended approval of the -

proposal, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs. Wikum
and carried.

AYES - Chioy, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum

AßSENT - Hosaka = -,-

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE FROM request for a change in zoning from R-6 -I R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to B- 2 Community Business
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS District in Kawailoa, Tax Map Key:
KAWAILOA 6-2-05: 8.
MYRTLE SAKAI
AGENT: ROBERT B. DUNCAN Publication was made in the Sunday Star-(FILE #75/Z-19 EY) Bulletin/Advertiser on October 26, 1975.

No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director 's report recommendingapproval of the request.

There were no questions of staff regarding the Director 's report.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. Bruce Duncan appeared as agent for the applicant and offeredto respond to any questions the Commission might have.
There were no questions of Mr. Duncan.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded byMrs. Kuna and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by Dr.Choy, seconded by Mrs . Wikum and carried.

AYES - Choy, I zumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt , Wikum
NAYES - None¯¯

ABSENT - Hosaka



PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE FROM change :1.n zoning from R-6 Residential to

i R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO A-2 Apartment District and concurrent
A-2 APARTMENT DISTRICT request for a conditional use permit for
AND CONCURRENT REQUEST headquarters and meeting hall facility --¯

FOR CONDITIONAL USE for a labor union in Palama, Tax Map
PERMIT FOR HEADQUARTERS Key: 1-7-44: 13. $Ë
AND MEETING HALL FACILITY -¯ .

FOR LABOR UNION Publication was made in the Sunday Star- '
.

PALAMA Bulletin/Advertiser on October 26, 1975. gg
TEAM PACIFIC, INC. No letters of protest were received.
(FILE #74/Z-43 4

#74/CUP-30 LC) Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the
Director's report recommending approval
of both the zoning change from R-6

Residential to Apartment District and the concurrent Conditional Use
Permit, subject to the conditions contained Draft 1 of the proposed
Resolution.

There were no questions of staff concering the Director's report.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Mr. Albert Keamo, Business Agent, Laborers' International Union
of North America, Local 368, AFL-CIO.

2. Mr. Wallace Omori, Project Architect
3. Mr. Revocato Medina,.President, Kalihi-Palama Model Cities

The applicant raised concern regarding dedication of a 12-foot
strip. The labor union will do the necessary 12-foot roadwidening
improvements but objects to dedicating the land to the City. The
subject parcel is owned by approximately 4,500 union members
throughout the state.

Also pointed out was the fact that usually land acquisition for
road improvements occurs on both sides of the street; however,
in this case, a retail store located across the street from the -

proposed development and situated on the property line would have
to be demolished if acquisition occurs on that side of the street.
The union feels the taking on one side of the street is unfair.
If the community uses the street, they should compensate for a
portion of it. Also, sewer improvements which the applicant will
provide is a fair trade-off for the 12-foot strip.

Responding to questions raised by the Commiss.ion, staff indicated:

1. The applicant could retain title to the land after road improvements dig
are made but liability would then rest with the property owners should TER
there be any problems. The 12-foot strip would be in the public road-
way. Should off-street problems occur, the City would have no control
over that 12 feet. Dedication in this respect would clear any problem
of ownership as well as liability for the applicant.



il
ili 2. Land acquisition costs to the City for the 12-foot portion is not

known. Presently, City CIP funds are not available to either improve
or acquire that portion. Since the Planning Commission no longer
reviews the CIP program, the City Council is the more appropriate
body to consider the land dedication issue.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of both the zoning change and the
concurrent request for a CUP for headquarters and meeting -

hall facility for a labor union, subject to the conditions
contained in the draft resolution.

AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka

UNFINISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held and closed on
SLUC SPECIAL USE PERMIT October 15, 1975. Action was deferred
(RESERVOIR) for the 15-day statuto.ry requirement.
INSCON DEVELOPMENT CO.
(FILE #.75/SUP-4 RH) MOTION: Dr. Choy moved, seconded by

Mr. Izumoto, to accept the
Director's 'recommendation for
approval of the Special Use
Permit, subject to the conditions
contained in the report.

The motion failed to carry for lack of a majority vote.
El

AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Sumida igi
NAYES - Kuna, Wiederholt, Wikum -¯¯

ABSTAINED - Kamiya 5 i
ABSENT - Hosaka

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation for
approval of the Special Use Permit, subject to the conditions

.. contained in the Director's report, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Izumoto and carried.

Commissioners Wiederholt and Wikum both reluctantly
voted in support of the motion. They felt that the
SUP appears to be a small.technical issue which
really has larger ramifications that ultimately Hi
affect a policy decision. However, both agreed that
voting against the motion does not help to reshape
that policy.

AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka



I
i

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5: 30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B.' Lyman

i
Secretary-Reporter

w- -

lii- ·

-5-



M
R

R
C

R
M

M
19

75

m

FLASH
C

AR
D«



eW

M
R

R
C

R
M

M
19-75

FLASH
C

AR
D



M
R

R
C

R
M

M
19

75

FLASH
C

AR
D



I ..Mooting of the Planning Commission
NovemMinu

1975

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, November 19, 1975 ati 1: 37 p.m.., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Cha:trman
Randall Kamiya presided.

I PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Sylvia Sumida, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy ---

Yuklin Kunai Charles Izumoto : ::-
Ned Wiederholt i UEN
Harriet Wikum

ABSENT: Donald Hosaka

i STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning .

Department of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The Minutes of October 1, October 15, and
October 22, 1975 were approved, on motion
by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by Mr. Izumoto and
carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A ublic hearin was held to consider a
BILL NO. 115 Ci y Council-in tiated Bill for an
CITY COUNCIL-INITIATED Ordinance to amend Chapter 21, Revised
BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE TO Ordinances of Honolulu 1969, as amended
AMEND CHAPTER 21, REVISED by further amending Section 21-402 relative
ORDINANCES OF HONOLULU to minimum lot area, lot width, yard spac-
1969, AS AMENDED BY ing and maximum lot coverage regulations
FURTHER AMENDING SECTION and by amending Section 21-412 relative to
21-402 RELATIVE TO MINIMUM other requirements generally.
LOT AREA, LOT WIDTH, YARD
SPACING AND MAXIMUM LOT Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
COVERAGE REGULATIONS AND Bulletin/Advertiser on November 9, 1975.
BY AMENDING SECTION 21-412 No letters of protest were received.
RELATIVE TO OTHER
REQUIREMENTS GENERALLY. Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the
(COM.RPT. 53) Director's report recommending approval
(FILE #LSR75/CZC- of the proposed ordinance.

AMEND. #13 HE)
The Commission felt the $1,000 gross income
requirement for agricultural production on
agricultural land (Section (a)(6) is rather
low. This question was reserved for
response by the State Department of
Agricul ture .



iii To another question concerning the 150-foot minimum lot width, Mr. Eng "

stated that this requirement presently exists in the CZC.
'

g
TESTIMONY 1N SUPPORT

EMI1. Mr. James Kirchhofer reprosenting the State Department of Agriculture ¯¯

(Presented Statement of ßoard of Agriculture Cliairman John J. Farias,
Jr., dated Nov. 19, 1975, copy attached)

2. Mr. J. Milton Warne, Land Committee Chairman, Hawaii Farm Bureau(Submitted testimony dated Nov. 19, 1975, copy attached)
3. Mr. Terril Takeshita representing Hawaii Young Farms Association(Presented testimony of Mr. Dexter Dickson dated Nov. 19, 1975,

copy attached)
4. Charlene Ho, representing Kahaluu Coalition (Presented testimonyof Bob Nakata, President, dated Nov. 18, 1975)
5. Diana Tsuhako representing Waiahole and Waikane Community Assoc.(Presented testimony of Robert Fernandez, President, dated Nov. 18,

1975, copy attached)
(Copies of all of the above written testimony are attached and made
a part of these Minutes) ==a

6. Mr. Jerry Booth, Hawaii Association of Nurserymen and Oahu Nursery-
men and Grocers Association (No written testimony submitted)

Mr. Booth commented on the following: =a

a. Their intent is not to look toward restriction of lot size lnrt
more at the actual intended use of the property if it is to be
subdivided.

b. Existing front, side and rear yard setback requirements reduces
the productive area creating a loss in agricultural production.

c. The requirement of no more than one dwelling unit on a five-
acre agricultural lot (Section (a)(3)) is too restrictive.
Dairies can be operated on five acres but require two or three
homes.

d. Height of structures should be eliminated. Higher structuresprovide for better plant ventilation.

e. Reduce the required distance between structures.

Mr. Kirchhofer was questioned and commented on the following.

1. Whether control mechanisms are adequate to insure conformance of
agricultural usage in agriculture subdivisions.

Bill 115 is not the answer but is the start--a tool that will
make it more difficult and discourage some anticipation of specur
lation or subdivision. It is an interim step that will help stop

-2 285



II
agricultural subdivisions which should not occur. It will provont
large track subdivisions presently pending before DLU in Mokuleia
and Waikane.

There was no backup work with criteria to develop controls. A
number of concepts were examined--development rights, purchase,
transfer, agricultural parks--but because of the constitutionality
and cost consideration, no one has what they believe is the answer.
Concerning a suggested possible alternative of agricultural dedica-

- tion whereby the land is taxed to agricultural use, Mr. Kirchhofer ---

said this may provide a tax shelter. It would be possible to --

- rescind the dedication by payment of back taxes. The benefit 25
- gained to break that dedication far outweighs the penalty. ËË

They feel the intent and purpose of Bill 115 is strongly spelledi out.

2. They believe the $1,000 gross income requirement for agricultural
production is very low. Presently there is no figure on the books
and recommendation of a higher figure would create many objections.
The $1,000 was a recommended minimum limit because it had recently
been adopted at the federal level as a definition of a "farm".
The United States Department of Agriculture recently revised their
definition of "farm" and the State DAG proposed to do the same in
the City and County of Honolulu. El
They proposed that the State Land Use Commission adopt the $1,000 mm
in their Rules and Regulations, but they were not able to convince
the SLUC that the small farmer would not be hurt by the $1,000
requirement. There is great concern for part-time farming in the
production of fresh vegetables. Problems arise in distinction
between the legitimate part-time farmer, versus back-yard gardening
or those who wish to "live off the land" which should not be a
purpose of agricultural subdivision.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Letter received from Mr. Mervin Gilliland, Vice President, Pearl
Harbor Heights Developers dated Nov. 19, 1975, copy attached)

2. Letter received from John Henry Felix, Managing Partner, Windward
Partners dated Nov. 18, 1975, copy attached)

(Copies of the above letters are attached and made a part of
these Minutes.)

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mrs. Sumida and carried.

286
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¯

M The matter was deferred for two weeks on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded
- by Mrs. Sumida. The following informati.onwas requested:

1. The proposed Agricultural Park Study by the State Department of
Aoriculture

.b

2. From the Department of Land Utilization and Corporation Counsel:
- a. The rationale for front, side and rear yard setbacks in
A-. agricultural areas and the basis for the proposed footage,

b. Alternative mechanisms for control which will insure conformance
of agricultural usage in agriculture subdivisions--what condi-
tions might be set, what mechanisms are possible for long-term
monitoring, and what penalties can be imposed if conditions are
not fulfilled.

. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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In addition to transmitting Bill 115 (1975) to the Planning Commission

i for review, public hearing and recommendations, Committee Report No. 1233 also

requested the Chairman of the Board of Agriculture to respond to a series of

questions related to the Bill. Therefore, before proceeding with our comments

on the Bill itself, with your permission, we would like to attempt to answer

the Council's questions at this time.

I The first question posed was, "What is the potential income that a

family can expect on two acres versus five acres? Attached to this testimony

you will find a short paper prepared by Dr. Alexander Dollar of our Department

which attempts to answer the question. Very briefly, the study shows that the

average potential gross personal income a family can expect for farming a two-

acre versus a five-acre farm is $5,165 and $17,485, respectively.

Caution must be exercised in using these figures, however, because they

represent averages based upon statistics for 24 different types of crops. In

fact profitable operations can be realized from farming le.ss than two acres for

certain types of crops, such as string beands and tomatoes, while other types

of crops, such as papayas and bananas, require more than five acres. The point

being stressed is that many factors enter into the farm income question; thus,

it is not practical to generalize except for broad analytical purposes.

The second question asked in Committee Report No. 1233 was "What would

be the average lease on two- and five-acre farm lots?" Because of the .highly

variable nature of lease agreements , we have concluded that a calculated, over- ¯ -

all average of lease rents would not provide useful information. However, a

survey of current lease rents charged by the largest lessors in the State provides



Statement of Chairman on Bill No, 115 (1975) Page 2

some insight. For example, the State of Hawaii's average lease rent for its

fifty-one general agricultural leases on Oahu, totaling 800 acres, is $54.90

per acre per year with most at 20-year terms. In Kahuku, the Campbell Estate'sI agricultural lease rents per acre per year are approximately $35.00 for the first

i two years, $50.00 for the third year, and somewhere between $100 and $200 for

the next ten years with varying lease terms. In Kona, Bishop Estate lease rents

i per acre per year range from $20 - $40 with 45-year terms.

I Lease rents vary greatly for agricultural lands. Besides location and

type of soil, the availability of. an adequate water supply affects the lease

rental.

The third question we have been asked is: "If diversified agriculture

is to be subsidized by government, should certain industries also be subsidized

since both are important aspects of the State 's economy?" We believe the

determination of which industries should receive government subsidy is beyond

the scope of our department, and, therefore, we will not attempt to answer that
question at this time.

Our inability to answer the Council's questions to our own satisfaction

as well as theirs, is apt demonstration of the difficulty of trying to generalize

about an industry as diverse as agriculture . Apparently it is still true that
one cannot compare apples and oranges. We have been concerned that the discus-

sions relating to Bill 115 (1975) are getting bogged down in exactly this kind -

of quandary. Too much attention is being paid to the minimum lot size issue;
too little attention is bein¡g given to the intent of Bill 115 (1975) which is

to prevent the subdivision of agricultural lands for non-agricultural purposes.



Statement of Chairman on Bill No. 115 (1975) Page 3

The Department of Agriculture strongly supports this intent. A

recent opinion of the Attorney General (attached) confirms our contention that

the subdivision of agricultural lands for strictly residential purposes is a

subversion of the intent of the State Land Use Law. We would add that it is

also a subversion of the General Plan of the City and County of Honolulu, as

well as the legislative intent of the Comprehensive Zoning Code.

We would like to suggest certain amendments to Bill 115 (1975) which

we believe would serve to satisfy the intent of the bill without requiring

a change in the minimum lot size. We propose these changes because of the

concern expressed by some, that .the small or part-time farmer will be hurt if

¯

¯ the minimum lot size is raised to five (5) acres. ¯

¯¯

: 1. We suggest the Comprehensive Zoning Code be amended to state that

the subdivision of agricultural land be permitted only for the

purpose of promoting agricultural production.

In other words, the applicant for a subdivision would be required

to present evidence demonstrating to the satisfaction of the

Director of the Department of Land Utilization that the subdivision

would be for farming purposes. (The Department of Agriculture

would be happy to assist the Department of Land Utilization in

this process, if our participation would be helpful.)

As presently written, Bill 115 (1975) proposes this kind of examina-

tion of subdivision applicants for special permits between two (2)

and five (5) acres. We are suggesting that proposed agricul-

tural subdivisions - no matter what the resulting lot size -

should undergo the same scrutiny. This is because we would be

ust as concerned about a massive five-acre subdivision of prime

agricultural land in Central Oahu, for example , as we would be



Statement of Chairman on Bill No. ll) (1975) Page 4 -

about a two-acre subdivision of the same land. In either instance,
- our concern would be over the purpose of the subdivision, not the

resulting lot size.

2. As presently written, Bill 115 (1975) proposes that al_1_ structures

on agricultural lots shall have a maximum lot coverage of 20§.

Under the existing ordinance, structures used for agricultural

production are exempted from the maximum lot coverage requirements.

we strongly urge the existing exemption be continued. As proposed,

the bill would force a farmer who requires crop or antaal shelters

in his production to,1imit the utilization of his land to one (1)

acre (20¾) of a five-acre farm lot. As proposed, this Section

of Bill 115 (1975) would be prohibitive to agriculture develop-

ment on Oahu.

3. Our final suggestion relates to the minimma front, rear, and side

yard setbacks required in the existing Comprehensive Zoning Code

for agricultural lots. We would like to propose that consideration

be given to reducing these setbacks. On Page 2 of Dr..Dollar's

report, you will find figures showing the effective available

cropland on two- and five-acre lots. These figures demonstrate

that the existing setback requirements significantly reduce the

amount of cropland which can be utilized for farming. On a two-

acre parcel, 19,460 square feet must be set aside by the farmer

to meet the setback requirements; on a five-acre parcel, 31,468

square feet must be set aside. We suggest consideration be given

to changing the front yard.setback from 25 to 10 feet and reducing

the side and rear yard setback requirements from 15 to 5 feet.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.



I COMPARATIVE FARM INCOME ESTIMATES
FOR TWO- AND FIVE-ACRES FARMS ON OAHU

i
INTRODUCTION

Individual farm enterprise income data is not generally available due to the
confi.dential nature of such data. Therefore, income analyses must be. derived
by extrapolation from the best available data - published statistics on

i Hawaiian Agriculture and periodic census and balance sheet analyses pub- ¯

lished by the U. S. Department of Agriculture - Agricultural Statistical
Service.

Basically, two factors need to be determi.ned in order to derive comparative
farm income estimates for farms of different sizes:

I 1. Income per acre of cropland
2. Cropland acreage per farm

After these determinations are made it becomes a relatively simple task to
- calculate comparative farm income using the formula:

(INCOME/ACRE) (CROPLAND ACRES) = FARM INCOME

FARM INCOME/ACRE OF CROPLAND

Gross personal income from farming is derived from available data on potential
ross crop sales. The data base utilized involves 19 vegetable and 5 fruit

crops produced on Oahu. *

First, each of the 24 crops is weighted according to its relative 3ialue to the
total:

= Weighting factor
Wl-•• 2

= Weighting factors for each of 24 crops
M1•••U24 = Annual Gross Crop Sales of Each Crop (1--24)

Total Annual Gross Crop Sales of 24 Cr'ops

With weighting factors (W) established for each crop, a weighted average
potential gross crop sales per acre of cropland is then calculated:

C1...C24 = Potential Gross Crop Sales/acre cropland for each
of 24 crops

CA = Weighted Average Potential Gross Crop Sales/acre
cropland

CA (C1) (W)+(C2 (C ) (W24)
2

By this process the weighted average potential gross crop sales value for
24 crops produced on Oahu is determined to be $10,440** per cropland acre.

Note: Definitions used and statistical data sources are attached to this report.
See sources 1 and 2

Rounded to nearest $10



Farm operating expenses, exclusive of labor expenses, for Hawaii has been
estimated at 56.6% of gross crop sales.*** This not farm income (equivalent
to gross personal income), therefore, is:

NET FARM INCOME = (CA)-SCA) (56.6%1/ -¯ r
= $10,440 -[($10,440) (.566)]
= $10,440 - $5, 909
= $ 4 530**

CROPLANDAVAILABLE ON FARM LAND

The amount of the total land in a farm unit available for crop production is
never equal to 100 %. This is due to use of a portion of the farm land for
non-crop production which, nevertheless, is either required by governmental
regulation or is necessary to support farm operations. Commonly, these are:

1. Zoning yard setback requirements
2. Housing
3. Storage
4. Access roads
5. Service areas

- 6. Parking

Estimates based on observations of actual farms, five acres or less in size, ¯¯

yield the following allowances which can be used as guidelines for determin- --

ing the available cropland:

Housing - 10,000 sq. ft.
Other (storage, access, service and parking) - 8,000 sq. ft.

Zoaing yard setbacks on Oahu are calculated to be 19,460 sq. ft. and 31,468 sq. ft.
£or two- and five-acre farms, respectively. This is based on a 25-foot front
yard setback and a 15-foot side and rear yard setback.

For two- and five-acre farms, then, the land area not normally used for crop
production and the land area available for crop production is:

2-Acre Farm 5-Acre Farm

.
Total Farm Area 87.120 s.f. 217,000 s.f.

Less: Rousing 10,000 s.f. 10,000 s.f.
Zoning Setbacks 19,460 s.f. 31,468 s.f.
Other 8,000 s.f. 8,000 s.f.
Total Non-Crop Land: 37,A60 s . f. 49,468 s . f .

Available Crop Land 49,660 s.f. 68,332 s.f.
(1.14 acres) (3.86 acres)

***See sources 3 and 4

293



COMPARATIVE FARM INCOME: TWO- AND FIVE-ACRE FARMS

At this point the necessary inputs have been derived to solve the equation:

FARM INCOME = (INCOME/ACRE) (CROP LAND ACRE)

F = 2-Acre Farm Income
F25 = 5-Acre Fara Income

F2 = ($4,530) (1.14 acres) = $5,165*
F5 = ($4,530) (3.86 acres) = $17,485*

CONCLUSION

II In tabular form, the comparative fann income picture for two- and five-acre
farms is:

I Gross Personal Income
¯ Farm Land Crop Land Gross Crop Sales (Net Crop Sales)

¯

2 acres 1.14 acres $11,900 $ 5,165
5 acres 3.86 acres $40,300 $17,485

In the absence of specific individual enterprise data on farm income, a model
has been developed herein which utilizes the best available information. This
particular model provides for comparisons of farm income on the basis of the
amount of farm land under consideration. Certain other variables such as
agricultural management skills, type crops, or cost of land have been fixed i 18
to allow focusing upon the amount of land variable.

FARE INCOME ESTIMATES - OAKU

. DEFINITIONS

Farmland - The total land area of a farm.

Land Acre - A unit of land measurement that may or.may not include crop
land.

Crop Land - Land used only for crop production, including the necessary
roads, borders, and spaces between rows of crops. BE

Crop Acre - A unit of crop harvest measurement; one land acre may produce
more than one crop cycle per year, yielding more than one crop

Crop Cycle - The entire crop production cycle beginning with the preparation
of the land and terminating after harvesting of the crop.

-to nearest $5.00



Gross Crop - The gross annual monetary value derived from the sale of crops.
Sales

Gross Personal - The gross annual personal income to the proprietor f armer be-
Income fore taxes and fringe benefits. This is the equivalent of net

farm income exclusive of labor costs.

II. SOURCES OF DATA

1. "Potential Gross Crop Sales for Fruit and Vegetable Crops Produced on Oahu -

1974" - (table) , Planning & Development Office, State Department of Agricul-

ture.I 2. Statistics of Hawaiian Agriculture, 1974, Hawaii Crop and Livestock Reporting
Service, United States Department of Agriculture - Statistical Reporting
Services.

3. 1969 Census of Agriculture: Volume V, Special Reports, Par. II, Farm Finance,
United States Department of Agriculture.

4. 1969 Census of Agriculture: Volume I, Area Reports, United States Department
of Agriculture

5. Preliminary Projections for Diversified Agriculture Land Use Planning, 1973,
State Department of Agriculture.

Alexander M. Dollar, Ph.D.
Department of Agriculture
State of Hawaii ,

November 14, 1975
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:; September 3, 1975

Honorable John Farias, Jr.
Chairman, Board of Agriculture
Department of Agriculture
State of Hawaii
Honolulu Hawaii

Dear Mr . Farias :

Re: Proposed Subdivision of Agricultural
Land at Mokuleia, Waialua, Oahu

By memorandum dated August 18, 1975, you requested
our opinion on whether a proposed subdivision of agricultural
land at Mokuleia, Waialua, Oahu, would be in violation of the
intent of the State Land Use Law. Based on the factual
representations you made, we believe that the proposed sub-
division would be in violation of the State Land Use Law

The land proposed to 1xa subdivided is presently
divided into three lots totalling 141.456 acres in an agri
cultural district established by the State Land Use Commission.
A portion of the land is presently under sugar cultivation and
the remaining portion is abandoned cane land. The major por-
tion of the land has soil rated excellent for agricultural .
production and can be used for sugarcane, truck crops, and

- pasture. The landowner has applied to the Department of Land
Utilization, City and County of Honolulu, for appröval of his
plans to consolidate the three lots and to subdivide the con-
solidated lots into sixty-five lots with a minimum lot area of
two acres. Your Department has been requested by the City and
County ' s Department of Land Utilization to submit comments on
the proposed subdivision.

Op No: 75-8



Honorable John Farias, Jr. -2-
September 3, 1975

Upon investigation of the proposed subdivision, you

i learned that in December 1972 the landowner petitioned the State

Land Use Commission for a land use district boundary change to
reclassify the same land from agricultural to urban use. The

landowner at that time proposed to construct approximately 700

residential units on the land. The State Land Use Commission
did not approve the boundary change. During the State Land
Use Commission's five-year boundary review made in 1974, the
landowner presented a letter of intent suggesting that the same

M land be reclassified from agricultural to urban use because the
landowner intended to construct approximately 1,500 planned
development housing-type units and a 15,000 square-foot com-
mercial convenience center, planned for a population of
approximately 5,800. The State Land Use Commission did not
formally consider the suggestion.

Although the current subdivision application named

the landowner as an individual, you have learned that the land
is actually owned by two corporations involved in the business
of real estate development. The individual named as the land-
owner in.the subdivision application is an officer of one of .

¯ the corporations . On April 20 1975 the landowners resub-
mitted to the Hawaii Housing Authority a previously made
proposal for a joint venture to construct on the land approxi-
mately 1,000 residential units, primarily in townhouse-type
structures. Although this most recent proposal has not yet
been rejected by the Hawaii Housing Authority, the landowners
apparently are proceeding on the assumption that the proposal
will be rejected.

Although there may be sm types of intensive
agricultural use, such as nursery operations, that would be
economically feasible on two-acre lots, you questioned the
availability of an adequate water supply to support such inten-

sive operations on the subject land and you also questioned the
availability of qualified individuals to operate such inten-

sive-use operations on each of the proposed sixty-five lots.

It is unlikely that the sixty-five lots will be used fr such
intensive uàe agiicultural operätions . Consequently, in light

of the landowners usual business activity of real estate
development and of their previous attempts to develop the land
for high-density residential use, you believe that the proposed
subdivision is intended for residential purposes, not agricul- .

ural purposës, and that the proposed subdivision will result
in an irretrievable loss of valuable agricultûräl land.

Op. No. 75-8
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September 3, 1975

In further support of your belief, you cited examples

I of agricultural land subdivided into several small lots (most
of which were less than three acres) that are not in agricul-
tural use. Information provided by the Department of General

Planning, City and County of Honolulu, indicated that of the
185 lots of the Haiku Plantations, the 41 lots of the Waipio
Farm Lots, the 530 lots of the Pupukea Highlands, and the 27 di
lots of the land at Pupukea subdivided by Tyau Dairy Farms,
only five lots of the Pupukea Highlands are actively used for

B agriculture. In the County of Hawaii, several large sub-
divisions of agricultural lands were created primarily for
the sale of lots only: Hawaiian Paradise Park (8,843 one-
acre lots), Orchid Land Estates (2,491 one- to two-acre lots),
Hawaiian Acres (3,944 three-acre lots), Eden Rock Estates
(539 one-acre lots), Leilani Estates (2,266 one-acre lots)
and Alohaland Meadows (1,043 one- to three-acre lots). These

- subdivisions were intended to be sold for residential purposes.
The Planning Department of the County of Kauai reported two
recent examples of the subdivision of agricultural lands for
residential purposes: a subdivision at Keapana (eight lots
of two acres or less) and a subdivision in the Wailua Hena-
steads (six lots of one acre).

We understand that these examples were cited in
support of your belief that.subdivision of agricultural land
into several small lots of three acres or less will not result
in agricultural use of the land and that these examples were
not cited tx> necessarily indicate violations of the State Land
Use Law, HAW. REV. STAT. ch. 205 (1968, Supp; 1974) , or of the
State Land Use District Regulations. Some of the subdivisions
were subsequently included in urban use districts and some of
the subdivisions still in agricultural districts are presently

vacant and unused . Subdivision into lots of three acres or
less, but not less than one acre, per se does not violate
chapter 205 or the State Land Use District Regulations

because HAW. REV. STAT. § 205-5 (b) (Supp. 1974) (emphasis
added) states that " {tlhe minimum lot size in agricultural
districts shall be determined by each county through its
zoning ordinances , subdivision ordinances or other lawful
means , provided that in no event shall the minimum lot size
for any agricultural use be less than one acre."

Furthermore , the construction of a dwelling on a

one- to threëiacre lot in an agricultural district does not
per se violate chapter 205 because HAW. REV. STAT. § 205-2
(Supp. 1974) , as amended by Haw. Laws 1975, ch. 193 § 3, at

, states in part as follows (emphases added) :

Op. No. 75-8



Honorable John Farias, Jr. -4- September 3, 1975

Agricultural districts shall include activities
or uses as characterized by the cultivation of crops,orchards, forage, and foreetry; farming activities gggor uses related to animal husbandry, and game and
fish propagation; services and uses accessory to the

i above activities including but not limited to livingquarters or dwellings, milis, storage facilities, 555
processing Éacilities, and roadside stands for the gigsale of products grown on the premises; agricultural Eggparks and open area recreational facilities. ZEE

Moreover, pursuant to the authority granted in HAW. REV. STAT.I § 205-7 (1968), the State Land Use Commission adopted regula-
tions having force and effect of law. Part II, "State Land
Use District Regulations," as amended effective January 5, SER1975, lists, in section 2.72, the "Permissible Uses Within
the 'A' Agricultural District," including the following dii(emphasis added):

-1

(d) Farm dwellings, farm buildings, or
activities or uses related to farming and animal
husbandry. MER

However, a "farm dwelling" is defined in section ¯ER
2.3(a)(9)of the State Land Use District Regulations as follows
(emphasis added):

"Farm dwelling" shall mean a single-family
dwelling located on and used in connection
with a farm where agricultural activityprovides income to the family occupying
the dwelling.

Therefore, the "living quarters or dwellings" that are per-
missible in agricultural districts under section 205-2 as
'accessory to" the statutorily specified and permitted activity

have been further defined by sections 2.3 (a) (91 and 2.72 of the
State Land Use District Regulations to be permissible only when
"located on and used in connection with a farm where agricul-
turál activity provides income to the family occupying the
dwelling. "

If any owner of a lot located within an agricultural
district uses his lot as a one- to three-acre esidential
estate and not as "a farm where agricultural activity providesincome to the family occupying the dwelling" located on the
lot he would appear to be in violation of chapter 205 and the

O . No. 75-8
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State Land Use District Regulations. As we discussed in our
Opinion No. 70-22, the counties are charged with the duty of

- enforcing chapter 205 and the State Land Use District Regula-
U tions under RAW. REV. STAT. § 205-12 (1968), which reads as

follows: ! -

The appropriate officer or agency charged
with the administration of county zoning laws
shall enforce within each county the use classi-
fication districts adopted by the land use
commission and shall report to the commission
all violations. 29|

Violators are subject to a fine under HAW. REV. STAT. § 205-13 ¯Ei

(1968):
¯i

Any person who violates any provision of this | dii
chapter, or any regulation established pursuant to ' ¯EE

this chapter, shall be fined not more than $1,000. I 25:

Furthermore, as we stated in our Opinion No. 70-22, violators igi
are subject to whatever legal or other corrective measures
that may be necessary to insure compliance with chapter.205.

Although individual violations can be handled by
the counties through after-the-fact corrective measures, we
believe that the counties cannot rely only on after-the-fact
measures when a large area of agricultural land is involved.
If, for example, the 19,126 lots of the six subdivisions
previously referred to in the County of Hawaii were all sold
to different individuals who constructed dwellings on the lots
and used the lots as residential estates without agricultural
activity that "provides income to the family occupying the
dwelling " the County's enforcement agency may encounter some
difficulty in prosecuting all f the violators. Although a
smaller subdivision such as the subject próposed subdivision
of the Mokuleia land would not present such a seemingly insur-
mountable after-the-fact enforcement problem, the subject
proposed subdivision of sixty-f ive lots would still involve
a significant number of potential violators as well as other
important considerations.

The landowner-developer, having managed to obtain
county approval for his subdivision without a land use dîstrict
boundary amendment , could sell the twö-acre agricultural lots
at residentialulot prices with or without houses already
constructed thereon. The purchasers may purchase the various
lots or houses and lots for use as residential estates with

p. No. 75-8
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Honorable John Farias, Jr. -6-
September 3, 1975

no intent to engage in agricultural activity. If the purchasers
do not engage in agricultural activity that "Drovides income to
the family occupying the dwelling," they would, of course, be
in viclation of chaoter 205 and the State Land Use District
Regulations. Unforiunately, the purchasers, having purchased
the lots for residential purposes and at residential-lot prices,

¯ g in all likelihood would not be able or qualified to engage in
economically feasible agricultural activity on such small
agricultural lots. Therefore, after houses and other improve-
ments have been constructed on .each lot, economically feasible
agricultural activity may no longer be possible on once prime
agricultural land. The developer, who profited from the sale

- of the subdivided agricultural land at residential-lot prices,
may not be accountable for his actions under chapter 205
because he would no longer be the landowner. |After-the-fact HE·œ

enforcement measures alone, consequently, cannot preserve *¯=

prime agricultural land if developers are allowed to subdivide -

large areas of prime agricultural land into many small lots -
-

for ourposes other than agricultural use. We believe that
oursuant to their enforcement duties under section .205-12

the counties must take before-the-fact measures to insure
the preservation of prime agricultural land.

Since subdivision of large areas of prime agricul-
tural land.into many small lots appears to result, with few
exceptions, in the withdrawal of that agricultural land from
economically feasible potential.agricultural use, we believe
that such subdivisions strongly indicate a contemplated change
of use from agricultural to rural or urban in violation of --

chapter 205. When the Legislature created the State Land
Use Commission and provided for the first three State land
use districts, the Legislature found and declared as follows

- Inade uate controls have caused man of Hawaii's
limited and valuable lands to be used for purposes
that may have a short-term ain to a few but result
in a long-term loss to the noome an growth poten-
tial of our economy. Inadequate basis for assessing
lands according to their välue in those uses that
can best serve both the well-being f the owner and
the well-being of the public have resulted in in-
equities in the tax burden, contributing to the
forcing of land resources into uses that do not
best serve the welfare of the State scattered
subdivisions with expensive , yet reduced , public
services the shifting o prime agricultural lands
into nonrevenue oroducin residential uses when
other lands are ivailab1 that could serve ade-
quately the urban needs tailure to utzhze tull

Op. No. 75-8
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¯"

Il
multiple-purpose lands; these are evidences of the
need for public concern and action.

Therefore, the Legislature finds that in order
to preserve, protect and encourage the development a--
of the lands in the State for those uses to which
they are best suited for the public welfare and to
create a complementary assessment basis according --

to the contribution of the lands in those uses to 255
which they are best suited, the power to zone should EEE
be exercised by the State and the methods of real i man
property assessment should encourage rather than

i penalize those who would development [sic_] these
uses. Haw. Laws 1961, ch. 187, S 1, at 299
(emphases added).

The Hawaii Supreme Court has stated that "the history of the
statuter the objects to be accomplished, the evils and mis- ¯ Mi
chiefs to be remedied, . . . the history of the passage of
the Act, the reports of committees, etc." may be used to
construe a statute. Employees' Retirement System v. Wah
Chew Chang, 42 Haw. 532, 541 (198Šl. Thus, chapter 205
should be construed in light of the stated "evils" of "inade-
quate dontrols".and of "the shifting of prime agricultural
lands into nonrevenue producing residential uses when other
lands are available that could serve adequately the urban
needs."

In 1975, the Legislature was still concerned about
the "evils " aimed at in 1961. Act 142 , Session Laws of Hawaii
1975, Haw. Laws 1975, ch. 142, § 1, at , amended HAW. REV.
STAT. § 46-15 (a) (Supp. 1974) to delete the exception f a

county from the requirement of obtaining a land use district
classification change when "a proposed project is located on
land within or contiguous to ' an urban district established
by the State Land Use Commission. The House Committee on
Housing reported as follows:

Your Committee finds that the purposes of
Hawaiii s pioneering Land Use Law remains even
more valid today than at the time of its enact-
ment in 1941. The purposes of the Land use
Law include 1) the proŸision of adequate
devices to insure Hawaii's limited and Valuable
land not be used for short-term gain for a few
with a resultant long-term loss to income and
growth potential of our economy and 2) pre-
servation of our prime agricultural lands.

Op. No. 75-8
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Your Committee is aware of steps being
taken during the 1975 Legislative Session to
improve and strengthen the Land Use Law by
requiring the development of State planning
policies and criteria and b[y] reforming the
procedures followed by the Land Use Commission
in order to effect more openness and accounta-
bility to the public.

Your Committee believes that the present
provisions of Section 46-15 might be construed
to create a serious loophole which, unless
amended as provided in this bill, could open
the door to significant circumvention of the
Land Use Law. 'The existing statute permits the
counties to develop experimental and demonstra-
tion housing projects in agricultural and con-
servation districts without regard to the Land
Use Law as long as the project is adjacent to
or within an existing urban district. HAW. H.
STAND. COMM. REP. NO. 488 (Mar. 11, 1975)
(emphases added).

The Senate Committee on Housing and Hawaiian Homes concurred:
While recognizing the great need for housing

for low and moderate income households your
Committee believes that the Land Use Law should
not be circumvented. HAW. S. STAND. COMM. REP.
NO. 0 lApr. 1, 1975) (emphasis added) .

Furthermore, by Act193, Session Laws of Hawaii 1975
Haw. Laws 1975, ch. 193, § 10, at the Legislature added a
new section to chapter 205 provid an "Interim Statewide
Land Use Guidance Policy" that states in part as follows
(emphases added)

1) Land use amendments shall be approved
only as reasonably necessary to accommodate
growth and development, providectthere are no
siÿnificant adverse effects upon agricultural,
natural, environmental; recreational, scenic,
historic, or other resources of the area.

The LegisÍature also substantially amended chapter 205 to
'establish procedures intended to insure the effective appli-
cation of established State land use policies by the Land Use

O . No. 75-8 --P ,
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Commission through an adversary process in which diverse
interests will have an opportunity to compete in an open

i and orderly manner and public participation and citizen
input will be encouraged." HAW. CONF. COMM. REP. NO. 23
(Apr. 10, 1975). As amended by Act 193, Haw. Laws 1975,
ch. 193, § 5, at , section 205-4 requires that amendments

i to land use district boundaries be made by the State Land Use
Commission only after a hearing conducted in accordance with
the contested case formalities of the Hawaii Administrative

i Procedure Act, KAW. REV. STAT. ch. 91 (1968, Supp. 1974),
and only after the State Land Use Commission has found that,
upon the clear preponderance of the evidence, "the proposed
boundary is reasonable, not violative of section 205-2 and
consistent with the interim policies and criteria."

We believe that the "evils" to be remedied by chap-
ter 205 have been rather clearly stated by the Legislature.
Chapter 205, as construed in light of the "evils" to be reme-
died, governs the use of land, the change of use classifica-
tions, and the enforcement of the land use restrictions.
Because the Legislature has charged the counties with the
very important duty of enforcing the land use classifications
of chapter 205 and the State Land Use District Regulations, g¡
the counties must insure that.the provisions of chapter 205 -

and the State Land Use District Regulations are not circum- 5E
vented. To insure the preservation of prime agricultural
land, especially when a rel,atively large area of prime agri-
cultural land is involved, the counties must take positive
preventive measures agains potential violations of the land
use restrictions of chapter 205 and the State Land Use District
Regulations. Therefore, the counties should thoroughly inves-
tigate äny application for subdivision of a large area of
agricultural land into lots that appear to be too small for
economically feasible agricultural activity. If the inves-
tigation and the comments and recommendations from other
govennmental agencies indicate that the proposed subdivision
appears to be intended for purposes contrary to the existing
land use classification and in violation of chapter 205
and the State Land Use District Regulations the subdivision
application should be disapproved Any doubt as to whether
a proposed subdivision will result in a significant change
of land use should be resolved in favor of a disapproval.

Accordingly, we conclude that the proposed subdivision
of 141. 456 ãcres of substantially prime agricultural land at
Mokuleia into sixty-five lots that appear to be too small
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i for economically feasible agricultural use is, in all like-

lihood , intended for purposes contrary to the Legislature 's

i stated goal of preservation of prime agricultural land and
contrary to the established land use classification under
chapter 205 and the State Land Use District Regulations;

I that when a relatively large area of prime agricultural

land is involved such as in the case of this proposed sub-
division, the City and County of Honolulu, pursuant to its
enforcement power under section 205-12, must take positive -

preventive measures to insure that the proposed subdivision

will not result in an adverse effect on the agricultural
resources of the area; and that when, as in this instance,

I the proposed subdivision in all likelihood will not be used
for agricultural purposes and may be an attempted circum-
vention of the land use district amendment procedure and

g controls provided in chapter 205, the Department of Land
Utilization, City and County of Honolulu, should disapprove

the subdivision application.

Sincerely yours ,

Maurice S. Kato
Deputy Attorney General

APPROVED:

Ronald Y. Amemiya
Attorney General
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PRESIDENT
- Wallace Nittu
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2nd VICE PRESIDENT
Randall Kumlyn
3rd VICE PRESIDENT
Walluco Kimurn
Ath VICE PRESIDENT
Dan Hutn
ÎÎ,'nÏ.ic SIDENT Randall Kamiya, Chairman
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no Honolulu, Hawaii 96813
TREASURER

- Irwin HI0astil
- OAHUEASTCOUNTY

Stowart Wade Ik¾

OAHUSOUTHCOUNTY Hawaii Farm Bureau Federation approves of the i-neere·st-of
- Tomotsu Kubota

OAHU WEST COUNTY Bill #115 (1975) to restrict the subdivision of agricultural lands.

I Wallaco S. Uyehara ,

H1LOCOUNTY We favor changing the size to five acres or more provided there
L'°i'CaO Nama are SXceptions for intensive operations such as nurseries and hot-
"o's°"AoS aOUNTY house vegetable growing.

Mourice Payne
KONA COUNTY
ToshioYoshlzakl We believe that the provision for smaller lots under the
MAUI COUNTY ..

Mitsugl Yamamura Special conditions is necessary. The limitation of six lots would

I
work against breaking up of the large land holdings.

Any provision that speaks for agricultural production must have
careful attention to the words used. To say "provides income" is
not enough because it would allow operation of gentlemen's farms
with the prospect of having no production for the market and no
true economic value to the community .

On page 2, paragraph (f) the exception for farm production
buildings must be kept in order to allow nurseries and certain
other operations to exist.

Also, the restriction of one house per lot is not realistic
for such farms as dairies where employee housing is almost essential.

We believe that the real meat of this draft is contained in
paragraph 1, which require evidence that the resulting subdivided.
lots would be large enough for efficient, economic, and profitable lE
agricultural production which would produce a living for the
farmer. This paragraph could be reworded so that it has something
of the guideline value of impact statements on the environment. --

These would be statements supporting the thesis that the subdivision
would be beneficial to the agricultural industry, and the decision
to allow the subdivision of ag,ricultural land would then be depen-
dent upon the benefits to agricultural production.

Respectfully submitted,

Milton Warne, Land committee Chairman



November 19, 1975

Mr. Chairman and Members:

My concern on the matter of agriculture subdivision stems from

my being active and affiliated with the agricultural organizations in
the State of Hawaii. I am a part-time farmer at heart--having raised

my own livestock, worked on farms, and a past president of the Hawaii

Young Farmers Assn.

I feel confident that the knowledge and experience I present

here today is in the best interest to all types of farmers in our

great state.

No . 1 - The Subdivision .

The subdivision, when declared by the subdinider to be

for agricultural purposes, should follow the intent and purposes for

which it was intended. This being the development of agriculture in

the state, completely restricting the speculative and resident-type

of purchases. This control can easily be accomplished through the

City and State agencies already in operation.
No. 2 .- Once declared for agricultural use, the land should be

goyerned under conditions or reagulations specifi aily Êesigned for

ag, um and not conform resider tial requirâment s mply b ause it

is another subdivision where the farmer may also renide By this I

mean, for example, the s thac)æ should not exceed 10 feet on the

front and 5 feet on the side and rear.

Where lots are bordered by more than one road, only the road

bearing the address should bè considár d the ront.



-2-

¯ The height regulation in Section 21-403 should not apply to
agricultural lands; therefore should ,be restricted to residential

. subdivisions.

There are other codes that do not apply here today but are
enforced by government agencies which restrict farmers in the best
use of their land. If subdivisions are allowed to continue under
an agricultural heading with residential restrictions and with
limitations set on dwellings, it would mean that the bonified farmers

have to acquire a 5-acre parcel to utilize only 4 acres of w
¯ g air farming.

Animal or crop shelters requiring a minimum of 15 ft. setback
on side and rear of the lot represents 15 sq. ft., per lenial ft., of

wasted land to the farmer, and no matter what he .paid . for that parcel of
land, the restricted area would not be income property.

In conclusion, gentlemen--on behalf of my Assn. and associates--

I ask for your fair consideration regarding the intent and purþose of

subdivision of agridultural lands. The restrictions should provide for

the best in land utilization to the bonified farmers.
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l KAHALUU COALITION
THE COMMUNITY THAT HELPS ITSELF

i PHONE 239-9294

i OFFICERS November 18, 1975
800ERT NAKATA •-

Prosadon!
-

I'viPu s,<ioni k , Randy Kamiya , Chairman
CHARLES 10CLICHI Planning Commisa ion -

I 2nd Vice Plusident
StiEAl STUAM'

corrowone.no socrata'Y Dear Mr. Kamiya and Commissioners,
JOAN LEE

Recording Socrotary
CONNIE JO NAKAMOTO Îhe KabaiBU ÛOSlitiOD UrgeS that you recommend approvali JOE HARPER

Execulive Secto1aty of the ordinance to increase the minimum Lot size from two ·

I ASSOCJATION (2) SCTOS to five (5) acres in an agricultural district.
KAHALUU PARKS & HECREAfl0N
HUI MALAMA AINA 0 KO'0LAU
$AdununaNLSHCODU NG

WO ogree With itS intent, which is the protection and

i K0'0LAU SENIOR HUI
KAfiALUU MEDICAL CLINIC BOARD

----

ËËu co"toENMY DAMRE0 OROSL SSADCIATION

KAHALUU UNITED METHODlST CHURCH
-

KAALAEA VIEW ACRES COMMUNJTY ASSOCIATION
- fiUI KO'0LAU There is some controversy over this because some

¯ g
KUALOA-HEEIA ECUMENICAL YOUTH PROJECT

- - --

KAHALUU BOY SCOUTS
Ëue°vHNESW GARHoÏÅR landowners are concerned that their children will not be able
WAIAHOLE-WAIKANE COMMUNITY ASSOCIATl0N
AHUIMANU HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION

sim"A
uE ENNSTARY SCHOOL PTA CO build homes on their land. We do not believe this to

HAKIPUU-KUOLOA COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

be a problem as the ordinance calls for a special permit

sys tem allowing the subdivision of a lot into as many as six

(6) lots, provided none are smaller than two (2) acres (the

present minimum), and also provided that the lots are used

for agricultural production. If however, the landowner or

his children wish to go out of f arming, then the problem is

to obtain a variance or a zoning change, which is the same

as would be required under the two (2) acre minimum lot size

now in existence.

One improvement to the ordinance we would suggest is a --

penalty clause for noncompliance. An ordinance without teeth

means nothing, A yearly fine equal to the $1,000 minimum

production required by this ordinance seems reasonable.

We thank you for the opportunity to speak on this ordinance.

Sincerely,

Bob Nakata President

47-232 WAIHÈE ROAD, KAHALU U, HAWAll 96744



P. o. Box 3230 · HoNOLULU, HAWAll 96801 • TELEPHONE 546-8422

November 19, 1975

Honorable Randy Kamiya, Chairman
and Members of the Planning Commission

City and County of Honolulu

i 650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Gentlemen:

Re: Bill No. 115 - A Bill for an Ordinance to Amend
Chapter 21, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, 1969,i As Amended, by further Amending Section 21-402
Relative to Minimum Lot Area, Lot Width, Yard
Spacing and Maximum Lot Coverage Regulations and
by Amending Section 21-412 Relative to Other
Requirements Generally

On behalf of Pearl Harbor Heights Developers this letter is sub-
mitted in opposition to the subject bill.

In the interest of fairness and equity, due consideration should
be given to the applicants seeking agricultural zoning under the

- existing minimum 2-acre requirement.
The proposed bill will not stimulate interest in diversified
agriculture by arbitrarily adjusting minimum acreage requirements.
The more important method in encouraging diversified agriculture
would be the actual use of acreage rather than by arbitrarily
adjusting minimum acreage requirements.
It is our belief that raising the minimum requirements for agri-
culture subdivision from 2 to 5 acres as this bill proposed might
tend to take agricultural land out of actual agricultural uses
and defeat the underlying purpose of diversified agricultural uses.
The minimum five acres, in our opinion, would be too large a
parcel for residents who might be interested in truck farming
and/or subsistence farming to satisfy their needs.

The present 2-acre parcel requirement puts within the reach of
our citizens an opportunity to live on such parcels and farm
for their respective needs. Adopting this measure providing for
a 5-acre minimum lot would, in effect, deny the people their
right to diversified farming by putting .the land cost beyond
their economic reach.



i
Honorable Randy Kamiya, Chairman

i and Members of the Planning Commission
November 19 , 197 5
Page 2

i
For reasons set forth herein, we urge your Honorable Board to
recommend to the City Council that Bill No. 115 not be adopted.

Very truly yours,

PEARL HARBOR HEIGHTS DEVELOPERS

ervin Gi liland
¯ Vice President

MG:ms
- --

- cc: Lone Star Hawaii, Inc.

I Bishop Estate
Mr. Jiro Matsui
Community Planning, Inc.

1



NO DP N S
November 18 1975

Honorable Randy Kamiya, Chairmati
and Members of the Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu
650 South King Street, 8th Floor
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Re:' , Bill. No. 115 '-, A Bill for an Ordinance to Ametid Chapter 21,
Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1969, Äs -Amendád, þy Further .
Amanding Section 21-402 Relative to.Minimum Lot 'Area, .Lot Width,
Yard Spacing and Maximuin Lot CpVerag e Regu ations , and by
Am

This testimony is súbinitted by windward Partners i opposit on to he
subject bill.

Fijiti f all, ..we.vioûld'urge that in the interes't og fairness -and

(gify that this niëasure, if uitimately enacted ingo Inä glji b
proñýac ive n natufe only, and not apply t apþÍications sèéking
an (gficultúñil súb&iRii'sion nder Ehe eki ing; niíniaum 2 a
req iteäents

a he s tan f th b 1 e wish t e o o os t
or two reasons, which are as follows-:

Fün mentally,-. any .t feníýt to p se ve agii ù1tûtài
lands with a desir to"sfimulate dìŸersifiád agriät tùre

oiwill n&È b aSŸaißàd b ebi.tiËëig dj$
inimtim' acreage re quir ements . In our, yiew whatever the
inimum acreage requirements., it woul<h seem the imore
tiijortfant tasR oug de t see to the a'ctËa us o such
er ag in, gricul.tural pyrsuits.. .«In fac;t as set forth

ediate ,belowy f othere is an ad3us tment ein maritmum
uìÊámeñts a fosËd in thia Bill cl dj sitiiËàt

all tend tÑ tak lätid olíî ßËJac Ga ägri 5196tal
e and thhjeby defgi te utider1 iiîg des e 't á di eksi

o g ict túral b se



Konorable Randyiamiya 2 NoŸember 18 1975
¯ j

.2. It is the feeling of Windward Partners that any adoption.
of a minimum 5 acre requirement for agricultural sub-d·l.visions would tend to put such acreage in "no mari' s
land," that is, the minimum 5 acres woulkbe too large
a parcel for many of our residents who might .be

interested
in truck. farming and/or subsistence farming to satisfy
their own needs.

It is our feeling that at the moment 2 acre parcels would be within
t·he reach of many of our citizens who would care to live on such
parcels and to farm t·he same, thus keeping within the general policy
of advancing diversified agriculture in .our community. To deny
such people the fulfillment of their desires by adopting a 5 acre
minimum lot requirement (and t hereby put ting it ont of their reach
economical.lyy, would otily be to defeat our desire to broaden and
diversify agricultural pursuits in the community.

Ín conclusior aád for the reasons set forth hereinabove, we would
urge jot.ir Èon rab1 Body Ëo recomtaend to the City Council th t
Bill No. 115 not be adopted into law.

Respectfull submitted,

n enr el
ana ing artti r
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

December 3, 1975

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, December 3, 1975 ati 1:40 p.m. , in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.

I PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Sylvia Sumida, Vice Chairman :ME
Dr. Wilbur Cho 21-

I Charles Izumoto r sur
Yuklin Kuna
Sylvia Sumida i a-E
Ned Wiederholt i ANE

I Harriet Wikum

ABSENT: Donald Hosaka

i STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning

Department of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Jack Gilliam, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of November 5 and November
19, 1975 were approved, on motion by
Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Izumoto and
carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider an
BILL NO. 140 amendment to various sections of R-4,
INITIATED BY CITY COUNCIL R-5 R-6 and R-7 Residential Districts
AMENDMENT TO VARIOUS SECTIONS relating to duplex dwellings, lot width imË
OF R-4, R-5, R-6 AND R-7 and yard setbacks. _GL
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS ¯

RELATING TO DUPLEX DWELLINGS, Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
LOT WIDTH AND YARD SETBACKS. Bulletin/Advertiser on November 23, 1975.
(LER/CZC-1975-19 JG) No letters of protest Were received.

Staff Planner Jack Gilliam presented the
Director's report of the proposed amendment.
There was question as to how modification
of minimum lot areas and widths were
derived for the R-4, R-5, R-6 and R-7
districts. Staff pointed out that there

were two separate lot width requirements for one and two family dwellings.
They do not feel there is adequate public interest to require the extra



frontage for the duplex. Therefore, the proposod change, which would
-- apply the existing width for one family dwelling, makes the requirement

consistent for one and two family dwellings in the R-4, R-5, R-6 and R-7
districts.

TESTIMONY FOR

None

TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Representative Steve Cobb (Presented summary of Bill 140, copy
attached)

2. Received letter dated Dec. 3, 1975 from Steve Goodenow, President,
Shoreline Protection Alliance (copy attached)I 3. Mrs. Norma Carr, representing the Aina Haina Community Association
and the Kuliouou Community Association.

Mrs . Carr requested a deferral of the public hearing inasmuch as
she had received notice of this matter last evening. She expressed
concern on the effect this bill might have on areas already built
up on Kalanianaole Highway. Existing residents may try to squeeze
in another unit on their property and thereby destroy an otherwise
beautiful neighborhood.

The public hearing was kept open and the matter deferred to the next -

Commission meeting on December 17, 1975. It was requested that the
Executive Secretary notify the community organizations that the public
hearing has been kept open. The motion was made by Dr. Choy, seconded
by Mrs . Wikum and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
BILL NO. 144 proposed ordinance initiated by the City
INITIATED BY CITY COUNCIL Council for establishment of the Waikiki
A PROPOSED ORDINANCE FOR Special Design District {Bill No. 144) .

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE
WAIKIKI SPECIAL DESIGN Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
DISTRICT Bulletin/Advertiser on November 23, 1975.
(FILE #75/SDD-1) No letters of protest. were received.

Mr. Bob Jones discussed the portion of the bill which dealt with land usecontrols and Mr. Stan Mofjeld covered urban désign controls.

Questions were raised concerning:
1. Does the proposed ordinance eliminate the Condîtional Use Permit/

Special Use Permit procedure?

Staff indicated that the CUP/SUP process will be eliminated. Each
project will be reviewed by the Director of Land Utilization and
the City Council.
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i 2. Are there are controls to preservo historic places, i.e., HalokulaniHotel?

Under the project review procedure, attempts could be made to preserve
such areas but there are no particular mechanisms to stop redevelop-
ment of the area.

3. How many were in attendance at the public information meeting held
at Jefferson Elementary School?

Six people were in attendance. Notices were sent to communityorganizations in addition to coverage by the news media.
4. Does the proposed ordinance eliminate Planning Commission review?

In the Special Design District regulations, there are two procedures
by which SDD districts can be established--

a. Establishment of a Special Design District (like the Waikiki
Special Design District) would be subject to Planning Commission
review,

b. Initiation of projects within the established Special Design
District will not be reviewed by the Commission. An opinion
from Corporation Counsel to the City Council advises that
under the Charter, Planning Commission review is not necessary
because (1) these projects are subject to review and the regula-
tions were already established under the SDD; and (2) these issues
do not involve a zoning change.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Written--

1. Representative John S. Carroll (Submitted testimony dated Dec. 3,
1975, copy attached)

2. Senator John Leopold (Submitted testimony dated Dec. 3, 1975, copy
attached)

3. Mr. Don Bremner, Executive Vice President, Waikiki Improvement
Association (Submitted testimony dated Dec. 3, 1975, copy attached)

4. Mr. Donald R. Hanson, Waikiki Residents Assocation (Submitted
written testimony, undated, copy attachedl.

5. Mr. Stanley Shin, State Departtiilent of Accounting and General
Services (Submitted testimony, undated, copy attached)

6. Mr. Richard Wong, Helumoa Land Company (Submitted testimony dated
Dec.. 3, 1975, copy attached)

7. Gerri Lee, Waikiki Community Center (Presented testimony, undated,
copy attached)

8. Ann Scheufele, Waikiki Community Center (Presented testimony,
undated, copy attached)

9. Mr. Philip F. Thayer (Submitted testimony dated Nov. 26, 1975, copy
attached}



R 10. Mr. Manuel Woo, General Manager, Kuhio llotel/Waikiki (Submitted - -

m testimony dated Nov. 20, 1975, copy attached) ==-
Ë g 11. Letter dated Nov. 19, 1975 from Lyman J. Blank, President, Tropic
i g Isle Hotel (copy attached)

Gral testimony--

i 12. Mr. Gordon H. Damon, Waikiki property owner
13. Mr. Bill Cameron, Waikiki Resident and member of Waikiki Improvement

Association and Waikiki Community Center -

14. Mr. Bill Winchell, Architect
15. Mr. L. E. Armerding, Waikiki Resident
16. Dorothy W. Lindley, Chamber of Commerce Planning Commission

Oral testimony presented generally supported the proposed ordinance.
An additional comment by Dorothy Lindly of the Chamber of Commerce

i Planning Commission suggested a Waikiki Design Board.

L - TESTIMONY AGAINST
¯

Mr. Gregory Pai, Waikiki property owner, 2455 Kuhio Avenue (Written
testimony attached)

The public hearing was kept open and the matter deferred two weeks
for the following:

1. Notification be made to all small property owners in Waikiki.

2. Press Release sent from the Planning Commission to the news media
stating the concerns of the Commission as to why the public hearing
is being kept open, and to entertain the concerns of the public.

3. In the event the.City Council decides affirmatively to.pull this
matter from the Commission, a verbatim transcript of Mr. Pai's
testimony be forwarded to the City Council by December 12, 1975.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS A public hearing was held and closed
BILL NO.. 115 on November 19, 1975. Action was
CITY COUNCIL-INITIATED deferred for additional information and

. BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE TO study by the Planning Commission.
AMEND CHAPTER 21, REVISED
ORDINANCES OF HONOLULU The Executive Secretary reported the
1969, AS AMENDED BY receipt of.a memorandum dated December 3,
FURTHER AMENDING SECTION 1975 from George S. Moriguchi, Director
21-402 RELATIVE TO MINIMUM of Land Utilization, in response to ques-
LOT AREA, LOT WIDTH, YARD tions posed by the Commission at its
SPACING AND MAXIMUM LOT November 19, .1975 meeting (copy attached).
COVERAGE REGULATIONS AND No response was received from the State
BY AMENDING SECTION 21-412 Department of Agriculture.
RELATIVE TO OTHER
REQUIREMENTS GENERALLY. Commissioner Wiederholt presented a summary
(COM. RPT. 53) of issues

.concerning
the proposed ordinance

(FILE IIL4R75/CZC- and for this reason requested that the
AMEND.#13 HE) matter be deferred to the next Conmission
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DEC 3 1975 -

meeting' to perillit further review of the- proposed ordinance.
g The Commission deferred action on this matter to the next meeting onE December 17, 1975 for further study. An ad hoc comiliittee, of anycommissioners willing to participate, was formed to study the issuespresented by Commissioner Wiederholt in addition to other concerns

. which the commissioners might have regarding the proposed ordinance .The motion was made by Mrs . Sumida, seconded by Mr . Wiederholt andcarried.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 6: 05 p .m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter
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l
ISUBJECT: Bill No 140 (1975)(Draft No 1) To amend Chapter 21, Rev Ord

of Honolulu 1969, as amended (Comprehensive Zoning Code)

Reference: (1) Comprehensive Zoning Code (CZC) 1969, C4C Honolulu
Ordinance No 3234, Effective Date January 2, 1969.

i (2) 1975 Cumulative Supplement of the Comprehensive .

Zoning Code 1969 (CZC) (Contains all amendments

i through December 31, 1974).

Sec 21-110 ADDS: definition of Duplex Dwelling to others ie
Definitions Dwelling unit, Doelling One-Family, Dwelling Two-Family,

Dwelling Multiple Family, Dwelling Detached, Dwelling

i Semi-Detached, Dwelling attached.

Sec 21-202 ADDS yard requirement for duplex dwelling.
yards

Sec 21-531(a) No change from 1969 wording.
(UserReg)

Sec 21-533(a)
' Deletes from original 1969 Act ...."provided that if the

(Min.Lot Area) cross slope of the zoning lot is greater than 30 per cent
one family sémi-detached and two-family detached dwellings

- shall not be permitted.

ADDS new subsetion - Minimum lot area for duplex dwelling
shall be 7,000 sq ft.

ISec 21-533(b)1 AMENDS: Sets minimum lot width for one-family and two-
family detached dwelling at 65 feet. Previous width,
50 feet. (1975 Sup pg 42)

Sec 21-533 (b)(2) ADDS duplex and reduces minimum lot width from 70 ft
(Lot Width) to 35 feet (Sup 1975 pg 43)

Sec 21-533 (d) REDUCES minimum set back for side and rear yard from 6 toI(lotWidth) 5 feet.

ADDS - statement for duplex dwelling requirement.

R-5 Residential
Sec 21-543(a)(2) DELETED one family semi-detached dwelling from

I(Lot Area) restriction of 11,000 sq ft (SUPP Pg 42)

Sec 21-543 (a) ADDS - Duplex dewlling with minimum lot area of 5,500 sq ft.
Are a)

Sec 21-543 b 1 ADDS - two family dwellings to classification - no change
in minimum lot width of 60 ft. (Original act based on size

i of lot).

Sec 21-543 b 2 DELETES - one family semi-detached dwelling, changes to

(Lot Width) Duplex dwellings. Changes min lot wideh from 75' to 35'
(Original Act 1969 was for 80'À

Sec 21-543(d) CHANGES - Minimum side and rear yard setback from 6 to5
(Side & Rear Yd)feet. ADDS provision for duplex dwelling.



R-6 Res Dist
Sec 21-553(a) (2) REMOVES one family semi-detached dwelling from 7,500

(Lot Width) sq ft restriction, two-family dwelling remains same.

Sec-553(a) (4) ADDS - Duplex dwellings - sets minimum area to 3, 750 sq ft

Lot Area )

Sec 21-553(b) (1) ADDS - two family detached dwellings to restriction of

(Lot Width) 50 foot minimum lot width. Reduced from 70 feet (SUPP pg 43)

Sec 21-553(b) (2) DELETES - one family semi-detached and two family-detached

(Lot Width) dwelling at min lot width of 70 feet - Establishes minimum
lot width for duplex dwelling at 30 feet.

Sec 21-563(a) (1) ADDS - Duplex dwelling to one-family detached dwelling

(Lot Area) with minimum lot area 3, 500 sq ft .

Sec 21-563(a) (2) DELETES - one family semi-detached dwelling from minimum

(lot Area) lot area of 7,000 sq ft.

Sec 21-563(b) (1) ADDS - two family detached dwelling to minimum lot width
¯ (Lot Width) of 50 feet.

Sec 21-563(b) (2) DELETES - one family semi-detached and two family detached
dwelling from minimum lot width of 70 feet. EDS duplex

dwelling at a minimum lot width of 30 feet.

12/3/75 McT
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Bl3 ALAKEA STREET S/IORELINEI MAIL ADDRESS: P.O. 110X 4247 PROTECTIONHONOLULU, HAWAII 96813
TELEPilONE: 523-2400 A L LIA NCE

I
December 3, 1975

I 111,m

i Planning Commission
650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

i Re: Bill No. 140-1975 Draft 1

Members of the Planning Commission:

I
--

The Shoreline Protection Alliance is opposed to Bill No. 140
as it is now written. The bill would allow increases in the
population density in R-4 through R-7 residential districts
without provision for adequate open space or park areas . We
would like to point out that clustered housing and duplex
units are already possible through planned unit development
review rocedures. The PUD process allows the City Department
of Land Utilization to preserve amenities suoh as trees streams,
and privately maintained landscaping in exchange for authorizing
denser housing than ordinarily possible under the CZC. Bill
No. 140 would give land owners the power to indiscriminately
cover their property with buildings without preserving such
amenities .

ThaÃk you for considering our osition.

spectfu ly

Steve Goodenow
President

SG:dk
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HAT INoSlATE St NATE

December 3, 1975

Mr. Randall Kamiya | 2 g

i Chairman, Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu i 5
c/o Department of General Planning
650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I support the establishment of a Waikiki Special
Design District as provided in Bill Number 144 and
urge the City Planning Commission to recommend
favorable consideration of the measure by the City Council.

I do not share the view expressed by the Chief Planning
Officer of the city and County of Honolulu that there still
remains a need for a comprehensive plan for Waikiki. What
is needed is an implementation of the recommendations con-
tained in existing plans to establish limits on the number
of hotel rooms and apartment units in the area. What is
long overdue is a definite limit on the growth of Waikiki,
and Bill 144, by controllŠng the denisty of Waikiki, pro-
vides that limit.

aikiki presently has about 9,000 housing units with a
resident þopulation of about 14,000. In the Ena Road-Hobron
Lane area of Waikiki the living densities are comparable
with those of Hong Kong, San Francisco and New Yorkt the
density rate is about 42 , 000 persons per square mile. The
present city Administration has ignored the obvious. over-
load in this small area of Waikiki and has continued to
allow the construction of more high-rises there, even though
the legislature and the governor indicated their concern for
this overburdened, overpopulated area by enacting the
Environmental impact Statement Law, Act 246, in 1974. The
effort of the City Council, in its initiation of Bill 144
to control apartment and hotel unit density in Waikiki is a
mandatory and vitally important step to halt the overload
situation in Waikiki and preserve the quality of life for
those who live, work and visit there.

State Sen. John Leopold



WAIKlKI
IMPROVEMENT- . - -

ASSOCIATION, INC. --

30| TE 1410 •?222 KAL AKAtJA AVE • HONOLUL.t). HAWAll 96815 • TEL 923-1094 DONALD A UHEMNIHL AIP Executivo Vice Posulunt

i omcor, December 3, 1975
AOBERT E MacGREGOR, Pro.edont
DEAN T.W. HO, First Vico Pro:ndent
VERN WALDO. Second Vice Prosidunt
PHILIP F. THAYER. Socrainty .

-- GULAB WATUMULL. Troasure, Mr. Randall Kamlya, Chairman
Members of the City Planning Commission

Board of Directors:

LUDWIG ARMERDING
President Re: Council Bill #144 - Waikiki Rezoning -

- Western Girl Inc

HUNG WO CHING
e'o""n!°co

P. Bishop Estate Mr. Chairman and Members:
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COuncil Bill 144 rezones Waikiki to reduce allowable
E D
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ar*"""¤ to create more appropriate land use patterns and relationships

ART GORDON in the area and to introduce the "design zoning" concept for
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Consolldated Amusement Co , Ltd development there.
WESLEY H. HILLENDAHL --

¯
Vice President
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DEAN T.W. HO
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Capital Investment of Hawaii. Inc.

ROBERTW,HOLDEN Stimulated originally by a report.submitted to the Council by
n s'aŸo"n'-Hawail corporation the Planning Director in 1970, which called the density problem

WILLIAMHULETT.III in Waikiki the most critical concern facing the area. In 1970
i Ht ISo, the need to reduce building densities in Waikiki was

ARTHUR H ISOSHIMA
K.IsoshimaCo..L1d. endorsed by the Governor's Travel Industry Congress, a repre-
L RN JOHNSON Sentative group of people from the travel industry and the
BankofHawail-MainBr COmmunity in general. In 1971, Mayor Fasi's Planning Advisory
ROBERT E. MacGAEGOR --
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WILL1AM K.H. MAU application of the "design zoning" concept to Waikiki. Since
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KENNETH R. NURSE others. Among them, both houses of the State Legislature in

aavËan"Ûu"s'tCompany 1972; the Temporary Visitor Industry Council in 1973; Dr. Robert
,AnNrE Or7n? Freilich, a City Council consultant on the matter, in 1974; and

Hemmeter investment Co . . . . . .along the way many individual citizen organizations.ARTHUR A. RUTLEDGE
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AFL-CIO Hotel Workers Union
WARREN STONE Of much greater importance to you however, is the fact that
s'a"$ ÛouristNews the proposed bill is "consonant with the guidelines set forth"in
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Talbott, Ltd' g€neral plâû PTOPOSSIS for Waikiki. Bill 144 does this in two
EDWARD TANGEN , ,

International Representative Specif ic ways•
I.L.W.U.
PHILIP F. THAYER
cons""""' 1. It creates a pattern of proposed land uses, i.e.,
VERN WALDO
VicePresident.Manager zoning districts, that are consonant with the guides
First Hawaiian Bank-Waikiki Br.

GULABWATUMULL Set fOrth in the General Plan. As a matter of fact,
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General Managor
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- CLEMENT R. JUDD
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Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman December 3, 1975 ¯

Members of the City Planning Commission Page Two

2. It applies for the first-timesunder zoning, unit densities
specified in the General Plan for "hi-density" resort development,
which also happens to be some 40% lower than those allowed under
present zoning.

The Planning Commission, as the one lay group concerned with making the
planning function work, ought to be extremely interested in implementing
officially adopted plans. That, afterall, is the primary purpose of planning -

to solve problems, to stimulate decisions which incorporate long-range con-
siderations; to implement plans. A planning function that never achieves
implementation, but finds itself in the closed cycle of constantly avoiding

i positive action in deference to more planning, is in trouble. It becomes more
a contributor to the problem than to the solution.

For instance, New York City has been pursuing the development of the
"ultimate" in comprehensive plans for forty years. Years of inaction went by
while everybody waited for the great panacea to nagging problems. A few
years ago, they woke up suddenly to a crisis created by the delay. New York
City was zoned to allow some 55 million people, yet its comfortable carrying

¯_

- - capacity was calculated at 11 millionnand rapid growth was fast approaching ¯

- the latter figure. Waiting any longer would have eliminated their ability to
achieve the critical planning goal of avoiding overcrowding. They acted and

¯ E¯F

re-zoned New York to reduce allowable building densities without waiting for ¯=

the "ultimate" plan. The similarities to Waikiki's situation should be
obvious.

We do not imply that continuous refinement of plans is not desirable.
It is necessary. But the continuum of planning has to be punctuated by a
series of actions also - implementing various aspects of existing plans and
planning principles at appropriate times, if the planning function is to
provide a meaningful impact on problems facing the community. No one need
fear that action now pre-cludes refinements later on. Such refinements, when
they are produced by a continuing planning function, can supplement immediate
action and refine it at a later date. To take no action at all awaiting the
refined .plan in Waikiki however, is to risk losing the opportunity to properly
control densities in Waikiki and courts disaster for the future of this
important area.

We have had time for enough planning to put us on the proper course; we
have had considerable study• we have had a moratorium on building for over
a year. It is time to act - to do otherwise at this time, under these cir-
cumstances, could easily qualify as a badly mis-guided planning stràtegy.

We urge you therefore, to act positively on Bill #144.

Very truly yours, šggs

onald A. Bremner, AIP =-.

Executive Vice President



STNTIMIENT OF \lítIh:Œ I R MII)ENTS ASSOCTMlION

ON A BILL (?OR AN DITDIli/Jú0E 'I'O PABLISH

"TB W W AIK IKI Sl'dlitL \ ;12 D1 \ i.'"

Donald R, lionson

The Waikiki Residents Association stror ;1y supports the intent

of this Bill since it recognizes that the qualitien of Waikiki, that

have made it world-f emous, should be both preserved and enhanced.
Four separate groups of people have looked on Waikiki as something;
special: First, the Royalty of Hawaii who made it their haven of i -

rest and recreation; second, the millions of tourists and servicemen -

who remember it es en unforreteble place have returned again and

erein and have told millions of other persons about the scenery and

the gracious people of Waikiki and Hawaii; third, there are the
millions of persons who dream of the day when they can visit Waikiki --

Beach and see it es they have seen it on posters, film and on photo-

sphs and -slides fourth, triere are the resictents who live here be-
cause khey know it is a special and precious place in the world.

lease clo not betiey these people when possin this Bill enc1

when implementing the urban and land-use design standards in the
Bill. The best publicity for tourism, our central economic base,
is for a place to live up to all expectations or, better yet, to
exceed hopes of visitors. Symptoms of impending f silure have ep-
peared recently when a water main broke causing the beach closure,
and when a group declare they would not return to Hawaii because
they were robbed in their hotel. As much es we need orofessionäl
toufist promotion, it is in the final analysis moert effective pihen

visitors and residents tell their friends about the continuing and .
iniprovin quelities that Weikiki. has and can offer. Implemen ation

¯

of this Bill càn assist the to .do
this successfully.

e propose the following changes to the Bill:
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doction Ï. - -

H. After "cl:Utle be", eliniirl be "life-style and the resort-orierbod.

anvironmontal", then ad "and choroctor of Hawaii." Eliminate

last phrase.

I . 1 e

:la

' o Lir opment of a variety of land
uses which are compatible....".

Section IV. B.I. Aportment Precinct

h. Replace "provided thet" with "but not".
i. After "ectivity" add "of these uses shell not be allowed."

- -- Add: n. All other uses are rohibited.

B.2 Resort Hotel Precinct

c. Add improved parking f scilities, together with appropriate
landscaping end screening es required by the Council,

e. Replace "provided" with "but not"
i. Eliminate Carnivals-Circuses.
-- Add: n. All other uses are prohibited.

B.5 Resort Comroercial

. Replace "provided that" with "but not". Eliminate "shall not be
permitted.

1. Replace "provided that" with "bu not". Eliminate last phrase
"shall nt be permitted."

in. Rewrite to Mutomobile gasoline service stations but not gara e

repair or emtal er acti ities piovided O or inore of the are
is endscaped."

p. Eid improvedperkingfacilities together with appropriate

landses in and screening as equired. by the Council.

q. Eliminate "Carnivels ciro ises".

Section V. Design Control

. Ad.d: 5. ff-street loadina for oessengers as well as fieie;ht
bè provide .

"



B. 3. itPter "compatible wibh"
,

add and to hormonize with natural
surroundinres and be in keepinP: with loweii'a historic....

I B. 5. .Ad.d, af ber automobile, "gano.] p_e'.'

B, 5. c. Add "l+O of surfoce shall be landscaped ond. . ."

I C. 1. c. (4) Add "...and there shall be not more than 60 unito ner
SCTPG.

O, 5. b. (4) Add "All front yards shall be landscaped.I C. 3, c. Add after "pround level", exclusive of required. setback arees".

Section VII. Non-signif ic ant Pro,iects
A. Add after "signs" other than those provided for under Section V.E.
B. Add after "space, from its original use."
E. Eliminate "Carnival, ciiscuses.

. ,
"

Section XIII. Building Permit
B, Change "shell" to must, and add after "permit", "or the construction

work will be stopped. "
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HELUMOA LAND CO., INC.
700 ßisHoP Swullir

Sursr601
HONOLULU. HAwAu 968 13

¡¡ December 3, 1975

i Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman
and Members of the Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

SUBJECT: Waikiki Special Design District
Gentlemen:(Bill 144)

As you know, Helumoa Land Company has been deeply involved
with plans for the redevelopment of the commercial property
along the makai side of Kalakaua Avenue from Lewers Street to
the Outrigger Hotel site. Our intentions were presented to you
as a request for a change to the General Plan, at your meeting
of July 10, 1974. By recommending approval of this change, we
believe that you have agreed that our-project is a good one.
Bill 144, with revision to the setback and yard requirements,
would allow our project to proceed. We therefore support its
enactment.

However, our presence here in urging passage of Bill 144 is
not solely tied to our development. Bill 144 provides a bold and
imaginative means to regulate future development in Waikiki. It
addresses itself not to the question of development or no
development, but rather how to encourage good development. We

think that this is important.

The flexibility provided in Bill 144, exemplified by the
provisions for more density in return for more public open space,
will prove to be an effective tool in encouraging the development
of high quality projects. .The time schedule which is provided
will give builders some cause for concern because of its length
at a time when costs continue to skyrocket. None the less, it
provides the only means whereby the developer can schedule his plans
and preparations for development with some certainty. This is good.
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i
i Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman

and Members of the Planning Commission
December 3, 1975
Page 2

i We are concerned about the yard requirements of the Bill.
We suggest that the same flexibility shown in the parking
requirements also be incorporated in establishing yard and
setback requirements.

All and all, we feel that the Bill is a good one and urge
its adoption. We thank you for the opportunity to testify and
will be pleased to respond to any questions you may have.

Ve ruly yours,

Ric ard S. H. Wong
Vice President

RSHW/imt

Enclosure



City Council Bill //14

Mr. Randal l Kamlya, Chai rman Honorable George Akahane, chairman -

- Ë City Planning Commission City Council

Mr. Chairman:

I am Ann Scheufele, a resident of Waikiki and an employee of the Waikiki
Commun i ty Cen ter .

Some solution to the density problem in Waikiki is sorely needed. It isn't
important that the present proposal be perfect, i t does address the problem in a

significant way. What is important, is that some action be taken without further
delay.

Waikiki has grown rapidly dùring the last 10 - 12 years. Open space has
disappeared - views plocked - wall to wall buildings created - until it appears
Waikiki may burst at the seams.

My deepest concern as a resident and apartment dweller is the implementation - g
.of these plans and the effect it will have on me as an individual. I like Waikiki- ¯ g
Will there be apartments that I can afford in plans?

These thoughts I would kike to leave with you.

Thank you,

Ann Scheufele r..
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Ci ty Council Bi ll //144

Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman Honorable George Akahane, Chairman
City Planning Commission City Council

Mr. Chairman:

I am Gerri Lee, Director of the Waikiki Community Center. I am here to
support this bill for an ordinance to establish Special Design District No. 1,
the Waikiki Special Design District.

After reading the reports, I know that there is much agreement and support
for this by my agency. The basic area of concern is the implementation and
transitional period. If I can be of help in the future when these concerns are
brought up, please call upon me.

Thank you,

Gerri Lee

35



Philip F. Thayer
5511 Kanau Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96821
November 26, 1975

i Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Members of the City Planning Commission
Municipal Of fice Building - i
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 i -m-

RE: Waikiki Special Design Dis trict - Bill #144 | g

i Dear Mr. Chairman and Members:

As a former bu.sinessman involved in the visitor industry and Waikiki,
I have been acutely aware of the need to preserve Waikiki's health and

- physical attractiveness.

As a charter member of the Waikiki Improvement Association, I was
involved in analyzing what needed to be done to secure Waikiki' s future.

The threat of overcrowding through excessive building density loomed as
the most crit ical problem to contend with immediately.

Many years have passed since the recognition of the problem and time
in which to apply meaningful action is running out. I am therefore
pleased that you have a proposal before you which does deal with the
problem. I am further convinced that Council Bill #144 deals quite
adequately with the problem and deserves your positive approval. I don't
believe that remedial action on Waikiki's. problems can be held off any
longer if we are to prevent later deterioration ïn this important area.

Consequently, I urge. your prompt, positive action on Bill #144.

Very truly yours,

Philip F. Thayer
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271 BEACHWALK AVE. WAIKIKI, HAWAII 96815 '

November 19, 1975

I Chairman, City Council
City Hall
Honolulu, Hawaii 96815

Lear Mr. Chairman and Members:

I would like to go on record in support of your
action to resone Waikiki.

Controlling the building density in Waikiki has
been a problem for a long time and needs to be done
now if overcrowding in the area is to be prevented.

I hope that final action will be coming soon.
It is long overdue.

Very * our ,

an Blank, Pres.

oc: Planning Commission
Municipal Office Bldg.

' 338
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AN OPEN LETTER TO THE MEMBERS OF TEE CITY FIBUING COlillISSION CONCERNING
THE IMPACT OF EILL 14 TO ESTAELI3H TKE HAIKIKI SPECIAL DESIGN DISTRICT
ON SMALL PROPERTY OWNERS AND FUTURE DEVEIDFMENT PATTERNS WITHIN THE
WAIKIKI·AREA

I -------------------------------------------------------------------------

IIlii , The importance of Bill 144 for the future growth and development
of Haikiki is enormous. It is the most significant piece of urban . -.,

policy legislation to affect Honolulu in recent years. It is significant

first, because it bears directly on the important tòurist based economy

of the islands, and second, it attempts to control the haphazard growth
of Waikiki. It is also significant in the precedent set by the legis-

lative means used to achieve its objectives, As an urboa design andi planning policy instrument, therefore, it will indeed create and give

i form to what we as the citizenry of Hawaii, as well as the millions who

will visit the islands in the following decades, will come to know as

the symbol of the life style, culture and environment of the Hawaiian

people. "Because of the great economic, social and cultural significance

of Waikiki, therefore, it is incumbent upon all concernei citizens to
direct close scrutiny and attention to what the bill proposes to do,

how it proposes to do it, and what its consequences will be for the .
people of Hawaii.

In summary, the objectives of the bill are as follows:

A, To guide the development of Waikiki with due consideration
to optimum community benefits;

B. To promote the health, safety, social and economic well
being of the community as a whole;

C. To protect, by means of proper planning and control, the
value of private artd public investment within the district

and its surrounding communities;
D. To encourage developments that would improve and complement

the physical and Visual aspects of the urban environment in
the area;

E. To ensure that future development would alleviate traffic



I ..

and utility problems and prevent any detrimental impact on
existing development;

F. To bring about, within the district, a desirable level of
urban design compatible with the climate, life style and the
resort oriented environmental character of Eawaii within the

'district and its surrounding areas;
G. To provide a means to control apartment and hotel unit

densities.

To accomplish these objectives, the bill proposes a variety of
zoning, design control, density, height and setback requirements. Most
important of these are:

--

1. The zoning of Waikiki into apartment, resort hotel, resort
commercial, and public precincts;

2. The designation of reduced floor area ratios for each of the
first three categories for lots ranging in size above 10,000
square feet; MR¯

3. The requirement for increased setbacks of 30 feet along all ¯=

major streets including Kapahulu Avenue, Ala Koana and Ala Vai
Boulevards and Kuhio Avenue, and 20 feet along all other

The

eeecti

es stated in the bill are commendable. They reveal
a strong concern for the welfare of the community, the physical and
aesthetic qualities of Haikiki, and the prevention of any untoward
conse uences of private development without due regard to communit well
being If they can be achieved with minimum loss to the community they
deserve our full support. However, to the extent that they entail pro-
hibitive costs to the taxpayer and potential losses to a significant

.

proportion cd the residents and property owners of Waikiki to the point
that many would be worse off because of the passage of the bill, they should
be examined and mod if ied .
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The three most critical weaknesses of the bill are: first, its
lack of understanding of the basic forces of urban growth and development;
second, its complete insensitivity to the economic well being of small
property owners who constitute a large majority of the total number of
property owners in Waikiki; and third,itsinability to project a unifying
and consistent vision of not only the physical, but the social and

g cultural guality of Waikiki. A study of the 1975 Tax Bap reveals that
within the Special Design District of Waikiki now under consideration, there
are approximately 800 private parcels of land of which roughly 570 or
70 per cent are below 10,000 souare feet.

First, concerning the issue of zoning controls. Perhaps the
most controversial area in Waikiki is that portion of central eastern

aikiki extending Diamond Head to Kapiolani Park comprisel largely of
small undeveloped or underdeveloped percels of länd heavily dominated by
the Lilioukalani Trust properties, in common parlance, the "jungle". It
is understood that the future of the Lilioukalani T ust calls for high
density and residential development. It is to service these developments
as well as to relieve traffic congestion along Kalakaua Avenue that
plans have been laid for the widening of Kuhio Avenue to 78 feet or a

six lane highway from Kaiulani to Kapahulu Avenue, imposing an additional
30 foot property line setback, and the soning of the entire area as

apartment residential. Unfortunately however, these plans ignore the
lesson illustrated by the widening of Kuhio Avenue between Seaside and
Kaiulani Avenues. It was the initial widening of that section that
stimulated traffic and pedestrian movement, on-street parking and the

. rise in the commercial value of the lands adjoining the street. What
was once parking lots and back entrances serving commaciil establishments
on Kalakaua Avenue is now the site of mammoth hotels, shops, theaters, and
other commercial facilities, with still more such structures to come.

One of the basic laws of urban growth is that if large masses of people
are moved through a given space, that space inevitably will become the site

of highly intensive commercial activity.

341



Hence, if Kuhio Avenue is widened, inducing high volumes of
pedestrian and vehicular movement, as we havo soon, there will be an
upward pressure on land values, demands for highor densities by existing
large land owners, high proliferation of commercial and other secondary
uses, and eventually the total transformation of the area from low and
medium density residential apartments to high density resort and commercial
uses. The net result will be a highly developed secondary resort
commercial strip and increased commercial competition with Kalakaua
Avenue. Most important of all, it would render Bill 144 completely
obsoleto.

Next, concerning the numerous small property owners in this
area. The result of the changes predicated in Bill 144 will force the
small property owners to move in one of two directions -- those who com

and want to consolidate will do so and build still more high rises and B
create more density which is certainly not what Bill 144 intends. On

the other hand, the bill systematically discriminates against the isolated
small property owner who cannot or does not want to consolidate.
He is denied the right to significant construction, his property is
decimated by increased set-backs, and is rendered unable to sell except
at great financial loss. What he has left can then only disintegrate
into substandard and slum dwellings. Ironically, by trying to avoid
high densities and urban deterioration, Bill 144 will actually stimulate
them.

As for alleviating traffic congestion by widening Kuhio Avenue
into a six lane highway from Kaiulani Avenue to the Zoo, the solution is
only partial at best. The fact is that Kuhio Avenue Ewa from Seaside
Avenue to Kalakaua is only a four læne street. No plan to widen that
section is mentioned :Da Bill 144. A true solution to the problem of.
traffic congestion should mandate a similar widening of that section of
Kuhio Avenue.- Of what use is it to draw an increasel traffic load into
Kuhio Avenue only to have it bottled up for seven blocks between Seaside
'and Kalakaua Avenues? The wisdom of such a plan is questionable at best.
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As for the 30 foot setback proposal for the major rights of way,

we seem to be witnessing another exercise in urban design daydreaming at
the oxpense of the community.which, incidentally must pay for all of this
in increased taxes should the plan be realized. 30 foot setbacks along the .
Ala Wai, Kalakaua and Kuhio are both irrelevant and misleading. The
planning sta£f has stated that the major reason for this measure is for
the benefit of pedestrians and the creation of open view lanes through
aikiki. This is misleading because Kalakaua Avenue and the Ala ¾ai

are not urban "lanes" in the technical sense of the word. In planners iki jargon they are "edges" and as such contribute nothing to enhancing a g-,
sense of urban space or alleviating visual clutter. Furthermore, it ii

¯ is irrelevant, because for all intents and purposes, the entire length --A
-rof Kalakaua and the Ala Wai are now almost all lined with high rises.

This places the burden of the 30 foot setback solely on those who have
not yet built, in large part agata, the small property owners. Owners of
large parcels need not worry as much about these setbacks since higher
density ~allowances produce economies of scale that encourage narrower
and higher buildings. Smaller lots with loner densities must maximize
ground coverage in order to minimize construction costs. This means that
the direct cost of increased setbacks is paid for most heavily by small
lot owners in terms of foregone development potential, often at a margin
that can mean success or failure of a "ouilding project.. In the meantime,
large land owners are able to provide front yards at a cost lower in terms
of foregone economic gain than small owners. In other words, the setback
a small property owner must provide under this plan simply destroys his
property as a possible investment while benefitting the large property
owner next door who ironically han already built on the past 10 foot
setback. This is an injustice to the small property owners of Waikiki
that cannot be ignored.

The planning staff envisages a pedestrian oriented environment
for Waikiki. _However, it is not clear how high density building and

30 foot setbacks will achieve this. One need.only ask whether Collins

i Avenue in Miami Beach or the strip in Las Yegas is any more "pedestrian
oriented" than Chiardelli Square in San Fransisco, Greenwich Village in -

343



New York, Picadilly or Trafalgar Squares in London or tho Left .Eank in ¯¯

. Paris. Indeed, in WaSkiki itself perhaps the most interesting area from
a pedestrian's point of view is the mauka side of Kalakaua Avenue between -

- Lewers Road and Kaiulani Avenue. The reason for this is the myriad of
small shops, theaters, restaurants, night clubs and pointsof high and -

sustained pedestrian interaction such as the International Market Place.
All of this is based on intimacy of scale, interactions of many and
diverse activities, and person to person contact between small commercial
establishments and pedestrians. Large imposing monoliths behind 30 foot
setbacks are hardly conducive to this type of spatial intimacy and in fact

¯¯

- militate against the kind of people to people interactions that should 1EEL

be the hallmark of a truly urban environment. EU
ilt

Further scrutiny into the determinants of successful urban
environments reveal that the primary ingredient is the small shopkeeper,
the small hotel owner, the family restaurant, all the humble institutions
that fill the empty interstices of harried urban living and bless it with
the touch of human concern. A "successful" urban environment, economically,
socially and culturally, is nothing but people; people given the chance to
express their humanity in a social and economic environment that is conducive
rather than contradictory to these humble ends, Hawaiian culture is unique
in this regard, and to see the potential for human warmth so rich in the
people of Hawaii stifled and muzzled by the grandiose fantasies of urban
planners is a tragedy indeed. It is the dilemma of contemporary urban
planning and design that all it can offer society are outdated Orwellian
utopias of massive concrete towers lined in uniform rows. The people of -
Hawaii have a right to demand more than this.

However, the most serious weakness of the bill lies in its total
indifference to the plight of the small property owner. It is also dangerous.
It is dangerous in a legal sense in that it usurps from the owner df a lot,
without due comtensation, the right to develop his own land as he chooses.

¯¯

It is also dangerous in a constitutional sense in that it is a blatant

violation of the .right to private property. Bill 1 is at once discrimina-

to and destructive to a significant roporti n of the community of Taikiki
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The United States Constitution forbids any taking of land through
urban renoval under the powers of ominent domain without just and due -

compensation. In a Timo Nagazi.no article of April 21, 1975, it noted that -

recent constitutional developments also forbid any action that lowers
land values by banning certain types of development without compensation.
To request a genera.1 down zoning of densities for the good of' the community . ¯r

is one thing, but to totally ban the very uses that might provide for the i F
the future lives of the hundreds of small lot owners in Waikiki, all for
the satisfaction of a vague notion of comunity welfare that is at best
lopsided and distorted

,
moreover

,
without compensation, constitutes a

form of confiscation which is totally unnaceptable if not illegal and

certainly morally reprehensible.

The significance of these remarks bear home when it is recognized,
to repeat, that of the approximately 800 listed property ownèrs in the
Naikiki Special Design District, over 570 or roughly 70 per cent own lots
below 10,000 so.uare feet. To what extent these lotsconsist of fully

developed or undeveloped lots could not he determined from the data at
hand.. However, it remains abundantly clear that it is not an insignificant

minority that is being legislated and discriminated against, but the very
people who constitute the living community of Waikiki.itself.

What, in fact, happens to small lot owners under Bill 1W is this:

1. For those located in Apa.rtment use precincts, multiple family
dwellings are expressly banned. However, permitted uses include
single family dwellings, health centers, public uses, educa-
tional facilities private clubs, museums, galleries and
outdoor recreation facilities. Now, the fact is that of the
total numbe of lots under 10 ,000 sguare feet in Waikiki a

full 40 per cent fall between 4000 and 6000 square feet,.
Is. it possible to imagine over three hundred lot owners trying
to build museums, outdoor recreations facilities, educational
facilities, private clubs and galleriesiÈith pa.rking noneiheless7
The absurdity o this kind of planning is a bit obvious.

345



I
i

2. For thoso located in Resort Hotel use precincts, any kind of
hotel structure is banned. Alternativo uses are similar to
apartment precincts with the addition of small commercial
development projects including retail establishments, banks,
restaurants theaters and commercial recreation facilities.

. 3. For those located in Resort Commercial Areas, any dwelling
construction whatsoever is expressly banned. However, the
list of commercial alternatives is considerably expanded to
allow service stations and other commercial uses.

The impact of these restrictions should be patently clear:

Opportunities for any form of multi-family construction are
effectively eliminated and those who have not yet built are penalized for
not building.

Small lot owners are being forced into the position of being
the suppliers of "secondary goods and services" to the "principal income
generators", that is, the larger hotels and apartments. It is clearly
stipulated in the 'oill that all alternative uses must be "customarily
accessory and clearly incidental and subordinate to principal uses and
structures". The implications are clear. Multi-family apartments and
hotel developments are awarded to larger land owners who become the "principal"
income generators of-the community, while small lot owners must scramble for
the crumbs. Small lot owners as a class are relegated to an inferior
position in the economy by government fiat. However, as grotesque as it
is, that is not the end; First of all, because of overall reiuced densities
for all lots, larger lots developing multi-family housing or hotels will
be forced to incorporate commercial developments within their projects
to compensate for reduced income and cover costs, thus reducin even
further the alternative opportunities for small owners.

Furthermore, the pattern of development alternatives offered to
small owners runs directly contradictory to the pattern of small lot
distribution. Of he small lots, the most numerous are those in the outlying
apartment r sidential areas of Wa . The sÃond hi est are the



lots in hotel resort districts and the lowest are those in the -central
resort commercial areas. However, in terms of distribution of commercial
alternatives, the more contral resort commercial lots receive the highest
options while the apartment zone lots receive practically no alternative
options of any commercial value. This is clearly unfair as the greater
majority of small lot owners are precisely those in apartment zones
separated from the central areas of Waikiki. What right does the government

M have to deny small property owners the right to build multi-family
dwelling units and yet mandate alternative uses that these people mayandnot want,/which in most cases are absolutely useless. This is a clear
and unwarranted abuse of powert

Once again it is apparent that small lot owners are being
- . manipulated to . · achieve a naive and distorted vision of community welfare.

The entire system of controls is systematically biased¯, granting ever
increasing benefits and lower costs to larger land owners, and those lucky
enough to be in spatial proximity to them, and ever decreasing benefits
and higher costs to the smaller lots. This can only be regarded as a

travesty of social justice. Whether through ignorance or mal-intent, if
this bill is passed in its present form it will only perpetrate the ever .
increasing pattern of social injustices suffered by the weak at the hands
of the powerful. Any system of power that, for whatever reasons, either
wittingly or unwittingly, not only allocates benefits to a privileged
minority but forces to the majority tó p_ay for those benefits is fundamentally
morally and ethically wrong'.

Decisions as to what, how much and when to build should i be

in the purview of any centralized decision making structure that exercises
the kind of responsibility evident in Bill 14. These decisions should
and must be hade by lot owners themselves. Freedom does not mean license
to harm others; so free enterprise does not mean the right to dominate the
weaker segments of society. ¾hat free enterprise does mean is the right
to make and accept the responsibility for one's own decisions within the
allocative structure of market forces and a form of political regulation
i at is truly concerræd ith the elfare of the entire commun ty.
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Furthermore, largo landowners anrl powerful interests have little

reason for complaconey. Any economist or businessman would recognize the

dangers implicit in an overconcentration of markets, especially in periods

- of unstable consùmption as is bein6 prosently experienced in the United

States. The consequence of Bill 144 wouli be to push market forces

- exactly into the position of concentrating heavily in large scale,

high overhead operations increasingly dependent on a more affluent market,

a market that recent economic trends have shown to be decreasing rather
than increasing. This further places the :tourist industry in a more

unstable and volatile position relative to swings in the world economy.

What Waikiki needs in fact is more diversification. Broadenin the

options for tourist accomodations could not help but contribute positively

to the tourist industry. What Haikiki sorely lacks are more small hotels

and.apartment houses, operations at smaller scale and lower overhead,

run by a small staff or a family which by their very definition can

give the intimacy and hospitality the visitor would not find in the'
impersonality of large hotels.

Nore and more of today's tourists reflect an increasing range

of affluence. A large bulk of travelers are ordinary working people,

retirees, students and families. To accomodate this broadening demand

should we not try to make a place for small hotels and apartments who

would not compete against large hotels but rather complement them,

taking their overflows in time of seasonal rush and providing accomoda-

tions to those unable to afford high hotel rates. A significant lesson
¯¯ to be learned from Europe in this regard is that a major proportion of

the tourist industry in many countries is consciously charmelied through

small hotels, "pensiones," specialized hostels, and even private homes

with rooms to -spare.
In practically all continental countries national

tourist agencies are established to assist travellers in locating
inexpensive accomodations. This increases the travel ma.rket enormousl

especially for- those such aa working people and students, many of than -

would not travel if faced with only limited a.nd high cost achomodations.

On the other hand, in the same countries, these small establishment exis -

hand in ha.nd with the larger hotel ghains such as the Èiltons and the



economy of the state as a whole would benefit from this kind of diversification.

Contrary to myth, smaller lot osmors do not competo directly with larger
hotels as they respond to a qualitatively d.ifferent market, a market that
would be eliminated if Bill 1W is passed. As there is a place for a

Hilton in Waikiki, so should there be one for a small hotel or apartment.
- Larger property owners should therefore see it in their own interests to -

protect smaller lot owners. The true welfare of the community lies not
in unbridled self-interest and complacent non-action, but rather in
cooperative concern for the larger interests of the entire community.

¯ It is at this point that the true self interest of the individual property
opmer and the welfa.re of the community go hand in hand.

The question remains, what can be done for the small lot owner.
Before discussing concrete proposals, however, the issue should be clearly
stated, Small property owners should either be allowed to develop their

lo e og if not, be compensated for their loss. If allowed to develop, it

wo ld not be impossible to work out equitable guidelines to allow develop-
ment to occur. within clearly def5.r.ed constraints rela.tive to environmental
quality. On the other hand, if not allowed to develop, provisions must be

made for some form of just compensation. Small property owners cannot -

and should not be expected to passively accept urban planning decisions
that usurp them of the right to their private property without any form

of recognition for vhat they must forego in terms of economic opportunities.
As proposals themselves, the following are only a few in probably a

much larger range of possible ideas. If the basic intent of either allowing
small property owners to build or compensating them is maintained, some

solution can be reached. The following are but a beginning.

First, if allowed to build
,

small property owners might be

granted one or several of the following provisions: -

1. a negative Floor .Area Ratio scale;
2. a system of overallheight restrictions;

3. overall minimum FAR allowances or,
4. reduced setback requirements.
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A negative Floor Area Ratio scale is similar to the negativo
income tax, that is, smaller parcels of land are granted larger FAR

allowances. At present the minimum FAR allowance is 1.0 for lots of
10,000 square feet. This figure would be allowed to increase for smaller
lots down to 2000 to 3000 squaro feet, A measure of this sort would obviate
the handicaps suffered by small lot owners, while awarding the smaller
owners a form of FAR bonus. However, there are several problems. First,
lots at the 10,000 squate foot cutoff point would be unduly penalized
as they would receive the smallest FAR allowance under the existing scale.
Moreover, it does not control úmaller lots.fzom building tall and narrower
buildings which would violate the overall objective of maintaining low

. building profiles.

A system of overall height restrictions would simply impose
a height limitation of say, forty feet, while allowing maximum development
below that, subject to setback and sideyard requirements. This type of
building control is commonly used in Europe and in certain eastern states
such as Massachusetts. Its primary virtues are low building profiles,
applicability of landscape quality and open space requirements, and
sufficient density for a profitable operation. This type of

-measure

grants, in fact, large FAR bonuses to small lots comparei to larger
lots, due to the fact Baat achievable densities under height restrictions
are higher than under FAR restrictions. However, on the other hand,
this also allows greater leeway for environmental guality standards.

In the case of overall minimum FAR allowances, the smallest
FAR allowance of 1.0 for lots of 10,000 square feet in apartment zones,
and 1-5 for lots of 10,000 square feet in hotel sones would simply be
extended down to all smaller lots. This measure would allow all small lots
to develop according to size potential providing enough square footage on
each lot for some form of profitable development. However, this type
of measure continues to bias againsi smaller lots, and is more restrictive
in the amount of squa.re footage allowed than uniform height restrictions.
However, the bias against smaller lots might be rectified by certain allowances
such as reduced setback requirements.
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Reduced sotback requirements should be considered as complementary
to any of the formor measures. The question of setbacks can be approached

i in two ways; first as a uniform requirement for all lots, or secondly,
· as a function of lot size or some other size criterion. In the first | -

case, set-back requirements might be uniformly reduced to some acceptable niii - 255level for all lots under 10,000 square feet, both on major throughways ¯¯

25

i and secondary streets. In the second case, setback3could be made to
increase with lot size in the same manner as FAR limits, with the difference
that while FAR increases. augment buildable floor area, setback increasesi . .
reduce buildable floor area, as long as height restrictions remain constant.
This would tend to equalize the hardships suffered by smaller lots with
lower FARs and thus would work well with the proposal for minimum FAR
requirements above.

Any final policy concerning density and setback requirements for
small lots would have to involve much closer and substantive research
both in terms of the kinds of instruments used, the different types of
variations possible, and their net effects for gross builiable area and
net economic return on lotsof varying sizes. The suggestions presented
above are merely indications of ways in which thinking could be directed.
On the other hand, at present, no considerations for small lot owners
to develop multi-family dwellings even under extreme hazdship conditions, exist
outside of possible variance procedures. Given the conditions outlined
in Bill 14, and the enormous restrictions placeŒ on so many people,
variance proceduées would become irrelevant if not a farce. So many
land owners would be applying for variances that either the whole system
ould break down or no variances would be permitted at all. In any case

the situation would be made ripe for political favoritism and corruption.
Variance procedures cannot be depended upon as a corrective mechanism for
a plan that is basically at fault. Hence provisions must be made in the
plan for all expected contingencies. To the extent that Bill 1W fails
to do this, it should be corrected.
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If, however, Bill 144 is approved as presently proposed, some

policy must be created for compensating the small land owner. An idea iworth consid.oring is a property tax adjustmont. If small property owners
are to be prevented from developing their land, then they most certainly

i -

should not be expected to pay property taxes that will most likely have
to increas_e in the futuro to pay for increased municipal services to
accomodate the larger land owner. Even as it presently stands, on the
basis of uniform land evaluations, property taxes are a net transfer of
income from the small lot owner to the large lot owner. Expecting small
owners to pay .ea_ual property taxes while tdking away their right to
develop only exacerbates the injustice of the property tax system in

--Waikiki.

Rates of adjustment can be formulated in several ways among which .
two might be; first, an across the board reiuction for all small lot otmers,
or secong, some form of proportionate reduction based on some criterion
such as lot size, gross 'ouilding area, service demands, or economic opportunities
foregone. Workable criteria for such a policy should evolve from further
policy research. The point of such a policy, however, should be clear,
small property owners should not have to bear the brunt of the cost of municipal
services and further development in ¾aikiki from which they will receive
no benefit, Furthermore, they should be compensated foi the losses they ,
must incur in terms of foregone economic opporiunities.

In addition, property taxes can also be used as em additional
density control instrument such that higher users.of municipal facilities
should pay higher costs than smaller users. The thought that a shall
hotel would pay the same property tax rate on his land as a Sheraton is
both ludicrous and absurd, but unfortunately true. The use of property
taxes can be a powerful tool if used wisely for equalising the costs of
development to the community.

Bill 1 , while admirable in its objectives, is as yet imperfect
as a policy instrument. Gross ineouities exist both in the distribution
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of benefits to bo derived as well as the distribution of costs, However,
there is no reason why the bill cannot be modified and improved to answer
to theso weaknesses. Given the overall concern for a flaikiki that we
as citizens of Hawaii can bo proud of as a true expression of the life
style, culture and environment of the Hawaiian people, as well as what
should be our concern for the economic and social well being of the
community, it is within our power to bring these changes about. To do
so would be a testament to the true democracy of the political process.
To fail to do so would be another victory for indifference and apathy,I and the possible destruction of liaikiki as the unique image of a Hawaii
that is held by all visitors who have come here and all the rest who
yearn to come.

11ith sincere hopes for a better ifaikiki,

regory Pai

There will be a public hearing on Bill 1W on De cember 17th at the CityPlanning Commission Conference Room at 1:'30 PM. All concerned citizensare encouraged to attend and present their views.
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December 3, 1975

MEMORANDUM

TO : PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM : GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI, DIRECTOR OF LAND UTILIZATION

SUBJECT: BILL ll5--SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION REGARDING
SETBACKS, CONTROL MECHANISMS AND PENALTIES

I The following additional information related to Bill 115 is
provided to you pursuant to your request for same at the
public hearing of November 20, 1975 on this matter:

1. With respect to the basis for the front, side and rear yard
setbacks, it should be noted that the Zoning Code presently
contains these standards. The proposed amendment would
simply reduce the requirement for a 50-foot front, side or
rear yard setback to 25 feet where such yard adjoins a major
street or highway.

Setbacks were initially established to accomplish several
objectives:

a. To maintain and preserve the open and rural character
of the Agricultural District.

b. To provide a separation between buildings on adjacent
property so as to achieve some degree of privacy
particularly for residential quarters and to minimize
potential adverse effects of noise, odors, and flies
created by some agricultural activities.

c. To provide protection to adjoining property owners in
the event of fires.
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In the case of agricultural areas, insecticides, herbicides,
and fumicides are used for various purposes and the yard require-
ments for structures provide some degree of separation from
adjacent uses.

Some agricultural areas border urbanized areas in which adjacent
- activities may not be totally compatible with normal agricultural

pursuits. Finally, some conditional use permits are benefited
by the separation of structures from adjoining property lines.

2. Alternative control mechanisms are being considered by the
Corporation Counsel. Bill 115, Draft No. 2, proposes to
control agricultural subdivisions between 2 and 5 acres by
a Special Permit requirement. Penalties for non-compliance
with conditions are the same as those for non-compliance
with other Zoning Code violations. Comprehensive Zoning Code,
Section 21-106, addresses these issues clearly:

"Section 21-106. Violations and Penalties.

"(a) The City may maintain an action for an
injunction to restrain any violation of
the provisions of this Chapter and may
take any other lawful action to prevent
or remedy any violation.

"(b) Any person violating any provision of this
Chapter shall upon conviction, be punished
by a fine not exceeding $1,000 or by imprison-
ment not exceeding thirty days, or by both

- such fine and imprisonment. The continuance
of any such violation after conviction shall
be deemed a new offense for each day of such
continuance."

We-trust that the foregoing information will assist you in
developing your recommendation on the proposed bill.

GEORGE S. MORI d' I
GSM:fm Di Ác or of La Utilization



Meeting of the Planning Comm:i.ssion r -

Decem 1975

i The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, December 17, 1975
at 1: 40 p .m. ,

in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Sylvia Sumida, Vice-Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy

i Donald Hosaka i 15ECharles Izumoto i igi
Yuklin Kuna

i Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum

STAFF PRESENT: Donald Clegg, Deputy Chief Planning HEI Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning i

Department of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of December 3, 1975 were
approved, on motion by Mr. Wiederholt, BR
seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING Commissioner Sylvia Sumida declared a
DETERMINATION OF EXISTENCE conflict of interest and was not present 22
OF NON-CONFORMING USE IN during deliberation on this matter because ii
ACCORDANCE WITH STATE LAND the attorney who .prepared a definitive
USE DISTRICT REGULATIONS brief related to this issue-is a senior
SHELTER CORPORATION/PACIFIC partner in her husband's law firm--Carl-
CONSTRUCTION smith, Carlsmith, Wichman and Case.
(FILE #DGP 12/75-3005 (ICM) ¯

A public hearing was held to consider the
existence of a non-conforming use pursuant

to Section 2.84 of the State Land Use Commission regulations to bedecided by the Planning Commission before a one-year extension is granted
by the City Council--Ordinance 4242.

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on December
7, 1975. No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Verne Winquist presented the report of the Chief Planning
Officer which recommends that the Commission find as fact that a non-
conforming use exists for that 62-acre portion of the property which is
the subject of Ordinance No. 4242 Planned Development-Housing District
No. R-35.



Discussion followed.

It was felt the issuo Eor consideration should be whether the land isg" currently in use or not in use. Mr. Clegg stated the present use ofal the land is not a consideration in terms of non-conformity with regardË to the Land Use Commission rules. The SLUC rules on non-conforming- areas indicate that "Any proposed subdivision of land which is not inconformity with these regulations, but which has received approval bythe County having jurisdiction on or before the date of adoption ofthese regulations, shall be permitted as a non-conforming area..."The subject parcel is a proposed subdivision which has received approval,not a subdivision in fact.

Other comments expressed were that the merits of the PDH project shouldbe considered. The fact that the previous Planning Commission recom-mended denial of the PDH ro ect was another oint which the Commissionfelt should be considered.
No one spoke either FOR or AGAINST the matter.
The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr.Hosaka and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the recommendation of the Chief PlanningOfficer and did find as fact that a non-conforming use existsfor that 62-acre portion of the property which is the subjectof Ordinance No. 4242 Planned Development-Housing DistrictNo. R-35, on motion by Mr. Wiederholt, seconded by Mr. Hosakaand carried.

AYES - Hosaka, Izumoto, Kamiya, Wiederholt, WikumNAYES - Choy
ABSTAINED - Kuna (arrived later at meeting)ABSENT - Sumida (conflict of interest)

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider aCHINATOWN bill for an ordinance to establishA BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE "Historic, Cultural, and Scenic DistrictTO ESTABLISH "HISTORIC, No. 4, the Chinatown District"--Bill No.CULTURAL, AND SCENIC 141.
DISTRICT NO. 4, THE
CHINATOWN DISTRICT"-- Publication was made in the Sunday Star-BILL NO. 141 Bulletin/Advertiser on December 7, 19TS.

No letters of protest were received.
Staff Planner Gerald Henniger presented the Director's report recom-mending approval of the proposed ordinance.
There was question why two HUD projects in Precincts 1 and 2 (the PauahiUrban Renewal Project and the Beretania-Smith Project) having already



boon determined non-significant projects in the ordinance were sintiledout and not automatically issued certificates of appropriateness asg would be issued for all other non-significant proiects in the areng as specified in Section 21-1205 of the CZC. Staff suggestod it might
be appropriate to rewrite this particular section of the ordinance toclarify that non-significant aspect.II Questioned further by the Commission, staff indicated that both
projects have received Council approval. Public hearings are beingheld to comply with HUD requirements which subject federal projectsB to public scrutiny.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Nancy Bannick, interested citizen (Submitted testimony dated
Dec. 16, 1975)

2. Jane Silverman, State Historic Preservation Officer (Submitted -

testimony dated Dec. 17, 1975 with attachment entitled "Chinatown
National Register Historic District and the affect of the Pauahi -

Urban Renewal Pro ect H-15")
Questioned by the Commission, Mrs. Silverman stated that the
Memorandum of Agreement mentioned in her testimony involves .agreement of three parties--the Federal Advisory Council, HUD(the funding agency), and herself as the State Historic Preser-
vation Officer. She was neither contacted to assist in formu-
lating the proposed ordinance nor was she consulted as to whetherboth projects conform to HUD regulations. In her opinion, both
projects will be adverse effects æ1 Chinatown as reflected inher testimony. Although the projects fall within the boundaries
of the Chinatown HCSD as shown on the national register, it isnot necessary under federal funding requirements that these
projects be included within the local created scenic district.

3. Mr. Dale M. Lanzone, Architect Specialist, State Office of Historic
Preservation (Submitted statement dated Dec. 17, 1975)

4. Mr. Harold B. Senter, Jr., Downtown Improvement Association
5. Mr. On Char representing the Ket On Society

Mr. On Char indicated his wish to contribute $100,000 for restora-
tion of an old Chinese temple situated above a butcher shop onMaunakea Street. He feels this would refresh Chinese culture and
hopefully reunite their religious society.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

None

The public hearing was kept open and the matter deferred to the nextCommission meeting to obtain clarification from the Department ofHousing and Community Development, Housing and Urban Development,and the Department of Land Utilization on previous agreements relatedto desikrn and the basis for Housing and Community Development's twoprojects 'being declared non-significant in the proposed ordinance.
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The motion was made by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs. Wikum and carried. -

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held December 3, 1975 -PUBLIC HEARING was kept open for notification oF allBILL NO. 144 small property owners in Waikiki.INITIATED BY CITY COUNCIL
$ A PROPOSED ORDINANCE FOR The Executive Secretary presented a listi ESTABLISHMENT OF THE of all small property owners in Waikikii WAIKIKI SPECIAL DESIGN which will be transmitted to the CityDISTRICT Council for their information.(FILE #75/SDD-1)

Public testimony was continued.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Received letter dated Dec. 5, 1975 from Clement M. Judd, Jr.,Executive Director, Hawaii Hotel Association2. Received letter dated Dec. 9, 1975 from Clyde W. Doran, President,InterIsland Resorts

-

TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Mrs. Inez Pai, small Waikiki property owner (Submitted testimonydated Dec. 17, 1975 and Petition containing approximately 320signatures of small Waikiki property owners)2. Mrs. Lily Lim, small Waikiki property owner (Submitted testimony,undated)
3. Mrs. Peggy Kim, small Waikiki property owner (Submitted testimonydated Dec. 17, 1975)
4. Mr. Gregory Pai (Elaborated on previous testimony given)5. Mr. Lawrence Pang, small Waikiki property owner6. Mr. Harold K. Pulliam, small Waikiki property owner7. Helen Simonton, small Waikiki property owner

All submitted testimony is attached and made a part of theseminutes. Oral testimony presented by Messrs. Lawrence Pang, HaroldK. Pulliam and Ms. Helen Simonton support testimony given by Mr. Pai.
The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded byMrs. Sumida.

Following is <ul excerpt of the Commission's action.
WIEDERHOLT: I would like to make a motion and I may have to carryit out with some assistance from others. But, this would be the senseof it, that this body would act to approve the intent and purpose ofthis legislation, but to disapprove the ordinance as written for reasonsof construction that it does not in the ways that we've outlined inthe last hour is not written to achieve the.intent of the ordinanceitself.

Maybe we can clean that up. Is that a reasonable motion?
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CHOY: l'11 second the motion for discussion and refinomont purposes .

CHA1RMAN: Shall we clarify the motion first?

CHOY: I think I understand the motion about approving the spirit
and intent of this part:i.cular bill. However, because of certain
diseropancies we deny the bill as written. In other words from what

¯ I got is that we all agree on the intent and spirit but we cannot
totally agree on the bill the way its written.

CHAIRMAN: Don?

CLEGG: It would appear that the prime area that there's some -

concern about is that it does not adequately take care of the small
aronertv owner. I didn't hear that mentioned in the--

WIEDERHOLT: Well, I could add the items that I think are critical.I I'm not sure that the equity question relative to the small property
owner is one that would have real standing as a question. Certainly
it would have some standing in terms of accommodation to the citizens
of Hawaii and some standing if the act is of a discriminatory nature

E of this. Even that's a harsh word but if it is in a discriminatory
form, it would have some standing in terms of equal treatment of all
citizens.

The other two items which I think is crucial, one is by eliminating
the small businessman, the very quality of Waikiki, the marketable

¯

. quality, I'm sure this viability would be destroyed. So it has some
- practical reality.

The second point is somewhat a combination of the tendencies starting
with the land control would tend to create--there's a better word
than slum--there would continuously be a tendency to reduce the
quality of the living quarters constructed there in terms of size and
amenities, and of course, concurrently progressively displace 8,000
residents. The two issues are the detrimental effect broadly, including
the equity question of the elimination of the small businessman and
the small landowner as a participant in the economic growth and the
tendency toward overcrowding congestion built into the land control
system.

That's the summary of the things to be attached to the motion.

KUNA: I'd like to add also to your first p int which was that by
excluding the small property--this bill would serve to exclude the
small property owners from the economic development in Waikiki. Also,
that by excluding the small property'owners, we would be moving.toward
too great a scale in Waikiki.

One of the things that attracted me with both Mr. Pai and his mother
was the fact that we have no accommodations for small hotels. The way
it is now, it's only feasible to go big and consolidate. They haven't
seriously examined whether or not Waikiki may end up with only big

-
- hotels and going to be the kind of Waikiki that they want 20 years from

s 360
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I Thereforo, I feel the bill is defoctive in that it doos not adequatoly ¿ $recognize the need for alternativos for largo hotels and for smaller I ¯-

scale in Waikiki. They have attempted making the smaller FAR but they |
I should also explore accommodating small property owners and development .

of small lots as another means to their end of a smaller scale Waikiki.

WIEDERll0LT: I think isn't there a question whether Waikiki cani even survive on a scale of bignoss, whether these small businesses are
a vital, essential part of Waikiki.

CHAIRMAN: Before we go too heavy into discussion, let's get ouri motion straight first.

IZUMOTO: Mr. Chairman, since he asked for some views on how the
motion should read, may I express mine, and that's to the effect, movei to approve the proposed WSDD but with the recommendation that the i igy
expressed and merited concerns as brought out in the public hearing by E THE

I small property owners be given consideration over and above those
provided under the proposed ordinance. § 2 i

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I call the Chair to a point of order. There's
a motion on the floor.

CHAIRMAN: Yes, I know that. With that motion, it was called for
more points which was given by Ned and Yuki. What Charlie has done now
is in his own words explaining or putting into more stricter terms, the
motion you had made.

KUNA: But Ned's motion was a motion to deny. I just want to ask
a question, which is more effective? I kind of hate to vote approve
because this is a major thing. They're saying 70%. Now, I don't know
the land and how it's owned or owners in Waikiki. That point I haven't
gotten straight but there's a significant number of people involved
here and affected by this who have not really been given a forum. I
hate to go and say I approve it but I have these recommendations. I
think we feel strongly about it but the fact that we just don't like it.

CHAIRMAN: To get the motion clear, your motion is to accept in
concept and yet denying that small.lot owners weren't recognized. Is
that correct?

WIEDERHOLT: But deny the ordinance as written.

CHAIRMAN: So Dr. Choy's point of order is in order.
CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, do you wish me to respond to Yuki's question?
CHAIRMAN: Yes.

CONNELL: Listening to the discussion, it would seem to me that
you have by-and-large bought most of the provisions of the bill in
terms of the legislative intent, the land use control system and much
of :Ut. I think a lot of the question that is being raised is in terms
of the small property owners and whether or not there is not a possibi-
lity of a further accommodation 01 terms of height, bulk, setback
regulations and so forth being able to meet their particular problem.

36



It would seem to me that in a sense you are already accepting a majorportion of this proposed ordinance but are asking for sections of it ¯¯to be re-written in order to accommodate the small property owner.
KUNA: The way I see it is no because it's going to have to go toeverything for every single precinct, I mean commercial, apartmentand resort, bulk, density, setback requirements. So, it's going to

_-I permeate the entire bill. Also, the criteria they're using, I can seein my mind it may have an effect possibly on everything else. Maybethe 30-foot setback requirement will be applied to every lot. Theymay apply a whole different criteria to it. To me it could possibly -affect everything. I hate to stop the small property owners saying ---it's just a thing that kicked off this whole inquiry into the criteria. ===That's a really major thing that they're going into. ËMÑ
I just want to make another comment. This nonconformine Section 6 ifyou think about it, every single high rise that's in th ir now that hasa setback under the old CZC, when their building gets torn down, theycould still use their old setback as long as they do not exceed thisprior nonconforming use. So what you're going to have--I mean thisSection 6 does nothing. We're going to have these setbacks going likethis forever and ever. It's going to mean that every building that'sdown there now that's not 30 feet back can go out forever, that-pieceof property the way this bill is now. To me the setback thing doesreally have to be looked into. Setback is pretty important. If theyhaven't thought that much about what they would put into a bill, to ¯think about what that is going to cause, unless this is a little stop- --gap measure. I don't know. I'd like to think, okay, this is serious.Let's take it seriously. If I take it seriously, I can just think ofthis zig-zag. One little 15 words causes Waikiki to be forever isolatedfrom this act.

CHAIRMAN: So, I gather from your motion to accept the intent ofthe bill, but the intent is just limited to.the fact
.that there issome control that is needed in Waikiki.

WIEDERHOLT: Well, it could be more specific. The properties onthe-- The view, the height limitations and studies done relative tothe view corridors from Punchbowl and Diamond Head are worthy ofbeing protected. The other construction of the bill, I feel that thepurposes of the bill will not be served, will
.not be achieved, thatthe bill will tend toward the opposite direction. It will be achievedthe reverse of what the bill is intended to achieve.

SUMIDA: I d like to amend Ned's motion by sticking in that wordyou were looking for. At the time you were stating the motion, yousaid approve of the intent. If I could suggest amending that
.to readagree with. Then, as the motion reads, disapprove, would clear it upwith this.

WIEDERHOLT: Of the bill as written.

SUMIDA: Right. So, it would read we agree with the intent of thebill. We do not approve the bill as wrijten.
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i IIb
i WIEDERHOLT: That's okay. g igt

CHOY: Oka .

SUMIDA: Then I'd like to repoat something that I said earlier. I
remind the commissioners that we are voting on Draft 2 although we

i koop thinking in terms of Draft 3. Draft 3 is an improvement on 2 but
still falls far short of what the commissioners would like to seo in
this bill. I just want to make that clear again.

I CHAIRMAN: I think we have had enough discussion. Are you ready
for the question? All those in favor?

(The motion was unanimously carried.)I
AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt
NAYES - None =ri ABSENT - Hosaka, Wikum (left meeting)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held November 19 1975 i NNE
BILL NO. 115 was closed and action deferred to December ! $2ËI CITY COUNCIL-INITIATED 3, 1975 at which time an ad hoc committee ! SEL
BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE TO was formed to study the proposed bill.
AMEND CHAPTER 21 REVISED
ORDINANCES OF HONOLULU The report of the ad hoc committee dated
1969, AS AMENDED BY December 11, 1975 is attached and made
FURTHER AMENDING SECTION a part of these minutes.
21-402 RELATIVE TO MINIMUM
LOT AREA, LOT WIDTH, YARD ACTION: The Commission accepted in full
SPACING AND MAXIMUM LOT the report and recommendation of
COVERAGE REGULATIONS AND the Director of Land Utilization,
BY AMENDING SECTION 21-412 and further recommended Item 2 of
RELATIVE TO OTHER its committee report for considera-
REQUIREMENTS GENERALLY. tion.by the City Council. The
(COM. RPT. 53) motion was made by Mr. Wiederholt,
(FILE #L4R75/CZC- seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AMEND.#13 HE)
AYES - Choy, Sumida, Izumoto,

Kuna, Kamiya, Wiederholt
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Wikum (left meeting)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held on December 3, 1975
BILL NO. 140 was kept open and deferred to December 17,
INITIATED BY CITY COUNCIL 1975 for notification of community
AMENDMENT TO VARIOUS organizations.
SECTIONS OF R-4, R-5, R-6
AND R-7 RESIDENTIAL Public testimony was continued.
DISTRICTS RELATING TO
DUPLEX DWELLINGS, LOT No other person was present to speak either iis
WIDTH AND YARD SETBACKS. for or against the proposed ordinance. IER
(LSR/C2C-1975-19 JG) Aga

The public hearing was closed, on motion
by Ih:. Choy, seconded by Mr. Izumoto and
carried.



Following is an excerpt of the Commission's action on the proposed ¯

ordii eRMAN:

The Chairman will entertain a motion.
Cil0Y: In view of the fact that staff told us the bill has to be

rewritten to begin with, I'm a little disturbed about receiving a
defective bill so l'11 move that we deny the Director's recommendation.

I CHAIRMAN: Is there a second?

WIEDERHOLT: I second.

I i liiAgain we're looking at something inadequately explained. The only i ;ggaction is to deny it. I suppose it can be brought to us when its i liiadequately explained. E amii CLEGG: I might say after my discourse and after reviewing the
words and definition, it does not increase the permitted densities if

I that is the concern of the Commission. It does not increase the
permitted densities in any area if that is a concern.

I SUMIDA: I'd like to thank the Deputy CPO but that is not my
concern. My concern is that if the bill has to be rewritten, I would
greatly appreciate it being rewritten and submitted to the Commission
in a form that we can pass on.

CONNELL: The Commission's concern of singular and plural statements
that are in the ordinance, another course of action would be to send
it back to DLU to have the ordinance rewritten to reflect the changes
and send it back to the Commission for review and recommendation.

CHOY: In view of the alternative Mr. Connell ave us I withdraw
my second if the first withdraws his and make another motion.

WIEDERHOLT: I withdraw.
CHOY: I would move that we defer action on this bill until DLU

submits--
CHAIRMAN: Before going any further, did we close the public hearing?
CHOY: Yes we did.

I share the concern with the rest of the commissioners that I don't
think this body should act on any defective bill. In view of the
alternative given us, I would like to move to defer action until DLUcould submit a more reasonable and concise bill to this body for
deliberation.

WIEDERHOLT: Second.

CHAIRMAN: All in favor raise your right hand?

(The motion was unanimously carried.



AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Wikum (left meeting)

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 10:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

i
i
I

i
I
i
I
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' ' DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL PLANNING
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

i 650 SOUTH KING STREET
HONOLULU, HAWAtt 90013

i FRANK V.FASI ROBERT R.WAY
MAYOM CHIEF PLANNtNG OPPICEN

Bill No. 115

i
December 11, 1975

i MEMORANDUM

TO : PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM : PLANNING COMMISSION COMMITTEE ON BILL NO. 115

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATION ON BILL NO. 115

Based upon discussions of the various issues and alternatives
which were examined in two meetings of the Committee, and consulta-
tion with a representative from.the State Department of Agriculture,
we suggest the following for the consideration of the Planning
Commission:

1. Though Bill No. 115 does not answer all of the problems, it
is a step in the right direction and should be given favorable
consideration.

2. We recommend that a second action be considered by the Planning
Commission. We suggest that we recommend that the City Council
consider requesting the Department of Land Utilization to study
the possibility of amending the CZC in order to strengthen the
protection of agricultural lands. The areas that the Planning
Commission believes should be amended are as follows:

a. Section 21-401, CZC, be amended by removing all uses and
structures which are not related to agricultural functions.
This would include the following: churches, dwellings,
schools, recreational areas, and golf courses.

b. These uses should be placed under Section 21-401(c), CZC,
Conditional Uses and Structures.

c. Employees' dwelling units (Sec. 21-401(b)(l), CZC) should
also be placed under conditional uses.

d. The use, "Dwellings, one-family detached" should be amended
to read, "Farm dwelling." A definition of "farm dwelling"
should be added to Section 21-110, CZC. The Planning
Commission recommends that the State Land Use Commission
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definition be used. The State Land Use Commission defini-
tion reads, " 'Farm dwelling' shall mean a single-family
dwelling located on and used in connection with a farm
where agricultural activity provides income to the family
occupying the dwelling.

e. Section 21-402 (a) 6, of Bill No. 115 needs to receive fur-
ther evaluation. The figure of $1, 000 gross income does
not appear to be a sufficient safeguard on a five-acre

i lot.

f . The Planning Commission recognizes the need for setbacks
for light, air, emergency vehicle access and buffer areas
against noise and pesticide intrusion. The Commission
does question whether these standards reflect urban re-
quirements rather than agricultural needs . Given the cost
of agricultural lands, the recognized need for increasing
agricultural production and the increased use of greenhouse
farming, the Planning Commission recommends that the set- -

back requirements be given further examination.

g. In light of some of the inconsistencies between State and
County agricultural allowable uses, which have been noted
by various city agencies, the Commission suggests that
this may be an appropriate time for the City & County to
consider a broader study of our present agricultural
policies in light of current state laws, legal opinions,
and a growing understanding of the critical need to retain
and protect our agricultural lands .

RANDALL KAMIYA
CHAIRMAN, PLANNING COMMISSION
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M
' NANCY BANNICK

871 Kapiolani Boulevard,Room 3

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 (808) 537-6348

December 16, 1975

M . Randall Kamiya, Chairman, and Ebmbers
C · ·

- Planning ommission
City and County of Honolulu
Honolulu Municipal Building
Honolulu, Bawaii 96813

TESTIMONY ON BILL NUMBER 141, FOR AN ORDINANCE TO ESTABLISH "HISTORIC CULTURAL,
AND SCENIC DISTRICT NUMBER h, TES CHINATOWN DISTRICT," FOR BEARING DECEEUER 17, 1979.

Dear Mr. Kamiya and other members of the Planning Commission:

I very much favor placing the protection of historic cultural and scenic district
zoning upon our Chinatown, recognized as a Bistoric District on the National Register
of Historic Places.

- I have worked over plans for Chinatown for at least 10 years--as chairman of the old
Historic Buildings Task Force and recently as a director of the new Historic BawaiiFoundation--and helped to bring about national recognition for this lively, authentic
old quarter of our city, and to provide Article 12, the Bistoric, Cultural,.and
Scenic Districts section, in our Comprehensive Zoning Code.

I agree wholeheartedly with the intent and objectives of the proposed ordinance--to ·
encourage all the traditional Chinatown activities and living patterns--the mix of
living quarters with shops and markets and small factories, to control changes to
the valuable old buildings, and to guide the appearance of new ones . But I feel the
proposed measure has a few weaknesses and inconsistencies that ought to be cleared up.

It would be wise, I think, for the ordinance to establish a height limit and provide
for a special Building Code for the district in line with its objectives of preserving
and enhancing Chinatown's historic architecture and human scale and of insuring new
developments compatible with the historic structures and with Chinatown's character.
According to the adopted Chinatown Historic Preservation Plan which is one of the
bases of Bill 141, new buildings are supposed to blend with the old in height and
vertical and horizontal facade treatments. They are also supposed to encourage the
district's traditional ways of life to continue. It is hard to see how high-rises
makai of Beretania and Waikiki of Nuuanu Stream in the Chinatown precincts can fill
these requirements. And to encourage owners to remodel in historic districts,
building requirements have to show an understanding of the building on small lots and
the types of construction that were prevalent in an earlier time.

I feel City Council should be asked to reconsider its acceptance of tle proposed
Beretania-Smith Parking-Residential-CommercialProject (Precinct 2) on the grounds that
the procedures of Section 106 of the National Bistoric Preservation Act of 1966 Imve
not been followed. This project, in my opinion, goes against the adopted Memorandum
oß Agreement between the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development,

- - the Federal Advisory Council .on Historic Preservation, and the State Historic Preser-- -
¯¯ vation 0£ficer in its ignoring of design concerns and the findings of the Chinatown
¯ Design Review Advisory Committee that was appointed in fulfillment of the Memorandum.
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The Committee reported to the Department of Housing and Community Development that it

U was not satisfied with any of the Beretania-Smith block proposals, that they pre-dated
the design standards adopted. It asked the Department of Housing and Community Develop-

ment to submit a revised proposal, but the Department has not done this.

The parking garage and apartment towers are both out of scale and out of character for
Chinatown--wrong from both visual and social standpoints, as I testified last week on

- the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the project. The complex is poorly focused.

It would include relatively low-cost apartments, but apartments still too expensive for
most of the residents being uprooted, and insensitive to their life style, with living
quarters far above the streets on which they congregate. The complex would not en-

E courage open-front shops and socializing at the street level, but rather empty sidewalks

at nightfall--sidewalks that become dangerous to stroll. Conversely, the apartments
¯

g in the condominium tower are not likely to attract buyers who would take to the tra-

4 | ditional Chinatown way of life.

A recreation deck up on a sixth.1evel is not at all fitting for the people of China-

town, and it seems to me hard to justify five levels of parking in buildings for

people, many of wixmawill not have cars, and in buildings so close to the proposed
¯ Downtaan mass transit station. The garage seems aimed at outsiders coming into Downtown

to do business and shop, but a nationally-recognized Historic District should not be

used as space for a parking garage for Central Downtown. Parking facilities still pro-
jected for Chinatown are really out of date--they stem from the Victor Gruen plan for
Downtown of more than a decade ago.

I also feel the Eauahi Urban Renewal Project (Precinct 1) should be reconsidered tgr

City Council because it, too, has features which are inconsistent with the Chinatown

Bistoric Preservation Plan. In Pauahi, as in all of Chinatown, we should preserve everythin
we possibly can and renovate all the buildings still standing for living quarters and

small enterprises and build contemporary structures only in holes--but make them of simi-
lar size and plan to blend with the old harmonious ensembles .

Instead, high-rises are planned f or Pauahi. These would not only be out of keeping with
Chinatown, but they would encroach upon the marvelous view we still have along Nuuana

Stream with its arched bridges up through Nuuanu Valley to the Pali. The College ¾alk

side of this picturesque watercourse has turned out quite attract,ive with some handsome

old buildings saved, the fine pedestrian mall, and the pleasing design of most new

buildings. It would be even more attractive if all the high-rises in Aala, Kukui, and

Kaulunela were set well back from the stream. W'e can still keep the Chinatown scale

along the River Street side of the stream--and we should.

I am concerned, too, about the Tauahi pedestrian mall which could be very out of

character for Chinatown and.certainly should be discussed further.

Thus, neither Precinct 1 nor Precinct 2 should be "grandfathered" in by this ordinance.

I think the proposed ordinance should provide for all projects to be reviewed by the
Chinatown Design Review Advisory Committee. Not only was it established as a result
of the Memorandum of Agreement mentioned above, but such a committee is supposed to be

set up for each district moned under Article 12.

I should also feel happier if there were added to Bill 141 some language that would



Mr. Randall Kamiya and Members -3- December 16, 1975

guarantee that the ill-advised wideni.ng of Nuuanu Avenue and King Street still
shown on the General Plan would never take place. In the case of both of these streets,
widening would wipe out rows of our finest old buildings.I I am pleased that this protective soning for Chinatown is in the works and should be
glad to help in any way you might suggest with getting it into a final draft for
early adoption.

Sincerely,

I
i
I
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STATE OF HAWAll
L- DIVISIONS:
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WATEN AND LAND DEVELOPMt.NT

December 17, 1975

Mr. Randa13 Kamiya, Chairman
- Planning Coluussion

-¯ Honolulu Municipal Building

¯¯= Dear Mr. Kamiya:

Subject: Proposed Historic, Cultural and Scenic
District No. 4, the Chinatown District

As State Historic Preservation Officer, I support the concept
of this ordinance for designating Chinatown an Historic, Cultural
and Scenic District. The Preservation Officer is the federal liasion
person responsible for review, consultation and recommendations
prior to the release of federal funding for projects which effect
National Historic Register Districts. Chinatown was placed on the
National Register on January 17 , 1973.

Following the procedures set out in the Code of Federal Regu-
lations (36 CFR 800) it was determined that the Pauahi. project, the
first section of the Chinatown General Neighborhood Renewal Area,
would have an adverse effect on the Chinatown Historic District. A

memorandum of agreement was entered into detailing the steps to
be taken to mitigate adverse effects. This memorandum, June 11, 1973,
was signed by the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the Hawaii Historic
Preservation Officer. This memorandum was also adopted by the
Honolulu City Council through resolution No. 174, July 24, 1973.

The Memorandum required that the City establish a Design
Review Board which would adopt preservation and rehabilitation. critoria
as standards for all preservation and rehabilitation projects and
Design Criteria for the relatedness of proposed new construction
for the Chinatown Historic District. These criteria were adopted
by the Design Review Advisory Committee (February, 19T5) and should
be made a part of this Ordinance by reference.

Under the memorandum, the Honolulu Redevelopment Agency,
now part of the Department of Housing and Community Devo1.opment
was to develop a preservation plan for the Chinatown GNRA in
consultation with the Design Review Board. This plan was to:
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1. preserve the historic significance of the area as cited on the
- National llegistor

i 2. preserve the district' s historical architecturo

3. preserve the district's characteristic uses

! E 4. meet the needs of the present population

¯ The memorandum state that, '"The HRA will adopt the Historic
Preservation Plan after it has been approved by the City Council to

- guide its activities in the Pauahi project and will, if necessary
amend the Pauahi Urban Renewal Plan to conform with its Historic
Preservation Plan."

The Historic Preservation Plan was adopted by City Council
Resolution No. 268 on November 11, 1975. If a "reassessment" of
the Pauahi project has been undertaken on the basis of the adopted

¯

historic preservation plan, the Historic Preservation Officer has
not been notified. The Pauahi plans attached to this proposal are
substantially the same as those which were judged to have an adverse

- effect in 1973. Attached is an evaluation of the HPO office of the
project at that time.

The Pauahi project is the subject of very detailed mitigating
procedures in a signed memorandum of agreement and is not in any
sense a"non-significant" project.

The Eeretania-Smith project also falls within the Chinatown
Historic District as listed on the National Register. The Historic
Preservation Officer has asked the Agency requesting the Block Grant
to proceed with the code requirements for a determination of
effect on this project. In the Histoire Preservation Officer's
view, the effect is adverse and will require a memorandum of agree-
ment prior to release of funds for that project.

The Design Control Section of the proposed ordinance, would
be strengthened by the addition of an item E. grandfathering in the
present lot size and setting a minimum and maximum lot size. The
minimum lot size in the French Quarter section of New Orleans is
1,500 square feet.

In regard to parking and traffic, the memorandum stated that
the HRA was to request the City to review plans for street widening
and automobile parking in the GNRA to assure no significant adve.rse
effects would be imposed through destruction of historic architecture
or the introduction of additional vehicular traffic into the historic
area.



I
Mr. Randall Kamiya -3- December 17, 1975 ¯¯

The Borotanin-Smith EIS on which a hearing was held last
Friday indicatos that this roovaluation has not been dono. Parking
and street widoning plans are still based on the CBI) Devo lopment

M Plan growing out of the 1968 Victor Gruen plan. The Gruon p lan
concentrates parking in Chinatown for a pedestrian Cl31) Iliamond

g lload of Nuuanu Street. This concept is out of dato. Since it
was designed, major parking has been bu.ilt between Nuuann and
Alakea Streets and Chinatown has been designated of historie
1mportance to the nata on.

This CBD plan would also narrow Bishop Street into a core-
monial street and send traffic down Nuuanu. Nuuanu would be
widened by tearing down all of the buildings on the Chinatown
side destroying the lonívest continuous facado rated in the zone
A in'the IIistoric Preservation Plan. It also calls for the w:idening
of King Street on the Mauka side, eliminating thirteen buildings -

in the A zone and would cut the open air produce market section of f
from the rest of Chinatown and encourage cross island traffic to
come through Chinatown.

The ordinance should require deletion from the General and
CBD plans of the widening of Nuuanu and King Streets in the China-
town Historic District.

I will be pleased to work further with the City to strengthen
this ordinance for the preservation of the historic and cultural
qualities of the Chinatown National Register historic district.

Jane L. Silverman
Historic Preservation Officer
State of Hawaii



CHINATOWN NATIONAL REGISTillt llISTOlilC DISTRTCT

AFFECT OF Tllli PAUAHI UllßAN Rl!NEWAL Pil0]ECT, H-15
15"

- Small and varied lot sizes and density and di.versity of small

y businesses aro characteristic of Chinatown. Every effort should
be made to lower the minimum lot size zoning requirement for the

¯ Chinatown District and to resc31parcels of thesmallest feasible
- and varied lot sizes. This will oncourage buildings compatible

in scale with the present buildings. The Survoy and Markoting
Study interviews indicato that Chinatown businessmen are not
anxious to combine with others in condominium or planned unit
developments, but desire to continue as independent operators.
The sale of small lots would onabl e the displaced Chinatown
businesses to repurchase at a price they could afford, otherwise
giving them first opportunity to repurchase will simply be a form
having no meaning.

Mixture of commercial and residential use. The LPA plan
is to concentrate commercial activity in Block B and residential
use in Block A. To insure continuation of mixed uses ,

some
Residential units above the first floor should be required in the
redevelopment of Block B. In Block A commercial use on the ground
floor needs to be required rather than just encouraced. Some of
this space should be used for entertainment facilities to con-
tinue that present use.

The District setting of Chinatown along the harbor and
bordering Nuuanu Stream with views to the harbor and the mountains
is a part of the historical structurin of the Chinatown District.
In all redevelopment along Nuuanu Stream below the Mauka Freeway ,

high rise buildings have been set back a block away from the stream.
The same policy should be followed in Chinatown Tedevelopment,

especially in the Pauahi project Block A, where high rise buildings
are out of scale with Chinatown's historic character. This is
particularly true when placed along the River between the new low
rise Cultural Plaza and the intensive old Chinatown business core.

Diversity of races and cultures, low residential rentals, a

retirement area for older single men, a large number of Filipino
residents and a place of transition for new immigrants are all
characteristics of Chinatown. The social, ethnic, age and cul-
tural characteristics of the area can best be preserved by con-
tinuing predominately low income housing, both elderly and non-
elderly, and moderato income housing. If no positive commitment
can be made to build new low income housing, the three residential
buildings in Block A constructed since 1962 which contain 127 units

of low income housing should be retained to continue the traditional
historical-cultural characteristics of the area. The use oE high



rise construction (18 storics) for an elderly low income ros idence
is against the desires of the present e.lderly occupants of
Chinntown expressed in the SMS i.nterviews. The redovelopment
plan purposes to build 1/10 units ol' low incomo olderl.y public
housing. Jf this is built it is estimated that residents re-
quiring rental subsid:ios would rise from 1.1% to 700. Rental is
cxpected to be at least $l25 a month. Under Stato law, renta i

subsidios to displacces can be given up to $70 a month -which

could result in a substant3al cont i.nuing burden in addition to
the intial cost of land acquisiti.on and development.

This project would replace and upgrado 127 low incomo units

which are already modeTn and safo and would add an additionai I3

M units. However, this is a luxury in a market where llawaii Haus i.ng

Authority has a waiting list of 1, 500 applicants for public alderly

I housing and where there is a stated nood to produce 8,103 to 9,680
additional units of low incoming housing on Oahu before 1980. No

units for non-olderly low incomo residents are plannod for
the~

development.

The present moratorium on Federal low income public housing
funds and the lack so far, of alternate funding means that this
redevelopment project could go dominantly to market housing (income

B about $15, 000 a year) causing a sudden revolutionary change in the
ethnic, age and social composition of the present neighborhood.
One high rise (18-20 stories, 172 units) gives preference to market
housing, the other high rise (18 stories, 140 units) to low income
elderly; but the design plan states that if Hawaii Housing Authority

is unable to build the low incomo elderly housing, that moderate and

market housing could be built instead.

The drastic change in ethnic composition which will occur in a

dominately market housing project can be seen by Queen Emma Redevelop-
ment a few block away.

Before After
Redevelopment Redovelopment
1950 Census 1970 Census

Hawaiian 6 Part Hawaiian 732 40

Caucasian 180 908

Japanese 1,596 109

Chinese 770 49

Filipino 623 14

Korean
15

Negro 192 24

Indian 4 Other

Total 4,093 1 162



This downtown area which had an extremely mixed othnic pop-
ulation with a small minority of Caucasians, after redovelopment into

market housing had approximately 80¾ Caucasian with the greatest
proportionato drop in the Japanoso, Hawniian and Fi3ipino groups.

There is no social or economic nood for building market housing

I in this pub3 ic project. The DMJM report states that "no projections

for market housing are given since there is an over production of
this typo of housing (Page 55)." The John J. Hulton Associatos,
"Markotability Study and Reuso Appraisal" recommends only low
and moderato income housing in the Pauahi Project and proposos
market housing in a later phase along Nimitz.

Continuous street facades, narrow rear alleys and interior

E courtyards are all characteristic of Chinatown. The present desiLvn

of the conter mall (Block B) and the alley entrance on Maunakea

g do not reflect these characteristics, which they could easily be

redesigned to do.

The overall design of malls, reflecting pool, mall plantings

and the use of open space is incompatible with the Chinatown Dis-
trict's traditional design and should be redesigned.
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GEORGE R. ARIYOSHI DIVisloNS:
GOVtnNOR OP HAWAII CONvcYANCts

filBH AND OAMK

t.AND MANAGEMENT

STATE OF HAWAll otAre ranne
WATER AND LAND DEVELOf'MENT

DEPARTMENTOF LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES
) XX X4tgrnX¾X --

P. O. BOX 62i
¯¯

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96000 F'ILE NO.

December 17, 1975

¯ Mr. Randall Kamiya
Chairman Plann1ng Commission
Honolulu Municiple Building
Honolulu, Hawaii 96801

Dear Mr. Kamiya:

Subject: Proposed Historical, Scenic and Cultural
District No. 4, The Chinatown District

1. The concepts and directions implied by Bill No. 141 are
to be commended; although in general torms the Bill is to be applauded
for it 's intent and purpose there is a major issue left unresolved:
the cause al lowing the Pauahi, and Bere tania Street Housing and
Urban Development Projects to be classified as non-significant
projects.

2. A non-significant classification of these projects cir-
cumvents the intent and purpose of both City Council Resolution 174 ,

endorsing the Chinatown Na tional Historic District Memorandum of
Agreement, and Ordinance No. 4319, Article 12, the enabling icgisla-
tion for this proposed Bill.

3. Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Proserva- - N
t ion Act ol' 1966 the Departmont of Ilousing and Urban Development
(IlUD) entered into an agreement with respect to the l auahi Urban ¯

. Renewal Project (Hawaii R-15) in order to satisfactorily mitigato
adverse eEfects on the Chinatown Historic District, Honolulu, liawaii,
which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

4. This agroomont establishod , along with other specif ication,
a Desi.gn Review Board. The Design Roview Board, as defined by the
memorandum of agreement, "shall adopt Preservation and Rohabilitation
Criteria to serve as standards for all preservation and rehahilitation
project s and Design Criteria for the relatedness of proposed new
construction for the Chinatown Hiiforical District.

5. It was further specifiod by the memorandum of agreement
that the goographic area of jurisdiction of the DRB would cover
the area dosignated as the Chinatown Historical District, as
recorded on the National Register of flistoric Places. This woull
include, but not be limited to, the Pauahi Pro ect (Hawaii R 15)
and the Chinatown General Neighborhood Renewal Area (Hawaii R-14) .



-- Mr. Randall Kamiya -2- December 17, 1975

6. Beginning on page two (2) section 13. of the Memorandum
of Agrooment is a listing of what the design critoria should cover
but not necessarily be 1.imited to. The critoria thero listed has
boon satis ficd by the GUIDELINiiS 90ll CI1ANGE IN CilINATOWN: section
Ch.inatown Dosign Critoria, developed by the URB.

- 7. Tho Design Review Board has been chargod by the Memorandum
- of Agrooment with oversooing For the public beneFit, "the general

desi in exec11ence and compatibility with the llesign Critoria." The
01111 is also charged with the responsiblity of overseeing and estab-
lishing design excellence and compatiblity with Preservation, Rehabi-
li.tation and Design Criteria.

8. It is reiteratod within the Memorandum of Agroement
the importanco, as a mitigating factor for both the Pauahi and
Borotania-Smith Street projects, dosign excellence, and the

- necessity for compatibility of specific new development projects
with the existing historic urban cluster.

I 9. City Council Resolution 174 , of July 24, 1974 endorsed
the Memorandum of Agreement for the Preservation of the Chinatown
Historic District.

TIR! BERETANTA-SMITII PARKTNG PROJECT:

10. In order to satisfy the requirements set forth in the
Momorandum of Agroomont the DRß has reviewed, and commented on the
proposed projects for the Berotania-Smith parking lot. In a March
25, 1975 memo to William Blackfield, Director, Department of Housing
andCommunity Devolopment, Jack,K. Palk, Chairman, DesignReview
Advisory Committee, makes the following statement: "Our committoo
reviewed five proposals for the subject project and faced the diTimma
that none of the proposals satisfied the design criteria estaliiTsTod

Ehis coiniii.ittoo." lic then goos on to qualify tho aforciiiöifETõnocT
statomont: "This is, of course, because the proposals predate the
critoria

withië¯
esult that all of the solutions lacked an ossential

sons.itivit to the existing environment of Chinatown." Mr. Palk goes
on to say 'The committee nevertheless identified the most promising
proposals with the hope that the scheme finally selected would be
modified to satisfy the requirements of the design criteria." Un-
fortunately, this hope was not satisfied by the proposed development
prolects.

11. The five proposed projects were scored by, and in accordance
to the design criteria: GUIDELINES FOR CHANGE IN CHINATOWN: the
projects received the following scores:



I -

IMr. Randall Kamiya -3- December 17, 1975 i SEL

| il
Project Score Developer

I +1 HCHA

II -3
Business Investments

illI +1 Reliance Contractors I ¯i-

IV -6 Rognstadt i (gg

V -3 Headricks

None of those projects satisfied the design criteria established by
the Design Review Board.

¯

EE

12. The prospective developers were advised of their projects'
shortcomings and asked to revise their initial proposals for the
3erotania-Smith project.

13. On June 10, 1975 a design subcommittec met composed of
r. Grant, Mr. Iwamoto, and Mr. Oda to review resubmitted projects.
rojects 1.through IV showed no significant design changes and

therefore no score revisions were made. Project V (Headricks)
showed considerable design changes. Mr. Oda commented that proposal
number five is still aesthetically inappropriate to..Chinatown
älthough a good attempt was (sic) to solve the social problems in
the high riso. The reason for this inappropriateness is the multi
storiõd parking structure that compromises the street facade of the
project. The street facade is almost identical to that of the
earlier submittal and falls far short of acheiving the intergration
of now construction with tho existing Chinatown intended by the
DRAC design criteria. The sub-committee firmly agrees that all of
the proposals are similarly penalized in design because of the
excessivo parking requirements. Project number V was recorded -4,

14. This is the project dofined as Precint 2, the Beretania
Smith Ilousing Project (Exhibits D and E, Bill No. 141) and classified
as a Non-Significant.Projcct.

15. The Federal advisory council fel.t it necessary to enter
into a Momorandum of Agreement approved by the City Council, and
centered upon the s:i gnificance of both the Pauahi and Beretania-
Smith Street projects impact and effect upon the Chinatown National
listoric District.

16. Exemption of the Pauahi and Beretania Street Projects
presupposes final design and project exceptance; such a presupposi-
tion is promature As of this date the criteria of mitigation
s ni i d by h orindum o Agreement has no been met.
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Mr. Randall Kamiya -4- December 17, 1975

17. The impact upon the Chinatown Historic District by these
projects cannot be mitigated by claiming them "non-significant
projects." In fact they do not qualify as non-significant projects
as specified by Article 12. We highly recommend that these projects
be classified significant, and come under the full purview of this
proposed Bill.

Dale M. Lån'ione
Architect Preservation
Specialist
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WAII HOTEL ASSOCIATION
- ITE 907

,70 KALAKAUA AVENUE
c.n

¯

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96815 Decemb er 5 , 975LEPHONE 923-0407
O rn ¯¯

Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman
-:g, Planning Commission a o¯m

City and County of Honolulu
c= -Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 "c-Ë Ÿ.

-- Sub ject : Council Bill No . 144 mThe Waikiki Special Design District
Dear Chairman:

-- The Hawaii Hotel Association strongly supports the effortsto create a Special Design District for Waikiki, City CouncilBill No . 144. We have continually supported an action programfor Waikiki during recent years.
-=

We are sure that the present proposal will not be perfectfor all future needs , but it does attack the problem on an imme-diate basis; any necessary corrective action can be taken in thefuture .

A major emphasis, therefore, is for an action program andwe feel this step must be taken since any long moratorium willcause time consuming legal questions
. The important thing inWaikiki's casenowis that, for the first time, actionbe taken.

We would like to ask for one amendment in the resort hotelprecinct use. There exists in Waikiki already and there is acontinuing, need for child care operations for the residents andemployees of the Waikiki area. We would like to make this apermitted use since one of the possible alternatives would be tohave existing hotel space used for this purpose in the future.
Your immediate consideration and action will be much appre-ciated.

A ,

C1 et M. Judd, J .Executive Director
CMJ : er

Minmerican Hotel&
Motel Associa llon



Interlsland
soms

i CLYDE D. DORAN

VICE PRESIDENT December 9 , 1975

i
i Chairman, City Council

City Hall
Honolul u, Hawai i 96813

Dear Mr. Chai rman and Members:

May I add my voice to those of many other concerned

I citizens who deplore the overcrowding and uncontrol led
. growth of Waikiki and who can at last see a remedy to

this deplorable situation in the Council's efforts to
pass the Waikiki rezoning bill #14.

Throughout this area the overcrowded conditions are
not only a deterent to the growth of one of the State's
most valuable industries but if allowed to continue un-
checked will eventually, in my opinion, create a

community so overloaded with apartment and hotel units ythat it will have little appeal to residents and visitors '

alike. Waikiki should be the show place of the Islands,
an exciting and stimulating place for our visitors as
well.as a pleasant place to live for its many thousands-
of residents.

The entire Oahu community looks to you for redress of
this situation, and I certainly hope that final action
on the bill can be taken soon.

Sincerely,

CDD: 9 r

cc:s/ lanning Commission

C
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December 17, 1975 9--

TO: NEMBERS OF THE CITY FIANNING COMMISSION OF HONOLULU

FRON. INEZ KONG PAI, A SMALL PROTERTY OWNER IN UAIKIKI

RE•. TESTIMONY AGAINST LILL 144: THE WAIKIKI STECIAL DESIGN DISTRICT
---

I am a small property owner in Waikiki, here to testify against
Bill 144. Before I begin, I would like to take the time to thank each

I member of this Planning Commission for the attention and consideration
given to the testimony of Gregory Pai given on December 3rd and who was
the only one who-testified against Bill 144. I would also like to thank
them for the sincerity, integrity and conscientiousness displayed in the
unanimous decisión to notify all property owners in Waikiki and to defer
the question to this day. It was very late when we finished but your
spirit was very inspiring and moving that day.

I would like to 'begin my testimony by submitting a report of the
activities were engaged in with several other small property owners in
laikiki since December 3rd. On December 4th, Mr. Pai and I with the
cooperation of Vilson Lau, spent some time to study the 1975 Tax Map
covering properties involved in the.Waikiki Special Design District. We
counted a total of roughly 800 property owners of which 570 had less than
10,000 sf. or about 70%. Then of these 570 small property owners, we
found roughly 400 had lots less than 6, 000 sf. The highest number of small
property owners in this 400 group or just about 200 property owners own
lots in the 4,000 sf. to 5,000 sf. category. In other words, these figures
indicate a. significa.nt majority of property owners in Haikiki are small
property owners.

However, we realized that these figures could not tell us how many
of these small property owners of 1975 were consolidated. Therefore, on
December ?th, I spent the day walking up and down all the streets from
McCully to the Kapiolani Zoo. Admittedly, one can't tell how many have con-
solidated to build under the Grandfather Clause, but I could see there are
a distressingly large number of small properties many of which are isolated
and surrounded by existing high rises. Incidentally, under the Grandfather
Clause, Jerry Ttme reveals in a Star-Bulletin article of December 13 that
the City has "a flood of building applications with a total value.of $240
million in construction" and that these developers with building permits
"will be allowed three years to complete the structure from the effective
date of (he design district. " In other words Bill lW intends to penalize
those who intended to abide by the new building codes and reward those who
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I circumvented the law. The injustice of this to the small property ouner
in Vaikiki io so patently clear, on this point alone, I feel E111 1W
should be rejected,

i Subsequently we received several phone calls from fmall property
owners who had read about Gregory Fai's testimony in the newspapers. None
had known about the December 3rd hearing let alone been notified. At thispoint I would like to remind the members of this Commission that the propertyI owners were not notified of today's meeting in accordance with the decision -

to do so made on December 3rd. A small notice appeared in the back pages

i of the Sunday paper. I wonder if we would not have a large turn out today
if the property owners had been properly notified. In any case, all of the
property owners who called us expressed their dismay and protestations against
Bill 144. As a result, we drafted a petition addressed to this body and the ¯¯

I Honolulu City Council protesting the passage of Bill 144 and requesting further
study of the plan "to give tge bill's objectives true meaning and allow small -

property owners either the opportunity to develop their properties on a basis

i that ensures a reasonable return or devise some form of just compensation
for what the small property owners must sacrifice," We, Mrs. Peggy Kim,
Mrs. Lorraine Carson, myself and others solicited the signatures from concerned
citizens, Haikiki property owners and residents.

li I herewith submit the Petition which to this date, December 17, 1975,
contains 322 signatures.

I I now wish to present my personal testimony against Bill 144.

When I first read through Bill 144, I was struck, indeed absolutely
- flabbergasted by certain facts. First of all, under the nine items listing

the lofty purposes of legislative intent on the first page, it is the last -

item, the 9th one Which states the most crucial one, "to control apartment
Id hotel unit density." YET, mind you, yet, under eadh of the Precincts

subseguently planned for: Apartment Precinct (page 2) and Resort Hotel
(page 3), the very first item eliminated the small property owner from
building a multi-family dwelling because he has a lot less than 10,000 sf.
Under Resort Commercial (page 5) he is not even mentioned. ifarthermore,
from pages 14 to 19, five pages of Bill 144 is concerned with vihat kind of
signs would be allowed on grounds and buildings! In other words, against
five pages of gobble-de-gook about signs, in only a few words, Bill 144 in-
tends to destroy the present and future livelihood of hundreds of Haikiki
property owners without even a word about some compensation or more
equitable taxation. And right now, I pay the same property tacc on my
small lot which I cannot improve or build on and have been paying the same
property tax that Chris Hemmeter pays on his land with his two forty story
towers, Where is the justice here? I challenge £he REAL legislative intent
expressed in Bill 144, page 1. To me,.Bill 144 is a subconscious if not
conscious and willful intent ixa eliminate all small property owners in
Naikiki and thereby ypere the way for more future high rises and more
density in that area.
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Now I would like to call attention to the list of Permitted Usesmentioned for all amall property owners with less than 10,000 af lots.Although they are not allowed to 1;uild multi-family dwellings or apartments -·or hotels, however small, they/'piËmittedto build (page 2) hospitals, ¯nursing and convalescent homes, care centers, public and private schools,privato clubs, museums, ort galleries, outdoor recreational facilities, etc.in the Apartment Precinct. Just to be brief, the alternative uses for smallproperty owners in the other two Precincts are almost as wildly imaginative.I would like to ask those who thought up this list -- were you at least- enjoying yourselves when you concocted it? If you were serious, how do youexpect a small lot to hold museums and hospitals, etc. if it could not holda small apartment house? With parking too? Eesides, how many museums,public and private schools, hospitals, etc. are we supposed to have inthis apartment precinct? Furthermore, if the City Council tells us wecannot build an apartment house on our lot, what right does it have totell us to build anything else -- this anything else being totally unfitfor the small lots in r¿uestion to begin with?
I believe the preceding revelations expose a very dangerous attitudeheld by the members of the City Council. They expose an attitude of ridicule,indeed contempt for not only the small property owners of Watkiki, but forpeople and people's welfare in general. In reality then, I challenge theCity Council to answer: Are you not telling the small property owners youdon't give a damn w:hat happens to them?

Nov let us take this one step further and try to see the morespecific picture of Waikiki should Bill 144 be approved. In other words,what are the conseo,uences of not fiving a damn about the small propertyowners.

For example, let's take my case, I have a 9,690 sf lot -- 85 feetdeep and 114 feet long on Kuhio Avenue. I am surrou'nded by high rises,on the right and left and in the back. Incidentally, in February of thisyear, the City Planning Commission had unanimously recommended a variancefor us to build a modest apartment house and on this basis we petitionedthe City Council. He receivel no reply -- neither approval nor denial..He called the concerned officials several. times. The verbal answers werewere always, "we are looking into the matter. " That petition was submitted- La March of this year.

To go on with my case: Bill 144 intends to take away 15 feet ofmy. property for the Kuhio Street widening. It also ordains that I takea 30 feet property line set-hadk. With the other existing ~ooundary set-backs,my building area is reduced to 2,820 sf. Can I build a museum, a hospital,or a puolic or private school on this space?!?

Let's take another real case -- the median small property ownerwith 5,000 af. Under Bill 144 consolidation is meaningless because itsay you need one acre of land or 43,560 sf. to build 60 units or use thethe Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.35 or 58,806 sf. Tell me where in Haikiki
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this small property owner could cosolidate with enough adjacent smallproperty owners to create for himself a meaningful investment. There
are too few ouch possibilities left in Waikiki anymore. 2be big developers
havo already built or have put their stakes doun to build under the Grand-
father Clauso.

In my case, I cannot consolidate, I cannot build, I cannot improve,
so I lose. In this fellow's case, consolidation is really only a theory,
so ha loses too. So what is the consequences these situations invite:
deterioration of the existing improvements and the very slum dwellings
we want to avoidl

Let us take one more property owner who has 5,000 of. the most
- average size of lots in Haikiki. This one, however, is on a corner andisolated by high _rises. I saw quite a few of these with two street fronts.

Bill 144 takes away 20 feet in property set-backs from these two streetfrontages. Add the existing boundary set-backs required and this propertyis left with 1,400 sf of building area. Now I ask, what's going to happen
to this small property owner?

I would like to have these questions answered by the conceiversof this Eill 144. And I believe tha± the City Council, in the processof answering these question which they must -- if yill discover it has
- . opened a Pandora's box; in other words, a can of worms.

In essence the, all that I have said before leads me to believethat Bill 144 really means there should be no further building of apartments
and hotels by small property owners. On the other hand, it means to profit
those who have already built their apartments and hotels and those who
got their permits to build three more years after this bill becomes law
and those very few who can consolidate to build more high rises and create
more density in Waikiki. This is a blatant violation of the legislative
intent of Bill 144, This is horrendous injustice to the small property
owners in Waikiki. Above all, this means the destruction of Waikiki and
its transformation into another Miami Beach.

Now I am not here only to oppose Bill 144. I am here also to
advocate a totally different concept for Waikiki which I expressed in
the earlier letter to the City Council which was ignored.

Ey way of introduction to this part, may I say that in my time,I have lived ñany years in several large American cities and foreigncountries. I have travelled through and visited many more. Abroarl, I
have lived in London, Paris, Tokyo and Seoul in terms of years. Ey good
fortune, I have lived in or been in some of the most fashionable hotels
of these cities. I have also known or lived in some of the most charming,
small hotels, pensions and apartment-hotels in these same cities. It was
the happier memories of my stay in these small places as well as my ex-
perience operating my small apartment-hotel in Waikiki that moved me to
say in my letter to the City Council and I quote:
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"I say, let the omall property owner who wishes and can do so- feasibly develop his modest, low-rise apartment. Pockets of these smallplaces, improved and landscaped, will help to break the tension and
stifling monotony of rolentless concrete. Aerial corridors over these .lower building will frame the views of our mountains, seas and skies.landscaping and greenery should be mandated to retain, replace and expandthe natural landscape.

I feel the development of these small places should not only bepermitted, they should be encouraged. It will help to bring the Haikiki- scene down to a more human scale, to preserve the kind of life style thatis fact disappearing. Small hotels and apartment houses or youth hostels,or European type pensions run by a family or a small staff, by their verynature, can give the intimacy and hospitality the visitor would not findin the impersonality of our mammoth hotels. There are many travellers whodislike staying in large hotels period. Hasing been on both sides of thisi situation, I believe the reason for this is the one to one relationshipthat usually develops between an owner-manager of a small hotel and hisguest which can never be duplicated in large hotels.
--

"We should also examine this proposition from an economic pointof view. Broadening the options for visitor accomodations could nothelp but contribute positively to our tourist industry. Statisticstells us but we see it every day ourselves. More and people are travellingtiho are less and less affluent, A large bulk of them are ordinary wor:kingpeople, retirees, students and families. To meet the needs of thesepeople should we not plan for small hotels and apartments which couldoperate on smáller overheads and therefore charge lower rates? Nouldthey not complement the big hotels -- taking their seasonal overflows
and those who wish to stay longer? In London, Paris, Tokyo, Seoul,
San Francisco, New Orleans, there are myriads of these small hotels
and apartment-hotels existing side by side with the big hotels. Inother words, why can't we do the so.,.e for Vaikiki -- of all places inthe world, in Hakaii, where I have been told a thousand times that itis the warmth of the people and our unique life-style that brings thepeople back agäin and again?"

In conclusion, I would like to say: The passage of Bill 144would wreak untold. hardships for hundreds of small property owners inWaikiki, it will create more, not less blight and in the end prove to
be another exercise in futility for allconcerned with the future of
Saikiki.

Before -closing, I would like to say a few words about BregoryPai who has spent a great deal of thought and time on the testimony he
will give today. Mr. Pai received his Architecture degree from the
University of Hawaii, He attended the Yale Graduate School of Archi-tecture and received his graduate degree in same from Harvard. He is --

presently doing his doctoral studies in Urban Design and Planning at
DIT. For the last year he was the Associate. Chairman of the Universityof Hawaii, Department of Architecture. 'In the last five years he attended
three Inte national Conferences concerned with urban planning and design.
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TO: MEIGERS OF THE CITY PLtdNING COMI4ISSION AND THE HONOLULU CITY
00UllCIL

i FROM: CONCEP15D CITIZENS, WAIKIKI PROPERTY OWNER3 AND RESIDENTS

RE: EILL 144: TO ESTABLISH THE WAIKIKI SFECIAL DESIGN DISTRICT

I. We, the undersigned, believe there shduld be some plan to control density
anû haphazard development in Haikdki. We also believe there should be
reasonable set-backs, landscaping and òesign controls to beautify Waikiki.

II, On the other hand, we feel that the proposed Bill 144, not only fails to
accomplish these objectives, but will set into motion development patterns
directly contradictory to them.

Eill 144 is strongly deficient in the following ways:

A. InsteoS.of reducing densities in Waikiki, it will force a pattern of
consolidation of lots and roduce hieber densities in thã,fo:en of
more high rises.

3, It completely bans all small property owners from building any multi-
family dwellings which in the form oî . æll apartment houses and hotels
could give Kaikiki the diversity and variety it needs. It will force
those vio cannot consolidate to suffer great financial loss because of
their inability to sell or improve their lots. The fact that small
property owners constitute a significant if not majority segment of
the Waikiki property owners means this bill is totally discriminatcty
against the larger interests of the community.

C. Bill 14 poses grave legal and constitutional questions úhich are not
esolved and demand further clarification.

III. Therefore, we the undersigned, protest the passage of Bill 14 and instead
recommend to the Planning Commission and the City Council that further
study be given to the plan in order to allow small property owners either
the opportunity to develop their property on a basis that ensures a rea-
sonable retu.rr, or if not that some form of just compensation be pro-
vided to small lot owners in consideration for what they must forego.
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Dec. 17/197/Ladies A Gentlemeni

I am a 914tiki proper ty ,owner recently widowedwith 3 children tp up oft, 2 girlsi high school teeni
agers and a college student son who is in his last yearin college. and has asked me to help him through mainlandgraduäte school Therefore I was not able to beat yourpoposúd bill #144 berdre the moriatorium as many oth rs
whc has the money has been able to do sor

I carinot tea the presènf building I have nowbecause I.need the income to live on timisupport the
childrenright non It isnit the firat class tyýe utthe orikidal building built many ýears ago and it s an
phiifbatt1& Reip it renfahle canditiion with&nU
1 €¾óg agiigina64 co p ràýiti taikjep idingétci) 130 recession causing r ntárs niovirig outWääterbecause of lost, of jobs. My ,tenants are

-most1ÿ people
who work in Wailsikt,, .because they dó not have cars andprefer to 21ve there. and walk to work. Also people' on-

elfare. , .

The .prop sed' bill rende s my property uselesswgth its ea limitation,,-. he typä of us s :siigge'stëd'
müheum , e ge,tra" and the' 'darnest. is park se when rightrouríd the SornÑr.her e is liëady minE ýärk ·planned,

and also .th greät big Kapiolani park & beaches':for '

recrbations
Right ow, ¾here. Ts a"huge hotël, condéminiucombinatióngwi a pènthouse for he forálgn owner to -

stäy in .whën ha not ät his legkËresiderit.-in andtheroonntry. I .àãñ o point .put , that thii is WeiálÍy :untdir
o às 'littgygu Rho .are going,, to :þe limited as ohat they dan build & liäitgng th&: ar e p2da ,:additionalkit''bac14 wh háŸe .heen in, Waikiki or màny .ieará.-&Rept it g ing jf t fpr di;llionairgË tõ take the t.igrqvy.1) ,is eday. Aid saÉ consolidä é but what if

y inÄe Edinifi§d ih¾ buildings
.¼1(à¾dý im¾rõÑed|<Vtheother sí4ë neibbai 1reddy han' áuffisielit 2.and and dbesh&twant to donglidat so wh e does .thai lááve one IKvd

al ad bang¾-Työm the the as-emëli Tii t eÃàckbu it s%gÏi begñ$tr giv 10,000 ßf.Ft ..

I ydä :gigies & gentlémeli have no¶ read the
át. Dec Ig, isäùbybf Eoxi, StägBulletin captgonede
Gigadf át‡1ër clause diti, Waikiki District? lät me r ead the

irit dat paiggripni "$ýún' with pa"àlsago SieEigik åfë¼gal:'dg¢ìgn dis täic t , -. all new bñstr e tioxi' Will
ti o ,to hB iäkis ti hien ' ¿s£i'i tiöhi ä d lower
ast liast aragraph Aany of the per ts pending

¯ all
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in Waikiki would, if constructed block off the Daiinond
Head--Punchtowl view corridor spelled out in the bill's
urban design section.

Ther oforo I propose that the zoning be lett as
iswith.out any changes"opeause the.small guys are
being d.enied the fullest use of their land as they
had originally bought it with the zoning of Apt. Hotel
zone. B.111 #1 is not able to save density becans
the dens(ty and the savîtig the view of Daimond Head
Punchbowl will be gone when all the backlor of shitts
are givèn to start building Give us the Emall Ihnu
owner some yonsideratiori.to build multiple units when

the temites get ou wooden stradhuß¾àarned land Owner

PeRRY P. S Kim637 Pana Place
fono! lu, Hawaii 96816



II
MEMO: to Secretary of the Planning Commission

Enclosed is my testimony given at the meeting on December 17, 1975

i on Bill 144.

The chairman requested that it be submitted in writing.

I might add that the following was not included in the oral testimony.

"I also own 3,600 sq. ft. on seaside Ave. The building is old
and termite eaten....although income now is about $780 monthly.
Under the proposed 144, we could build 1800 sq. ft.( roughly about
3 1 bedroom apartments). It would be economically unfeasible for
the existing building to be demolished and only 3 units built."

If there are any questions, please do not hesitate to call me.

II

0



TEST I MONY

Mr. Chairman, members of the Planning Commissions my name is Lily
Lim and I om speaking as a property owner.

I feel Bill 144 does not treat all property owners equally...especially
the small property owner.

1. It singles out a special area...Waikiki, for zoning changes and
consequently penalizes owners there. When the Czc was amended in 1967,

- it was a uniform zoning plan change for all of Oahu and whether you had
an apartment land in Waikiki, Makiki, Wahiawa or Salt Lake, the zoning
requirements were the same. Under Bill 144, a land owner in Makiki can
still build what he was allowed to build under the CZC but the Waikiki
owner cannot....and the Waikiki owner has been paying more property taxes
all these years.

2. Bill 144 may interefere with a citizens due process because if he
purchased property in Waikiki relyiñg on the existing zoning after which
the city changes that zoning to the detriment of his land use...without
just compensation...it may be questionable.

3. Bill 144 favors existing owners of hotels and apartännts, although it
may be unintentional.....as one of the objectives is to provide a means
to control apartment and hotel unit densities. With less hotel and apartments
being built, the existing ones will enjoy higher and higher occupancy as the
tourist industry grows every year. I might add at this point that Mr. LIm
and I own a small hotel in Waikiki and my first reaction to €his bill was
"great"....in a few years we will be enjoying 100% occupancy.

4. Bill 144 favors some owners over others in Waikiki. Those that have
already built wre definitely favored as they do not have to comply....while
those that have not built because of financial or other reasons have to comply

..sô.even if both buildings next to your lot are only 5 feet from the street,
you may have to set your building back 20 - 30 feet....and you may not be
able to build at all because of the proposed density decrease.

5. Bill 144 will encourage slum areas in Waikiki. If the existing
building on a property is old and termite eaten and yet is bringing in some
income, the owner probably won't demolish it if he cannot build anything, or
if he cannot build anything substantial enough for a fair return on his
investment.

I see nothing wrong with a small apartment building of 4 to 12 units on a small
lot. I think its better to have 3 or 4 small apartment buildings rather than
have them combine to put up another concrete giant.

I'm sure some of these problems can be wor:ked out for the small property
owners as I do not believe it is the intent of this proposed bill to penalize
them.

¯¯-- Lily Lim
¯ 2114 Manoa Road

Honolulu, Hawaii
Phone 949-1142
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I PLANNING COMMISSION

INDEX TO MINUTES

BOOK NO. 13 8

CLUSTER DEVELOPMENTS PAGE

Feb. 4, 1976 Amendment to Sections 21-280 and 21-561 51
relating to cluster developments - Council
initiated Bill No. 1

Mar. 3, 1976 -do- 237

COMPREHENSIVE ZONING CODE, AMENDMENTS

Jan. 7, 1976 Regulate and control the depth of a zoning 2

1
= •uL

Ot = -

Feb. 4 1976 Amendment to Sections 21-280 and 21-561 51 --

relating to cluster developments - Council
initiated Bill No. 1 =-

Mar. 3, 1976 -do- 237 =

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Jan. 7, 1976 Honolulu - Rooftop helistop. Queen' s 1

Medical Center

Jan. 21, 1976 Aina Haina - Tennis park facility. Haines, 19
Jones, Farrell, White, Gima, Architects,
Ltd.

Feb. 4, 1976 -do- 53

Mar. 3, 1976 -do- 236

¯¯ Mar. 17, 1976 Diamond Head - Facility for a television 267
program production of Hawaii Five-0.
CBS Television Network

Mar. 31, 1976 -do- 327

GENERAL PLAN/DETAILED LAND USE MAP/DEVELOPMENT PLAN (AMENDMENT)

Feb. 18, 1976 Waipior Ewa GP (City Council-initiated for: 65
Thomas H. Gentrý) Agricultural to certain
urban use designations



II
GENERAL PLAN/DETAILED LAND USE MAP/DEVELOPMENT
PLAN (AMENDMENT) (CONT.) - 2

i Feb. 18, 1976 Waipio, Ewa GP/DLUM (City Council- 65
initiated for: Thomas H. Gentry)
Agricultural to certain urban use

HAWAII CAPITAL

DISdeRIignations

Feb. 18, 1976 (Jamal, Inc.) Application for a two-story 64
residence, demolition of an existing
garage, and landscaping at 1666 Kamamalui Avenue

i HISTORIC, CULTURAL, AND SCENIC DISTRICT

Jan. 7, 1976 Establishment of Historic, Cultural, and 4 IEI Scenic District No. 4, the Chinatown mi
District

i Jan. 21, 1976 -do- 21

Feb. 18, 1976 Establishment of Historic, Cultural, and 151. $EE
Scenic District No. 5, the Thomas Square/ $$$
Academy of Arts District ¯¯I

Mar. 3, 1976 -do- 227 -

Mar. 17, 1976 Certificate of Appropriateness (Diamond 267
Head Historic, Cultural, and Scenic
District) for facility for television
progræn production of Hawaii Five-O

Mar. 31, 1976 Establishment of Historic, Cultural, and 326
Scenic District No. 5, the Thomas Square/
Academy of Arts District

Mar. 31, 1976 Certificate of Appropriateness (Diamond 327
Head Historic Cultural and Scenic
District) for facility for television
progrom production of Hawaii Five-O

MISCELLANEOUS

Feb. 18, 1976 City Council variance from Section 3, 65
Scope of Controls, Subsection A, (1)(a)
of Ordinance No. 4362 - Waikiki.
Carwin Corporation
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MISCELLANEOUS (CONT.)

Mar. 3, 1976 City Council variance from provisions of 237
Ordinance No. 4362 (Alterations on
Existing Structure)Waikiki. Monroe Jong

i PLANNED DEVELOPMENT-HOUSING, AMENDMENTS

Jan. 7, 1976 Banyan Tree PD-H - Waimanalo 3

(Hawaii Council for Housing Action) k -

ZONING -- A-1 APARTMENT DISTRICTI
Mar. 31, 1976 Kealohou Street (Golf Course Subdivision 4) 331

I Conditional zoning in accordance with
Ordinance 4300 - Kaiser Aetna

I ZONING -- A-2 APARTMENT DISTRICT

Mar. 17, 1976 1821 Keeaumoku Street - Ikazaki, Devens, 266

i Lo, Youth and Nakano

. Mar. 17, 1976 1815 Kewalo Street - GAH, Inc. 266

Mar. 31, 1976 1821 Keeaumoku Street - Ikazaki, Devens 331
Lo, Youth and Nakano

Mar. 31, 1976 1815 Kewalo Street - G E, Inc. 331

Mar. 31, 1976 Corner Wailua Street and Lunalilo Rome 331
Road (Marina 7-E) Area 2 (makai)
Conditional zoning in accordance with
Ordinance 4300 - Kaiser Aetna

ZONING -- A-3 APARTMENT DISTRICT

Mar. 31, 1976 Corner Wailua Street and Lunalilo Home 331
Road (Marina 7-E) Area 1 (mauka)
Conditional zoning in accordance with
Ordinance 4300 - Kaiser Aetna

ZONING -- B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT

Feb. 4, 1976 Waiau - State Department of Land and 52
Na ural Resources , Agent: Jala , Inc.

Mar. 3, 1976 Heeia - John H. Grote 226

Mar. 31, 1976 Makiki - Richärd Y. Sakinoto M.D. 325



I
ZONING -- I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT

Jan. 7, 1976 Kaneohe - T. Iida Contracting, Ltd. 2

I
i
i
I
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

-

i January 7, 1976

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, January 7, 1976at 1:35 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. ActingChairman Sylvia Sumida presided.

PRESENT: Sylvia Sumida, Acting Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka

i Charles Izumoto
Yuklin Kuna
Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum

ABSENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer

Eugene B. Connell, Executive SecretaryRobert B. Jones, Assistant Director, ZoningDepartment of Land UtilizationHenry Eng, Staff Planner
Jack Gilliam, Staff Planner
Stan Mofjeld, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of December 17., 1975 wereapproved, on motion by Mr. Hosaka,seconded by Mr. Izumoto and carried.
PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider aCONDITIONAL USE PERMIT conditional use permit to permit instálla-(ROOFTOP HELISTOP) tion of a Rooftop Helistop on Queen'sHONOLULU Medical Center off-street parking struc-QUEEN'S MEDICAL CENTER ture (under construction) in ,the Central(FILE #75/CUP-17 EY) Business District area, Tax Map Key:2-1-35' 3 any

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on December28, 1975. No letters of protest were received.
Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report recommendingapproval of the proposal.

There were no questions of staff concerning the report.
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Attorney Clesson Chikasuye represented the applicant and requestedthat the Commission expedite action approving this CUP. Presenttemporary emergency landings on the state capitol grounds grantedby the Governor have inconvenienced the public.



TESTIMONY AGAINST

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr.Hosaka and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation andrecommended approval of the conditional use permit, subjectto the conditions in the Director's report, on motion byDr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.
AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, WikumNAYES - None
ABSENT - Kamiya

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider aZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-4R-4 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential District to I-1 Light Indus-I-1 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL trial District on approximately 11,201DISTRICT square feet of land situated in Kaneohe,KANEOHE '

Tax Map Key: 4-5-39: 19.T. IIDA CONTRACTING, LTD. M(FILE #75/Z-27 EY) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on December 28, 1975. gNo lette'rs of protest were received. g

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report recommendingapproval of the request.

There were no questions of staff concerning the Director's report.
No one spoke either FOR or AGAINST the proposal.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded byDr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendationand recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr.Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.
AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, WikumNAYES - None
ABSENT - Kamiya

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a RPROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE proposed amendment to the ComprehensiveCZC RELATING TO LOT DEPTH Zoning Code relating to lot depth. The g(LyR/75/AMEND 18 AM) purpose of the proposed amendment is toregulate and control the depth of azon
su

tha2headminimumbu ldaidthar
9

aþrd a ed drequ raec eits are



Publication was made in the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertisor on December
28, 1975. No lotters of protest were received. 9-

Staff Plamier ArtMuraokapresented the Director's report recommendingapproval of the proposed amendment.

There were no questions of staff concerning the Director 's report. ¯

No one spoko either FOR or AGAINST the proposed amendment.
The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded byDr. Choy and carried.

MOTION: Dr. Choy moved to accept the Director's recommendation for
approval, seconded by Mr. Hosaka.

I Discussion followed.

Mr. Wiederholt felt the proposed amendment would be_an added
restriction to the present rigid subdivision process. Hequestioned whether studies were undertaken to determinewhether parcels of 40 feet in depth (the cited example inthe staff report) could be buildable depending upon its '
configuration. Also, whether consideration was given tothe role.this amendment might have on subdivisions in
agricultural areas. EL

. The motion carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kuna, Sumida, Wikum
NAYES - Wiederholt
ABSENT - Kamiya

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider aVARIOUS AMENDMENTS TO request for various amendments to the
THE BANYAN TREE PDH, Banyan Tree Planned Development HousingORDINANCE 3639, (Waimanalo) Ordinance No. 3639, and aCOMMITTEE REPORT 1664, draft ordinance incorporating the requestedDEC. 17, 1975 amendments in accordance with Hawaii
WAIMANALO Council for Housing Action's recommendedHAWAII COUNCIL FOR metes and bounds description.
HOUSING ACTION
(FILE #70/PDH-7 SM) Publication was made in the .Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on December 28, 1975.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Stan Mofjeld presented the Director's report recommendingapproval of the proposed ordinance amendments.

Discussion followed regarding:

1. Guarantees on preserving the central open space area between the
existing and proposed developments.. The subject area which isleased and maintained by the Waimanalo Residents Housing DevelopmentCorporation (WRHDC) should remain as a common open space bufferarea.



2. Concern as to the reason for elimination of the 80 ' DLUM road(Condition 13 of the staff report). Mr. Mofjold indicatod that gconstruction of the sub joct roadway may or may not be necessary gdepending upon the future State highway pattern presently understudy. When the 80 ' DLUM road is deemed necessary, development ofthat roadway should be the responsibility of the State.
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. Robert Kamalu, Executive Director, Hawaii Council for HousingAction, testified regarding the 80' DLUM road. Mr. Kamalu stated:"There was an agreement prepared at the time the first permit was gmade that we would do incremental construction. By doing so, they gwere willing to allow putting the DLUM road in the final ratherthan initial construction phase. We were given that option onthe basis that the State was not fully prepared to agree and confirmthat this was the exact location they wanted the DLUM road. So,they allowed us at this time to come up with an amendment or preparea revision to the DLUM. It was to have been through studies beingdone by the Department of Land and Natural Resources. To date they Ehave still not completed their studies. It was originally intendedthere would be an amendment to the DLUM but it had to be backed up gby specific data. State studies were then underway but to date have gnot been completed. The State knowing that the responsibility waswith them to confirm the need for the road, did indicate as a resultof their lacking sufficient data, that they would be responsible .forconstruction at such time that it was determined and needed."
TESTIMONY AGAINST

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Wikum,-seconded byMr. Hosaka and carried.

ACTION: The Commission recommended approval of the proposed ordinanceamendments with the understanding that the open space amenitiesbetween the two areas would be preserved in the future use ofthis land, on motion by Mr. Wiederholt, seconded by Mrs. Kunaand carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum gNAYES - None
ABSENT - Kamiya

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held on December 17,CHINATOWN 1975 was kept open to obtain clarificationA BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE from Housing and Community Development,TO ESTABLISH "HISTORIC, Housing and Urban Development, and the. gCULTURAL, AND SCENIC Department of Land Utilization on previous BDISTRICT NO. 4, THE agreements related to design and the basisCHINATOWN DISTRICT"-- for Housing and Community Development's gBILL NO. 141 two projects being declared non-significant gin the proposed ordinance.

II4-



m Public testimony was continued. ¯¯

¯- g TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Messrs. Tyrono Kusao, Deputy Director, and Hiromi Shiranizu ofthe Department of Housing and Community Devolopment (Submitted
testimony dated Jan. 7, 1976, copy attached)
The Commission questioned the effect of declaring both thePauahi and Smith-Beretania projects significant, and what
attempts, if any, were made by the Department of Housing andCommunity Development, to comply with the Historic Preserva-
tion plan. Mr. Kusao explained that significant projects are a

l¯EL

subject to public hearing and review by the Planning Commission | ikwhich would cause a delay of both projects while non-significant i (gprojects are not. The Department of Housing and CommunityDevelopment is hopeful of expediting both projects. - gg¯

¯ Concerning the Pauahi project, attempts were made to comply with |
||¯

¯

! findings of the State Historic Preservation Office. Buildings y
g¯

¯

- - assigned preservation status were slated for demolition. Upon ? ----

review, one of the structures will be retained. Three other i ¯¯

structures are still being reviewed. As to the Smith-Beretania
project, they must meet the requirements of the Federal AdvisoryCouncil on Historic Preservation which considers the environmentalaspect of

.projects and presently has objections to the Smith-
Beretania project•

2. Mr. Charles Miner, Jr., Member, People Against Chinatown
Eviction (PACE)

3. Mr. Emile Makuakane, Steering Committee Member, PACE

Testimony presented by the above-named individuals was ruled
out-of-order by the Chairman. Following is an excerpt of that
presentation.

MINER: Madam Chairman, members of the Commission, my name isCharles Miner, Jr., and I have come to speak on behalf of PACE,People Against Chinatown Eviction. I'm presently living at thePauahi Project area where I've resided for 47 years. One Hundred
Eighty-Seven individuals, one to one family and numerous businesses,will be directly affected by Bill 141 if it is allowed to become acity ordinance in its present form. The general intent of Bill 141is commendable. We strongly support the objective to preserve theunique lifestyle and ethnic atmosphere to meet the needs of thepresent population, and to promote higher standards of health, safetyand welfare of the residents.

I wish to speak on special designations in the bill of the PauahiUrban Renewal projects and the Smith-Beretania Housing project. Ihope this statement relates to this bill and I will not try to getcarried away.



As nonsignificant projects, the bill clearly definos as nonsignifi-cant tool, those projects which ontail only exterior repair ofstructures and buildings which do not change the clutracter or visualappearance of the building. Present plans for Precincts 1 and 2will entail complete demolition and massive redevelopment of three acity blocks.. Furthormore, present plans are in process of evicting188 individuals, 28 families and numerous small businesses . Peopleand workers, this is very significant to us. We.live and work inChinatown. It is where we can find low-cost housing and storefronts which we can afford. Ninety-three procent of the residentsplus 50% of the small residents in the Pauahi Project want to remainin Chinatown.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Miner, if I may, the Chair is appreciative ofyour concern about the Pauahi Project but I don't think this is theright forum for your concern about eviction and about the building.So at this time, although I thank you for coming--
MINER: Yes, well, I thought that we might have some signifi-cance in the bill.

CHAIRMAN: Thank you but the testimony is not in order at thistime.
Is there further testimony FOR the ordinance?

EMILE MAKUAKANE: Madam Chairman, mine is almost in like withCharles Miner's test.imony, my testimony that I have before me.
CHAIRMAN: Mr. Makuakane, your testimony is AGAINST?

MAKUAKANE: FOR.

CHAIRMAN: FOR the ordinance. Does your testimony relate tothe specifics within the ordinance or to the--

MAKUAKANE: It's not necessarily a duplicate of what CharlesMiner has been talking about but it's in line with that.
CHAIRMAN: JMs I told Mr..Miner, the Planning Commission canhear what you have to say but we really have no power to deal withthe concerns that you have. I would suggest that to maximize theuse of your energy and time and cares that you would address yourconcerns.to the proper forum, to the place it can do the most goodfor you in achieving your goals. So although we would like toaccommodate you, in the interest of time that we are going to devoteto consideration of this ordinance, I will have to consider yourtestimony also not in order at this time.
NAKUAKANE: Can I just read this position? I think it willbe apart from what has been discussed.
CHAIRMAN: Yes, the Chair will allow it.

MAKUAKANE: I am a resident of Chinatown residing at 1133Maunakea Street. I am also a steering committee member of thepresent PACE organi ation. In view of this PACE recommends that



the Pauahi Urban Renewal Project and Smith-Boretania Housing Projectnot be excluded from the jurisdiction of Bill 141, the designation
on nonsignificant. We further recommend that the needs and welfareof the present residents, small businesses and workors, be given - |priority and be assured by retaining within the content of the bill | .specific conditions within the bill which will insure that the needs | ¯

of the prosent population are met, and PACE should have full parti- g gcipation in this process.
That's all I have to offer. Thank you very much.

4. Mr. Dale Lanzone, Architectural Specialist to the State : ig;Preservation Office (Presented additional material on Design giCriteria for Chinatown, copy attached)
TESTIMONY AGAINST

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Wikum, secondedby Mr. Wiederholt and carried. i 95

The Commission deferred action on the matter for two weeks for L
a workshop to review additional testimony presented by Mr. Lanzone ¯

of the State Preservation Office.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS . Public hearings were held on December 3,BILL NO. 140 and 17, 1975. At its December 17, 1975INITIATED BY CITY COUNCIL meeting, the Commission deferred action
AMENDMENT TO VARIOUS for preparation of a second draft due toSECTIONS OF R-4, R-5, R-6 typographical errors in Draft 1 which DLU
AND R-7 RESIDENTIAL staff indicated needed to be changed.DISTRICTS RELATING TO
DUPLEX DWELLINGS, LOT Mr. Jack Gilliam reviewed the changes in
WIDTH AND YARD SETBACKS. Draft 2 which are as follows:(LSR/CZC-1975-19 JG)

1. Correcting the typographical error inthe title from "R-3" to read "R-4".
2. Insert "and measured perpendicular to" in Section 21-202 for

clarification.

3. Reduced the front yard requirement in the R-4 district from 15 feetto 10 feet as requested by the Building Department to make itconsistent with the R-5, R-6 and R-7 districts.

The singular and plural words in the proposed bill are consistent withthe language of the CZC. Definitions are singular and Use Regulationsare in the plural. The preamble of Section 21-110 Definitions states"words used in the singular number include the plural and the pluralthe singular."

There were no questions of Mr. Gilliam.



I
ACTION: The Commission recommended approval of Draft 2 of the proposedordinance, on motion by Mr. Wiederholt, seconded by Dr. Choyand carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, WikumNAYES - None
ABSENT - Kamiya

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Ly n
Secretary-Reporter



DEPARTMlf.NT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
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CIITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU '

650 SOUTil KING STREET
HONOLULU.HAWAlt 96813

PHONE 023•4101

FRANK F. PASI
WILLIAM Ot.ACMFIELDMAYOtt

'r OfNECTOH
RICHARD K. SHANPLESS

TYRONE T. KUSAOI MArdAgitiG Dint:CTOft
DEPUTY DiftSCTOR

January 7, 1976

STATEMENT TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

Presented by -.

TYRONE KUSAO, Deputy Director '

-
.Department of Housing and Community Development

To acquaint you with the activities that have transpired inChinatown, attached is a map of the Chinä.town General NeighborhoodRenewal Plan area and two lists of significant dates and eventsrelated to the Pauahi Urban Renewal Project and the ChinatownHistoric District. . Also attached is a chart showing the elementsof the Memorandum of Agreement.

As indicated by the dates, plans for renewal of the Chinatownarea were. initiated prior to placement of Chinatown on the NationalRegister of Hîstoric Places. Establishment°of the ChinatownHîstoric District coîncided with completion of renewal plans andpreparation being made to obtain federal funds for the PauahiProject. This situation led to exedution of the Memorandum of -Agreement by the Department of Housing and Urban Development, theNational Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the StateHistoric Preservation Officer.

It is our judgment that we have substantially fulfilled ourobligations under the Memorandum of Agreement. In so doing, wehave coordinated very closely with the State Ilistoric PreservationOffice (SRPO) . The Design Review Advisory Committee (DRAC) wasestablished in place of the proposed independent Design ReviewBoard (DRB) in compliance with an opinion of the CorporationCounsel that the establishment of the Design Review Board wouldviolate the City Charter. DRAC was formed under provisions ofSection 4-103 of the Charter and members appointed included nomineesfrom the State HPO.
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Statement to the City Planning Commission ,

January 7, 1976
Page 2 .

The basic framework of the Design Criteria and the Chinatown
Hîstoric Plan were prepared. by Aotani and Hartwell.Associates,
Inc., who worked very closely with the SHPO staff. The Design
Criteria was finalized by DRAC and included as part of the
"Guidelines for Change in Chinatown." The Guidelines was adopted
by the Department of Housing and Community Development in April' 1975.

The Historic Plan was completed in December 1974 and submittedto the City Council for approval in January 1975. Copies of the . .

Plan were also sent· to the SHPO and the National Advisory Council
for comments . The Council accepted the Plan in. November, 1975and has declared its intention to use the Plan as a guide in - gestablishing the Chinatown district, now being considered by this ibody.

There is one additîonal point that needs clarification. -
Creation of a.Chinatownhistoric district under Article 12·of the
CZC is not a prerequisite for additional federal funding. Voilethere is no doubt that historical preservation interests will be
better served with the establishment of a historic district,
current federal regulations and existing agreements do not require
that such action be taken to obtain release of federal funds.

--2111-
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PAUAHI URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT
e

May 1966 - Blight study (An Analysis for Urban Renewal,
Central Business District) completed by
Planning Department.

.

April 1970 - Filing of Survey and Planning (S&P) Application

i authorized by City Council and HRA Board and
-

. application submitted to HUD.

July 1970 - S&P Application approved by HUD.

January 1973 - Chinatown General Neighborhood Renewal PlanI (GNRP) and Pauahi Urban Renewal Plan approved
by Bluk Board.

- Chinatown GNRP and Pauahi Urban Renewal Plani approved by Planning Commission and Planning -

Director subject to final approval of amendmentsI to General Plan.

March 1973 - Chinatown GNRP and Pauahi Urban Renewal Plan
approved by City Council.

April 1973 - General Plan Amendments approved by Planning
Commission.

June 1973 - General Plan Amendments approved by City
Council. '

·

.

July 1973 - Federal funding for Pauahi project approved byi HUD.

I October 1973 - Loan and Grant Contract executed between HRA
and HUD. ·

July 1974 - Acquisition and relocation process initiated.

I
i is

i
i e
I



CHINATOWN HISTORIC DISTRICT

January-17, 1973 - Chinatown placed on National Register of
Historic Places.

May 31, 1973 - HUD and RRA execute "Proposal fo the Pauahi
Urban Renewal Project" to mitigate adverse
effects on Chinatown Historic District.

June 11, 1973 - Hawaii State Historic Preservation Officer
(Sunao Kido) , HUD and Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, execute "Memorandum

. of Agreement" which incorporates "Proposal.

July 1, 1973 - ESA Board pass resolution endorsing "Memorandum
. of Agreement."

July 24, 1973 - City Council pass resolution authorizing
Mayor to endorse "Memorandum of Agreement."

- Mayor endorse ."Memorandum of -AgreemÂnt."
February 27, 1974 - Legal Opinion received from Corporation Counsel

that creation of Design Review Board is not
permitted by City Charter.

April 18, 1974 - Contract executed witi Aotani & Hartwell to
prepare Historic Plan and Design Criteria.

June 5, 1974 - Chinatown Design Review Advisory Committee
created by HRA Board, Resolution 74-19.

October 8, 1974 - Approval of appointment of Design Review
Advisory Committee by Mayor.

December, 1974 - Historic Plan completed.

January, 1975 - Historic Plan distributed to HUD, SRPO and .

National Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation.

March, 1975 - Approval of "Guide1înes for Change in
Chinatown (Design Criteria)" by Design Review
Advisory Committee.

April 25, 1975 - Approval of "Guidelines for Change in -

Chinatown (Design Criteria)" by Director.

May 12, 1975 - Historic Plan submitted to City Council.

November 11, 1975 - Historic Plan accepted by City Council.

II
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT .

PROPOSAL FOR THE PAUAHI URBAN RENEWAL PRO JECT .

Establishment of a Design Development of a His toric
Review Board Preservation Plan

Adopt Design, Preservation
and Rehabilitation Criteria
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Meeting of the Planning Commission

i Minutes
January 21, 1976

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, January 21, 1976at 1:35 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. ChairmanRandall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Sylvia Sumida, Vice Chairman

i Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka
Charles Izumoto
Yuklin Kunai Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning

Department of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner
Art Muraoka, Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held- to consider a
CONDITIONAL USE PIHU4IT request for a conditional use permit to
(TENNIS PARK FACILITY) construct and operate a tennis park
AINA HAINA facility on approximately 85.8 acres of
HAINES, JONES, FARRELL, land situated in Aina Haina, Tax Map Keys:
WHITE, GIMA, 3-6-04: 1 and 3-6-24: portion of 1.
ARCHITECTS, LTD.
{FILE #74]CUP-37 LC) Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

Bulletin/Advertiser on January 11, 1976.
No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report recommending
that the request be denied, and that consideration be given to changingthe General Plan designation from Residential to Open Space and
Preservation because of these concerns .

TÏiere ere no questions f staff concerning the Director 's report..
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Dr. Philip Lee, co-owner and co developer
2. Mr. David A Miller, Project Architect, Haines, Jones, Farrell,White, Gima (Submitted testimony, undated)
3. Mr. RichardFewell, Soils Engineer, GJHawaii, Ltd., Consultants

- in the Applied Earth Sciences (Submitted Soils Data dated April
23, 1975)



Questioned by the Commission, the following additional information
was given:

.

Even though slides have occurred in this area, a soils study revealed ËË$no adverse effect from the proposed development on adjacent property.These are two separate sites with no intermovement of soil. The
stability of the proposed site is not in anyway dependent upon the -
stability of the adjoining site. The Department of Public Works -

1 | says there is no effect from the project on existing soil conditions .I E In the event of damages, the developer feels they should not be held -

- accountable for problems off-site, nii
The proposed tennis park use is appropriate for the subject site.
National figures--40 people per tennis court--indicate a need for |||tennis courts. Both the tennis courts and the clubhouse were ---

designed in anticipation of mino.r soil movement. Should.any soil gg-gmovement occur the tennis courts will move as a unit. The club- E---house will be on jacked poles on footings with a designed connection
that can be adjusted to any soil movement. ME

Concerning traffic impact and drainage, the Department of Transpor- siitation Services has indicated that existing road widths are adequate IERto serve the proposed development as well as the existing use. The À| Ëdrainage system is designed to carry the flow of water around the EE
tennis courts.

TESTIMONY AGAINST
1. Mr. Thomas J. Wells, Tennis Committee Member, Aina Haina Community

Association (Submitted testimony dated Jan. 21, 1976, copy attached)
2. Mrs. Norma Carr, President, Aina Haina Community Association
3. Letter received from Represenative Donna Ikeda, undated, copy attached4. Letter received from Representative Steve Cobb dated.Jan. 13, 1976,copy attached
OBJECTIONS:
1. Agree with the objections of the Director of Land Utilization as

contained in the staff report.

2. The applicant plans to sell shares to divest themselves of the
project which leaves them unresponsible to the community. Thenearby MacArthur tennis facility which charged a membership feeof approximately $2,000 per year plus $40 per month, failed toobtain sufficient membership and folded its operation. Should
this project fail, the community is left with the tennis courts.

3. The proposal is incompatible with the community. Many residents
in the valley who are approaching their senior citizenry feel
their community has a country atmosphere. The noise and trafficgenerated from cheering crowds attending championship and exhibi-
tion matches would create disturbing elements.



3. Construction on this site will aggravate soil conditions below j -

where residences are located, one residence approximately 900 feet i gfrom the entrance to the tennis courts . a g
4. They do not object to development of the land and commend the

architect on their project. However, they feel the land might -

more appropriately be used to raise fruits and vegetables .

The public hearing was kept open action deferred for the following,
on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Wiederholt and carried:

1. Advice from Corporation Counsel regarding possible legal implications
against the city should further damage occur;

2. A field trip to the site, and a representative from the Department
of Public Works and the project soils engineer to be present at the - -

site

3. Conditions to be drawn up should the Commission recommend approval. ¯¶

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held on December 17,
CHINATOWN 1975 was closed on January 7 , 1976 and
A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE action deferred to January 21, 1976.
TO ESTABLISH "HISTORIC,
CULTURAL, AND SCENIC The Commission thad received a letter
DISTRICT NO. 4, THE dated January 12, 1976 from PACE (People
CHINATOWN DISTRICT"-- Against Chinatown Eviction) requesting
BILL NO. 141 that the Commission reopen the public

hearing on this matter (copy attached) .

Mrs. Sylvia Sumida, Vice-Chairman, who presided at the January 7,
19 T6 public hearing, stated for the record, her decision regarding
PACE's testimony. Acopy of her decision is attached.

ACTION: The Commission voted to reopen the public hearing, on motion
by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Ižumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wikum,
Wiederholt

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

TEST IMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Mr. Charles Correa, presented testimony of Mr. Emile Makuakane,
Steering Committee Member, PACE, copy attached)

2 Irene Chang, VISTA volunteer, presented testimonies of Mr. Charles
Miner, Member of PACE, and Mr. David Kimura, VISTA volunteer. Copy
of Mr. Miner's testimony is attached.



i
Mr. Kimurn's concerns are as follows:

1. Nonsignificant designations for the Pauahi and Smith-Beretania
projects would exempt both projects from the public process and

I give the City Council full authority over them. No public hearings
will be required so no other input will be allowed unless specifi-
cally requested by the City Council.

2. Prohibiting the issuance of building permits for buildings within
the Pauahi Urban Renewal area unless final drawings are approved
by the City Council is not the usual procedure. Approval of final
drawings is usually given by the Building Department in order to
assure conformance with buildings codes. Therefore, such controls
particularly over the Pauahi project limits the decision of how
the two blocks will be redeveloped, how it will look, and who will i Ami
get the redevelopment rights, to the City Council.

3. Present conceptual plans for the Pauahi Urban Renewal Project
¯

i!!
attached to Bill 141 are so vague that almost anything can be i dii
built there if the bill is allowed to become an ordinance in its
present form. The B-4 zoning for the area will encourage maximum
development of these two blocks.

4. There are no assurances that the needs of the present population
will be taken cared of. The effects are mass evictions of the
present residents and small businesses. Many small businesses
will be forced out of business if the survival rate follows the -

pattern of the Queen Emma, Kukui, and Aala redevelopment projects.
Many of the present residents and small businesses were victims
of the previous redevelopment project. For some of them, this is
their fourth or fifth eviction in a span of less than 15 years.

5. VÍSTA supports the recommendations of PACE.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mr. Hosaka, seconded by
Dr. Choy and carried.

ACTION: The Commission voted to accept the Director 's recommendations
and Draft No. 2 of Bill No. 141 with the follbwing modifications:

1. To delete all references in Draft No. 2 in Section 4, D,
1 4 2 to exhibits B, C, D, S E. Final development plans
should conform to design control system and design criteria
noted in modification 3

2. To delete Precincts 1 & 2 from Section 9 of Draft No. 2.

3. To request the establishment of design control systems
and to adopt design criteria consistent with that addpted
by the State Historic Preservation Office for all five
precinct¾ and that these be made part of Bill 141



uim

4. Alter minimum lot size requirements to correspond to the
existing land ownership pattern and lot sizes.

The motion was made by Mr. Wiederholt, seconded by Dr. Choy
and carried.

Mr. Izumoto voted against the motion. i
--

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt , Wikum
N NAYES - Izumoto Em

ABSENT - None -
-=

MISCELLANEOUS Submitted to the Commission for information
INFORMATIONAL MATERIAL were the following items :I =1. A letter from the Mayor to the City Council dated Jan. 6, 1976 --

2. A letter from Mr. Robert Dodge, Attorney, who served on the
Charter Commission, to the Mayor.

3. A bill for the Legislature prepared by the Department of Land
Utilization related to Special Use Permits .

4. A bill for the Legislature prepared by the Department of Land
Utilization related. to Preservation Districts .

ACTION: The Commission voted that the Chairman be authorized to
forward a letter to the Mayor indicating their strong
objections to Item 3, proposed legislation regarding
State Special Use Permits which in effect turns the respon-
sibility of SUPs to the City Council. The Commission was
disturbed at the manner in which the proposed bill was
prepared by DLU without direct contact with the members of
the Commission that such legislation was being proposed.
The motion was made by Mrs . Kuna, seconded by Dr. Choy and
carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida,
Wiederholt Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - None

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 4:45 p.m.

Respectfully submitted ,

Henrietta B. Lym
Secretary -Reporter





Testirnony for the Proposed Te.nnis Park;
Wailupe,Oahu, Hawaii.

I REMIN WITHIN 50%. THIS IS BASED ON TRAFFIC COUNTS TAKEN AT ÑIND ÏUKA AND

EAsT HIND DRIVES WHERE THE VOLLNE IS THE HIGHEST. HOWEVER, THE VOLlhE CAPACITY
ii¯

RATIOS WILL BE LG4ER IN THE SECTION OF ÑIND Ï UKA ABOVE MONA STREET WHICH NOW

SERVES 4Û RESIDENCES, EVEN AFTER COMPLETION OF THE TENNIS CLUB, TRAFFIC IN

THIS AREA WILL PROBABLY NEVER EXCEED 4Û¾OF THE STREET'S DESIGN CAPACITY.

THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES IÑ HAS ACCEPTED THE

FINDINGS OF THE ENGINEER'S REPORT, THE DEPARTMENT'S MAIN CONCERN HAS BEEN WITH

THE RETENTION OF TWO TRAVEL LANES, IF THE ROADWAY WIDTH IS LESS THAN T', BEN

ON-STREET PARKING BECOMES DIFFICULT AND MUST BE ELIMINATED FROM ONE OR TWO SIDES.

HOWEVER, BOTH TRAFFIC AND ON-STREET PARKING SHOULD BE EASILY ACCOMMODATED AS /Í

HAS ALREADY COMPLETEDTEMPORARY IMPROVEMENTSFOR A
36;

ROAINAY.

DPWFEELS THAT THE TENNIS PARK'S IMPACT ON HIND IUKA WILL BE MINIMAL.

EE IMPACT OF HEAVY EQ.UIPMENT USING BE STREET DURING CONSTRUCTION HAS BEEN

THEIR MAIN CONCERN. AS THE NEED FOR SUCH VEHICLES WILL BE LIMITED, THEY HAVE

EXPRESSED NO FURTHER CONCERN ON THIS POINT.

THEIR LETTER To DLURECOMMENDINGAPPROVAL STATES:



Testimonyfor the Proposed Tennis Park;
Wailupe, Oahu, Hawaii.

2 SOILS
-

OUR CLIENT HAS BEEN PARTICULARLY CONSCIOUS OF EXISTING SOILS PROBLEMS,

BOTH ON AND OFF-SITE. PRELIMINARY EVALUATIONS BY OUR SOILS ENGINEER WERE NOT

ENTIRELY ACCEPTABLE BY WŸ AND MORE STUDIES WERE REQUESTED. ADDITIONAL AND

EXTENSIVE SOILS TESTING AND ANALYSES WERE THEN UNDERTAKEN, THE SOILS CONSULTANT,

G,J.HAWAII, WORKED CLOSELY WITH THE ENGINEERS IN BŸ THROUGHOUTTHIS PERIOD TO

INSURE THAT CITY REQUIREMENTS WERE FET. THESE STUDIES WERE COMPLhil-U AND WERE -

- SUBMITTED ON ÃPRIL 23, 1975. SUBSEO.UENTLY,R RECOMMENDED:

"ON THE. BASIS OF THE SUBMITTED SOIL DATA AND THE INTENDED

CONDITIONAL USE OF THE LAND, WE REC0l?END THAT THE. DEVELOPMENT

ON. A PRIVATE TENNIS CLUB AT THIS SITE BE PERMITTED,

THE DEPARTMENT RECOGNIZED THE SOILS ENGINEER'S RECOMMENDATIONSFOR

RESITING SOILS MOVEMENTAND THEIR CONCLUSIONS THAT:

1. GRADING WILL BE MINIMAL

·

AND -

2, ON-SITE CONSTRUCTIONWILL NOT CREATE UNFAVORABLE.CONDITIONS

WITHIN THE SOILS OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES.

PAGE OF 6
26



Testimony for the Proposed Tennis Park;
Wailupe, Oahu, Hawaii.

3. TENÑIŠSWU0iJlfŠ i FOY

THE STABILITY AND SAFETY OF THE TENNIS RARK STRUCTURES HAVE ALSO BEEN

OF PARTICULAR CONCERN. ALL STRUCTURES ARE DESIGNED TO BE AS SAFE AS ANY OTHER

BUILDINGS RECENTLY CONSTRUCTEDIN HAWAII. WORK WILL BE DONE IN ACCORD WITH ALL

REQUIRED BUILDING CODE STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES.

I SCHEMATIC SOLUTIONS HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED BY A REGISTERED STRUCTURAL

ENGINEER FOR THE CLUBHOUSE RECREATION COMPLEX, CHAMPIONSHIP COURT, 8 SLAB-ON-GRADE

COURTS, AND 31 WOOD FRAME TENNIS COURTS, THE CLUBHOUSE RECREATION COMPLEX AND

CHAMPIONSHIP COURT ARE BOTH DESIGNED TO RESIST ALL EARTH MOVEMENT, 4-FOOT

CAISSONS, SUNK INTO BEDROCK, WILL BE IJflLIZED TO RESIST SOILS CREEP, THE BASIC

ENGINEERING CONCEPT IS THE SAME AS THAT FOR THE DESIGN OF BRIDGE PIERS WHICH

SUPPORT VERTICAL LOADS AS WELL AS RESIST THE FLOW OF WATER,

AS PLANNED, THE IMPACT OF SOILS MOVEMENT UPON THE TENNIS COURTS WILL BE

SIGNIFICANTLY LESS THAN ON A NORMAL RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE, IN A RESIDENCE, A

ENT AS LITTLE AS 2" IS SIGNIFICANT IN ITS ETTECT UPON THE FUNCTIONING

OF DOORS AND WINDOWS. ON THE OTHER HAND, A SE ffLEMENT OF AS MUCH AS 9"
ACROSS THE LENGTH OF A TENNIS COURT IS CONSIDERED MINOR AND WILL NOT AFFECT

ITS PLAYING CHARACTERISTICS,

EACH TENNIS COURT WILL BE OF LIGHTWEIGHT, POST AND BEAM CONSTRUCTION,

BUILT TO BE EASILY ADJUSTED SHOULb SIGNIFICANT DISPLACEMENT OCCUR, LOCATED

ON TNE MORE STABLE SOIL WILL BE 8 POST TENSIONED SLAB-ON-GRADE COURTS.



-i

Testimony for the Proposed Tennis Park;
* Ë Wailupe, Oahu, Hawaii.
I--

4 GMDIE MAIENCE
THE FULL USE OF ALL FACILITIES AND TE SUCCESSFUL FUNCTIONING OF THE

IL
TENNIS PARK IS DEPENDENT UPON THE CONTINUING AND ACTIVE MAINTENANCE OF ALL ASPECTS

OF BE CLUB. IN ADDITION TO THE USUAL MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS, THE PROGRAM

PROPOSED FOR THE TENNIS PARK INCLUDES THE ON-GOING PARTICIPATION OF PROFESSIONAL

ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS. IT WILL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF REGISTERED SOILS

AND STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS TO MAKE PERIODIC INSPECTIONS OF TE SITE AND DIRECT

THE ADJUSTMENT OF THE TENNIS COURTS AS REQUIRED,

DUES WILL BE CHARGED TO MEMBERS, IN ADDITION TO AN INITIATION FEE,

FOR THE USE OF THE FACILITIES. THESE WILL INCLUDE ALL COSTS NECESSARY FOR CLUB

MAINTENANCE, MAINTENANCE WILL BE ASSURED BY THE PROJECTS' DEVELOPERS, WHO

INTEND. TO BE THE PERMANENT OWNERS AND OPERATORSOF THE TENNIS CLUB.



Testimony for the Proposed Tennis Park;
Wailupe, Oahu, Hawaii.

5, CONCLUSION

THE PROPOSED PROJECT SHOULD BE RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL AS HAVING MET

ALL PROVISIONS OF THE COMPREHENSIVEZONING CODE AND THE TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS

OF DPWAND DOTS, IN GREATER DETAIL:

A. ALL FACETS OF THIS PROJECT HAVE BEEN STUDIED AND DESIGNED

TO MEET SPECIFIC SITE REQUIRENENTS, EVEN THE RAINFALL HAS BEEN CONSIDERED,

UPPER AINA HAINA ESTIMATED ANNUAL RAINFALL OF 42"A8" COMPARES FAVORABLY WITH

THE 56" PER YEAR THAT FALLS IN THE AREA OF THE KAILUA RACQUET CLUB. ALL WORK

HAS BEEN COMPLETED BY SOME OF HAWAII'S MOST EXPERIENCED ARCHITECTURAL AND

ENGINEERING PROFESSIONALS AND HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND.APPROVED BY PROFESSIONAL

PUBLIC ENGINEERS.

B HIND IUKA DRIVE HAS BEEN REPAIRED TO A $6' ROADRAY WIDTH,

THIS IS FORE THAN SUFFICIENT TO CARRY PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC WHICH IS NEVER EXPECTED

TO EXCEED 50%OF THE CAPACITY OF 111E HIND IUKA/EAST HIND INTERSECTION,

FURTHERr IF APPROVED AND BUILT, TRAFFIC VOLUMES WILL BE "FROZEN" AS THIS PROJECT

REPRESENTS THE LAST DEVELOPABLE l.AND IN THE VALLEY.

C, EXISTING SOILS HAVE BEEN PROVEN TO BE CAPABLE OF SUPPORTING

THE DEVELOPMENTWITHOUT AFFECTING NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES. AGAIN, APPROVAL

HAS BEEN RECEIVED FROM DP/Í,

THE RECOFMENDATIONPRESENTED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF l.AND UTILIZATION IS

BASED ON THEIR CONCERNS FOR THE TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF SOILS, STREET ACCESS AND

TRAFFIC, NO OTNER CONCERNS HAVE BEEN EXPRESSED BY THE DEPARTMENT THROUGHOLIT

OUR ASSOCIATION WITH EEM ON THIS PROJECT. AS ÏHESE HAVE ALL BEEN ANSWEED TO THE

SATISFACTION OF EACH RESPONSIBLE TECHNICAL AGENCY WITHIN 1EE CITY, THERE CAN BE

NO DOUBT 111AT THE PROJECT SHOULD BE RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL,
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Consultants in the Applied Earth Sciences

File No. R-0034-H1
23 April 1975 . .

Department of Public Works
City and County of Honolulu
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Attention: Mr. Kazu Hayashida
Director and Chief Engineer

Sub ect: Aina Haina Tennis Park
Aina Haina, Oahu, Hawaii .
Tax Map Key: 3-6-04:1

3-6-24:1
SUBMISSION OF REQUESTED SOILS DATA

Gentlemen:

Transmitted herewith is the data requested by your Department
in your letter of March 14, 1975 and during our meeting on

.7 April 1975 to substantiate the information contained in our
letter dated 12 February 1975 to Haines., Jones, Farrell, White
and Gima. In our letter of 12 Februa y 1995 we stated our
belief that the proposed grading profile on this site, neces-
sary to construct the Tennis Park under present design con-
cepts, should have no adverse· effect on adjacent properties.

The results of our Soils and Geophysical Investigation to
date indicate this belief for the following reasons:

1. The general movement of native soils on the
site is from the Ewa and Koko Head sides of
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File No. R-0034-H1
23 April 1975 .

the valley downward to the center of the
valley (i.e. toward the stream).

2. Movement from mauka to makai in the valley

is essentially non-existent with the excep-
tion of a few small isolated areas.

3. Our information indicates that the geophysi-
cal limits of large masses of earth that have

a potential for movement lie within the pro- -

perty boundaries of the site, rather than ex-
tend into adjacent properties, with minor -

exceptions.

4. In our investigation to date, we were unable
to detect any direct-connection between a

major potential slide mass within the limits

of the site and presently existing movements

south of the project.

.5. The locations of facilities and amounts of
increased soil loading from the placement of
fill required in the present development con-

cept for the Tennis Park, are such that no

significant additional subsurface soil stress-

es will be realized on adjacent properties.

31
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i We are aware of soils performance in past years in the Aina -

h

ral

r

eacndc

1 a ts

anSI

e c o a

eav ble

formation into our preliminary soils evaluation.

As ou are aware althou h a substantial amount of field ex-
I y , g

ploration, and engineering analysis on this project has been

accomplished to date, no formal Soils Investigation ReportI
has yet been prepared. Prior to the submission of our final

Soils Investigation Report, additional field, laboratory, and

engineering work will be accomplished. This is particularly .
¯

g
true in relation to the clubhouse complex itself. However, i g=

the work performed by our firm to date has been sufficient

to develop appropriate engineering parameters for the plan-

ning and preliminary design phases of the project. We do

anticipate that revisions of these parameters will be effect-

ed as a. result of information developed during subsequent

work.

At our meeting on 7 April 1975, members of the City and County

of Honolulu, Department of Public Works, requested that, in

particular, data be furnished by our firm relating to the

following:

1. The eneral direction of movement of the soil.

2. The directional component of movement in the
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mauka (north) to makai (south) direction.

3. Definitions of the limits of moving masses.

4. An estimate of the rate of creep of the soils.

To comply with requests 1, 2, and 3 above, we are herein

transmitting the following items:

I
--

1. An unmarked pair of aerial infra-red stereo

photographs of the general area of the site

flown by the R. M. Towill Corporation.

2. Xerox print of an aerial photograph de-

lineating approximate limits of areas of
movement or potential movement.

3. A site plan showing the locations of test

.
borings, geophysical seismic profile lines,

and cross-sections.

4. Logs of Test Borings.

5. Geophysical seismic profile time-distance

curves .

6. A plan showing the approximate thickness of

slide mass (isonhachs) .

7. A plan showing a structure contour map.
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. 8. -A site plan showing the approximane limits .

of potential slide and creep areas.

¯_ 9. Downslope and downvalley cross-sections.

- 10. Selected stress distribution patterns illus-

tratin the a roximate transmission of soil

stress resultin from the lacement of fill.

I 8 P

11. Tables showing extracts of pertinent labora-

tory test data.

The stabilities of the slopes on the site were calculated

utilizing the following parameters:

1. A total unit weight of soil equal to 112

pounds per cubic foot.

. 2. A frictional resistance to sliding of 0.194

was utilized to evaluate slo e stability.P

(additionally, frictional resistance was
¯¯

checked using the factor of 0.141}.

3. The cohesion of the native soils was assumed -

to be e ual to O .s.f.

4. The assumption was made that no seepage forces
were present.

5. All cross-sections were developed utilizing
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presently available topography and geophysi-

ca1 data.

. With regard to the request for an estimate of the rate of creep

that will occur, we stated at the meeting on 7 April 1975 that

-- under no condition can the rate of creep be predicted with any

degree of accuracy .by our firm or others. Variations in soil

I composition, slope, thickness of materials, introduced mois-

ture, and vegetation have direct effects on the rate of creep.

Further, the rate of creep at a particular location will vary

with depth. . ¯¯

We believe that the rate of creep in soils such as those en-

countered in this site may be in the order of 1/4 to 1/2 inch -

per year on natural slopes of 11 to 14 degrees. This rate

would likely be encountered as an average over an extended

time period, but would vary within the time period as a func-

tion of the items described in the previous paragraph.

In a meeting held with representatives of your organization,

and the project consultants , on 27 Jant.iary 1975, it was deter-

mined that two primary considerations were pertinent. One

involved the effect of the proposed Tennis Park development
IIR

on adjacent properties, and the second was related to what

effect the proposed construction would have on the facilities

of the proposed Tennis Park themselves .

3 5
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In our letter dated 12 February 1975 to Haines, Jones, Farrell,

White and Gima, we stated that we believed the presently pro- -

posed location of facilities was such that only insignificant I
. soil stresses would be transmitted to the adjacent properties.

The information enclosed herein will, we believe, substantiate

- this to your satisfaction. Further, the attached information

should also illustrate that the proposed final grades for the

Tennis Park complex do not change the existing stability

- conditions within the site to any significant degree.

While seepage forces were not included in our calculations,

these forces would affect the site as it exists now, as they

would also affect the proposed graded condition. Therefore,

their effect has not been included. It is our intent to re-

commend in our final Soils Investigation Report, measures that '

will minimize potential seepage forces .

We have -previously stated that additional field, laboratory,

and engineering work will be required in the clubhouse com-

plex proper prior to the completion of our final Soils Inves -

tigation Report. It should be noted, however, that we have

recommended to the project consultants .that the foundations

for this complex extend into a firm bearing material below

any possible slip plane, and that they be constructed with

sufficient reinforcement to withstand anticipated lateral

forces. Under these conditions, the clubhouse complex should

38
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transmit no soil stresses to adjacent properties.

Should you have any questions relative to the information

developed by our firm during this project, please contact us

at your convenience. We sincerely hope that the information

. transmitted herewith is sufficient to satisfy your needs .

Very truly yours, n. /Ç
GJ HAWAII, LTD' REGISTERED

RoggsstONAL
ENGINEER -

No.3144

William M. McMorrow, P.E.
President

WMM: ln

Copies: 1 to Department of Public Works (Attn: K. Hayashida)
1 to Haines, Jones, Farrell, White and Gima

(Attn: D. Miller)
.1 to Holiday Mart, Inc. (Attn: E. Yee)

.1 to William Hee 4 Associates (Attn: W. Hee)



City and County of Honolulu:
21 January 1976

by the Aina Haina Community Association

The Aina Haina Community Amnociation appointed a committee to
invectigate the proposed Conditional Use Permit requested by the nochitecta
and ownera of an 8ô acre undoveloped area in upper Aina Haina for the -
conatrnotion of a private tonnia club. The cðmmittee has studied the
proposal in conalderable detail and has come to the conclusion that the
request should be denied. At coveral public h.earinga, teotimony detailing
the objections to the proposed development viere given and this testimony
remaina part of the record.

Viithout imposing upon the time of this Commission by repeating the
considorable testimony of this case,attention in called to major points
raised by the community and briefly aummarized in the memorandum addressed -

to the Planning Commicolon by the Department of Land Utilization and signed
- by George S. Moriguchi dated 19 December 1975.

Summary
1. Th.e proposal does not benefit the community.
2. It is not compatible with the community,
3. Th.e area has severe problems of soil.creep, flooding and drainage.
4. Eind Iuka Drive is in poor condition and inadequate ao access to

the tennis facility. The City is presently spending substantial
sums of money in an effort to stabilize soils in the area to pre-
vent further movement.

5. The proposalis feasibility is questioned in light of apparent
difficulties of another nearby tennis facility (MacArthur).

6. Traffic congestion would increase. Eazards to children attending
nearby schools and churches would increase.

.. 7. The heavy rainfall in the upper valley areas as well as winds
. Pender the site unuaable for an outdoor tennis parke

While not included in the Moriguchi memorandum, it was brought out
at the hearing of 25 September,1975 that the owners plan tò sell shares
in the proposed tennis club to the public and thus divest themselves of
further interest in the project. Should this divestment take place and the
c1dh subsequently find it impossible or impracticable to carry on, the
neighborhood would be lef t vrlth an attractive nuisance on its hands. It 10

the opinion of the Aina Haina Community Association that should this -

situation come to pas s , the 01ty and County would be impor tuned to take
over the facility at considerable further expense to the taxpayers.

This memorandum of the Department of Land Utilization,after detailed
consideration of the project has recomnended that the request to carry it
out be denied, and fur ther , that consider ation be given to changing the
General P1«a designation of the area from residential to oþen space and
preservation.

r

The Aina Raina Community Association concurs in the ábove recommend-
ation.

Norma Carr
President

Th.omas J. Wolla
Tennia Committee

38



(Letter from Representative Donna Ikeda)

To Whom It May Concern:

The Aina Haina district is one of the few remaining areas on

Oahu where a "Country - Like" atomosphere still exists. It is a

relatively small community made up of elderly citizens with set

life styles. The proposed Aina Haina Tennis Club would not only

put a "crunch" on the life styles of these people but more

significantly itwould create traffic problems·which the current

area could not possibly handle without a complete revamping of

existing streets and highway on-ramps . To add to this problem, the

erection of such a club could seriously affect the soil stabalization

of many of the houses in the area. This stiuation known as

"creeping" is a dangerous one and the proposed club site would ¯

only accelerate the problem. For those people living near such a

site, tennis whether one liked it or not could prove to be a

nuisance, considering that the courts and glaring lights will be

open from 7:00 A.M. to 11:00 PM all week. Finally, decreased

property values though not likely at the moment would undoubtedly

be a reality if such a project was initiated.



I
i

Page 2

Perhaps the only advantage of such a club would be its

obvious proximity to the community. But with its s ingle

membership cost of $3,000.00 ($3,500.00 for family membership), i -

the average Aina Haina resident might find it prohibitive.

Because of these and possibly other disadvantages of such a

club, I Donna Ikeda Representative of the Seventh District do

hereby oppose this project.

----
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i windiest part of the valley, meteorologically undesir-
able for good tennis.

I (d) Composition of the soil in the upper valley
leads to "soil creep," a condition which can severely

I complicate the engineering and construction problems
involved in laying foundations for the structural
elements of courts, supporting buildings, and parking
facility. The further back in the valley, the worse

i becomes the "soil creep" factor. . .

For these reasons I strongly recommend against -

I the approval of this application.

Sincerely,

STEVE COBB
Re resentativei P



January 21st, 1976 y gli

i - am.II - -.

MEMORANDUM

TO• THE PLARNING COMMISSION

FROM: Sylvia Whitehead Sumida, Vice-Chairman

SUBJECT: Decision ré~P.A.C.lL
Testimony at the January 7th Public Hearing

Although I have no objection to the reopening of discussion on this matter,
I want to state clearly for the record the context in which the original ruling
was made and the reasons for the ruling.I The matter before the Commission was a public hearing on proposed Bill 141
for an ordinance to establish "Historic, Cultural, and Scenic District 44, the

i Chinatown Distriot." This hearing was conducted in accordance with the
Commission's responsibility to recommend aoproval or disaporoval of the proposed
bill.

I --

It should be noted that the Chinatown area was designated a National His-toric District in 1973. However, prior to this designation, the area was
slated for redevelopment under the general neighborhood renewal program, and
the Smith-Beretania and Pauahi projects had been approved. Therefore, egy

- action by the Planning Commission on the proposed bill would have no effect
upon the two projects, both of which are already underway.

The purpose of the proposed bill is twofold:
1. the bill is a orecondition to the release of federal funds for the Panahi

project, and
2. the bill seeks to preserve certain characteristics of the Chinatown area

and to ensure the compatability of proposed plans for the renewal and re-
vitalization of the Chinatown area. --

By classifying the Smith-Beretania and Pauahi projects "non-significant",
the bill intends to "grandfather" these two projects. However, the "non-
significant" designation is a technical designation for legal purposes; ob-
viously, both projects are "significant" in the popular sense of the word.

Because these two projects had previously been approved and are now under-
way, and because the proposed bill seeks only to "grandfather" these two
projects, it was felt that testimony concerned primarilymäth eviction processes
was not directly relevant to the matter before the Commission at its January 7th
hearing. The evictions, which are being protested by organizations such as
P.A.C.E., are the result of a previous decision by the City Council to under-
take the Smith-Beretania and Pauahi projects as part of the general neighbor-
hood renewal project for the Chinatown area. The Planning Commission at this
point has no power to alter that previous decision.

Therefore, the Chair concluded that the testimony proposed to be given by
the representatives of P.A.C.E. was not directly related to the matter before
the Commission. It was for this reason and for this reason only, that the Chair
did not accept the 10].testimony offered by the P.A.C.E. representatives.



I Contrary to the quato included in the letter of oratest from the " 4. C. E.
representatives that Mr Miner was informed by the Chair that the Planning
Commission was not the proper forum for his concern, the Chair actually told
Mr. Miner (and I quote from the tape recording of the proceedings), "I don't
think this is the right forum for your concerns about ovietions...
In addition, the Chair sugrested that. tha . 4.. C. D. representatives direct their

i concerns to those forums which have the responsibility for the Smith-Beretania
and Pauahi projects.

In order to ensure that no relevant testimony would be inadvertently ex-I cluded, the Chair specifically asked the P.A.C.E. representatives if they
wished to testify on specific aspects of the proposed bill -- other than the
matter of evictions. Mr. Makuakane indicated that the thrust of his testimony,i like Mr. Miner's. centered upon the matter of evictions. However. Mr. Maknakane
requested leave of the Chair to read a general position statement, which the
Chair was pleased to permit. (Again, to quote from the tape recording of the

i proceedings:)

Mr. Nakuakane: Mine is almost in like with Charles Miner, my testimony that
I have before me. I dii

The Chair: Does your testimony relate to the specifies within the ordinance?

Mr. Makuakane: It's not necessarily a duplicate of what Charles A3iner has
been talking about, but it's in line with that.

The Chair: As I told Mr. Einer, the Planning Commission can hear what you
have to say, but we really have no power to deal with the concerns
that you have. And I would suggest that, to maximize the use of
your energy and time and cares, that you...address your concerns
to the proper forum, to the place where it can do the most good
for you in achieving your goals. So, although we would like to
accommodate you, in the interest of the time that we are going
to devote to consideration of this ordinance, I will have to
consider the testimony...not in order at this time.

45ElMr. Makuakane: Can I just read this position? I think it will be apart from a--
what has been discussed -

-

The Chair: Yes the Chair will allow it.
Whereuvon, after stating his name, address and affiliation, Mr. Makuakane read
three P.A.C.E. recommendations from the testimony.

I have herein set down the context and.rationale for the ruling on the
P.A.C.E. testimony of January 7th and will concur.with whatever decision the
Planning Commission makes regarding the reopening of the Public Hearing on
Bill 141,

il



People Against Chinatown Evictipn
P.O. Box 27448 c
Honolulu, Hawaii 96827 e -

January 12, 1976 c>

Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Planning Commission GliË
Honolulu NLoicipal Building co

Honolulu, :Hawaii 96813

Mr. Kamiya,

Our organization, People Against Chinatown Eviction (PAŒ) ,

petitions that the Planning Cormission reopen the public hearing for
Bill #141.

On January 7, 1976, our organization was prepared to present
two testimonies directly regarding Bill #141, which was scheduled on
the agenda. One of ourmembers, Mr. Charles Miner, Jr. was called
to present his testimony. However, just after opening his testimony,
Mr. Miner was informed by Vice-Chairperson Sylvia Sumida that "your
concern is very much appreciated but this is not the proper forum."
Mr. Emile Makuakane also attempted to present testimony but was
similarly cut short.

Enclosed is a copy of the two testimonies which we were
prepared to present at the public hearing on January 7. Clearly,
these testimonies were addressed directly to Bill #141 and therefore
the Planning Commission public hearing was the proper forum at which
to present our testimonies.

It is clear to us then that we were denied our right to present
testimony without justifiable grounds. We therefore strongly protest
this denial of our constitutional right and demand that the public
hearing for Bill #141 be reopened so that we may present our
testimonies.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

Mr. Charles Miner, Jr. Member

Mr. Emile Makuakane, Member
4 5 steering co ittee -



January 7, 1976

i Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Planning Commission
Honolulu Municipal Buildingi Mr. Kamiya, members of the commission, I am Charles Miner, Jr. and I have
come to speak on behalf of P.A.C.E., People Against Chinatown Eviction. I

i am presently living in the Pauahi Project area where I have resided for
47 years. I, along with 187 other individuals, 21 families, and numberous
small business people will be directly affected by Bill #141 if it is allowed

I to become a City ordinance in its present form.

The general intent of Bill #141 is commendable. We strongly support the
objectives which seek to preserve the Chinatown Historic District. We arei particularly concerned about the objectives which seek to preserve unique
lifestyle and ethnic atmospher, meet the needs of the present population,
and promote higher standards of health, safety and welfare of the residents.

I wish to speak to the special designations in the bill of the Pauahi Urban
Renewal Project and the Smith-Beretania Housing Project as non-significant
projects. The bill clearly defines as non-significant, those projects which
entail only "exterior repair of structures or buildings which do not change
the character or visual appearance of a building. . . ." Present plans for
Precinct 1 and 2 will entail the complete demolition and massive redevelop-
ment of three city blocks. Fur-thermore, the present plans f-or the urban
renewal of Precinct 1 are in the process of evicting all the present residents,
small business people and workers. This is very significant to us.

We live and work in Chinatown because it is where we can find low-cost
housing a store£ronts which we can afford. Ninety-three percent of us
residents plus 57% of the small business people in the Pauahi Proj ect want
to remain in Chinatown. But the plans for the Pauahi Proj ect are kicking us
all out. We residents are losing our homes only to be forced to move to
other slums because of our limited incomes. The median gross monthly incame
of singles, the largest group in Chinatown, is only $229. The majority of
the small business people will be forced out of business and lose their
livelilloods. And the workers will lose their jobs.

Not only are we being evicted, but we are being evicted at least 3 to 4
years before the actual demolition of the buildings we are living and working
in. In several of the sound structures in the Pauahi Project, some 80 bachelor's
units stand vacant while we are experiencing a severe shortage of low-cost
housing in Hawaii. Furthermore, it has been admitted to us by Beatrice Ing,
administrator of the Department of Housing and Community Development's Site
Relocation Office, that the City has no adequate relocation plan as required
by the Department of Housing and Urban Development. So the present renewal
plans for the Pauahi Project is destroying our community's unique lifestyle
and ethnic atmosphere and demoting our stands of health, safety and welfare.
These are the adverse effects which the Memorandum of Agreement sought to
mitigate



The Smith.-Beretania Housing Project's primary goal is supposedly "tofulfill the h.ousing and social needs of the present Chinatown residents toprovide decent housing within their economic capabilities." Howeverthere are a total of 209 households being displaced from the Pauahi ProjectI alone but Smith-Beretania will make available only 120 low-cost units. Thisis clearly inadequate, particularly in view of the fact that many residentsin other parts of Chinatown are also facing eviction through code enforcement.
Furthermore, although evictees from the Pauahi Project are supposedly givenfirst priority to move into the Smith-Beretania Housing Project, the fact is,

- we are being evicted now, at least 3 to 4 years before the project will be¯ completed. Also, there areno guarantees that we will be able to afford to¯

move back. Although projected rentals will be fairly low, they are nonethe-less beyond the means of a large number of those being evicted fram thePauahi Project. The rental for studios are projected at $60 per month.However, more than 50% cannot afford to pay even that amount of rent accordingto the City's own survey conducted by Survey Marketing Service. TheDepartment of Housing and Community Development makes vague references toSection 8
_subsidies in an attempt to assure us of financial assistance. Butthere were only 228 subsidies allotted to the entire island of Oahu for whichanyone with an income of $12,000 per year was eligible to apply. TheDepartment of Housing and Community Development cannot give us any guaranteesthat we will be able to obtain the subsidies. Neither can they guarantee thatthe projected rentals will not be increased with the constant rise in thecost of construction.

Whose interest does the Smith-Beretania proj ect serve? Well, clearly the
900 parking stalls are clearly for the DIA and some 200 market rentalapartments are for the developer.

Even the basis for the selection of the developer for the Smith-Beretaniaproject is questionable. I personally sat on the Design Review AdvisoryCommittee which developed the design criteria for the project. The Committeerated the Headrick' s proposal as one of the worst of the five proposalssubmitted. Was Headricks selected because it submitted one of the worstproposals which did not meet the design criteria or because Headricks wasthe second largest contributor to Mayor Fasi's gubanatorial campaign?

Clearly, the present plans for the Pauahi Project and the Smith-BeretaniaHousing Project will create tremendous adverse effects upon the presentpopulation which the Memorandum of Agreement was executed to mitigate.
Furthermore, it will bring in massive construction to three of the fifteenblocks of the Chinatown Historic District which should instead be developed
as an .integral part of the entire Chinatown special design district.. Plansfor the Pauahi Project area are very vague and undefined as included in theBill #141.

In view of the fact that the present population and the Pauahi UrbanRenewal Project and the Smith-Beretania Housing Project are integral partsof the Chinatown Historic District and the Special Design District whichBill #141 seeks to preserve, P.A.C.E recommends the following:



I
1. The Pauahi Urban Renewal Project and the Smith-Beretaniai Housing Project, because the adverse social and structuralimpact which the Memorandum of Agreement, between the Departmentof Housing and Urban velopment and the City and County ofHonolulu, was executed to mitigate have not been adequately

addressed, should not be designated as non-significant.

I 2. The needs and welfare of the present residents, small business
people and workers of the Chinatown community be assured bydetailing within the content of the bill the provision of

I an adequate number of decent, safe and sanitary low-cost housingand storefronts so that the objective of Bill #141, "to meet the
needs of the present population," will be fulfilled.

3. PAŒ should have full participation in the planning of theredevelopment of Chinatown as an integral whole.
Thank you.

Charles Miner, Jr.
P e Against Evictio



January 7, 1976
¯¯

Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Planning Commission
Honolulu Municipal Building

Mr. Kamiya, members of the commission, I am Emile Makuakane, a resident of
Chinatown residing at 1133 Maunakea St. Today, I am speaking on behalf of P.A.C.E.,
People Against Chinatown Eviction. P.A.C.E. was recently formed to protect theinterests of the residents, small business people, and workers of the Chinatown
community.

Chinatown is a living community. This is a fact that very few people are awareof. There are people there - living, working, doing business. There are 1, 500 of
us who call Chinatown hame plus hundreds of small business people and workers. Thegreat majority of us want to stay in Chinatown - 92% of the residents and more thanhalf of the small businesses. We are the most important factor which creates the
unique lifestyle and ethnic atmosphere of Chinatown which Bill #141 wants to pre-
serve. Yet we are the very people who have been forgotten in the plans for the
redevelopment of Chinatown. The focus of Bill #141, the Chinatown Historic
Preservation Plan, the DHCD's renewal plan, the Downtown Improvement Association's
Chinatown plans, and those of the Oahu Development Conference are variously
concerned about preserving historic buildings, building more parking lots, expen-sive condominiums and more office space. But what about us, the people of China-
town.

No, we are not completely forgotten. We are to re relocated - a nice way of
saying that we are being kicked out to make room for a whole new class of people,richer and "more desirable." Sure the City says they will give us first priority
to move back. But this brings up two questions in our minds. One, where do we
go in the mean time? We live and work in Chinatown because it is what we canafford. Many of us residents live on fixed incomes. The gross monthly incomefor singles, the largest group in Chinatown, is only $229 a month. We have fewalternatives as to where we can move to.

Our second question is whether we will really be able to move back to China-
town after it has been redeveloped. Redevelopment will result in higher rents.
Fifty per cent of the households in Chinatown pay loss than $56 a month for rent
and cannot afford to pay any more. But the only low-cost housing planned for
Chinatown, the Smith-Beretania Housing Project, will provide only 120 units
when 657 such units are required to meet the needs of the present residents.
There are no plans for low-cost storefronts. Furthermore, projected rentals forthe low-cost units in the Smith-Beretania Housing project, contrary to the
testimony presented by the Downtown Improvement Association on December 17,
are beyond the means of the majority of the present residents. Therefore, the
"privilege" of having first priority to move back to Chinatown proves to be afarce from the beginning.

The redevelopment of Chinatown, if it follows present plans, will mean theeviction of the 1500 residents and hundreds of small business people and workers.
We are touched that the City expresses such concern that we are living in a slum.



However, if we are evicted, we will merely be forced to move to other slums.
Low-cost housing is all we are able to afford and they are rarely safe,

i decent, and sanitary. So if the City was truly concerned about us , why
weren't the building codes diligently enforced to ensure that landlords j gmaintained their buildings in safe condition? If the City was genuinely 17 55

i concerned, why didn' t it develop a plan to insure those of us affected -

-

by redevelopment safe, decent, sanitary housing we can afford? The City
anticipated massive redevelopment of Chinatown over eight years ago.

I Clearly, the redevelopment of Chinatown, as it is planned now, will -

not serve the interest of the present connunity. Whose interests does it
serve? DIA will get its 900 parking stalls in the Smith-Beretania Housing ¯-

I Project. Large business concerns in general will profit from the con- * ¯·¯E
struction of office space and expensive condominiums. This is a gross

,
i M

misplacement of priorities and a gross injustice to the present population. ¯¯g

The redevelopment plans for Chinatown, by evicting the present
comnunity, will bring about the destruction of the very qualities which
they seek to capitalize upon. No more unique lifestyle, no more èthnic
atmosphere. Just a hollow shell with a few old buildings .sandwhiched.

between new concrete monstrosities which will be as appealing and pro-
fitable as the Cultural Plaza.

In view of the fact that the present population is an integral part -

of the Chinatown Historic District and the Special Design District which
Bill #141 seeks to .preserve, PAŒ recommends:

1. The Pauahi Urban Renewal Project and. the Smith-Beretania Housing
Project, because the adverse social and structural impact which
the Memorandum of Agreement, between the Department of Housing
and Urban Development and the City and County of Honolulu, was
executed to mitigate have not been adequately addressed, should
not be designated as non-significant.

2. The needs and welfare of the present residents, small business
people and workers of the Chinatown community be assured by
detailing within the content of the bill the provision of an
adequate number of decent,safe and sanitary low-cost housing
and storefronts so that the objective of Bill #141 "...to
meet the needs of the present population. . .," will be fulfilled

3. PAŒ should have full participation in the planning f the
redevelopment of Chinatown as an integral whole.

Thank you.

Emile Makuakane, Member
PACE Steering Committee



II
Meeting of the Planning Commission

FebruMi1utes1976

.. The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, February 4, 1976i at 1:45 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided,

i PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Sylvia Sumida, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Yuklin Kunai Ned Wiederholt ME

ABSENT: Donald Hosaka

i Charles Izumoto
Harriet Wikum

i STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer -

Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning

Department of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Jack Gilliam, Staff Planner
Roger Harris, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The Minutes of January 7 and January 21,
1976 were approved, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mrs. Sumida and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a !!
BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE TO bill initiated by the City Council for --

AMEND SECTIONS 21-280 4 an ordinance to amend Sections 21 280 and
21461, R. 0 1969, AS 21 561, R. 0. 1969, as amended, relating
AMENDED, RELATING TO to cluster deVelopments.
CLUSTER DEVELOPMENTS
COUNCIL INITIATED Publication was made in the Sunday Star
BILL NO. 1 Bulletin/Advertiser on January 25, 1976
(FILE #76/LSR/CZC 1) No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planer Jack Gilliam presented the Director's report recomménding --

approval of the proposed bill. The intent of t·he proposed bill i to:

1. Require Council's approval of the cluster applications by Resolution

2. Clarify the text of the CZC to permit development af both cluster
subdivision and cluster condominium Æevelopments at the same densîty --

as is permitted for subdivision but with a great flexibility; and

3. Requne a t ime limit of 60 days for processing- of applications by
th.e Department of Land Utilization before they ate forwarded to
the City Council for coniidaritión.



There were no questions of staff regarding the Director's report.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. Wende11 Brooks, Jr., President and General Manager, Mililani
Town Inc. (Presented testimony dated Feb. 3, 1976, copy attached)
Questioned by the Commission, Mr. Brooks stated that the proposedordinance provides cost savings in the following ways:

1. Time - They would support any program which gives a precise workschedule. It is the unknowns of time and costs related thereto
that developers bear and must recover in the ultimate cost of
units which are passed on to the public. Cluster development isnot subject to the public review process which requires addi-
tional time.

2. Land development - Leaving slope areas, which account for major
construction costs, in open space and clustering units on levelareas reduces site development costs. The proposed ordinance
has the effect of responding to the present housing market whichtends toward single-family dwellings rather than townhouse units. TT

3. Reduction of standards on street facilities. This does not mean Rigcheaper street facîlities. Some residential areas with curbingsalone (rather than sidewalks and curbings) are quite attractive.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

Mr. Charles P. Goldsmith, interested citizen, stated that developmentshould be channelized. Cluster development is costly and results inhi her taxes for increased sewer and trans ortation facilities.I E P

The public.hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded byMrs. Sumida and carried.

The Commission deferred action on the matter to March 3, 1976 forreview of Bill No. 1, Draft 1, which it received at the meeting today.
PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
ZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-4
R-4 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to B-2 Community Business
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS District on approximately 3.781 acres of
DISTRICT land in Waiau, Tax Map Key: 9-8-13: 14. ggWA I AU ii-
STATE OF HAWAII Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
DEPT. OF LAND AND Bulletin/Advertiser on January 25, 1976.
NATURAL RESOURCES No letters of protest were received.
AGENT: JAULA, INC.
(FILE 75/Z-24 RH) Staff Planner Roger Harries presented

the Director's report recommending
approvat of the reguest subject to the



I unilateral agreement (attached to the report) assuring provision of n
adequate sewage connection and treatment services at the expanded
Pearl City Sowage Treatment Plant.

QUESTIONS OF STAFF

Discussion followed regarding timing and completion of the environ- pmental impact statement, and intended use of the property as to g
'

M what is actually being proposed. Concerning the EIS statement, i -

staff indicated that timing of the EIS will be resolved between the
two state agencies--the Department of Land and Natural Resources
and the Office of Environmental Quality Control. DLNR has indicated
that the EIS assessment is not imminent at this time and will be
completed prior to release of the property for development.

I TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. George Houghtailing, representing Jala, Inc., stated that
the state is seeking the proposed zoning which is the highest
and best use for the property. Bids by developers will be
based upon that highest and best use.

TESTIMONY AGAINST ¯Zib

None

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by gŠ
Mrs. Sumida and carried. if
ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation U§

and recommended approval of the request subject to the
unilateral agreement (attached to the Director's report) gi
assuring provision of adequate sewage connection and treat- =E
ment services at the expanded Pearl City Sewage Treatment
Plant, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mrs. Kuna and
carried.

AYES - Choy, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Rosaka, Izumoto, Wikum

UNFINSIHED BUSINESS The public hearing held January 21, 19T6
PUBLIC HEARING was kept open and deferred for:
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
(TENNIS PARK FACILITY) 1. Advice from Corporation Counsel
AINA HAINA regarding possible legal implica
HAINES, JONES, FARRELL, tions against the city should further
WHITE, GIMA, damage occur;
ARCHITECTS, LTD.
(FILE #74/CUP-3T LC) 2. A visit to the site by the Planning

Commission;



M 3. A representative from Mr. Hayashida's offico, and the project
soils engineer to be present at the site;

4. Conditions to be drawn up should the Planning Commission
- recommend approval.

I Public testimony was continued.
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT ---

1. Mr. David A. Miller, Architect (Submitted additional testimony,
- g undated, copy attached) Mi

2. Mr. Wendell Kwan, Kalani High School Tennis Coach
3. Mr. John McClellan, Tennis Player
4. Dr. Philip Lee, co-owner and co-developer

i 5. Mr. Richard Fewell, Soils Engineer, GJ Hawaii, Ltd.

Need for the facility was again brought up Mr. Wendell Kwan,
Kalani High School Tennis Coach. They presently pay to use
the facilities at the Hawaii Kai Recreation Center. Some
matches are held on weekends due to the shortage of courts.
Dr. Philip Lee stated that he would be willing to allow tennis
teams of schools in the area to use their facilities during
off hours for practice and matches.

TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Mr. Roy Yoshimura, Member, Aina Haina Community Association
2. Mrs. Norma Carr, President, Aina Haina Community Association
3. Marjorie M. Higa, Member, Aina Haina Community Association

The same objections regarding soil conditions, traffic, noise,
incompatibility of the proposal with the community, and high
membership fees were mentioned.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mrs . Kuna and carried.

MOTION: Mrs. Sumida moved, seconded by Dr. Choy that the_requ st
request be approved, subject to Corporation Council's
approval of the 18 conditions imposed by the Planning
Commission, and subject further to legal and liability
questions being resolved at the. Council level.

Discussion followed.

The Executive Secretary indicated that the 18 conditions
developed for consideration of the Commission, in the event 25
that a favorable decision is made, are preliminary and
still under review by Corporation Counsel. Because of the
legal complexities of the liability question, Corporation
Counsel has requested a deferral of three weeks to render
an o inion.

The motion failed to carry.



¯

M AYES - Choy, Sumida, Wiederholt
NAYES - Kuna
ABSTAINED - Kamiya
ABSENT - Hosaka, Izumoto, Wikum

-' The matter was deferred to March 3, 1976 for further study by
Corporation Counsel. The Commission also requested that CorporationCounsel cons:Lder whether the developer's offer to allow tennis
teams to use the facilities during off hours could be included as
a condition or through a unilateral agreement.

- ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m.

Re pectfully submitted,

i
Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter



Mililani Town Inc

130 Merchant Street
PO Box 2780
HonoluluHawali 96803
Telephone (808) 548.4811

February 3, 1976

Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu
629 Pohukaina Street
Honolulu, Hi. 96813

Attention: Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman
--

Gentlemen:
--,-

¯¶

My name is Wendell Brooks, Jr., General Manager of Mililani
Town and I am here to sneak in favor of the nronosed billfor an Ordinance to amend Sections 21-280 and 21-561 of theComprehensive Zoning Code relating to cluster developments.
The bill proposes to expand the residential districts inwhich clusters are permitted by including the R-7 residential
district and incorporating the use of duplex dwellings within -the R-4 through R-7 residential districts. These actions,together with changes proposed in bill Number 140, draft No. 2,which is currently before the Council, will have a favorableimpact on the cost of housing in Hawaii.

Further the ro osed bill ermits better land utilization bprovidiËga highper
degree

opf
flexibility for both cluster suby-

divisions and cluster condominium developments without compro-mising the density which otherwise would have been allowedunder a standard subdivision. There are many situations wherethis approach to development will result in substantial savingsin site development costs which should reflect a reduction ofthe price of the end product.

One of the specific advantages of the proposed bill is theprovision for alternative methods of ownership for common
open space including streets . The bill provides that these
may be developed according to City and County standards fordedication or owned and maintained privately by either the

--

Homeowners ' Association or by the developer of the tract.



-2- Mimani Town Inc -

The latter two alternatives again provide for significant
cost reductions through the elimination of certain County
standards without compromising the quality of construction
or design.

Bill 1 specifically provides for a checklist of the items
which developers are required to submit to the Director of
Land Utilization when processing a cluster project. This
clarification greatly simplifies the pre-application efforts
of the developer and provides the Department of Land Utiliza-tion with the detailed information which it requires for processing
the application expeditiously.

From a developer's point of view, one of the most significant
additions to the cluster ordinance is the time constraints
placed upon the Department of Land Utilization for processing
the application. Today, more than ever, time is money for the
developer, in that, as a result of inflation over the last seve-ral years, the holding costs for a project have become extremely
burdensome. Interest, real property tax, insurance and general
overhead must be recovered in the project sales price. The in-
clusion of reasonable time constraints will tend to minimize
this problem. It should be noted that in the case of contro-
versial or particularly difficult applications needing more
extensive study, a vehicle for extending the time limit does
exist.

In conclusion, the proposed bill improves the cluster ordinance
substantially and I believe will have a beneficial impact on the cost
of housing on Oahu. I would, therefore, encourage your favorable
recommendation to the City Council.

Wendell Brooks, Jr.
President and General Manager

WBJ:cau



Testimony for the Proposed Tennis Park; -

Wailupe,Oahu, Hawaii.

. CHAIRMAN, COMMISSIONERS, AS A RESULT OF YOUR PREVIOUS PUBLIC HEARING

AND SITE VISIT, I WOULD NOW LIlŒ TO PRESENT ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONCERNINGTHE

FOLLOWING FOUR POINTS.

1. FEMBERSHIPSTRUCTURE

THERE WILL BE A DIVERSIFIED RANGE OF MEMBERSHIPS AND USE ARRANGEMENTSAVAILABLE

AT THE ÃINA ÑAINA TENNIs PARK, THE PROPOSED MEMBERSHIP FEE SCHEDULE OF INITIATION

AND MONTHLY DUES I S AS FOLLOWS: .

MEMBERSHIEL'PE INITIATION füffHLYDUES

SINGLE 1,950.00 5
COUPLE 200,00 32
FAMILY 2'500,00 35

THIS IS BASED ON OUR CONSTRUCTION COSTS. IN EACH CASE, ONLY $500 DOWN

WILL BE REQUIRED TO BECOME A REGULAR FULL-TIME MEMBER, lHIS IS COMPARABLE TO

THE SAILUA AND ÛAHU RACQUET CLUBS,

AS AN EXAMPLE, THE OAHu RACQUET CLUB WILL HAVE A STANDARD ENTRANCE FEE

OF $2,000 FOR A SINGLE MEMBERSHIP AND $,00ÛFOR A FAMILY. THE INITIATION FEE

FOR THE PROPOSED ÃINA AINA CLUB WILL BE $1,950 AND $2,500 RESPECTIVELY• MONTHLY

MEMBERSHIP DUES FOR THE OAHU RACQUET CLUB WILL BE $50 SINGLE AND $65 FAMILY.

THE AINA ÑAINA TENNIS CLUB IS BEING PROGRAMMED TO REACH OUT TO INVOLVE

BROAD-BASED COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION, TENTATIVE ARRANGEMENTSHAVE BEEN MADE WITH

THE ÍÛ\LANI TENNIS TEAM FOR THE USE OF THE PARK IN SLACK PERIODS. IN ADDITION, -¯

THE CLUB WILL HAVE A SEMI-PRIVATE NATURE WHEREBY NON-MEMBERSWILL BE ABLE TO USE

THE FACILITIES DURING OFF-HOURS.

PAGE OF



g Testimonyfor the Proposed Tennis Park;
Wailupe, Oahu, Hawaii.

THIS PROJECT WILL BE QUITE DIFFERENT IN ITS ATTRACTIVENESS TO THE ,

COMMUNITY THAN THE EARLIER PROPOSAL MAKAI OF KALANIANAOLE ÑIGHWAY, ÏT IS

- OUR UNDERSTANDING THAT THAT CLUB WAS TO BE VERY EXCLUSIVE, LIMITED TO ADULT

MALE MEMBERS BY INVITATION ONLY. WITH SUCH A RESTRICTED MEMBERSHIP, IT HAS

HAD DIFFICULTY ESTABLISHING AN ADEQUATE BASE FROM WHICH TO BEGIN CONSTRUCTION.

I I WOULD LIKE TO REITERATE THAT THE OWNERSHIP AND OPERATION OF ALL

CLUB FACILITIES WILL REST WITH THE APPLICANT, kŠT MEMBERS WILL BE AT l}\E

PARK TO PLAY TENNIS. Ñ¾1BERS CAN BE EXPECTED TO BE INTERESTED IN THE WELL-BEING

AND SECURITY OF THE AINA ÑAINA NEIGHBORHOODAFTER HAVING MADE A FINANCIAL

COMMITMENTTO THE CLUB.

2, OH1lRI10]ŒBEST IR1EIRSJKILITIES.

THERE CAN BE NO DOUBT THAT TENNIS HAS ENJOYED TREMENDOUSEXPANSION AND SUPPORT

BOTH LOCALLY AND NATIONALLY, LOCAL DESIRE TO PARTICIPATE HAS INCREASED RAPIDLY

DURING THE LAST FEW YEARS. ÑAWAII'S WEATHER ALSO CONTRIBUTES TO MAKING1NE SPORT

CONDUCIVE TO OUR REGION. INTEREST IS ALSO ATTESTED TO BY PACKED AUDIENCES AT

SUCH EVENTS AS THE ARTHUR ÃSHE - RAUL RAMIREZ TENNIS MATCH RECENTLY HELD HERE

IN ÑONOLULU.

WE STRONGLY FEEL THAT TENNIS HAS COME OF ÄGE AND IS HERE TO STAY IN

AWAII, LOCAL HIGH SCHOOLS SUCH AS KALANI ARE QUICKLY OlJfGROWING THEIR TENNIS

FACILITIES AS FORE AND MORE STUDENTS ARE ATTRACTED TO 31E SPORT. THE PROPOSED

40-COURT TENNIS FACILITY WILL HELP FILL THIS UNMET DEMAND.

IHIS DEMAND IS FURTHER SUPPORTEDBY THE FACT TÑAT THE CITY'S DEPARTMENT

OF PARKS AND RECREATION FEELS THIS PROPOSAL WILL HELP TO ALLEVIATE PRESSURES

ON EXISTING TENNIS FACILITIES

READFROMLETTER)
59
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Testimonyfor the Proposed Tennis Park;
Wailupe, Oahu, Hawaii.

3, CŒSTRUCTIONANDPHASING

DEVELOPMENT OF THE TENNIS PARK WILL INCLUDE CLEARING, GRADING, FILLING,

DRAINAGE AND COVERING WITH STRUCTURESAND PLANT MATERIALS. AS PREVIOUSLY

INDICATED, ALL STRUCTURESWILL BE BUILT IN ACCORD WITH REQUIRED BUILDING CODE

STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES. PURSUANTTO THE CITY'S GRADING ORDINANCE, THREE

I CONSTRUCTION STAGES CORRESPONDINGTO SUB-AREAS OF THE SITE HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED,

THESE SUB-AREAS ARE:

A. THE UPPER 19 TENNIS COURTS ON THE ROKO HEAD SIDE OF 3EE VALLEY.

B. THE LOWER SECTION OF 1EE SAME SIDE,

c. THE DIAR)ND ÑEAD SIDE OF THE PARK.

EACH PHASE WILL INCLUDE THE TASKS OF CLEARING) GRADING AND FILLING WHEN REQUIRED)

CONSTRUCTION) AND IMMEDIATE HYDRŒULCHING OF CLEARED AREAS. THIS PHASED

APPROACH WILL PREVENT EROSION.

GRADING IS A CRITICAL CONCERN, EFFECTING BOTH THE OVERALL DEVELOPMENT

COSTS AND IMPACT UPON THE ENVIRONMENT, WE HAVE CŒPLETED FURTHER CONCEPTUAL

GRADING STUDIEŠ TO DETERMINE THE AMOUNT OF NEEDED EXCAVATION AND TRANSPORTING OF

solL FROM THE SITE.

RAINAGE WILL BE HANDLED THROUGHTHE CONTROL AND USE OF SHEET FLŒ AND

PEN AND COVERED CULVERTS, ALL GRADED AREAS ILL BE QUICKLY HYDROMULCHED TO

MINIMIZE EROSION,

IHE DEVELOPMENT OF BOTH GRADING AND DRAINAGE DESIGNS HAS BEEN AND

WILL CONTINUE TO BE DEVELOPED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

AND THEIR REQUIREMENTS.

60
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Testimony for the Proposed Tennis Park;
Wailupe, Oahu, Hawaii.

4. \JflLIIIES

LIKE OTHER FACETS OF THIS PROJECT, OUR DESIGN OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES

RECOGNIZES THE SPECIAL NATURE OF THIS SITE, SEWER LINES WILL BE CAST-IRON

IN AREAS OF POTENTIAL MOVEMENT, AND VITRIFIED CLAY ELSEWHERE, FLEXIBLE

JOINTS WILL BE USED THROUGHOUT, SEWER TRENCHES WILL BE THOROUGHLYDRAINED,

BACKFILL SOIL FOR UNDERGROUND LTTILITY LINES SUCH AS WATER AND ELECTRIC WILL BE

-3 COMPACTED NATIVE SOIL WHICH DOES NOT READILY TRANSMIT OR CONDUCT WATER,

cmcLUSIU

IN CONCLUSION, I WOULD LIKE TO REITERATE THAT ALL OF THE ABOVE

PROPOSALS FOR HANDLING VARIOUS SITE CONSTRAINTS HAVE BEEN STUDIED AND INVESTIGATED

BY PROFESSIONAL DESIGN CONSULTANTS, IN ADDITION, THESE HAVE ALSO BEEN

REVIEWED BY VARIOUS TECHNICAL AGENCIES OF THE CITY,

HANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION OF THIS MATTER.

. 61
AGE OF 4



3 ARTMENT OF RECREATION . '7g . L/SQ /

. CIITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
1455 SOUTH DERETANIA STREET

HONOLULU, HAWAll 96814

ANK F. FAS1
"

.
YOUNG SUK KO -

I MAYOlt
DINECTOR

¯

UL DEYW
RMON DURM

MANAGING Dini.CTOR
DEPUTY Olnt:CTON

December 23, 1974

APPENDIX B

Mr. George Moriguchi, Director
Department of Land Utilization

City and County of Honolulu
Honolulu, Hawall ·

c.ri as
¯· --III

Attention Mr. Carl Smith

Dear Mr. Moriguchi:

SUBJECT: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT - AINA
HA INA TENNI S PARK, PROJ . REF .

NO. 74/CUP-37

We have no objection to the proposed project, as addition of new
tennis courts will greatly help to alleviate the shortages of tennis

courts in the City and County of Honolulu.

The subject project is located adjacent to an area where public

hunting is permitted (see attached map) . Under City Ordinance

4311, Public Access to Shoreline and Mountain Areas, a public

access is required to the hunting area. The applicant should be
informed of this requirement, and provisions should be made to

designate a 12-foot public access route through the project.

Should you need additional information please contact Mr. Jason
Yuen, telephone 955-3711, ext. 157.

Sincerely,

OUNG S KO, Director

Attach.
25
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Hooting of the Planning Commission
Minutos

February 18, 1976

The Planning Commission held a inceting; on Wednesday, February 18, 1976at 1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room oE the City Hall Annex. ChairmanRandall Kamiya presided.
PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman

Sylvia Sumida, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Charles Izumoto
Yuklin Kuna
Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum

ABSENT: Donald Hosaka

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Don Fowler, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger , Staf f Planner

MINUTES: The Minutes of February 4, 1976 were
a.pproved, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded
Mr. Izumoto and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider aHAWAII CAPITAL DISTRICT request for a Certification of Appropriate-
APPLICATION . ness for a two-story residence, demolition(TWO-STORY RESIDENCE) of an existing garage, and landscaping atJAMAL, INC. 1666 Kamamalu Avenue, Honolulu, situated(FILE #74/HCD-8 8 DF) within the Hawaii Capital Dis tr ict , Tax

Map .Key: 2-2-3: 35.

Publication was made in the Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on Sunday,February 8 , 1976.

Staff Planner Don Fowler presented the Director's report recommendingapproval of the proposal.

- There were no questions concerning the Director's report.

No one spoke either for or against the request.
The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded byMrs . Kuna and carried.

ACTION: The Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by Dr.
Choy, seconded by Mrs. Kuna and carried.

AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka



I
CITY COUNCIL VARIANCE The City Council referred to the Planning ¯

FROM SECTION 3, SCOPE OF Commission for review, an applica tion

i CONTROLS, SUßSECTION A, seeking a City Council variance from
(1)(a) OF ORDINANCE Section 3, Scope of Controls, Subsection
NO. 4362 A, (1) (a) of Ordinance No. 4362.

I WAIKIKI
CARWIN CORPORATION Staff Planner Henry Eng presented tho
(FILE #XDGP1/76-169) Director's report recommending approval

of the request since the building modifi-I cations will improve the operational
functions of the building and the improve-
ments will not adversely impact upon the

i proposed Waikiki Special Design District.

There were no questions concerning the Director's report.

I ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation on
motion by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
(a) BILL NO. 4 - A BILL FOR the following bills:

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND A
PORTION OF THE GENERAL {a) Bill No. 4 - A bill for an .ordinance

PLAN ORDINANCE NO. 2443 to amend a portion of the General Plan
DATED i ( 7, 1964, FROM Ordinance No. 2443, dated May T, 1964,
AGRICULTURAL TO CERTAIN from agricultural to certain urban use
URBAN USE DESIGNATIONS designations for land situated in
FOR LAND SITUATED IN Waipio, Ewa, Oahu, Hawaii.
WAIPIO, EWA, OAHU,
HAWAII (b) Bill No. 5 - A bill for an ordinance

b) BILL NO. 5 - A BILL FOR to amend a portion of the General Plan
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND A Detailed Land Use Map Ordinance No.
PORTION OF THE GENERAL 2473, dated July 29, 1964, from Agri-
PLAN .DETAILED LAND USE cultural to ceftain Urban use désigna
MAP ORDINANCE NO. 24T3, tions for land situated in Waipio,
DÄTED JULY 29, 1964, FROM Ewa, Oahu, Hawaii.
AGRICULTURAL TO CERTAIN
URBAN USE DESIGNATIONS Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
FOR LAND SITUATED IN Bulletin/Advertiser on February 8, 1976.
WAIPIO EWA OAHU All correspondence rece.ived either FOR or
HAWAII AGAINST the proposal are included in .

CITY COUNCIL-INITIATED FOR: public testimony in support or in opposi-
THOMAS H. GENTRY tion to the proposal.

Mr. Ali Sheybani from the Office of Council Services made the
presentation.

SHEYBANI Mr Chairman, the initiation of this application was
as a result of Gentry firm applying to the City Council by letter of -Mi
January 5th requesting that the Council take action on initiating on 22his request to amend the General Plan and DLUM for a portion of land
in Waipio.



The applicant also submitted as part of his request to the Council
six exhibits--one was the applicant's letter of January 5, that wasthe request; a letter of May 14 from the Department of General Planningto Gentry Pacific; Exhibit 3 was Gentry-Waipio report dated September
'75 on a proposed General Plan Amendment; and Exhibit 4, AppendicesI on the Gentry Waipio Report; Exhibit 5, Report on Governmental Agencies
comments; and the last was Summary of Agency Comments on Gentry-Waipio
Report.

The request was by Gentry that the Council initiate the amendment to
General Plan and DLUM as requested for the following justification. ¯

Apparently Gentry-Pacific had applied over three years ago on August
-1214 to the Department of General Planning with a Letter of Intent for 35

amendment to General Plan to redesignate the area from agricultural
to urban uses. It took nearly two years on May 14 '74 that GentryI received a letter from the Chief Planning Officer saying that "I have
decided not to propose your request to amend the General Plan. This ggmeans that I have discontinued processing your request." Ji

Then as part of justification, the applicant indicates that in 1974
Gentry-Pacific requested that Land Use Commission consider the propertyin question for a change from change of designation from state agri-
cultural to urban designation. In December '74 Land Use Commission
considered the request and redesignated a little over the area that
the applîcant is asking for. The applicant was asking for 510 acresof redesignation from agricultural to urban and the Land Use Commissionredesignated 536 acres including the 510 acres from agricultural land
designation to ufban designation.

The Gentry-Pacific proposal also is content that it meets the housing
needs and community requirements both quantitatively and qualitatively.

As a result of discussions between Gentry-Pacific and Department of
- Housing and Community Development in 1975, which the negotiations took

a good portion of that year, the Department of Housing and Community
Development apparently seriously considered the site and, this was after
it as designated as urban for development of low moderâte income
housing. From all correspondences between the agency and Gentry-Pacific,
was that the site--this is Department of Housing and Community Develop- Mment opinion--the site is one of th most suitable properties for
housing development on Oahu or it has the development potentialities
for moderate-incolite housing, and the Department has the desire to
acq ife. the property for its housing development. We found later in
the orrespondence that the Department had actually offered the price
to Gentry-Pacific to purchase the property but it wasn't acceptable
to Gentry, and according to their cost it was only two thirds of thecost to the applicant at that time.
1so, the applicant' s team had worked on a set of plans to developmoderate and low income housing type in the area in conjunction with --

working with. the Department of Housing and Community Development.
The general communit support has beer expressed by the Cres tview,
Seaview Association, and Waipahu- Businessmen's Assáciation and
Waipahu Community Association.



The last justification in this line was in view of the De artment of
General Planning's earlier review, it appears that furthe inquiry
by Gentry-Pacific through the Department of General Planning for recon-
sideration of this application would be to no avail and would cause
unreasonable delay.

I If I may go, Mr. Chairman, into a brief summary of the proposal and
what it is, and then the procedure that the report was referred to
the Plannin Commission for comment.

The location of the site is in this area (pointing to map displayed)
Mililani Town being here, which has been in agricultural use but il

- within the last three years it has been discontinued from agricultural - -

use, or on the DLUM area you see it in this location. The state desig-
nation is urban. The General Plan is agricultural, DLUM agricultural,
and zoning Ag. 1. The area is 510 acres and the slope on the area is
from 2% to 7% throughout the site except around the edges and near the -

gulch. Annual rainfall, 13 inches. The soil suitable for construction.
Drainage through Kanakauahi Gulch into Middle Loch Pearl Harbor. Access, ¯

Kam Highway and Lumikula. -

The assessed valuation prior to sale to Gentry was $206,000 in 1970 and
after sold to Gentry it was $6,800,000. Annual property tax prior to
sale to Gentry was $5,000 and from 1970--it was different in 1970--and
after to Gentry, rose to $202,000 at this time. Apparently it began
with under $60,000 and gradually increased.

The adjoining development is the 270 acre Crestview/Seaview Subdivision
to the south containing 450 single-family units and an intended addition
of 100 multi-family units.

Now the proposed .request is for the following land use designations:
Residential for 144 acres, low density apartment 126 acres, medium
density apartment 24 acres, Light Industrial 120 acres, Commercial 10
acres, Public Facilities 26 acres, Open Space 20, Ribrht-of Way 40
acres and a total of 510 acres. El

This is the aerial photograph of the area. It shows this portion of
the site still being in signs of pineapple cultivation. When this was
taken, we found. the date of it in 1972. The proposal is indicated on
this map, proposed DLUM and gives the acreages on the right hand side.
The Residential development alone is . the development of 268 acres in
4300 residential units at the average density of 16 units per acre
with the bulk of dwelling units falling in a price range of $40 ,000 to
$75 000 pe unit and the .total area as I mentioned was 268 acres under
tha part of Residential use.

Services and distribution center, 120 acre industrial complex with
potëntial employment of 2400 to 2600 persons is being considered in
the plan, that's on the upper portion of the site.

Twenty-six acres would be devoted to a neighborhood park, a district
park and an elementary school--in addition, a temporary school--and
a 10-acre commercial center will be provided.



Under utilities eventually development would require the following
utilities: Water supply 2½ million gallons per day. The water supply
system will be developed by the applicant per Board of Water Supply
requirement. Sewage treatment and disposal by the Honouliuli will

M adequately the proposed development prior to its completion. Other
environmentally acceptable alternatives can be considered with the

I approval of the Department of Health. Refuse disposal, approximately
57 tons of solid waste per day to be disposed either by public or by
private system. Drainage, the existing 84-inch culvert under H-2
Freeway and new onsite drainage structure on to Panakauahi Gulch will
adequately handle the drainage from the development.

Phasing for the project is proposed to be ranging from 500 to 600 housing
units annually. It takes nearly 7 to 10 years for completion of all the -

units.

Agency comments, generally the comments received range from no objection
to approving the proposal with certain conditions that can be met by
the applicant in future development of the plan. Exception at that time
where Department of Transportation Services--we have now the comment by
Department of Transportation Services. Department of Accounting and
General Services, we have not received yet. Department of Health, we
now have received a comment from them. Department of Planning and
Economic Development, State, we have not received as yet comment from
them. The U. S. Soil Conservation Service, although agrees with the
suitability of the soil for urban development is making a side comment
that agricultural land should be preserved for agricultural use. The
Department of Agriculture, however, has no comment on the proposal.
Apparently, the site had been after pineapple gone into other experi-
mental agricultural use and did not work out because of the lack of
adequate water on the site.

= Evaluation of the request, based on the foregoing information, the
¯ Office of Council Services found that Gentry-Pacific had followed the

General Plan Amendment Procedures for filing an application which
means beginning with the Letter of Intent to Department of General
Planning, and also applying through Department of--through State Land
Use Commission for change of designation from agricultural to urban.
Also, the communication received from the Corporation Counsel dated
December 4, 19T5 ruled in effect that the proposed General Plan Reiri
sion Program should not provide the Department of General Planning with
the basis to refuse to process applications for General Plan and DLUM
amendments by the Department of General Planning during .the interim
period. And apparently, applicant finds this to be different at that
point at leas t when he applied to the Department of General Plannin g.
On the basis of these, the Office of Council Services prepared resolu-
tion and draft ordinances so if the Council wishes to proceed with
initiation of the matter, they could proceed with that.

On January 20th the Planning and Zoning Committee reviewed the report
by the Office of Council Senrices and comment in a statement by the
Chairman was as follows: "I believe in the applicant's sincere effort
to meet the requirement f the Department of General Planning, and
the mere fact. that he has been taxed in the past three years on the



basis of urban rather than agricultural use on the property, it would
seem reasonable for the Council to initiate the requested General Plan
DLUM amendment. For clarification, I would like to emphasize that
initiation of General Plan DLUM amendment by the Council does not
necessarily mean that the Council will approve the amendment. After
the public hearings have been held on the matter and agency comments
and other facts received pertinent to the applicant, the Council may
decide to approve, deny or approve with modification the proposed
amendment." Also, the Chairman of the Planning and Zoning Committee
indicated that there are some agencies that have not responded to the
applicant's request for comments on the proposal. These agencies will
be advised by the Planning and Zoning Committee to respond as soon as
possible or make an oral testimony when the matter is before Planning
Commission and City Council for public hearing. Pursuant to that, a

letter went out to all the agencies who had not commented at that time
and they were requested to do so.

- Mr. Chairman, this concludes my presentation.

g CHAIRMAN: Commissioners, before you begin to ask questions, we
have some representatives from various departments from both the City
and the State. So possibly if you have further questions concerning
the departments, maybe you can refer it to the department head.

Do you have any questions for Ali at this time? Harriet?

WIKUM: Could you help me understand something that you read from
whos e report was that, Pacarro ' s or Akahane ' s , on the tax burden that
Gentry has been laboring under? What does that tax burden have to do
with the General Plan amendment or the suitability of the General Plan
amendment? I've never understood that as many times as I've seen it
in the material.

SHEYBANI Apparently the increase in taxation and assessment was
based n the land being no longer suitable for agricultural use and .
due to the fact that it was sold to Gentry, mayhe, it's more appropriate
use for it would be urban. And, as soon as the use becomes from agri-
cultural to urban, it's taxed accordingly.

WIKUM: Well, that explains how the taxes or why they went up but
it doesn' t explain to me why that rise in taxes should have any pre-
disposing impact on a General Plan amendment.

SHEYBANI: It doesn' t. As a matter of fact, Land Use Commission it
wasn't untii 1974 two years after the taxes had gone up that Land Use
Commission changed the designation from agricultural to urban. But ,

the Tax Office apparently uses its own criteria for assessment.

WEKUM: What criteria was Mr. Akahane using when he felt that a
rise in taxes should somehow justify a General Plan amendment?

SHEYBANI: It ' s no t jus tifying General Plan amendment. It ' s

justifying to listen to request by the applicant. We are not saying
that the General Plan is appropriate a this time amendment, or not



appropriate. The fact that the applicant had requested to agency for
consideration and was refused or denied any consideration, this is
what the justification is all about. We are not--The Council clearly
indicates that it's not the approval.

WIKUM: Yeah, I heard that. But consideration is due because taxes
had been raised?

il
SHEYBANI: This is one of the justifications, that the applicant zu

has been paying taxes whether rightly or wrongly on the basis of the li
use of land being for urban. In other words, another agency being
Tax Department has assumed that the land is suitable for urban use,
Land Use Commission has assumed the same. So this 3°ustifies consider-
ation at Council level. Ei

CHAIRMAN: Further questions, Commissioners? We have representatives gi
from Public Works, Transportation, Parks, Department of Health, Department ¯¯

of Agriculture. Maybe if you have questions that pertain to those depart-
ments, maybe it would be best to refer it to those department heads.

WIEDERHOLT: Ali, since I'm relatively new on this honorable group,
I need some background information. As I understand it certain proce-
dural requirements were set up relating to General Plan'amendments,
right, and then subsequently defined in what was known as the Dalton
case. I'm interested to know if this report that comes out from Council
Services represents the necessary kind of review and work. Does it
meet that criteria that was established there?

SHEYBANI: The Council Services.0ffice is not there to write plan-
ning reports or accounting reports or other reports, engineering reports.
However, the Office of Council Services assisting the City Council in
evaluating whatever is before the Council. What you see before you is -

an evaluation of what was submitted by applicant, the evaluation of
the request and possible recommendation in what is the next step. This
doesn t necessarily say approval, disapproval, the applicant justifiable
or unjustifiable. It's just getting more information, hearing the
applicant for one in front of public .rather than by one agency, and
evaluating, getting your comments and other facts from other departments
before making any decision. Then to respond to your question, no, the
Office of Council Services Report does not qualify for planning report
on the matter.

IEDERHOLT: Well then is it appropriate to have this request before
this body? Ed like to havésomeone explain this to me. What it is, it
constitutes the necessary, legally required review by the City in the
terms of that decision which is a comprehensive review of all considera-
tions about the isiand, pre-season to making any kind of decision. Where
is that body of work?

SHEYBANI: .The first one is -

WIEDERHOLT: Wait a minute, I asked two questions there. The
first one is, what is the definition of the body of work that needs to
be done, and the second one is, whe e is it?

-7-



SHEYBANI: The definition for planning study, we had ono at Depart-ment of General Planning. Whether the Department of General Planninghas to always do that report or not, that's another point. There might ¯

be a consultant or other planner to follow that and come up with areport exactly As good if not better than Department of General Planningas long as those rules are met. We have rules. But, whether thisI particular report meets all those planning points, I would say that hasto come out of your suggestion, other agency comments and one suggestionwould be that it doesn't, and it would require further study for example.
WIEDERHOLT: I hadn't asked the question that you just answered. Idon't know what the question would be. I was still back in the beginning

.of the questions. As I remember reading that, I don't have it in front 1of me, requirements from the General Plan amendment called for considera- |tion of a wide range of social, economic, environmental, et cetera, et 3cetera. Now, the question that I have being a new and amateur member of -

this group is who is to do that, and if so--who is to do that?
SHEYBANI: Applicant or Department of General Planning.

- WIEDERHOLT: Okay and then the next question I guess is the one you¯ answered afterwards is, when? And, you're saying after we review ithere? It appears to me that there's something screwed up here, thatwe have had a premature request for ,a decision.

SHEYBANI: Well, you don't know that it's premature or not becauseyou haven't really seen an evaluation of the report to know whether ithas met the requirements or not yet.
WIEDERHOLT: I read every last cotton-picking page of this stackhere including the duplicate pieces. Now, I have read everything that'sbeen given to me. I didn't find any social discussion--discussion ofsocial impact; environmental impact was limited to the effects of theland construction on the land itself, some technical discussion;disposal of solid and li.quid waste were talked of in teims of a reporton sewage which was incomprehensible. I couldn' t figure out who wasproposing to do what. But, the broader social, economic -if there arebroader dimensions--are not in this six or eight inch stack of piecesof paper. Now, I don' t know quite who I should be asking this questionof

, the Attorney General, Council Services or who does this representthe kind of review necessary to meet the criteria established by that -

was it the Supreme Court of_the State of Hawaii?
SHEYBANI: I can' t respond to that, who you want to. But, the veryfirst thing is the Council's response that this doesn't seem to meetor we dok't know whether it eets or not the requirement or our commentis that the report is incomplete in these aspects , social and economicaspects. I don' t know whether you wish to write to state or federalcourt or whatever. That's beyond my--

WIEDERHOLT: No, I don't care to write anything. .I don't want toact illegally, very simple. At this moment, .you're the expert on thissubject that's available and I'm trying to find out where we stand.



SHEYßANI: Corporation Counsel probably can help on that saying
what is the next stop or what should we do if the report is not
complete, or is it how we establish whether the report is complete or
not. Probably Corporation Counsel can help.

WIEDERHOLT: Then there's something out of phase here, isn't there?

SHEYBANI: No, the referral of the matter to the Planning Commission
is according to Charter requirement. Now, it doesn't mean that by this
action the matter is totally reviewed and completed as far as public
review of it is concerned. As you know, even with this application which

¯ might have further review necessary even for these amendments, for zoning
they have to go through another detailed review and public review. So,
this just opens the door but definitely not closes it.

WIEDERHOLT: Well, I picked up that much in the last couple of months

i that zoning is not the same as General Plan change. I know that. l got
that one down.

Let me ask you then as the representative of the Council who started
this, in your opinion, does the information in this set of reports which
were pretty well done, as a professional planner representing the City.
and the public interest, does this set of documents cover all the
necessary points of concern and contain the data and analysis of the
data and conclusion that deal with the social, political, environmental
impact that should be considered in this kind of question? Does it
meet that criteria, in your opinion?

SHEYBANI: I would say at this point and at this stage of the
report--as you.know, even Council doesn't have some of the agency
comments. Some of the agency comments are very schematic, if I may
use the word, at this stage. Some might need more elaboration. But,
the decision would be with the Council whether to how far in depth they
want to go to this review at thia stage, whether it's adequate, whether
it's not adequate, it has. to be decided by the Council. There is no
really degree of saying when the social analysis is complete because
we can expand the social impact is land-wide as well as to only include

est Oahu or to Mililani Town and surrounding area. I would say this
report focuses on one area that probably would be the portion of the
Development Plan în quotes in future development plan for the area. It
does not go to an island-wide consideration except that it uses , I
believe, the same data that was prepared by Department of General Plan-
ning for housing policies as far as the figures are concerned.

IEDERHOLT: As I read the Supreme Court decision, the consideration
must be island-wide. Council does not have the option to constrain it
to be a single area.

SHEYBANI; Right.

WIEDERHOLT: Then in a sense you've just said it does not meet the
criteria set down by the Supreme Court decision.

SHEYBANI: Not in that extent . Not to the deeper extent. As I
mentioned it uses the same figuie and analogy used by the Department
of General Planning for housing policy in Ewa although it's located



in some other location. So, the same data and analysis that went into i li
general planning--General Plan Revision Program is the basis for this , .4

i study. g -ji

WIEDERHOLT: Yes, but that's of no consequence because the Depart-
ment of General Planning has been known to be wrong too.

I SHEYßANI: I can't agree with you more on that.

WIEDERHOLT: Sorry about that but that of itself doesn't verify,
E that it's used by someone else doesn't verify the quality of the infor-

mation or the quality that the conclusions reach.

SHEYBANI: Right. I di

WIEDERHOLT: And further as I understand it there has been no

I action on that. That particular set of policy options have been just
allowed to rest some place up there and gather dust. So they can't be
trotted out for justification for a decision either. There are serious
policy considerations here. But, you've just said in your opinion that
it does and it doesn't meet the criteria set down by the Supreme Court.

SHEYBANI: Right now there are some agencies that have not commented
so from that point of view it does not meet this document right before
you unless we have agency comments to even meet the basic requirement.
As far as the extent of social economic aspect of it, I cannot comment
on that. It's really--Corporation Counsel has to draw the fine lines
where we say it's adequate and where we

-say falling short of being
adequate information.

WIEDERHOLT: Okay, there are several other questions here.
Considering that in this document some place, in this resolution there's
a demand, a command from the City Council to respond within 30 days
which means we may reach a conclusion at .this particular meeting or miss
that requirement. We are expected to make a reasonable set of recom-
mendations on the basis of incomplete information by your own statement
or a serious question such as this?

SHEYBANI: No, you don't have to make a decision for one thing. You
can say you donit have adequate information. Based on that, we return
the report with no comment, the perfect comment that is expected from
you. You can say on these areas we have adequate information. e don't
know whether it's legal or illegal to do such and such. That's another
comment. You can do any sort of comment: You can return it without
comment. You might request that this be given another chance in front
of Planning Commission for consideration after such and such is completed.

WIEDERHOLT Well why go through that mickey mouse hon it could have
been put together completely in the first place?

SHEYBANI: Because you would not have seen the report. The report
would not have ever been published if we hadn't taken this route. It
would have gone to Department of General Planning and put to sleep

- there.

-10-



WIEDERHOLT: Well, I have a whole stack of stuff about that thick à 22:

at home. On the top it says for information purposes. It can be sent * ¯¯¯

out at any time in advance for any kind of meeting. You should have

i informed us all.

SHEYBANI: You are saying why Council doesn't do that?

I WIEDERHOLT: Yeah.

SHEYBANI: Well the Council is using what the Charter is giving
the power to do. --

WIEDERHOLT: Wait a minute, let me go back. On that question I ---

don't question the Council's right to do this. I'm questioning the
E quality of this work up, this incomplete thing that has been chartered i

out here that you've admitted is incomplete for a serious question and I
we're suppose to take some kind of action within 30 days. Ridiculous?

SHEYBANI: No. The applicant thinks it's complete with the exception
of some agencies that--

I
- --

WIEDERHOLT: Wait a minute, let's not get the applicant into this
yet. Let's talk about City Council and it's responsibilities and this
Commission and it's responsibilities and the legal requirements that -

should be known and we're asked to act on something that's incomplete
at this stage.

Let me ask you another question, then. In view of the report, do you
as Council Services' planner verified and checked out the information
and the statements, the claims, the reports, in all the categories Hi
that were included in this report yourself so that you're satisfied
with the validity of the statements that are made there?

SHEYBANI: No. We are not required as I mentioned to really go
through the planning. It's by admiristration.

WIEDERHOLT: Okay wait a minute. Who is then?

SHEYBANI.: All of the departments of tiie City including Department
o£ General Planning. Of course, Department of General Planning has
refused to work on the project so that eliminates one department. But,
I cannot comment. as you mentioned on environmental effect of it. .

Department of Public Works has to. Other departments which as of today
have not commented, their comment is valuable input to . the report before
you can evaluate it really. So, this was one means of bringing all the
agencies who have refused to comment on it before to a point to comment
on the project.

IEDERHOLT: That's the only reiason for this meeting, to sort of
crack the whip over a few agencies?

SHEYBANI: Including the pubiic hearing, the public input and your
recommendation at this point for whatever worth the report is.



I
WIEDERHOLT: It's a screwy procedure. Seems to me as a group of

ordinary citizens, non-political, we're being victimized by a group ofbureaucrats who are having a fight amongst themselves. Now, I'll have
to stop and think what kind of action will be justified but this issomewhat insulting in a way .

CHAIRMAN: Ned, we know for a fact that according to the Charter ,the City Council can initiate. I think we've come across this problem
many times. Somebody's got to change the procedure, I think, but at

i g this meeting today, we've been going round and round for quite a while.
-i g And, we know for a fact that Council Services cannot provide us thekind of information that we want. So

, why don' t we jus t go ahead and
ask the departments to verify some of the facts that were mentioned inthe report from the developer and then after all the testimony has been
received, then we'll decide whether the report is incomplete, complete

¯ or whether it needs more information. I think we 're just going aroundin circles at this time.
Yuki?

KUNA: I have one question. Is the City Council planning at any
time to evaluate all the information here to see whether the bases '¯

have been established that were set down in the Dalton decision?
SHEYBANI: Apparently when the repor t from other agencies are

complete. At least we know right now there are some missing information
in the package.

KUNA: Plus the reports that have been submitted by the developer.

SHEYBANI: Right.
KUNA: Are all going to be evaluated as . to whether or not some

total of the information supplies information that is required by
Dalton?

SHEYBANI: Definitely.

KUNA: And that can be done by whom?

SHEYBANI: This can be done by Corporation Counsel before a bill
on the mat t:er is finally approved.

KUNA: That's already been--you've already made arrangements for
that did you?

SHEYBANI: Well, no bill would be approved until Corporation
Counsel's agreement on it and that subjects the whole study to review
whethet this is proper or not.

WIKUM: I have a problem with listening to the agency reviews .

First of all it just sort of sets aside the thing Ned has been concernedabout and I wonder if as we listen to them and ask questions and perhaps



I try to establish that the reviews and comments are indeed adequate, that
we may be giving the impression that well, if we can just here today -

whip this thing up into technically good shape, we have a good proposal .

I which helps us forget some of the major issues behind it. Two other
things happen. If we listen to agency reviews because we've already
determined and we all here know that the material we have here before -

I us, voluminous as it is, is incomplete, then as Commissioners we're
asked to evaluate that and coordinate the information we hear today with
this pile of paper, it's pretty difficult to do especially in light of

I 30-day deadline that we're operating under, it has always appeared to B
me--at least I've always thought the year or more that I've been on the
Commission--that one of our big jobs was to give the public a chance to
review the application. They're being asked to hear the application and
review it in the same day. That seems to me a difficult task. In spite

- of what you said that we have had some incomplete applications, that
hasn't happened all the time I've been here. It's happened a lot in the

i last three months and I get a little confused about what we're doing,
here too. Are we suppose to put this application together so Gentry-
Hawaii can make it? That's not our job.

I CRAIRMAN: That's not our job but I think from the report that we
have here, the departments are here to verify whatever you want. Now
if you don't want to hear the departments, we don't have to. It's
similar to a lot of other applications where we did search into various

B departments on certain comments.

WIKUM: Absolutely. We did question department heads or representa-
tives on material that we've already been provided but. if we 're going
to be getting new material today, I think that's excessive, quantitative
difference over our practices in the past.

CHAIRMAN: The department heads are being called up to answer
questions from the Commission, okay? They are not going to give a

report themselves. I have a list of departments and I'll call them. dai

Gene?

CONNELL: Mr. Sheybani, were all of the departments supplied copies
of all of this information?

SHEYBANI:. They were given.the summary report and it mentioned in
the letter that :D you should need additional information before making
the comment to call Mr. Byer of Gentry-Waipio for report or additional
information and detail.

CONNELL: Then I understand your answer to be that the departments
were not supplied with all of the information included in the application.

SHEYBANI: No, the Department of Public Works utay need way more
information than you have under your hand before they comment and depend-
ing on extent of information that they need they can call and ask for
the additional information.

CONNELL I think my question was not whether they have more than
we have in hand but whether they got what we have in hand.

-13-



SHEYBANI: Yes, with the option to get whatever they want. They
got the summary report with the option to get as much detail information
as they want.

CONNELL: The summary report I would imagine is what Mr. Sheybani--

SHEYBANI: It's the yellow pages, document 4, I believe.

CONNELL: One more question, your January 19th statement, you
indicate this was referred to Council Services for review and report.
What constitutes review and report by Council Services if you do not
authenticate the information which has been submitted?

- SHEYBANI: The report I think is part of the material that you have
B and that's exactly what Office of Council Services constitutes a report. -

A report can be two page evaluation of the material in front of Council

i depending on the time available and the deadline, the report may vary
in length or emphasis. The other thing I would like to call your
attention is not to review it from lannin conce t oint of view.
That was not the point?

CONNELL: But I notice, Mr. Sheybani, that under the evaluation
for the request you indicate that Gentry Pacific had followed the
General Plan Amendment Procedures .

SHEYBANI: For applying.

CONNELL: Well, does that--when you say that, does that mean that
they fulfilled the letter of intent section, a formal report, a formal
submittal?

SHEYBANI: Well, let me interrupt right there because after letter ¯

of intent, if the applicant has been refused to proceed, there's no
other step. That just finish the applicant right at the first step.
So--

CONNELL: But within the procedures under item T page 6, it refers
back to the fact that if the Chief Planning Officer denies the request, --

the person may submit the request to the City Council which is what .5

-

h dappene .

SHEYBANI: Yes.

CONNELL: It then comes under section 5-412 of the City Charter and
it says and shall be processed in the same manner as if proposed by the
Chief Planning Officer.

SHEYBANI Right.

CONNELL: The Council is initiat ing an amendment to the General
Plan is that correct? -

SHEYBANI: That's true and shall b.e processed the same way as if it -

was the report submitted by--
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CONNELL: And if I understand your report, and I think this is impor- a 2
tant for future applications , the City Council may initiate General Plan
amendments without ascertaining whether or not they fulfill the require- y a
ments of the Dalton case, to the Dalton decision? E A

SHEYßANI: Yes.

CONNELL: Council Services attorneys do not check these things?

SHEYBANI: They would check when they are required to.

CONNELL: They are not required in preparing an application?

SHEYBANI: For sending an application to Planning Commission, it's
- not required. Kaena-McGrew Lane--

g CONNELL: The Commission is not required to receive bonafide, legal ¯ë

applications?

SHEYBANI: Not necessarily. There's no requirement for it.

CONNELL: I am not aware of a Corproation Counsel opinion that has
ever said that or anywhere in the same Charter that says that.

SHEYBANI: I don' t hear the reverse of it, that the City Council
report should be exactly--

CONNELL: Silence does not condone approval.

SHEYBANI: Well, le t me just mention that one that it does not
require--the Council initiation material that is required for initiation
of General Plan change to be exactly as if Department of General Planning
prepares that report. It should be treated by Planning Commission in the
s ame manner .

CONNELL: You have an opinion from Corporation Counsel that says that?

SHEYBANI: No, I'm just responding to your question.

CONNELL: Where has this body of procedural data emerged from that
says the City Council may have General Plan amendments--or can have a

General Plan amendment procedure different than that which has been
adopted by he City and .County of Honolulu?

SHEYBANI: here do you see that it says that? So really, you
should ask this question of attorneys, not myself cause I don't see the
other way saying this.

CONNELL: Well, I assume then inasmuch as you said they have ful-
filled the requirements, that you must have looked into it.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioners, you have any other questions? If not,
Bob , do you have anything?



WAY: Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, you had received thereport that we prepared in connection with this application submittalfrom the City Council. I have a statement summarizing some of the pointsthere and responding in part, I think, to some of the questions that mayhave been raised. But first, let me back up a little bit and talk aboutsome of the broader context of the issue that we're dealing with.
(See Statement of Robert Way Before the City Planning Commission Regardingthe City Council's Proposal to Amend the General Plan in Waipio, February18, 1976, copy attached)
The Commission had no questions of Mr. Way.

Representatives from the various governmental agencies commented onthe project.

AGENCY COMMENTS

1. Mr. William Blackfield, Director, Housing and Community DevelopmentIl BLACKFIELD: My testimony on this matter will be very brief. Theprimary consideration to this matter is the assurance that the develop-ment of the City and County of Honolulu progresses in a logical and
well-considered manner, and that major development proposals beconsidered in an equitable manner. The logical and well-considereddevelopment of our City is dependent upon the development and approvalof the Revised General Plan. To achieve equity and the considerationof major development proposals, no proposal can be singled out forspecial consideration. Major development proposal approval must awaitthe development and Council approval of the Revised General Plan whichclearly states development policies of Oahu.

That is the end of my statement and I'd like to add to it. Mr. Sheybanimade some statements relative to the participation of our departmentwith the developer on the Gentry Waipio proposal. During the latter
part of 1975, th.e developer initially approached our department forfinancial assistance as well as help in overcoming problems relatingto land use control.

From the outset we advised the developer that problems connected withland use control had to be resolved with the Department of General
Planning and not with our department. As a result, the discussionturned to the possibility of the City acquiring the land for itshousing development. Our department was interested in this site onlyif the land sales price was such that the low moderate income housingproject would be feasible. In this connection, it was felt thatnegotiation with the owner prior to his obtaining general plan andzoning amendment which would dramatically increase the sales price

-- would be in the City's best interest.

Further, and in consultation with the Planning Officer, it was decidedthat should our department be successful in obtaining the subjectparcel, we would not develop it until the General Plan Revision matter
was resolved. In the event the Revised General Plan excluded the sitefrom urbanization, we would have proceeded under Act 108 with thedevelopment. The development of an entire·community for those of
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II
i il

low-moderate income would certainly meet the test of public purpose,
thus justifying the City's use of Act 108 power. In contrast, the
developer's proposal calls for a meager 10% of the total development
to ho sold at cost. Depending on what cost finally turns out to
be, there's a distinct possibility that these so-called at-cost units
may be out of reach for those of low-moderate income category.

Another thing that concerns us greatly at this time is why the great
motivation and urgency of putting this proposal before the department
as it is now when we have had various proposals for housing and
projects before the City Council and have been informed many times
until the Revised General Plan is settled, that there would be no -

¯ discussions or any housing programs proposed by the City. Now, why -

8 do they want to do this on a private developer's basis? |_ 3-!

WIKUM: Mr. Blackfield, you mentioned the 10% at-cost unit.

i ......

BLACKFIELD: Yes.
- g WIKUM: You know of any mechanism that would guarantee that 10%

would in fact exist when the development were completed?

BLACKFIELD: No, we have not been able to devise a means for that
because if you will recall many years ago, Mililani Town made a
proposal that they were going to build houses for $12,500, 3-bedroom
bath-and-a-half houses. That never was supplied on that basis. We

have no control in guaranteeing that.

WIEDERH0LT: You were quoted in this comment from the Department of MI
Housing and Community Development recorded in this report under Item
6. Would you care to comment on the items under 6?

BLACKFIELD: We did say that it is a suitable site. That is
correct. And, it did have the potential for development of a moderate
income housing project if the City were to do it because there was no
profit motivation in our doing it. The third one, we did have the
desire to acquire the property for its housing development but we
could not get the money from the City Council to buy any property
because we had previously been told that until the Revised General Plan
was settled, there was no use in our discussing it.

WIEDERHOLT: In the context of that report, someone reading it
could draw conclusions about the viability of this--approval of this
pro ject, this particular set of. comments appear to support the
proposed project. Would that be the sense of your comment?

BLACKFIELD: We would only support it if the City would do it
for a moderate income project or if the developer could delive a

complete moderate income housint project.

WIEDERHOLT: That would mean it is not in support of the project
as it is presently shown because it only has 10% of--

BLACKFIELD: Under those basis we would not develop there.
WIEDERHOLT: So this is not in support of the project.



BLACKFIELD: On that basis, no.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Blackfield, what would you consider low-modoratei income?

BLACKFIELD: Houses from $32,000 to $35,000 with a subsidy of
approximately $5,000 or $6,000. The housing that cover the income--
what we call the gap unit, the $12,500 to $20,000 a year. That's
what we call moderate income housing.

CRAIRMAN: Thank you. Further questions, Commissioners? If not,
thank you Mr. Blackfield.

i * * * * *

2. Mr. John Farias, Chairman, Board of Agriculture, State of Hawaii

i FARIAS: My name is John Farias and I am Chairman of the Board
of Agriculture, State of Hawaii. We've had time to review this
project, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. We've decided
to present our testimony this afternoon this way.

It would seem to us at this time that we should perhaps look at the
broader picture in that area. A few of us have been talking about
the problems of the propensity to urbanize central plains and in that
context, I'd like to ask the Commission to perhaps step back and look

w ol ar na aknd that whole re

his body and the County Council
deems it in their best interest to .put this land back into agriculture,
that the land will be utilized for agricultural purposes. I'm convinced
of that. However, there are public statements made in times past and
here today that the push for urbanization and for housing will take
land out of agriculture, to a large extent prime agricultural land. If
we were to look at the central plains area, we will find that these areas
are in jeopardy of danger but the area·s north of this parcel, the areas
east of this parcel and surely the areas west and southwest of this
parcel is in jeopardy. If we do need housing then, we 're wondering then
what are the tradeoffs. This Commission it would appear to me is very
critical to that overall planning perspective. This is to say to take
this parcel out of the urbanization area that the land use has designated
already and put it back into agriculture, are ne then prepared to say
that welre going to do the same thing with the other lands surrounding
this area? Are we going to do the same thing with the lands in Waiawa,
the lands north of this area and, of course, west of this area the whole
Ewa plain And to us, this is a very uncomfortable option. We're
looking at a parcel here that is for planning purposes bordered in the
east bý a gully or ravine or gulch, to the west by a highway, south by
an urban boundary and the north by, of course, agriculture and the rest
utban. We're looking about 600 acres.

If we were to look at the lands and the plains west of this area mainly
the Ewa plains , we 're looking at 10 times the amount of acreage that
can possibly be taken out of agriculture and that concerns us very much
because that is a great value and asset to the State With reference to
agricultural economics and dollars into the Sta.te.



Use Commission as an appendage of the State has already made a decision.We're not afraid at often times to make observations along these lines,
a decision was made in the past so therefore we're not going to make
decisions in the future. So, I'm going to ask you Commissioners herem to take the bigger and broader look of the whole area. That if youare prepared to take this land back into agriculture, then we ask you

g in the future to be prepared to protect all agricultural lands in that
g area. And, this is a very uncomfortable position to take but this isthe problem that we're faced with agricultural lands throughout thiswhole State and surely on Oahu.

Mr. Chairman, I'm prepared to answer some questions if I can.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioners? Harriet?

WIKUM: Sometimes I like to restate what I've heard to be sure I
g heard what you said, okay? You said if we would not recommend taking

this land out of agriculture, we should be prepared to defend the restof the agricultural lands around it and north of it. Is that right?

FARIAS: I'm saying if we are to put this land back into agricul-
ture, there would be a drive to take other lands out of agriculture.
And, this is my assessment of the statement because we've heard testi-
mony that lands are needed for urbanization for housing.

WIKUM: That doesn't necessarily mean you have to use agricultural
lands for housing.

FARIAS: I agree with you; however, history proves us too different.

WIKUM: Are you for or against changing this land, this particular
parcel?

FARIAS: I think we're all caught in the same bind, you Commissioners
and myself. We're asking ourselves at this point and time what do we
trade this with in our own respective assessment of the future. Do weput this land into urban use, perhaps keep other lands out of urban use
that are already in agriculture, or do we in fact attempt to revertthis land back into agricutlure and leave the option in the future toutbanize other lands. I made the assessment that this land is bordered
by natural planning boundaries. Other lands aren't. That is a fear
that we h.ave. There are certain areas in the central plains once the
wage of urbanization gets into that area, I'm afraid we aren't going

o see all of 600 acres but we're going to see 2 000 acres or moregoing to urb an.

WIKUM: Arp you for or against the urbanization of this parcel?
FARiAS: I'm c ught in a bind like you are.
WIKUM: I'm not in a bind.
FARIAS: We 'd like to, of course see agricultural land kept in

agriculture

IKUM: That's why I'm confused by what you say.
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i
FARIAS: I'm saying that we're caught in an overall problem here.If we do take this land out of agriculture--I'm sorry, if we take thisland out of urbanization, are we prepared to keep other agriculturallands out of urban in the future or are we saying that we will takethis land out of urban or back into agriculture however when the needcomes to get other areas out of agriculture into urban, because of theneed for urban lands, that is for housing, we must capitulate to that

You've heard cases made that you must have an urban development planso to speak. Well, I take issue with that. You've got to be able tohave an agricultural development plan.
WIKUM: When will we have one?

FARIAS: We're working on it, obviously it's very difficult. Whyshould we always capitulate to the urbanization profit? Why can't theurbanization process capitulate to the agricultural development processis what I'm saying.
WIKUM: I hear you.

FARIAS: The trade off here has to be with you who are publicdecision makers like we are. Statements have been made; one, we doneed land and two, it shall be agriculture for the most part.
WIKUM: That statement is up for grabs, I think. Don't you?
FARIAS: Yes but nonetheless, it has been made.

CHAIRMAN: Ned?

WIEDERHOLT: Mr. Farias, are you in this question of urbanizationversus agriculture as being the only option? Are you aware of thestudies that have been made in the past, I believe one by Mr. Wolbrinkwho's a very respectable planner who indicated there was enough landon Oahu zoned urban currently and that was something like three yearsago or four years ago to meet the population needs through the year2000?

FARIAS: Yes .

WIEDERHOLT: It would seem to raise the question about thatsingularization of that option, urbanization or agriculture. Thereare some other options for urbanization and agriculture where youcould protect and provide for the needs of both.
FARIAS: Yes, I'm aware of that. I agree with the planningconsultant. The point he makes is very fine.

CHAIRMAN Commissioner Choy.

CHOY: Are you familiar with Dr. Lorenz study of the Universityof California at Davis?

FARIAS: Yes.

83
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CHOY: He made a study of the subject parcel and his conclusion 25was that the subject parcel was not economically feasible for the lipresent form of agriculture. Being the Chairman of the Agriculture IEDepartment, Mr. Farias, can you respond to how your department wouldM implement any agriculture venture on this subject parcel?
FARIAS: Doctor, I'm not prepared to say how we would implement -

any agricultural development on that parcel. However, I think we cansay that the price of the land has direct bearing on the viability of giagriculture. How you arrive at the cost of land, the less viable
agriculture becomes. So to that extent, Dr. Lorenz is correct except¯

that there's been no reason why lands ought to be that high for
- agricultural purposes. This is why we're attempting to implement

agricultural parks in this State so we can get lands at reasonable- rates to the farmer.or farming enterprise so that he can in factmake a profit in that enterprise. Nobody can buy land at these kind
g of prices and attempt to raise anything. But, to answer your question

specifically, Dr. Lorenz made his assessment based on a higher priced -land and I just believe that the land has to be at a high price. El
CHOY: Also in Dr. Lorenz' study on the crop comparison table and iihe also stated that the only possible crop that could be feasible on ¯=

the subject parcel would be dry onions and perhaps potatoes, marginalat best. Do you have any response to that particular part of hisstudy?

FARIAS: Pineapple would be good in there.

CHOY: Le t me ask you another question. You brought this up bymentioning an agricultural park. I've sat on this Commission for
quite sometime now and I've heard about agricultural park or the El
establishment of an agricultural park. Now, how far are we down the Ëlroad planning for such a park?

FARIAS: Doctor, we are now preparing the final draft for reportto the Department of Land and Natural Resources for their assessmentin acquisition of a leasehold interest of three parcels of land--onein Kunia 600 acres, and two parcels just bordering to the west of thisparcel, about 250 acres a piece. The idea here îs that if we were toacquire th.ese lands, the leasehold interest that is, then the sugarcompany that has Kunia lands now would take over these lands and won1dimplement the Kunia agricultural park right in Kunia. We've had avery difficult time in negotiations with the landowners . It 3eems lihatwhile th.e landowners agree in principle of an. agricultural park, when
we get down to the discussions on land exchanges and that sort of thing,this is when there are other observations being made . We hope that theland board will make a decision in about two weeks to proceed with thecondemnation giant for agricultural purposes in that arëa.

CÑOY: Thán o.u. bring' another very interestin question when youmention that perhaps t his is the time that we should take parcels thatare designated for urbanizati n and revert it back to agriculture. Ofcourse I m thinking of on-going development at the present time which
has not been completed and Which in essence occupý prime agridulturalland which is erhaps much better t'han the subject parcel at the present



i -time. If we revert this particular Gentry parcel back to agriculture, ¯g

how do you propose then, to be fair with Gentry, to revert and reverse 'I
the other agricultural lands that are being urbanized at the present
time. Again, the mechanism--or does the Department of Agriculture or
the State Department of Planning and Economic have a plan or a vehicle
to be equitable to such as Mr. Gentry?

FARIAS: Doctor, in due process I can appreciate your concern
because we're at that point across this state. Lands have been purchased
at rates that are over and above economic value for agriculture. Doesi the state or the public ask a developer to revert his land back to agri-
cultural production, and under what economic criteria? It's a very
delicate and very difficult situation. We're now faced with a prospect
of going through that with some 7,000 or 8,000 acres of land in Kauai.
Lands have been purchased up to $10,000 an acre, no way economical for
agricultural purposes. But, these people are holders in due course of
the land where we're looking at the prospect of acquiring the lease-
hold interest for the public good and public purpose in agriculture.

I think I asked you to field the question in my testimony and to field
it in a bigger context because of this very problem of having a diffi-
cult time to revert it back that maybe public bodies in this state oughtto look at the big picture, say that if we are intending to keep landin agriculture in the central plains and the Ewa plains, Waiawa and
these areas, then determination has got to be made so the landowners
are not lead to a point where they can let their land off for six of
the value. But, the landowners too have a problem. Historically, they
could let their lands go and historically, purchase of the land had
their urbanization. It's always been for the most part agricultural.
They put a very bad crimp in the agricultural development process.
We're forever looking at diminishing agricultural acreage. I think

U wllat I'm saying here is we're prepared to hold the .line on agricultural
land in the State of Hawaii and we're going to do it.

CHOY: Now, I'd like to ask two questions. The first question would
be that I have consistently been looking forward to some form of
preliminary study fn>m your department concerning the agricultural
park concept. That's number one. If this study is pretty well on the
way, is it possible that this body be privileged with some preliminary
finding from your department concerning agricultural situations as far
as the State is concerned?

FARIAS: Yes.

CHOY: Question number two and this maybe loaded. Your department
is definitely not in accord to having this subject parcel developed in
urbanizatioñ presently? In other words, you want this back irt
agricuLture.

FARIAS: You re asking me a specific question.
CHOY: Yes.

FARIAS: Doctor, my concerns to that question is equally loaded. iii
If I say yes, I would like to have this back in agriculture and because
statements are made that land is needed for housing in the future, am -
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i l solling the future urbanization down tho--you know? l como to11onolulu und I see the CIP developed along thoso lines and in no waycan Ï--it's like a snowball. It's genrod to urbanization of thoseplains and this concerns me very much. If we are prepared to say we'dlike to urbanize West Oahu, then let's say it, IE wo're not, thenlet's say that. For me to say this land ought to revert back toI agriculture and I know because capital improvements havo gono intothis whole West Dahu area it's prone to see the urbanization processthen I'm being a hypocrite. I'm not prepared to do that.

CHAIRMAN: Ned?

WIEDERHOLT: I'd like to pursue something similar. There are ¯

several applications that have to do with agricultural lands andconversion to urban uses in the past several months and there areseveral coming up. I have to say that we too have had the problemof trying to deal with that island and state-wide problem in theabsence of both City and State policy. We had to carve our own waythrough it. But, in the process of examining these things we have
identified several processes. The one that seems to be operat insright now is a neat circle. It comes to us usually in the statementthat these lands are too expensive to be put into economic agriculturaluse. And then, we look at that process and we see that the reasonthat lands generally on Oahu that are called agricultural lands nowcarry a price tag too high for economic agricultural use is becausethe historic process lead speculators to have reasonable expectationsthat any application for conversion would be recognized and they couldconvert their lands from agricultural to urban uses. Therefore, thatimmediately implies an urban use price to all the land. So, we'refaced with the question too. Do we intervene at this particularmoment, significant moment that we've considered pieces of land assmall as 10 acres to try to break this damaging direction. Now, we
strangled under the 10-year thing because it didn't seem to be largeenough to make a big issue about it. Five-hundred is. I guess thequestion we 're dealing with right now îs should e at this stagebe gi;n to carve out agricultural land policy even though the st a teor the city has , and .should this be the point because of thiseconomic change. You have any comments on the adverse effects ofthe specu2ative expectations of urbanization on the land prices andany profitable reversal of that

FARIAS: Yes Ned, I think that if the state is successful in itscondemnation proceedings for some 7, 500 acres of land in Xilauea, wewould immediately see a curve in speculation of agricultural landsin this state because the speculators will then become aware that thestate the public, that is, is not afraid to intervene in the specula-tive process of land in this State. You're correct of your assessmentof what's happened thfoughout this State. Well, we hink now thatit's high time de officially contravene on the plan.
WIEDERHOLT: It sounds as though the State is gettingready todeclare agriculture as something of a public purpose if you can use =the powers of eminent domain and condemn.
FARIAS: The State Agricultural Parks Law in 1972 defines thepublic purpose.



WIEDERHOLT: Is that the framework, that's the backbone of theState policy about agriculture? I mean that's a significant thing. -

FARIAS: That's right.
11

WIEDERHOLT: It's a high public purpose.
FARIAS: If it's deemed to the public purpose, the State can acquire ¯

the fee interest or the leasehold interest of these lands. li
WIEDERHOLT: Are you approaching, calling agriculture of uses in

the interest a high public purpose?

FARIAS: We have proceeded--the Governor made that statement some
months back with reference to the process of acquiring the Kilauealands in Kauai because as you know those former sugar lands sold for
various huis--they kept spinning it off among themselves to a point
now where none are economical agriculturally. The logical thing of

¯ course is if they go to urbanization you get your dollars out. We¯

prefer to say we think that's enough.

WIEDERHOLT: So this could be the beginnings of a formally enun-ciated State policy.

FARIAS: We hope so, yes.. You've got to wrestle with this problemhere. What are the trade offs here? It's a very delicate thing. If
we are to accept the premise that the lands are to be urbanized and Githey're going to be agricultural lands, look around. Where are the
agricultural lands? Where are the best lands for urbanization for

-¾housing development? It s the best agricultural lands in this State
and in this county. So you know, you've got to wrestle with it. I
don't envy your position.

CHAIRMAN: Further questions, Commissioners?
WAY: Mr. Chairman. Mr. Farias, somewhat in keeping with yourconcept of holding the line and in fact I guess I hear in part you'resaying that maybe any decision is to continue the change on this site -

is inappropriate. I'm possibly putting words in your m uth at thistime but in view of your interest in the broad issue of agriculture,
what we're.dealing with as Ned indicated, Commissioner Wiederholt,
we're dealing with some 500 acres herè, not a relatively nominalchange, that a more prudent course might be at this time to defercommitment fullÿ.

Now, one other thing and I think for clarification of my thinking onthis and for others too, you've mentioned urbanization but I would
like to make it quite clear that only means that the urban district
has been applied by the Land Use Commission, that th City 's po icy
for the use of this property is agricultural at this time , and that
in fakt the Citý ik "holding the line' in terms of the agriculturaluse of the land. So maybe with that background of thinking on it -

in fact as L remember the administration of the Department of Aggicul
ture at the time December of 1974, that this was bäfore the and UseCommission took a position that it should not be classified urbarf.



FARIAS: That's right.

WAY: With all of this beginning to emerge and with that kind of
background to it, it seems to me at the very least that a ho3ding;
pattern for this property might be quite appropriate. Would you care
to comment on that thought?

FARIAS: Mr. Way, I think here we have your procedural problems
here. I'm saying--you're right. One, the Department of Agriculture
opposed the initial Land Use Commission Petition to urbanize this land
but I'm prepared to say and I am saying that if the plan is reverted
and kept in agriculture, that it will be used. What I'm careful not
to do, Mr. Way, this has very wide implications and ramifications. It's
to develop a procedure for the City and County. That is a delicate
thing that I must recognize. This is a jurisdiction here you have or
the Commissioners or City Council. I hope you understand what I'm
saying.

WAY: Well I guess I'd say that the procedural aspect is that we
have an arena within which to make the policy at this level and it's
called the General Plan in dealing with land use issues. That's kind
of what we're wrestling with right now. But, I'm encouraged by some
of the thoughts that you've brought to us today about some more specific
mechanisms for really implementing agricultural programs, of course the
ag park concept. That's on the way. But more so, I think the view
that you express as to the State's interyention I guess is the way to
say it in the Kilauea situation and it' s applicability to other areas
as well. All of this sort of leads me to conclud that maybe we better
wait awhile here: A, come up with again our long term objectives for
urbanization and agriculturalization, a.comprehensive plan for the
Island of Oahu and then proceed after having defined or set forth those
areas that we want to have for agricultural and urban purposes, proceed
to implement them by whatever is available to us--CIP in the case of
urbanization, acquisition if essential, ag park, the whole set of
tools to cause this to actually happen. So again I'm more inclined
t<> think that we really ought to pause awhile longer, if you will,
and take a hard look at some of the points that you've made as to
how they might be applied on this site and other places as well which
I think I heard. you say also.

FARIAS: My concern is that biLr picture, Bob. Where do we go with
agriculture in the future?

WIEDERHOLT I'm interested in one statement you just made. I
think I remember you making it earlie.r that this land would be used for.
agricultural purposes. You're confident that it would be.

FARIAS: I cannot warrant that it will be used for agriculture. I
can reþresent that from my knowledge of agricultural dekelopment enter-
pri es it can be used for agriculture .

WIEDERHOLT: It's an important.point inviewof the documented
reports and analyses here which lead to the condlusion two statements
and there are statements also. The soil analysis, the anglysis õf the
various crops- tomatoes, broccoli onions 19ttuce and all that thei



I remain barren or the two options would be to have it remain baro,
covered with scrub brush and wild pineapple or houses.

FARIAS: That's difficult to accept that it would remain barren.
WIEDERHOLT: Well, that's the nature of the documents being presented

I in terms of, for this General Plan amendment in terms of analysis of the
agricultural potential of this land. This report is making it nogativo.

FARIAS: The report speaks to the value, the value paid for the land,

I the present economics of the land that would render agriculture
uneconomical, unviable. Then, I agree if you pay too much for your
land and you can't make any return raising fruit, the price of the land

- g is the criteria it talks about. If the land was inexpensive enough or
¯

g reasonable enough for agricultural purposes, then I think agricultural
- products could be grown there, raised there.

WIEDERHOLT: The question of cost, I don't know whether the appraised
value relates to the purchase value, purchase cost but the six million
dollar figure mentioned is about 31¢ a square foot, somewhere around
$13,050 per acre.

FARIAS: That is the appraised value you say?

WIEDERHOLT: Yeah, well, 500 acres :Da the six million which is
referred to here comes out to be $13,050 an acre.

lülNA: No, that should be-

WIEDERHOLT: Well, I need a computer. That should be $13,500?
So that's $3.00 a square foot.

FARIAS: That to me can be very expensive.

WIEDERHOLT: That's still substantially below some of the agri-
cultural land prices we've told

FARIAS: $13,000 an acre?

WIEDERHOLT: Well, $25,000 has been floating around, $15,000 has
been floating around.

FARIAS: If .you're looking at very expensive agriculture,
Commissioner, núrsery products et c.etera then the enterprise can
afford higher priced land. If you're looking for a bit more extensive
type agricultural development--forage crops , pineapple , sugar , these
things--then those prices are very high.

CHAIRMAN: John one of concerns from this Commission is that
the agricultural land t hat we have surrounding this propertý, do .you

consider that prime agricultural land?

FARIAS: Mr. Chairman, the word prime has been floating around
- rather loosely over the time I've been in this business for 10 years

I consider the classification from the Land Study Bureau or the Soil
Conservation people. They release certain kinds of soil conditions.
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I CHAIRMAN: Maybe I should stato it another way. Both oF the lands i
involved that are involved around this property is in sugar and pine- ¯

apple. Would you consider sugar and pine viable enough economically

I to remain in this area?

FARIAS: I think sugar would have a difficult time in this area.
The pineapple people might refute this because they have better accessI to their economic data than we do. I would consider pine as an option
for this area but not sugar. I think we would have a little difficult
time with irrigation over there. Sugar takes lots more water than

i pineapple and that would be a problem.
CHAIRMAN: Because the Commissioners here have always wondered

I whether the land should be left in agriculture. They really don't
know what lands should be kept. So at this time, I have a feeling
with the discussion that has been going on that what you're asking
this Commission is that in a sort of way a commitment should be made
to preserve some of the lands in this area.

FARIAS: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I think what I'm saying here is if
we intend to revert this land back to agriculture, that is if you did,
will you also be prepared to hold all agricultural land or will you be
like so many organizations in the past become victims of the process
of urbanization? And, if we were to step back and look at the capital ¯

-

improvements over the last few years for only that region, on a cordial -

¯

relationship you can see where,the urbanization process is going.
That scares some of us.

CHAIRMAN: Gene?

CONNELL: Mr. Farias, a number of times people have come before
the Commission and talked about the different grades of land. Is the
Department of Agriculture going to be prepared in the near futrue to
indicate what agricultural land should possibly.be put into other
uses?

FARIAS: I think yes. We're attempting to do that. It is a very
difficult process . The agricultural lands actually used today is
somewhat less than that which is zoned agriculture. If we attempt to
say, "Well, we will only' keep trying" to keep lands in agriculture,
that is subject to interpretation because .fhe soil conditions, acces
sibility, water et cetera. This would further undermine the agricultural
enterprises. It's a thing we're quite aware of, wrestling with even in
house, quite frankly.

CONNELL: The reason I ask the question, Mr. Farias, is because I
think certainly this County is very dependent upon d.irection from the
State Department of Agriculture. This County does not have its own
Department of Agriculture, any agency dealîng with that. It would
seem that our General Plan agricúltural policy has been very much
dependent upon direction from the State but we constantly have pressure
as you h.ave alluded to from nonagriculturalists who tell us which land
should not be used for agriculture. I think as you have also indicated,
quite often the very prime agricultural lands are also prime development
land. Development costs are lower, et cetera. And, if we are to work



I,
through this dilemma, somewhere along the line the Department of Agri-

E culture is going to have to say in order to reach a self-sufficiency
food level in the State, these are the lands which have to be retained. ¯¯

FARIAS: I agree. E
¯

CONNELL: And, as you say that we've got a dilemma, I think really =
-

it's your dilemma because we need your direction from the Department -

of Agriculture. Ë ENE
i Sil

FARIAS: Yes, okay. Thanks but no thanks, you know.

CONNELL: Yeah well, it's your shoe, it's your kuliana so okay.
The Governor has apparently come out very strongly in his State message
and has indicated the need to preserve agricultural land. Apparently
he's really going to push in this area. As we are in this dilemma,
we are looking to you, your department, the University of Hawaii and i igi

I its agricultural school to give us the direction that we need in order ¯¯

to be able to make this decision because without that direction, I ; gg¡
don't think this Commission or the City Council--I'm not aware of any- i ig
one on the City Council who is a farmer. And, we need your expert
direction if we're going to work through this dilemma. AEi

FARIAS: Bob, we ought to tell them what my background is.

CONNELL: You're the head of the Department of Agriculture.

FARIAS: You're right, Mr. Connell. The direction probably has
been lacking. It's a more recent move, if you like, by State agencies.
Looking into the records, correspondence of the past, we found that
the agency over time had developed a highly regulatory approach. Only
recently it has been taken on new field, so to speak, department funds
into developmental agriculture which means land, water, transportation,
and natural management systems all under consideration. So I think -

we're now developing a planning staff that I would consider to be, if
not now it will be shortly, the foremost agricultural planning staff
in the State, at least we hope that to be. Hopefully, we can afford
the planning department, various planning commissions , various councils
throughout the State and private sector, some guidance with reference
to where agricultural development will be and how. We might take some-
time Mr. Chairman. If Emight just add this, and I don'tmean to be
facetious but it's going to .take about eight years.

WLEDERHOLT: You've been asked an awful lot of questions and you've
sked this board ore question whet'her this Commission would be willing

to address the questi.on of holding the line. My observation of this
group over the last soyeral mon:hs is as it is presently constituted,
it would. It has taken the question that agricultural land policy
agricultural land diveision quite seriou.sly and has .made an effort
to resist this unnecessary diversion of agricultural lands. I won't
say what any future boards would be. The composition changes and if
we make too mucli trouble, we get the ax and things like that. But, as
of th.is moment, it seems to me the group would carefully consider the
question.

FARIAS: I think so, Ned. I'm impressed with what I see.

91
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CHAIRMAN: We ll Mr. Farias, with your commitment to work with EGeneral Planning, from now on we'll expect the stafE reports to como
out with a lot of comments from the Department of Agriculture concerning -

agricultural lands anyway.

WAY: Mr. Chairman, one other thought and question. One is I'm
glad to see that we have a shared dilemma here. We were sort oE -

aware of it for some time. The question then following on one of the
Chairman's observations, you mentioned the suitability of agricultural

.

- use of this property for pineapple as being quite possible, for sugar
not so possible. Are there other specific crops that fall into the

- g category of likely on this particular site?

FARIAS: Mr. Way, we may have a situation where or a problem with
water on some of these other crops. That'll be a limiting factor maybe
in some forage crops but my guess is if we get into a more intensive
use, there could be crops--but well, I'm getting in more specifically

I but probably then you know, probably not utilize that much area. These -

are some of your nursery operations and that sort of thing. It'd be -
highly intensive. This, of course, would take a lot of water but less
land area. Your extensive type of crops--sugar, pine, forage, your
feed crops maybe would take water. That would be a limiting factor in
this area. That's why I precluded sugar. I think sugar is a problem
crop.

CHAIRMAN: Okay, John. We've had you here for almost an hour.
So, thank you very much for making your presence here today.

3. Mr. Shinji Soneda, Division Chief, Environmental Protection and
Health Services Division, State Department of Health
SONEDA: I've been asked to come here to repeat our concern on

this matter which has already been conveyed to the City Council.
Briefly stated, our concern focuses on the rate of development rather um
than whether to develop or urbanize and non urbanize.

The sewage facility serving this area which exists is grossly inadequate
and will not accommodate any part of this new development. So, we would
like to see the timing of this development controlled so that it will be
more consistent with the new Honouliuli facility becoming operationalat some point in the future. Th.at briefly is my statement.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioners, you have any questions?
WAY: Mr. Soneda, what if any observations does your department

have with reference to water quality and thinking of runoff as it might
affect the coastal areas?

SONEDA: Are you talking about the d.evelopmental phase or are you
talking about being left alone as compared to houses on it?

I WAY: The latter.
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SONEDA: If it's compared to raw land, sometimes raw land produces
B more undesirable conditions so its hard to say. About fifty-fifty Iwould say. Some bad things come with urbanization but urbanization
g solves some of the existing problems also.

WAY: At this point you don't have an analysis of that whether
one way or the other, is that correct?

SONEDA: Well, if it were in pine say for example and you were
urbanizing, I would think the facts would be that it would be a
deterioration. But, if it's raw, uncovered land and you're going tourbanize, I think it would be plus.

WAY: Less degradation of coastal waters.

SONEDA: Due to runoff, right.

I WAY: In the case of urbanization as a result of runoff. No other
questions,

g WIKUM: I think this is a tiny point but I have a hard time under-
g standing how land remains raw enough to pollute the water. Even if you

don't plant something on it, mother nature does. It's been my experi-
ence within six months after I--six weeks after I make a nice bare pieceof land in my garden it's covered with growth. Wouldn't that growthprevent runoff?

SONEDA: You notice that Mr. Farias mentioned the fact that wateris a scarce item in this area but that doesn' t mean that it doesn ' t
rain but the rains are intermittment. So generally speaking, it will
not support a cover. When it rains, because it's uncovered, it erodesvery rapidly.

WIKUM: You mean it rains so little out there that the weedswouldn ' t grow and it wouldn' t be full of haole koa inside of a year?
SONEDA: Well, haole koa kind of thing but not the kind of--

WIKUM: My understanding is it's covered with all sorts of stùffright now. Have you seen it?

SONEDA: Yeah.

WIKUM: And it's not got weeds and. old pineapples and stu£f?
SONEDA: Yeah. If it's controlled agriculture enterprise, the

entrepreneur who's engaged in that business probably would have soilconservation in mind so he would be minimiting the effect of rainfallon the area. But, if it's uncontrolled, raw land, probably in this.kind of area it would not support sufficient ground cover to not cause
a serious erosion problem from subsequent rain.

KUNA: You mentioned that the proposed rate of development would
be the problem that you foresee.

SONEDA: We're concerned about that, right.

KUNA: Well, have you come up with what is a workable rate of
-30



¯ development whereby the sewer lines could accommodate their plans
¯_ to build X number of units for the next 10 years?

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Soneda, I think you're relating the development
U towards completion of the sewage plant.

I SONEDA: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: Do you have the timetable for the sewage plant?

SONEDA: You probably can guess. I can give you an estimate but
you can get a better estimate from the city agency, Public Works.
Hopefully we're looking for that project and the initial phase of this
development coming together like this. But, in one sector we're talking

M about private development and the other sector is a governmental
development. Usually in this kind of thing when it's a race like that,
the private sector wins out. So generally speaking, we're always looking
for the public improvements to come as a lagging phase in this. We have
a plan and we start working on a public improvement plan and it falls
behind private sector improvement. So if this happens in this case,
there will be no place to put the sewage.

KUNA: Do you require that they put in their own private sewage
treatment plant for an interim period?

SONEDA: Yeah, we've been having all kinds of difficult things with
these so-called private sewage disposal facility in this particular area.

KUNA: What is that?
SONEDA: Well, there's a number of combinations been tried. The

most outstanding difficulty has been the oxidation pond which serves
the Waipahu community at the present time .

KUNA: Because it was mentioned that in the event--in the interim
period that they would come up with some .suitable

environmental something
that would be acceptable to service their development but your feeling
is that because of the conditions in this area even these interim
measures, you don' t really-

SONEDA: Yes, that's true and also the fact that the Honouliuli
plant itself is imminent, that plans are being made now to actively
start th facility's construction.

KUNA: So let's s they getthe approvalfor the General Plan
amendment and so now you're faced with a real possibility that this
development is going to be put in. What would you do then at that
point knowing that they're going to be lagging behind? Would you
force them to conform to your sewer project in terms of their
development, the rate of their development, or would you accept from
them knowing that other similar interim measures have not worked out
well in t.he area? Would you still accept from them their own private
sewage facility until yours .is .ready?

SONEDN: I think ultimately that will be the case but we 're
suggestiing that we d.o not do this kind of thing. We learned from the
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I IIi In this case, control your development rate such that you would not
be ahead of coming into line with the Honouliuli facility.

KUNA: So thus far you haven't come up with a timetable for this
development that would coincide with your sewer project.

I SONEDA: We do know what the sewer plans are. We do know the
fact that we've been told--you have been told that this development's
going to proceed at 400 to 500 units per year. I don't know when it's .

I going to start but you know those things. What we're saying is hope-
fully we can control the thing so that the earliest of these 400 or
500 things don't get occupied until the time that the Honouliuli
facility goes into being.

I KUNA: And when would that be? til

g SONEDA: Well, as I said before I can give you an estimate but
your public works can give you a better--it's their facility. They'll
be able to give you a better time.

KUNA: What's your estimate?

SONEDA: Well, various. We've heard lots of things. We're asked 1.5
to address a 1978 date, a 1980 date or conceivably something beyond -

that. ¯ !!
II

KUNA: Oh so now this is when the pro3°ect starts or when it's Si
completed?

SONEDA: The completion date.

KUNA: So you would ask the developer to wait until it's completed.

SONEDA:. No, these things--you're also involved in the planning
phase of this thing, early phase--the Detailed Land Use Map like that.
The houses don't result immediately after you do these things. You've
got to go through several processes. All we ask is that no houses get
built whicK are occupied before there are sewage facilities to accom-
modate them.

KUNA: Thank you.

WIEDERHOLT : It ' s my under standing to comment on your stat ement
there that under the General Plan revision process, there's no way to
attac1r such conditions to the approval. This is just a question whether
to alter the General Plan and then this other kind of consideration is
completely open after that time. There s no way to assure that.
Because, that' s the request that you've just made here.

SONEDA: But hopefully all phases of this operation is under City
control so all we're asking is that the various facets of government to
consider all of these things and the whole is planned, rather than just
worrying about one aspeät for this thing and he's stuck with another
problem. We really don't have to say that. I'm sure Mr. Way already ===

takes that into consideration but we were asked to come down here to
_2|

participate, repeating something that must be obvious to everybody dig
- concerned. y-



CHAIRMAN: Okay, Mr. Soneda, thank you very much for coming.

4. Mr. Kazu Hayashida, Director and Cl ief Engineer, Department of
Public Works

HAYASHIDA: Our department has not received a copy of the report on
the proposed General Plan DLUM amendment and therefore cannot comment

i on it specifically. However, in early 1975 my staff did review a prelimi-
nary development plan of the Waipio Gentry development for sewer require-
ment and found that the existing municipal sewer system was inadequate
for the sewage flow from the proposed development. Connection to the

i municipal system would not be permitted unless the following conditions
are met--

One, a trunk line is constructed from the project area to our
existing Waipahu Sewage Pump Station, a distance of about 2½ miles;

Number two, the existing Waipahu Sewage'Pump Station is modified
to handle the increased flows; andi Three, the Honouliuli Sewer System extending from Waipahu Sewage
Pump Station to the proposed Honouliuli Water Treatment Plant and
Barbers Point Outfall is completed.

Now, these requirements are still valid today. The connection will not
be allowed until the required actions are completed.

Our 6-year Capital Improvement Program does not reflect the trunk
line project. So if the developer wishès to proceed ahead of schedule
before City funds are available, then they will have to pay the entire
cost.

The bid opening for the Waipahu Sewage Pump Station Modification project
is scheduled for March 18, 197 this year. Assuming no hang-ups , the
construction should start in July 1976 and be completed by July of 1978.
But, this is only one component in the total system.

The target date for the completion of the Honouliuli Sewer System is
early 1979. Connection will be permitted when the system is operational.
Now these projections, the target dates are contingent on federal funds
being available because there' s a tremendous ainount of federal funds that
need to be available before we can do all the construction. So if
thefe's a shift priority by Congress or the President and they delay any
of the federal funding, then of course the target date will have to be
shifted, extended.

I We have not had the opportunity to review the development's drainage
plan but like any other developer we will require a drainage plan be
made. Also, the developer will have to meet the requirements of our
grading plan axid soil erosion standards .

Th.at completes the testimony. Are there any questions?
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WIKUM: These three conditions about the sewer connection, I wantto understand that. They sort of all have to happen at once. All threeof those things have to be operational at one time to support thedevelopment. Is that what I heard you say?

HAYASHIDA: Yes. All three items have to be completed.
CHAIRNAN: Further questions, commissioners?
(NO RESPONSE)

CHAIRMAN: So your existing system right now cannot take anything.
HAYASHIDA: No Sir, not from this development.
CHAIRMAN: Have you considered a private sewage treatment plant?
HAYASHIDA: No, I think that would probably be better answered by

¯ Health Department. They approve private sewage treatment plants. Nowif the developer wishes to turn over the plant to the City at the endof the project and dedicate it to us, then of course they will have to
meet our design standards. But, there are other things that are con-
sidered like they have to meet the water quality standards, for instance.

CHAIRMAN: So you have your standards as far as accepting the dedica-
tion of it, of the sewage treatment plant.

HAYASHIDA: That's right. We do have a standard for the design ofthe treatment plant but there are other considerations as I say. They
have to meet the State Water Quality Standards.

CHAIRMAN: If they follow the procedures then essentially they will
have to see you for sort of an approval.

HAYASHIDA We will look at the plans, yes but the Health Depart-ment will approve it.

CHOY: The second sentence below your item number 3- Our 6-year
Capital Improvement Program does not reflect the trunk line project--I would like to have yon perhaps enlighten me and elaborate on this
last sentence -The developer will have to construct the line at hiscost. Dóes this mean that the developer or any developer for that
matter wh.o would implement this particular project, it may be Mr.
Blackfie d for that matter .

HAYASHIDA: This is right.

CHOY: The clarification I m looking for , would that be the 24 mileline?

HAYASHIDA: This is the 2½ mile line, yes.
CHOY: Okay, as an engineer and as the Chief Engineer of the City,would you like to hazard the approximate cost to the developer on such

a line?
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i HAYASHIDA: No answer to that at this time but he will have to
I weigh that cost into the ,cost of his construction.

- CHOY: Regardless of who's going to be or whether the City, whetherMr. Blackfield is going to develop for the City or whether Gentry, this
- line has to be implemented at their cost provided your Honouliuli sowersystem is not in existence.

HAYASHIDA: That's right. Any developer if he wants to come in with '

any subdivision and he wants to proceed with the project prior to the ,
¯ U City being funded, then he'will have to construct it at his own cost. ]

CHOY: And the smaller Waipahu facility certainly according to your -

testimony will not be able to support any development on the subject
parcel at this particular time. -

HAYASHIDA: That's correct. The existing system will not supportthe project at this time.
(There were no further questions of Mr. Hayashida.)

5. Mr. Yukio Taketa, Planner, Department of Parks and Recreation

TAKETA: The proposal for dedication of four acres of neighborhoodpark and 16 acres of district park together with the private recrea- -

tional areas proposed will be adequate. Dedication of the park areas ¯

is subject to the agreement that the offsite improvements are installed
by the developer and the rough grading and grassing is also included.

{There were no questions of Mr.. Taketa.)

6. Letter dated Feb. 13, 1976 from Hideto Kono, Director , StateDepartment of Planning and Economic Development, copy attached.
7. Letter dated Feb. 2, 1976 from Boniface K. Aiu, Fire Chief, City

and County Fir e Depar tment , copy at t ached
8. Letter dated Feb. 11, 1976 from Koichi H. Tokushige, Assistant

Superintendent, Office of Business Services, State Department ofEducation, copy attached

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Mr. Töm Gent,ry Developer
2. Mr. Norm Dyer Project Land Planner
3. Dr. Oscar Lorénz, Chairman Department of Vegetable Crop, Universityof California at Davis.
4. Mr. Fred Rod iguez, President, Environmental Communitations, Inc.

GENTRY: I haken' t had the opportunity of meeting any of you, Iguess, unt il today I appreciate and you can really believe me, the
opportunity after many years to have a public hearing on a project with
respect to the City and County .

I guess I ve been referred to eatlier as a lot of things but I am a
home builder not a property speculator. We are here to reguest that
we be aHawed to build homes, a school, church s and a modest commer-
cial and employment facilities on 510 acres in Waipi , Qahú. The
property is sandwi hed between Castlé and. Cooka indústfial zþned



I I think some background is necessary. I feel that probably some of
our presentation could have helped some of the earlier comments. At
any rate, we acquired-- Let me start again.

I In 1969 and 1970, the Dole Pineapple Company phased out the planting
of pineapple on a Castle and Cooke property which is the subject

i property. I was contacted in 1971 to determine if I had any interest
in the property. Everyone knows that land ownership on Oahu is limited
relatively to major companies, the State and along with the City and

i Federal government. The opportunity to extend the community to Crest-
view and Seaview seemed logical on this ideally located parcel without
difficult developmental conditions, unemcumbered by leasehold. After
making an analysis of the housing needs, I felt that we could actively
compete with developments nearby.

We purchased the property from Castle and Cooke in February of 1972.

I This may conflict with some of the earlier testimony but can be substan-
tiated by our facts and records. The same year, a letter of intent to
amend the General Plan was filed with the Department of General Planning.
In May of 1974 we were notified that they had not decided to process the
application. I believe a copy of this is enclosed in the material
received. Naturally we were extremely disappointed by this action as we
felt we are entitled to a fair and impartial hearing.
We will try.to present the facts as we see them and hopefully, you will
recommend that we will be able to proceed with our development. I would
like to at this point ask a question with respect to our presentation.
It appears to me that your Commission has done a great deal of work
trying to go through this mountain of information. I noted seriously
some of the comments indicated that the work was maybe not up to
standard or possibly incomplete. I might add that we have been working
continuously on the project for the last thrée years or better and that
some of the work is still underway. There's an environmental impact
report which we have been confused about as to whether or not -who it
w6uld be required by who would process it and whether it could be
processed. . What really held us up in that area is whether or not we
were actually going to get an opportunity to present our project because
the problem in developing this type of information is that it becomes
untimely. It migh.t be interesting to note that we wrote our own envi-
ronmental impact report on the property when we first acquired it, some
of the work being done prior to acquisition in our normal research.
Th.is repor t was not required and there was no law at that time requiring
it. So, I'm póinting out that things do change and it s not our attempt
to circumvent nor to develop information which is lacking nor to
ade, poësibly, ur testimony. It's my endeivor to see that our

consultants and myself present the facts. We thînk that, you know,
maybe nothing is perfect and therë are some bad points as well as
good points. We think in our opinionwe have tried to prësent the
facts as they are.

One more comment before I turn it ov to M Dyer that maybe two.
One is that I would like to comment personally on some of the previous
testimony I think that in the interest of being factual, that I
would like my comnient to be part of the record, that i some f the



testimony is questionable or refuted that the facts be dug out and Ihope this Commission--I feel that this Commission will spend the timeand effort to do that. The further thing is that I think that we haveto talk about in one sense is the motivation we're starting a project of :this nature. I indicated that we are not land speculators. I haddeveloped a company in the mainland which eventually expanded to Hawaii.I enjoyed the life in Hawaii very much and moved here. The companybecame quite large and very successful. The company was subsequentlymerged with Foremost and McKesson and carried my name for many yearsout here subsequent to the time that it was actually under the director-ship of Foremost-McKesson. Until only recently they're called ForemostHomes of Hawaii.
I will say this and I think that no one else is tooting my horn a little- so I think I'm going to take the opportunity. I've really been discour-aged here today. I've got to tell you that. I think probably more sothan any day that I've been faced with this type of situation. I feelthat in the years that we've built houses and homes--by the way, we'veparticipated at great lengths with companies like Stanford Research andwhat not that we have tried to put back into the business a real feelingand a product. I think that part of our presentation to the State LandUse Commission included--which we don't have here today--included ascenario or I guess an interview of homeowners that have bought ourproduct. That came off very well. The homeowners came off very happyas far as I know. Maybe you don't satisfy them all but we were verypleased with this. I think if .you don't live in.one, you probablyknow somebody who does. We stand behind our product and we feel it anacceptable item in the community.
We also felt when we had the opportunity to purchase this property wehad no idea of the length of time or the problems that we would runinto such as we're éncountering today. That, this was an opportunityfor us to do what I think we did best and that is not just buildhouses but develop a community. We tried to bring in the latest landplanning techniques. We were instrumental in development of the firstpark-dedication ordinanc.e. It happened to be in Davis , California .We'd been longtime leaders in new innovations in housing. I justdon t--I'm not--really, this isn' t my day to come out here and tell youthis because-- But, if you think it's important and it just distuibsme greatly to see and hear the picking between these agencies thathave nothing to d.ó with the fact that we're trying to develop acommunity out there.

As far as the financial facts go, we have made those àvailable toanyone who is interested. The purchase price of the property, thefinancing with the Bank of Hawaii, there isn' t anything secret. .And,we didn't go to Mr. Blackfield and seek the financing. We went toMr. Blackfield at the direction of the Mayor. But, we'll get intothat later. At this time, I m trying to conveÿ to you that this is asinnere effort to bliild a housing project by a home builder who Ibelieve is qualified. We've built five such projects as this andthey're all successful. I c.ûrrently am not building any and the reasonhas been that the company was sold. Our five-yea agreement has longsinc gone. We e now able to build aiid deielop and we 'd like very



much the opportunity to do that. I would appreciate greatly if we would
really hustle the facts here and try to stick to exactly what the pros
and cons are so that when it gets time to determine whether this is
where the housing ought to be, at least we've got the facts straight
as to what can be built, when it can be built and whatever other ques-
tions that you feel that's within your prerogative to ask. I think that

I we have answers to most of them.

At this time I'd like to introduce Mr. Norm Dyer. Norm Dyer has been

i associated with me since we graduated from the University of California.
He's a land planner and experienced in the development of this type of
community. He has been with me for years as an independent consultant
so that my ideas and his aren't a product of direction but really one

i of association. He has gotten together a group of other consultants
which he'll provide you with a list of names, addresses and whatever's
necessary. Please feel free to ask any of those consultants their
opinion.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gentry, before we go on to your staff, maybe the
commissioners might have some questions for you.

GENTRY: Certainly.

CHAIRMAN: So commissioners, do you have any questions for Mr.
Gentry? If not, we can proceed. Harriet?

WIKUM: This isn't really a question but I feel kind of bad that
you feel bad today.

GENTRY: I feel bad. I hurt too.
WIKUM: But, what I wanted to say is that the heat that you're

feeling around here--I'm sure you know this but I'd like everybodyelse
to know it--is not directed against you as a builder of homes and
schools and churches. We like those things, mothers and apple piës
too. You understand, of course, that the heat is generated because
of the political side issues that are involved.

GENTRY: I appreciate that. feel- I don't know what to feel
bedause politics is really not my bag. I hope we don' t in anyway try
to take a position on issues like that. We are here to represent thé
property and home building That's really what I tried to get across.
ThanR yo very much.

CONNELL: Mr. Gentry, you indicated that you hope that the Commis-
sion would dig into the facts and surface any facts that might be
missing. You are aware that this Commission has been put under a time
cúnstraint of 30 days from the time they received all of these
materials. As the principal, would you be amenable to the Commission
being allowed sufficient time in order to be able to surface the facts?

GENTRY: As an individual and as the proponent, yes I would. I
don't know whether onnot this is possible under the planriing -yon

know either the constraints of whatever the program is, that is not a
problem that I can answer. Let me say one more thing with that respect.



i 1 feel that, and maybe this isn' t pleasant to hear but we have been
working on it a long time. Our problem is that--getting a hearing at

i all. After getting a hearing at all, getting someone to processing g|
information is really sort of been our problem. We've been developing jit but bear in mind, it hasn't been looked at not because it wasn't 4
there but because it just maybe wasn't processed by these people.

I Those reasons, I can't help. I hope I answered your question
truthfully.

CONNELL: I believe that a good percentage of what has come downi to the Commission from the City Council has painted a picture of the
time problem that you have had. Therefore, the Council has in a
sense said in order to be fair, this thing ought to be processed.I Therefore, it seems to me that the time factor is very much up to
you. Not to draw you into a political situation but this is really
your ball park.

GENTRY: Well, yes I think time is a factor whether--I thought
your question was indicated a short period of time. I mean if we're

i going to be another four years, frankly I'm not interested. The
question has been brought to me, is the property for sale or are you
going to sell it, and my answer is, you betcha if I don't get the
damn thing approved. That's it. I just--It's not a question of not
wanting to. I don't think that--we just can't get .our team organized

- and together and financial things. Again, I'm not a speculator. I'm
a builder. I'm not saying we want to force anybody or push anything.
I'm just saying that a reasonable length of time is amenable to me.
It seems to me if--I would like the same thing in return. If you ask
a question and I'm not able to answer, I would like a reasonable
length of time to respond, to have my consultants do the work necessary
to give you a fair and impartial answer. It:would be silly of me to
ask you to make a recommendation based on really partial information
because it would probably be negative. If I were in your position,
that's what it would be. So again hopefully--

CONNELL So you would be amenable to a reasonable extension.of
t ime .

GENTRY: Yes. I really don't know what the question is going to
be yet so I couldn' t really say how long but I'm not amenable to three
or four more years.

CONNELL: I don' t think that probably would.be a reasonable period
of t ime. One other question, the Commission has been charged with
being slow but I don't belie e they have ever taken three or fou years,

GENTRY: Not by me. Again I'm thankful to be here.

CONNELL: Th.e other question is that there is a great amount of
material which was supplied to the Commission but as has been indicated,
it was not supplief to various depar tments within the City. Now I
don't know where we can lay the blame on that but the simple fact is
that the matetials were not given. Is your organizat ion prepared to
submit those materials to the various City agencies?



1 | GENTRY: Yes, we're in an awkward position here but I would assume
- - if you are talking about the printed material that you have and it's

possible for us to reproduce, we can submit it to anyone that you wish
- g to have it submitted to, and why it hasn't gotten to the different

agencies possibly on time or whatever, I'm just not aware of. There
maybe more information in your package than is required to be submitted

' to the City and that maybe a reason that it's not all there. And,
¯ there is some information as I pointed out earlier that's not complete

yet. This environmental impact thing is underway and in the process
of its first pass I guess to get information back and then we had more
information to it. I guess there's more work to be done. Mr. Dyer can

E answer that question better than I can.

CHOY: Mr. Gentry, I'm directing my question in the same direction
as our Executive Secretary. Would you be amenable perhaps to an exten-
sion of 60 to 90 days for the Commission and especially myself to spend
a little more time digesting some of the material?

I GENTRY: Well, without--again I would preface my answer with the
point I don't know whether that's my prerogative. The second thing I
would say is that I didn't anticipate an approval within probably 60

- or 90 days at any rate. Now what the procedures going to be, I don't
know and I'm not sure that it's clear in fact in my mind as to where
it has to go. .

CHOY: I think we had this similar dilemma with this Commission
in the past. The agreement of the extension of the time constraint
that is placed. before us by the City Council has to be in agreement
by the applicantwhich.is you. You either say yes or no to a easonable
time as I suggested of either 60 to 90 days which I think is rather
reasonable. I'm not asking for another three years.

GENTRY:. It's impossible for me to judge what's reasonable and what's
unreasonable because I don't know what has to be done. I feel that we
could come back with any answers almost to any questions you ask within
30 days in written report form Now if you need 60 days to digest that,
I guess that would be your opinion and I would then say--

CHOY: First of all, Mr. Gentry, you must understand that each. of
the Commissioners serves on this Commission as a public service. We're
no.t being paid and all of us have to earn a living pursuing our own
livelihood. May of us would have to allot special time in going over
the material that you have presented to us . Because of this I think
s.erving as lay members of this board, I d.on' t think asking for 60 or 90
days would a horrendous encumberance on you.

CHAIRMAN: Dr. Choy, let's decide on the length of time at the end
of the meeting if we are going to ask for an extension. At that time,
we can ask ,Mr . Gentry-

GENTRY: Yes that would be- L might have an opportunity to talk
with my consultants to see whether something--

CHAIRMAN: We can ask Mr. Gentry at that time.
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GENTRY: Yes, I want to give you all the time that's necessary. We
will answer that.

CHAIRMAN: So may we have Mr. Dyer now?

GENTRY: Yes. Any more questions?

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dyer?

. DYER: Being an archtiect and a land planner for a project of this
size is a very challenging opportunity. Sometimes in hearings like
this, we don't relish it but we do appreciate the time. And, it
requires the technical expertise of many collaborating consultants.
Many are here still today to answer questions that are either now or
in written form.

I Earlier the Chairman of the Department of Agriculture got some serious
questions regarding the agricultural capabilities of the property.
Naturally, at the Land Use Commission public hearing in 1974 these 25
were discussed in depth and one of the persons who testified on our il
behalf or as an advisor to us was a what we consider a highly qualified Ë!
professional, Dr. Oscar Lorenz, who some of his information is included
in the report. He is here today. I'd like to just blow a little smoke
his way as far as his qualifications.

He is currently the Chairman of the Department of Vegetable Crop at the
University of California at Davis.. He's an elected Fellow in the
American Association for the Advancement of. Science, American Society
of Agronomy and American Society of Horticultural Scientists. He is
presently a consultant for the United Fruit Corporation, the California
Department of Water Resources, the Bectel Corporation in Iran and
Algeria and some work in Mexico. I think he is very interested in shar-
ing his experience on the agricultural issue.

We have Mr. Fred Rodriguez, President of Environmental Communications,
Inc. , who is prepared to discuss some of the environmental considerations
based on our land use proposal. I think they can only be considered in

Oth.er engine rs as far as the sewer, the water, the traffic are also
here or I believe they were here a few minutes ago.

More into the text now.

As Tom mentioned, the property was purchased in 1912 after t;he Dole
Pineapple Company had started phasing out any further planning, and
they had determined the land surplus. The purchase from Castle and
Cooke precluded any further use of the Oahu Sugar at Waiahole Ditch
water. Wë're presúming that they had other uses that they had more
priority for that water. However, our agreement does provide for the
necessary easements and rights for the dévelopment of new wells for
domestic uses.

Some of the significant features of the property h.ate been mentioned
the central location accessibility. The property is mostly level and
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I has no foundation roblems. It was desi nated urban b the State Land ËË
Use Commission on December 20, 1974. Ge try-Pacific

aynd
the other 'I

participating builders are experienced and have the capabilities to ii
provide a variety of homes competitively priced and in an attractive
environment.

ill
i The neighboring communities have supported the development in the past

and repeatedly support it today based on our current land use program. B
We have met on numerous occasions at general membership meetings to i e-
discuss our plan, and I have copies of their most recent correspondenceI which I will hand out when I'm finished.

To substantiate our request, two reports were prepared copies of which

I you have entitled the Gentry-Waipio General Plan Amendment and the
related appendices.

During the last three years we received comments as best we were ablei to acquire them from most of the government departments which normally
do General Plan changes. We believe nearly all the conditions had been
accommodated in our amendment. i

ilIf the Commission so desires, and I realize this is a very long meeting,
we have available a live presentation which has been shown on numerous .

occasions to community groups and other interested organizations and
summarizes much of the information that is included in this report.
We appreciate the interest on land use matters such as this one before
you. Apparently there are still many others in attendance that wish
to testify. We are available to offer any further explanation in order
that the Commission fully understands our request.
I'd like to take a few moments to discuss some of the agricultural
considerations and bring Mr. Lorenz in at this time. .I mentioned
earlier that we have no surface water rights to irrigation system in
the area and have been unable to buy water from Oahu Sugar or Castle
and Cooke since the acquisition. We have estimates of almost one
million dollars to develop the wells necessary to deliver the 2½
million ga llons pr day that we would need for the completion of the
entire roject or generally most agricultural uses of the property.
The average yearl temperature is approximately 73 degrees and the
soil we discussed earlier in the 1972 soil survey by U.S.D.A identi-
fied only 36 acres of our property that is with irrigation as their
bes t soil, Class 1. Four Hundred and Twenty-Seven acres again with
irrigation is Class 2, and 4T acres with irrigation Class 3, 4, and 6.
Without. irrigation most. of the property as put into Class 4. -

¯

The Land Study Bureau at the University of Hawaii was also updating
and improving their

.analysis and they issued a new bulletin in 1972.
One of the basic improvements of this latest study is that it is
moved from the theoretical consideration of a soil wherever it is
located towards the real life consideration of the soil in placá on
specific pieces of property. This assessment reflect s the real fact
that there's no irrigation water on the property and analysis gave
48 acres of the property a B rating--next to the best, 130 acres a
D rating, and 345 acres an E rating. All these ratings would be
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I
increased with irrigation. The various surveys in classificationsas mentioned above are borne out by actual experience on the property.The 1970 tax record of the Dole Pineapple Company showed about 13% ofthe property the best, 12% good, and 75% average.
Dole management had a few comments which we used at the Land Use ; ãCommission which are on the consideration of pineapple. These are r 3made by Mr. Henry Baldwin, Manager of the Dole operations of Wahiawa.He stated that the land was phased out because:

One, the soils just aren't as good down there;

Two, it's awful dry in the summer. We get six to seven inchesof rain a year up near Wahiawa. There's a ridge that seems tobring the rain down where we need it.

Three, traffic down there is a major problem. This is a freshfruit operation now. We have to take our equipment down thereand we have to bring the fruit back up to Wahiawa•

Similar comparison as far as the applicability of sugar was the same.
Mr. John Humme, President of Oahu Sugar Company has stated that
"There's no way that particular piece of property could ever go backinto sugar. It is isolated, cut off and not economically feasible.
We d.o not claim that our soils are no good for agriculture, that theclaim would be ridiculous but we do believe that if we had irrigation,our soils would be roughly comparable to soils in most of the otherneighboring properties.

I'd like now to ask Oscar Lorenz to.come up and maybe he'd like tosay a few words of maybe just to answer questions you might have.
CHAIRMAN: Before we proceed, Commissioners do you have.anyuestions for Mr. Dyer? Harriet?

IKUM: Mr. Dyer, did I hear you say that one of the reasons thatfarming was not a comparatively good idea on this parcel is that thefarmers trucks have problems with the traffic?

DYER: Th.e two principal ones that we believe are thé reas.ons isan access from the ugarcane hauling operat ion has been you mightsay literally discontinued because there are no agricultural roads tothis area now. The system, the intrastructure which is a planningterm we all throw around, for agriculturë for shorter operation isnot there. The Oahu Sugar has extensive roadway access inter-transitroadway system in the Waiawa area and also in the Ewa area.
WIKUM: So the transportation problem-
DYER: For sugar.
WIKUM: Just for sugar.
DYER: For sugar, okay. The pineapple issue was the logisticswhere this was the most further removed parcel at the lowest elevation



that the Dole operation was planning. They felt that was considered
surplus,

I WIKUM: But for other kinds of farming, would there be a transpor-
tation problem?

I DYER: Some I would imagine. I think logistically--

WIKUM: Would that problem be internal in terms of roads or no
. roads on the parcel or would some problems be related to the thorough-
I fares that are surrounding the property?

DYER: Yeah, I'd like to get Mr. Lorenz in to help me on some of

I these questions if that's okay. I'm not a farmer and he is.

WIKUM: Well, this last question is no harder than the other two. E 15
You were doing fine on both. - 22

i DYER: Well, you're talking about special vehicles aren't you
when you're talking about pineapple and sugar.

WIKUM: But I'm not talking about them now. Now I'm talking
about some of the kinds of farming. ¯¯

DYER: Okay I guess, yes, the small pickup and that kind of
operation.

WIKUM: So the problem is not with the major highways around the
parcel.

DYER: On plantation, agriculture, I think it's a basic consideration.

WIEDERHOLT: Do you prefer to go to the agriculture questions right
now and then return or after we deal with some of the other questions
that come u I . 55

DYER: I'd rather the agricultural questions be answered with
Mr. Lorenz.

WIEDERHOLT: But do you want to go on to some of the other questions
like traffic and some of the housing questions?

DYER: Whatever the pleasure is of the Commission. I'd be happy o
answer questions .

WIEDERHOLT: In view that this is a request for a General Plan
change, I have a report here and I can't testify to it's validity,
it's accuracý but it says something like thiä. I'm interested in your
comments on it--The general Gity and County General Plan Revision
Progfam shows that there are over 18,000 acres of land right now
available for housing on the existing Oahn General Plan. This consists
of 14,469 acres of low density Residential land and 3,644 acres of
medium and high density Residential land. According to the GRP this
is approximately 244,000 dwelling únits to be built on this land that s

currently general planned for Residential. This potential supply can
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be compared with the demand for housing identified in the GPRP which
amounts to 140,400 housing units needed by 1995. So it appears we
have an over supply of land currently general planned Residential.
Did you look into it?

DYER: The question that you're phrasing is do we have an oversupply?

I WIEDERHOLT: Yeah, how do you feel on that?
DYER: I think there's probably if you say there's an oversupply of k'land zoned Residential, however, I don't see very much of it in produc- E

tion at this time. We refer to in our report one that really we believe
is actively providing good housing, low density housing and that's the 3¥
Mililani project North of this property. They have done and are doing a

-y

substantial job in providing the.type of housing that we believe the IEE
community needs. Now, where the.other lands are located specifically,
I know there are lands in Ewa. There's lands in Waianae. There's
lands in the Windward area. Hawaii Kai has got lands. In our brief
what we thought objective analysis are the alternatives to meet the
housing demands which are in the report. We tried to bring out some of
the issues of lands whether they were currently in production or being
proposed for production. We discussed briefly some of the considerations -

that are issues.
WIEDERHOLT: Yeah, I read that part. This goes on to say that right

now there are 56,000 housing units under construction or in various
planning stages by private developers in this urban district right now.
This total doesn't include your 4300 units. At the General Plan indi-
cated rate of 5,000-6,000 units needed per year, these 56,000 units
will satisfy the demands for the next 10 years. This is a market
problem isn't it?

GENTRY: Would it be possible for me to help on some of these
questions inasmuch as I know something about housing?

In the interest of your earlier question might be Bob Way's recommenda-
tion and analysis that is a file bigger than ours. I think he did a
pretty good job on analyzing the housing needs and population trends
with respect to housing. I believe that he would state that his recom-
mendation would be the additional lands be urbanized.
I think the problem really gets down to--what it really gets down to
is not the theoretical holding capacity and maybe Bob is better able
to answer this than I but really the size of unit that can be developed
econontically on a giyen piece of property .and the desirability of that -

unit .

For example, single family units are currently selling at a brisk
pace but highrise units are really sort of begging in the exact or
identical price range but itts questionable Whether there's a family
need for an 850 square foot unit on the 23rd floor as opposed to a
two-bedroom, two-bath home that kould supply that need. It maybe
1100 or 1200 feet. So, theoretically that's true that there probably
is enough land. currently zoned. The question is, is it buildable and
at what cost is it buildable on? I donit think the indepth study went
into that, the oning at the time that it was zoned. I don t think



that downzoning has been a factor here in Hawaii like it has been inother areas for marginal or unsuitable land nor do I think--you know,we have probably gone into the question of suitability of the type ofunits as far as we could. Bob's work is the best that has been doneB ant I think his points or his recommendations at least were that addi-tional land be provided or urbanized for housing on the island--so, toadd to the confusion.
WIEDERHOLT: Well, you understand the reason for the questionbecause we have to reconcile some of these things.

GENTRY: Yes, why urbanize additional land?
WIEDERHOLT: When there's such an immense amount of currently so

- zoned.

GENTRY: I think you will find that it's unsuitable and thatnumbers that are applied against it are theoretical numbers, whether
¯- or not you can physically build on the property just because it'szoned that way at an economic price. It's the same thing as agriculture.I think Mr. Lorenz will say given enough water, you can grow it in yourbasement. The point is is it economically feasible to produce housingon these properties. There maybe other considerations too that I thinkwe don't know of yet when they get ready to build on site lines and¯ other considerations when may reduce thë density. Rarely does density- approach a theoretical maximum as allowed under the--due to the zoningordinance.

WIEDERHOLT: Yeah I understand that. The ratio that ou're talkinabout the ratio of usable land to unusable inside of this 17 000 acresit doesn't appear--I wouldn't think that all of it would be unusable.There would be some that would be and so on.

GENTRY: I think there's probably one more thing t:hat I've omittedthat would be a the ore tical consideration but a very practical one inanother sense and that is, if you zone the exact--well, let me put itanother way. It's been the practice of zoning in communities, maybenot
.applicable here in Hawaii but in other parts of the world, .to zonein excess of the current demand. In other words, lay property asideso that there's enough for a given period of time. In other words,phase the thing so tha.t there always will be competition between thepurchasers in the development: of this property. In other words, sayfor example over the next five years you need 500 acres . Okay, 1500acres will be zoned. At

-some intervening period of time this would beupdated so that there's always a surplus of land therefore keepingbut it is a consideration that if you take the reverse of that andone the exact amount, then the person building the last house couldcharbre whatever he wanted because that's all there is.

WIEDERHOLT: Yeah, I understand that. That's the way the diamondprices are supposed to be kept high.
GENTRY: Well, unfortunately we're not in that business.
WIEDERHOLT: But there are som wh.o say that kind of control is
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used to keep the prices high here in Hawaii but I couldn't support
that one. I've heard that argument.

GENTRY: Well, I think that Mr. Way has adequately--

WIEDERHOLT: He didn't make that argument. I heard about the--

GENTRY: But he adequately covered that field of the availability
of land. I think there are some social concepts also that should
determine whether or not people should live or whether they have a

i choice in where they want to live--half should live in highrises or
whether they should, you know utilize more land.

It might be interesting to note that on this agricultural concept
thing that an enormous projection to the year 2000 that this is a

sizeable number of acreage but not significant as far as the Depart-
ment of Agriculture who is concerned with the question.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Gentry.)

The Commission recessed for dinner, and upon reconvening, Dr. Oscar
Lorenz testified in support of the applicant's proposal.

LORENZ: Members of the Commission, I should like to fix my
remarks to the probable or possible agricultural use Mr. Gentry talked

¯jg

about. It is safe to say that water, fertilizer, and the best ¯¯

agricultural chemicals, many different crops could be grown on the (g|
Gentry property but not in all of the same particular year and not gg
all of the crops. We acknowledge that the land is average land. Em

Some of it is a little bit better if it has water. I'd like to propose
three questions. What crops can be grown well on this specific piece of
property? Well, we might answer very little because it can be grown
better elsewhere in the state on a different soil with a little better
climate. And then we have to talk about the marketing outlet. . . . Now,
if all the crops can be grown well on the Gentry property from an agro-
nomic standpoint, we have to realize is it an economical, viable crop
in that particular situation. And thirdly, we realize there is no crop
which could be grown successfully on that land unless it had water.

I would like to just make a few stat.ements about the crop, and that we
would admit many of the temperate climate crops could be-grown on that
property. If you hafe a good warm climate and you have water, we would
be able to grow many crops there. On the other hand, I think we have
to realize that from an agronomic standpoint, that our climate here
really works to our.detriment. Many of the insects, diseases and so
forth that we have here are largely controlled at least the summer
climate when we have frost when they are killed out or blown in the -

ind. Fortunately, many of these can be controlled with chemicals
but then again that has to be the financial and economical cost.

I'd like to just say a few words out of the several crops that have
been proposed here. One of them is head lettuce. Why isn't more head
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lettuce grown around here? Head lettuce is definitely a cool seasonI crop. It precisely grows better in temperatures of about 65 to a
maximum of 55 degrees where you get the optimum quality needed....

I That's the reason why over six months of the year you get practically
a good part of the lettuce shipped in here from Salinas Valley in
California. Again potatoes are from that area. Potatoes do best in

i temperatures around 62 to 65 degrees. As a matter of fact, you can
pretty well document it that anytime that the average temperature
shows one degree higher than that, you suffer about a 5% decrease. [

¯

You can come back to why potatoes are grown in Washington and Idaho E gi and so forth and why not in California then? Because that's where Ë m
the temperatures are the best for growing that particular crop. I E

. I think we also have to mention that it's not only necessary to growI this particular crop but we must grow us a profitable crop. Not
only that but it becomes marketing as well. The general factor with

I the general location specifically surrounds, the yearly expenses and
all that maybe completely favorable for that particular crop but again,
you have to watch it. That is the reason why it was brought up here
and one of the statements was made, well what crop could we grow? And
I mentioned that we might grow potatoes and onions. I said that because
we're talking about a unit of some 500 acres. It's ridiculous to think
of growing two or three acres, that's just all we'd need at any one time.
We have to have a profitable venture if we're going to grow out there.
In my judgment weighing all the various factors, I said there are only
two crops of any volume that.could grow on there from a vegetable stand-
point and those are potatoes and dry onions . These crops grow well
in a climate that's very acceptable and furthermore, they represent
forage crops where they might be deposited and stored at least for
a brief period of time. Even seed crops, I think we'd say, admit,
that they do better at the higher ,elevation where they have more
rain in that area in a climate that's very acceptable, and further-
more, they're going to make crops where they might be deposited and
stored for at least a brief period of time. Even seed crops, I think
we 'd say, admit, that they would do better at the higher elevation
w.here they have more rain in that area.

Now, when you talk about property, they would want some financing.
This property was economically viable for sometime but certainly not
as productive or attractive as some of the other pineapple land
because it went out of prime land and it was sold to Mr. Gentry. I
suggested to Tom Gentry one day they might go into marijuana or opium
or something like that and could come out okay. There aren't many
crops you can develop in there.

Apparently the old Department of Agriculture agrees with the point
that there aren't many crops that can be grown. Leonard Boswell,
Honolulu Advertiser stated in 1973, the agriculture department is.. .

to acknowledge report that Gentry-Pacific has found it next to
impossible to develop those lands into a possible venture in farming.
I believe that conclusion is correct.

Gentry Pacific has an estimate of about one-million dollars to
develop new water resources for that land alone. That would provide
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about two-million gallons per day. The same amount of water would be
used and/or roughly the same amount. It matters what their program is « -

for some of their agricultural uses.

Now, if you ignore taxes here and found no value at all to the land,
the capital advancement on the investment and water alone could be some

I $200 to $300 per acre, This is much more than say $100 an acre which
might be considered typical agriculture rent. It was mentioned
after the property was purchased for about $14,500 per acre as a

sales price for agriculture lands when it was sold. We have taken

i the interest on that. We come out with well over a $1,000 per acre
in interest alone. On the agricultural land you couple that with
your density in water, any crop that can possibly come out to be a

i viable unit for more than a few acres on land like that.

Now this problem of land economics is even more futile when you
consider forage and some of the other crops have been mentioned that

i might be grown because the load volume is great.

Now another statement I'd like to mention, suppose the land were to
go back into agriculture. Who would grow it? Who would risk on that
value of land growing a crop? Who would subsidize the agricultural
operation if it is put back into agriculture? State?

And, I was not prepared to tell you before this meeting--my interest .
would be classified. It's not my job. But, I am saying however that
the agricultural use of this property, if any crops that I know anything
about, it's agriculturally limited, and it's purely economically unsounŒ.

QUESTIONS OF DR. LORENZ

WIKUM: Two things, Mr. Lorenz, you mentioned that the $100 an
acre for water supply was an average for agriculture. Is that right?

LORENZ: $100 an acre is an average given for rent. I said for
water, to develop water on this land would be something in the neigh-
borhood of $200 to $300 an acre.

WIKUM: As dompared to the usual you said was about $100 an acre,
right?

LORENZ: No, I. didn' t say that.

WIKUM: Didn' t you say that?

LORENZ: No. I talked about rent for agricultural.

WIKUM: No, I'mtalking about water costs. Youdidn't say that

LORENZ: No, I didn't say that.

WIKUM: Okay, then T'll ask another question. Your considerations
about d.ifferent kinds of crops that would be feasible, it turns out
none of them is on that property, did you assume one owner for that
property? I mean, one person trying to make a living off of those
500 acres?



i i
LORENZ: When I assume that I was saying that you could take not

more than one or two crops and plant the entire area. Even if we did
that, we'd have to develop some type of rotation.

WIKUM: Who's we?

LORENZ: Well we, anybody that farms it.

WIKUM: You are assumin essentiall one owner for the 510 acres.

LORENZ: Or I assume yo could say five owners at $100 per acre
could go into a more specialized type of agriculture. Even then bear
in mind the water and equipment and all of those things would have to

i be recenerated. E 15

WIKUM: You talked about our climate and the bugs we have here i
and you're from California. Have you lived in Hawaii at all? E 35

LORENZ: I've been here a number of times. L 52

WIKUM: I know you have.

LORENZ: You have about every insect that we know though.

WIKUM: I'm sure. I guess I'm kind of curious as to--I don't
know how to say this without intruding your expertise which I have
no reason to do and no wish to do. I guess I'm curious as to why
an agricultural study in Hawaii is done by someone on the mainland.
You realize how ethnocentrisic we are here. You think if you're not
from Hawaii you don't know anything about Hawaii. That's what my
question is about, you know.

LORENZ: An expert again is always someone away from home.

WIKUM: I understand that. Do we the capacity in this State at
the University or wherever for the kind of study that you just presented?

LORENZ: Yes, you have à good Ag department here.

WIKUM: Okay thank you.

CHAIRMAN: Yuki?

KUNA: You mentioned hat the cost to develop water resources on
the property would be one-million dollars or $200 per acre. What is
the usual cost say in a given þiece of property to develop watèr
resources in order to go into agriculture as opposed.to you giving
us the figure $100 per acre. I want to know if that's high or low
compared to a norm.

LORENZ: Well, I couldn' t tell you what it is genegally in this
State but I could say in California that would be about $100,000 for
that pump line.

KUNA: For 500-acre piece of property.

LORENZ: About 2,000 gallons a minute, one pump.
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I KUNA: And you said also that you estimate that in order to use & E
this property with the adequate amount of water that it would need r

about the same amount as had been projected for an urban use, 2.2 mgs.
per day. Is that correct?

LORENZ: Yes, that's a statement that's very often made. If you go
into an intensive agriculture, that's not far from what is used peri acre.

KUNA: And by intensive agriculture you don't mean onions and

I potatoes .

LORENZ: Oh yes, it's something like potatoes. It's irrigated

I heavily.

KUNA: So in order to get some other crop which has been evaluated
and found not be feasible because of the scarcity of water-- i ËË

LORENZ: I would imagine of all the crops they are really thinking i diabout, pineapple would probably need the least water. i SE

KUNA: Well, has there been any study by you as regards develop-
ment of water resources in terms of a viable crop? Let's say you pick
a crop, assuming it's pineapple, and you say it needs X amount of water
and then you look into developing water resources.

LORENZ: All I could ¿k> is testify on that is that with many
crops if comes up to good rule of thumb would be 20 to 24 even to
30 acres of water to grow a crop like potatoes or something like
that. We have rainfall out there a total of 30 inches.per year.
If you're going to grow two crops of potatoes and and then something-
else, you'll probably have to supplement that with water.

KUNA: So what does 30 acres come up to in terms of gallons per =

I day?

LORENZ: I would have to figure it out.
KUNA: Is it 2. 2 million?

LORENZ: Oh no, no.

KUNA Is it a lot less than that?
LORENZ: Y s. ¯ë

KUNA: Less than that. So, let's say you develop the property
with potatpes and have you make a certain profit a year . Possibly
it would udt cost them one-million dollars to develop the water
resources on that property because that fýpe of crop is not required
2.2 million gallons per day.

LORENZ: A total commitment no only in wordé but to budget and 45
priorities could become a very meaningful document. Ultimately, ZË



all things would be tied into a system so that priorities become a

reality.

I WIEDERHOLT: Did I hear you say that a comparable situation might
be $100,000 as compared to a million dollars? Did I hear you say
that?

LORENZ: This is what the current practice is, I believe, in that
area. Now the Board of Water Supply would have to confirm that. That
is what their discussions have been. The Board of Water Supply has
indicated this is the requirement, from the center of the property
which elevation is approximately 400 feet.

- | WIEDERHOLT: We'll have to get the Board of Water Supply here
E because that sounds funny, having worked in the Water Supply on the

¯ outer islands. L I

- LORENZ: The water resources--they're in that business of
drilling wells, and it has come up that this is where they find
acceptable level of water.

KUNA: I have a question about the water also. Does part of this
one million dollar figure also include providing adequate water
pressure for homes as opposed to agricultural lands?

LORENZ: I think you're really talking not much difference because
I don't know what they're storing up in tanks but 30 feet or something
like that so.that's really the only difference that you're raising it.

KUNA: Murt about other things like outlets? Do you happen to
all the factors involved?

LORENZ: Yes. To provide the resource of the water to the elevation
of the property is a million dollars for the 2.5 million gallons.
In addition to that, there would be storage requirements for residen-
tial development which doesn't imply I think the three-million gallon
storage tank which is estimated to be approximately $800 000 . So
for residential development it would be another $800,000 in addition
to the million dollars for domestic water service to meet the use
and the fire protection.

KUNA:. So this million dollars is only as regards getting the
well and the pumps.

LORENZ The -pumps and the serv ces to operat e to the púmps and
I'd say a minor amount of development in that area.

UNA: Have you explored any of the other uses already in the
CZC for agricultural lands in terms of their capabilities? They
have things like nurseries, livestock, pig farms and things like

LORENZ: I woúld say on the nursery thing that if you could come
out very well if you had 2 or 3 or 5-acre nurseries at the most but
bear in mind when we talk about developing the property for agricul-
ture or anything else we're talking of 100 acres and you're not
going to put 100 nurseries out there. There aren't that many people
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I that are going to grow nurseries. You couldn't sell it if you grew
it.

DYER: We've had a variety of interesting requests on the propertyI since it was required from Mr. Nichols, film studios to improvised
ski resorts to do these kinds of things and none of them appeared to
be feasible.

WAY: Mr. Lorenz in the letter that was included in the exhibits
to the Planning Commission, you had a statement, "The overwhelmingi factor parenthetically against the agricultural use of this land
however is economics of agriculture on the property. The current
taxes are about $200 for usable acre per year and while this tax rate

i might be lowered by dedicating the land to agriculture, the carrying
costs in investment in the property is in excess of $2,000 per acre
per year. This clearly precludes any legal agricultural use of that

i property. The question then is what's included in the $2,000 estimate
on carrying cost?

LORENZ: The interest on the investment that the land has now
acquired.

WAY: So in effect isn't it really the predominant factor working
against agricultural use of this land isn't so much the productivity
but the economics of land speculation?

LORENZ: Well, it's the economics of the land cost but bear in
mind that was $13,500, I believe that's quoting your figure when
it was purchased and zoned agriculture.

WAY: That wasn't my figure but--in fact, I think it was higher than
- that. But in fact, is not the speculation because of the price paid

for that land, the factor that mitigates its against its agriculture

i use?

LORENZ: Well, I can't answer your question, 1--

WAY: Well, the $2,000 includes the investment factor.

LORENZ: Oh yes.

WAY: So that's what boost te price.

LORENZ: Yes, but I think it was you who quoted -who said it
was zoned. agticulture at the time it was purchased and that at wherever
the price was $13,500 or something like that.

WAY: So, the point is that was the pTice that was paid for agri-
cultural valued land. Was that a reasonable agriculture price then?

LORENZ: I couldn' t answer that.

WAY: Well, your statement indicates though that the factor
mitigating against it is really the carrying cost of $2,000 acre per
year.

11ß
-53-



LORENZ: The statement I made is money at the value of that land
now and the money that's in it is just absolutely, oconomically ¯¯

unfeasible to grow any crop out thero.

WAY: From an agricultural standpoint it was a bad investment.

LORENZ: Yes. --

WAY: But yet that was the policy for the use of the land at the

i time it was purchased, public policy.

LORENZ: Well I resume so.

WAY: That is correct. So then comes the factor speculation it i man

seems to me and that's what it seems to me is making the price for
agricultural use out of sight. | ägg

i a e--

LORENZ: Well, I would agree with you that agriculturally it's
out of sight.

I WAY: Thank you.

CONNELL: Mr. Lorenz, in your study, what would you estimate would
be an economically favorable cost per acre on agricultural land on
Oahu?

LORENZ: You mean what would be the purchase price of land being
economically feasible?

CONNELL: Well, if $13,000 and $15,000 an acre is not--you know
if you can't make it economically, what would be a favorable price?

LORENZ: Well, I can't answer your question at all. All I can say
is many places like the best land in California and.so forth like that,
the very best land would well rent up to $300 to $400 an acre. So, if
you equate that to the purchase price on the interest, maybe we're
talking in the same ball park.

CONNELL: Well, if we use those figures then nå agriculture rs
possible on Oahu. I'm not .aware of any agricultural land on Oahu and
for that matter, I'm not sure on any of the neighbor islands that it's
going at $400 an acre.

LORENZ: For rent you're talking, for sale?

CONNELL: For sale. I mean there are some where leasehold is
beginning to push that. So therefore my question is then how in
the world are farmers on Oahu making it? Kamilonui Valley in Hawaii
Kai is sitting on lease t hat if it were sold off it would go at mini
mum buying leasehold at $310 $350 .

LORENZ: Well, I don' t think you'11 accept the pineapple and the
cane that they are--say come back to vegetables. Not very many people
getting rich growing vegetables.
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CONNELL: Well, I'm trying to trace down these economic factors, i (il
Was your study reviewed by our Department of Agriculture or by the ""

University? mm

LORENZ: No, not that I know of.

I CONNELL: Your figures have not been authenticated.

LORENZ: No, not by them anyhow.

I CONNELL: Well, I think you admitted we have some pretty good
agricultural experts locally who might be able to answer some of these
economic questions because we do have farmers who are buying property

.
and they appear to be making a living. I wonder how they're doing it?

LORENZ: Well I talked to a number of them. I guess I don't see i lii
very many rich vegetable growers on Oahu. 2 EEN

I CONNELL: I didn't say rich. I said make a living. I mean I know i iil
a lot of rich wheat farmers in eastern Oregon. I äll

I - --

DYER: Can I add a comment, Mr. Chairman? Approximately two years
ago a potatoe attempt was made on 600 acres on Castle and Cooke property.
The first crop there results were evidently quite good. The second
crop wasn't so good and then the third crop was never harvested. There
was never very much money paid for the water during this time even
though there was an agreement for this and from what I understand, very
little paid .to the landowner because of inability of a farmer to
operate on that scale in that area. This is an example of at the lower
end of financial or economic viability of some of these crops. I
think Mr. Lorenz' testimony was based just on the cost of providing
water, the rate of that over a period of years would be more than what
most.farmers would be able to pay. There are probably places that you
can buy land and hope that they will someday be converted to uses--
to whatever uses, you know, as future crops. I think the statements
here is on today's base of information, the State is trying to encourage
this property is not the place to do it.

LORENZ: I could comment a little on tha t potatoe land. The
fellow who .did it was a student of mine. He took ou bankruptcy
after the third crop, so-

CHAIRMAN: Looks like you wasn' t a good teacher.

LORENZ: Looks like you're riiht

WIEDERHOLT: Well, your comments I would accept are based on
accurate kinds of estimates, still aren't really to the point we're
trying to get at here. . We're talking about agricultural land in which
we re involved in examining a projedt that is of the type- and I'm
not c iticizing the project because this has been the pattern for the
last ten years--that is of the type that has fórced us into this
uncontrollable spiraling cost of aLyricultural lands but what I really
can t quite accept is that's development pressure on land which has
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i caused this spiraling cost is then used as the argument to justify
further processes like this. Now the question that faces this board
not only on this particular case but on other ones too is the question 5-

I that agricultural land policies, that if you deal with it and at what
point, is there some potential intervention possible to prevent the
greater size significance than we have right now?

LORENZ: I would say absolutely yes. If it weren't for agriculture e-
right now, our balance of payments would be completely different than ythey are. As it is, we're actually a little in the black. Ëi h-

WIEDERHOLT: So when we're talking about permanently converting
I mean on a 20 to 50, 100-year basis, diverting a resource into a -

i non-recoverable form, we may stand a chance of losing something quite ( 5-i
important, even given the current economics. | ŠËl

i liiLORENZ: That's right, with food crops we have a renewable natural - --

resource while with their's it's going to give out someday.

WIEDERHOLT: So we might say let that stand for five years and
someone will come along and it wouldn't be a bad policy decision. !!

LORENZ: I agree with you.
CHAIRMAN: Next?

RODRIGUEZ: Mr. Chairman, my function on this team is to prepare
the required environmental document for Gentry-Waipio and we have
completed our first draft which is now under review by the client.
Some of the earlier statements during the afternoon almost dealt
exclusively with the physical impact that this project would have
in that sector. If I might, I' d like to first outline the procedures
that this document has to go through, and then if I could I'd like to
dwell principally on the sociological and economic impact, the physical
impact of sewage treatment and disposal, the drainage, the traffic, the
air qualities, flora and fauna, historical and archaeological, and I
think some of the other aspects will be covered and it Will be processed
by the Department of General Planning.

Th is our first draft of our environmental assessment as I said. It
is now being reviewed by the client. And, as the Hawaii ReVised
Statutes, Chapter 343 require, the Department of General Planning will
initially valuate this assessment to determine if there is "significant
impact" by this project. If after their evaluation they feel there is
significant impact, then thèy would file a þreparation notice to file
an environmental impact statement with the state. This would be with -
the Environmental Quality Commission. We would enter into .a consulta-
tion period at that time with the Environmental Quality Commission
through their office and make the determination of the areas that they -

felt most significant. The review process of the draft or the corisulta- M
tion period EIS runs approximately 30 to 60 days . After all of the
comments are received , we must respond to each one who makes the.. comment
and incorporate wherever it's feasible in the final environmental impact
statement. Copies of this are sent out to the people who haVe made
comment.

1



I
i In total, I would say preparation time, our time for developing the

study, the review by the county agencies, the Department of General
Planning, review by the state through two documents, we're talking

i approximately 150 to 180 days. So it can't be--I hope it can't be
said that as far as this area of interest and concern, there will be
adequate review of this document.

So if I might now, I'd like to go to what we've done on the basis of
the material that has been prepared initially by the client, Gentry-
Waipio and also by our office. I'd like to describe what makes up

i the Ewa district in which this project will be located. The proposed
Gentry-Waipio project adjoins the various urban uses of the surround-
ing area on the present General Plan Detailed Land Use Map. More

i specifically it abuts the existing 270 acre Crestview-Seaview Subdi-
vision of 450 single family units and 100 multi-family units to be
added in the near future. The existing housing units were developed

i during the 1970's. Mainly due to strong community action, land for
a 4-acre neighborhood park site was acquired by the City from Gentry
and the park was completed in 1974. It is proposed that the park
be expanded to 8 acres in the near future as it represents the only
public facility in the Crestview-Seaview community.

Approximately 2 miles north of the Gentry-Waipio project, Mililani
¯

¯

Town was started in 1967 as a new town on 3,660 acres owned by
¯

]
Castle and Cooke. Approximately 2200 single family units and 1600

¯

-1

multi-family.units including 232 HHA units have been completed. ¯

g
Community facilities include schools, parks, fire station, town and ¯

B
shopping center.
The Ewa central district has oñe-island wide activity center--the
Aloha Stadium, one regional activity center--the Leeward Community
College, and numerous community activity centers. Overall the district
is adequately serviced by education and religious institutions, park,
library, police and fire facilities. However the Crestview-Seaview
community is isolated and other public and private facilities are needed.
Between 1960 and 1970, the population for the Ewa central district
increased 68%, the highest rate of any Oahu central district compared
to a 25% increase overall on Oahu. The average number of persons per
dwelling únit in the Ewa central district has traditionally been larger
than the overall Oahu ratio. While the average household size through-
out Oahu is decreasing, the Ewa central district household remains
higher than the Oahu average. Mililani and Crestgiew-Seaview have
even larger households. Traditionally, family oriented projects have
been developed in the Ewa central district and specifically in the area
of Crestview and Mililañi. Crestvie Seaview families also include
more grandparents which add to the larger family size compared to other
communities within the Ewa central district.

In 1949, the family income level of the Ewa central district is slightly
lower than that of Oahû Howeier , the family income in Mililani andCrestviewuSeaview is slightly higher than that of Oahu. Nearly one-half
of the women who live in Mililani and Crestview afe employed which is a
ratio similar to that of the overall island. Also within the families
liŸing in Mililani and CrestŸieweSeaview a sliglitly higher percontage



of women with children under six years of age are working and this si
situation creates an additional need for child care facilitios. In ¯

¯

relationship to Dahu, a slightly higher percentage of families own their g §i homes in the Ewa central district. The percentage of owner-occupants 4 gin Mililani and Crestview are far greater compared to Oahu. The medium M
rent of housing is slightly higher than that of Oahu and substantially y

I greater in Mililani. The medium value of housing units is lower in the
Ewa central district compared to that of Oahu. g g

- So, what I'm saying is that this project, if you were to take it with | 4
i its impact as one project and you tie it in with Mililani, Crestview, S $

it is going to have, we feel, a beneficial impact on those districts. E 1
I think that when we look at one project, we look at the cumulative 4:

I effect that it will have in that particular district. Now, while we 3|
can say you must provide this and you must do that before things are 2approved as for instance the sewage treatment requirement that was

I stated this afternoon by the Chief Engineer, these are things which
¯

I think a thrust has already been established. When you look at the ¯

map you can see that there is urban, residential districts established
below the parcel, there is further to the north a rather substantial
urban district established above it. So what we'd like to really state
now is that the support of this project, I think we look at it from
essentially four areas. One, the site is vacant therefore no families
will be displaced or relocated by the project. On the other hand, the
project will relieve the isolated feeling of the Crestview-Seaview
Subdivision residents and provide needed community facilities, added
community facilities .

The population which will be generated by the development is a function
of the number and size of units and the number of persons per unit.
Total population of the 4300 new housing units would be approximately
14,600 people. The target medium family income for Gentry-Waipio will
be similar to Mililani and in that regard I think we feel that there
will not be a wide diversion of conflict as far as people living in a
district that is not compatible or incompatible. It is not, and I hate
to pick any particular district but I would say it would not be--if
you would try to put a typical median in some district like this, some
project like this in Kakaako where you have a less developed area of
urban residential, plus you've got your competitive industrial use. So,
we feel the project is a compatible project. It's compatible to that
district sociologically. I think that the type of units that are going
to be put up there will be compatible to what is there now below the
pro ect as well as above.

The project also calls for the development of the light industrial
and distribution center and is anticipated to provide approximately
3,000 jobs. These are jobs which while they may not be right in the
area they do exist but will be probably re.located to the light indus
trial and distribution center. Hopefully if the employees live nearby,
they can work and live within one area rather than creating a bedroom
community where they, 11 be commuting back and forth.

So, the lifestyle, the compatability of the project and makeup, these
are the things that we feel in our very brief sociological examination
are compatible for the project. I'd just like to close and say that



we're going to continue. This as I say was a draft document that we
have prepared and are now going to review with the client. But, at the
time that this would be submitted to the Department of General Planning,
we will have had, I hope, ample time to discuss with them some of the
points that they'd like specifically covered in this document.

KUNA: What are some of the agencies that are required to comment?

RODRIGUEZ: Okay, starting at the state level I think definitely
the Department of Health, Department of Agriculture of course, Depart-
ment of Planning and Economic Development, Department of Land and
Natural Resources, Department of Transportation, the Hawaii Housing
Authority--I don't know about Taxation or Labor. They traditionally
have not but I think essentially those.

KUNA: In your study did you take into account the additional 4,300

i units on the existing highways out in that direction which would be
used by the development plus the projected capacities?

I RODRIGUEZ: Yes. Now, a separate traffic study has been prepared
and the results are in here too. And, from the findings, I think there
is going to be adequate capacity with both the H-2 as well as the
existing Kam Highway. You're going to have your morning and afternoon
peaks. I think this is traditional. You can't escape that. Hopefully
with mass transit we can avoid some of it but you're going to have the
traditional peaks .

KUNA: Now in your study you said you also gave consideration. of
the historical and archaeological sites on the property. Now in the
report that has been submitted here, it made mention the fact that
on the basis of existing studies at the Bishop Museum and the State
Archives that they would say that there are no significant archaeological
sites on this particualr parcel. Now, are you also coming to the same
conclusion in your report?

RODRIGUEZ: That' s right. What we 've done is we have examined the
site with the Department of Land and Natural Resources , their historical
section and there are no recorded instances .

KUNA: Now this is based on the litefature that is available right
now. Do you haýpen to know when surveys were done by the Bishop Museum?

RODRIGUEZ: I can' t tell you right now the particular d.ate, no, but
I think one would have to assume- and we go beyond that--but one would
hand to assume with the usage of that parcel which was in int ennified
agkiculture with th.e exception possibly of t·he gulch, I would doubt that
theže would be anything around there. But, we have conducted with the
State and the Bishop Museum the study and there's no known recoid.

KUÑA: Was this an on site study?

RODRIGUEŽ: Literature stud .

KUNA: Literature study. Was this land ever evaluated by the
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I State Historic Preservation Office as regards value for registration
on the State register that you know of?

RODRIGUEZ: No.

KUNA: Thank you, I i
CHAIRMAN: Rather than going into the indepth questioning of the

EIS itself knowing that it has to be reviewed by the Department of

I General Planning, maybe we could go into a broader type of questioning
rather than indepth questioning of the EIS itself.

I
Harriet?

WIKUM: I have sort of a question for you and a question for me.
That makes it all very clear, doesn't it. From what you said tonight

i I heard nothing that I had not already read in the application. So the
question for me is and anybody can answer this, my understanding is
that an EIS must consider the environmental impact of the project upon
the whole island, is that true anybody, or must it concern itself with
the local--

RODRIGUEZ: I think initially,.Commissioner Wikum, the impact would
be on the district and then in an economic or sociological analysis, the
impact of the project cm the district and on the county and in some
instances--well not this necessarily but say that it would be a project
that would be an income generating like a destination resort, then it's
impact on the Stat

WIKUM: I meant to say the island, not the State.

RODRIGUEZ: This one I would say it would be primarily with the
district.

HKUM: Well, you would say tha t but would the people who require
an envirönmental impact statement say that. That's what I need o
know. And then my econd--the question for you is does your study
consider the impact of this development in the. social, economic basis
essentially n the rest of the island? This is one of the issues
weave been b inging up you know.

RODRIGUEZ: I th.ink our basic thrust at least in this draft has
been on the district.

TKUM: Okay, thank you.

CHAIRMAN Further questions? Gene?

CONNELL 2,000 jobs are goin to be created.
RODRIGUEZ: 3,000. I didn't say they were new jobs thoûgh,i
CONNELL: They going to be primarily in the light industrial area?

RODRIGUEZ: Well, this is the proposed plan for the li ht industrial



CONNELL: Do you have any idea how many jobs have been created byi Mililani Town? They have an area general planned light industrial
below them I think.

I RODRIGUEZ: It hasn't been implemented though I don't believe. Ït
has stuck pretty much to the residential sector.

I CONNELL: But the proposed light industrial area in this particular
proposal butts right into the Mililani--

I RODRIGUEZ: Very close.
CONNELL: So I suppose the question that comes to my mind is if

Mililani Town, you know Wendell Brooks turns a buck pretty good, if
there is a need for industrial properties in that area, why haven't
they been developed? Why haven't those jobs been created in Mililani -

Town?

RODRIGUEZ: I couldn't speak for Wendell Brooks.

CONNELL: Well, I suppose my question is then where do we get
3,000 jobs that are going to be created in this area?

RODRIGUEZ: Again I would restate these are not 3,000 new jobs
and so as this project in its phasing is implemented, it may very well
be that this distribution and light industrial will not be developed
to that extent. Everything is going to be I'm sure contingent on
marketabilitý. These are the projected numbers.

CONNELL: These are businesses that are going to be what moved

i from Kakaako?

RODRIGUEZ: Hopefully, maybe from there, maybe from Waipahu or the

i
Ewa district.

CONNELL: That's where housing is going to go in so that's going
to kink people out of Kakaako, but then they can' t--well, okay. 1s
part of your feeling that by the creation of a new community in this
area that the socio-economic trade offs are going to be improvements
for the total are a, schools , park?

RODRIGUE2 think by developing this additional project tliere
we feel trading off what is now vacant, fallow land that added facili-
ties are going to be beneficial. One other criteria that I didn'-t
have which is not here in the draf t document but I think that one
criteria that we looked for when we try to detefmine sociological
impact, or maybe better stated sociological acceptability, is that
maybe it's due to the fact thät we're not displacing anybod off this
land because there's no one on there But adjacent communities that
havè been polled as to whether or nät they would like to see this
project, Ï think th support that has been developed by the applicant
has been something th.at we've not seen as a norm.

CONNELL: Have you done any studies of the social impact on

I children whä are in temporary classrooms?

D I No, we 've not had an assi ment like th t no



CONNELL: Because apparently this proposal and the DOE goes alongwith it, at least initially, temporary classroom facilities. As so
often happens on Oahu temporary becomes permanent.

I RODRIGUEZ: Temporary becomes permanent.

I CONNELL: I know Mililani Town is still functioning with temporary
classrooms so I wonder what your socio-economic--well what the social
gain? Are we going to end up with two communities in temporary
classrooms and an unknown effect upon students in temporary classrooms?I RODRIGUEZ: Well in response to that I would certainly hope not
because I think that while I haven't done a study on it, I'm sure that

I any study whether it's K through 6 or 7 through 12, if they have to
function and be educated in a temporary facility is certainly not
desirable as a permanent one. There are plans for school facilities

i in this project. Again I think implementation depends not only on
the applicant but must depend on CIP funding that's provided through
the DOE. The goal or the hope for objective would be as phasing at the

i
rate of 400, 500 homes per year are built, sold and occupied, that the
DOE having kept track of our project phasing schedule would meet and
fulfill their needs and demands. Government unfortunately doesn't work -

that way.

CHAIRMAN: Okay, since this EIS is in its first draft form, it has
to be reviewed by the Department of General Planning.

RODRIGUEZ This is true. At the time that the client is satisfied
with it, we would then provide to the Depärtment of General Planning,
copies for their review. But even prior to that I think we would want
to sit down with staff and isolate those areas which are more signifi-
cant in the minds of General Planning Department. We'll then--even if
we have to redo it or correct and get much of the discussion done prior
to the submittal officially of the documents .

CHAIRMAN For this Commission itself I think it's good that we
have established that at least an EIS is being made. So rather than
going into indepth questioning of the EIS, hy don' t we leave it up to
General Planning to criti ize the EIS itself.

Sylvia yon have any questions?

SUMIDA: Mr. Chairman, my question doesn't have to do with indepth
quesfioning of the EIS but I do have a question of Mr. .Rodriguez. Were
you present at the heafing hen the Crestiiew Seaview Associatión,
Waipahu Businessmen's Association, the Waiþahu Community Association
were in support for this?

RODRIGUEZ No.

SUMIDA: Okay, then I need to address this to someone who can
answer that question.

-2

DYER: believe I was p sent.
Il
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SUMIDA: Mr. Dyer, did these four groups understand that these
3,ü00 jobs would not be new jobs? Was it their understanding at that ¯T

time? :::

DYER: I don't believe the new. It was the location of the jobs
as the project was implemented. I don't think the emphasis was on new.

I It was a new location for jobs if I may clarify that in the way it was ¯

presented.
SUMIDA: So that the businessmen's association in their response

to this prospect had what to say?

. DYER: I have for distribution the most recent correspondence that

I we have received copies of from the various organizations and associa-
tions in the area. Specifically to what the Waipahu Businessmen's
Association says as far as the jobs, let me just read if there's

I something in there in context. They do not specifically refer to
the jobs in the area to answer your question.

WAY: Question for Mr. Rodriguez in terms of his experience with

I the development of evaluation of environmental impact statement, I
wonder if you might be able just somewhat briefly describe the role
of the EIS in this decision making process. I think this is a question
somewhat in keeping with the Planning Commission Chairman's .interest in dii
a broader application of the concept of environmental statements. Could li
you kindly describe that point? 15|

RODRIGUEZ Well, I think there is th misunderstanding or a. miscon-
ception of what function or role these documents play. First of all, I
think it erroneous to think these are approval or disapproval documents .

You can write a very good environmental document which clearly states
the impact of the physical, sociological and. economic aspects of a
project. Jou can do such a good job that your EIS is accepted and maybe --

in the consequence the projèct is killed. I've never known that to
happen locall yet. But, I think to answer Bob s question right to the .
point, these are nothing more than full disclosures of the impact that,
a project has on a distriot or as Commissioner Wikum ould lîke, on the
county and as I explained, maybe even further on the state. So essen-
tially, it s a tool, it s an aid that helps decision making people as
yourself in General Planning as all of you here on this commission to
more fully etaluate whether or not a project is really going to be
benefidial or adverse.

WAY: This response I m not very surprised at and I think it's very
good and certainly in keeping with the general idea õL envirotunental
assessment, environmental impact statements which lead.s me then to the
next ques tion. Since this bddy is to make a decision at least by way
of a advice or recommendation to the Council and the commuriity, should
the P1arining ommission not have the benëfit of your assessment and
including all agency response and. reactions prior to making a decision.

RODRIGUEZ: That s a procedural question couldn't answer that. I
think philosophically woúld agree with you



WAY: Okay. There is no strict procedural requirement.
RODRIGUEZ: Under 343 it does not call for it, no.
WAY: Before this Commission we behave on a rather informal basisin many areas but a decision is still to be rendered by this body. Ig think to the extent that the maximum information can be brought beforeg the Commission, it is beneficial toward the making of good decision¯g

making.

RODRIGUEZ: Well, I won't deny that.
CHAIRMAN: Mr. Dyer, do you have anybody else?
DYER: What we would like is to have some concluding remarks afterthey hear more testimony. There's people in the audience that obviouslywould like to testify.I
CHAIRMAN: This is your last chance. Mr. Dyer, perhaps I shouldexplain some of the procedures we follow here. The Commission willreceive testimony for the project including yourself or other people.Then we'll receive testimony against. If at the end of receivingtestimony, the Commissioners feel there might be some other questions,they may call on you or others.to ask you questions. However at that itime, you will not be allowed to give any final conclusion or further ¯

testimony. We try to avoid a debate.
GENTRY: Is it my understanding there will be no rebuttal?
CHAIRMAN: Yes. So do you have further testimony?
GENTRY: Yes. While Norm's preparing our slide presentation, Iwould like to cover a few items we were asked. There were two commentsthat were made earlier.

CHAIRMAN: Mr . Gentry, I'm going to ask you to speed it up becausewe have a long night ahead of us

GENTRY: Well, I- feel that the questions so far have been difficultfor us to field without present ing our case in a norma l manner. Thequestions have been directed sometimes in the wrong area. I feel thats.ome of these things should be answered correctly. For example, withrespect to the agriculturalquestions, our agriculturaleipert is thata.n agricultural expert rather than an economic expert on futufe worldzieeds fordossiblë export crops or items to be used here in Hawaii. Ifeel that maybe sort of like you do that there's a lot to that questionin that maÿbe that should be explored further. My question on thatrespect whether Mr. Way's abiTíty to--at what leyel we're trying todeal with this whether it s on a local level whether we 're talkingabout Kousing in Waipio or whether we're talking on an island-widebasis or whether we're talking about the world imþact on food. I justwant to kind of in my own mind determine exactly what you're gettangat so that we can resporid directly to this type of güestion. I feelI woulg qúestion NT Waý's ability to respond to our answer ith respectto futur world demand foi



WIEDERHOLT: That was my question.

GENTRY: Yes. Well look, I'm not the smartest guy in the world but
I have the responsibility of paying the bills here. Further I realize
it's your time. I'm very, very aware of that and I'd like to cooperate.
On the other hand, you expect from me honesty, sincerity in my area.I'm trying to determine in some of these questions what type of a

- | response will be required. This goes even further how much time you're
M asking me to allow to do this and I have to evaluate from our point ofview what amount of time it's.going to take us to develop this kind of

an answer. I'm looking now farther into some of these questions that I
had sort of passed off earlier. Maybe Ned you could--that's just one I
have here. But maybe you can fill me in on the written type of--

WIEDERHOLT: That's a fair line of questioning. You should be
able to come up with some of these answers to some of these questions.
However, this is the nature of the question that we face right here in
this policy question.

GENTRY: All right.

WIEDERHOLT: When you get somebody that knows something about
agriculture, I really like to get everything he's got if he can comment
on those things. So I would think a good way to construe that kindof question is if you can add something to it. You don't necessarily
have to be obliged to come up with that magic.answer. That's some ofthe concerns that we have to face.

GENTRY: All right. Your last closing remark with respect to that
dealt with future land value five years from now, is this correct? The
possible land value of that hased on the world economic demand for
possible crops.

WIEDERHOLT: You know where all that comes from?

GENTRY No, I don t have the slightest idea but in my mind you re
relating that to a speculative value hich Mr. Way is accusing me of
speculating on the property and I m getting super sensitive on that
part I think. Mr. Way-; and I would like to comment on this speculation
on this property. We can prove beyond the sh.adow of a doubt that
speculation was not our motive and that one of the major proofs isin the tax structure of our company in the purchase and the treatment
and the expenser that are involved in the development of this
information. You know I don't want to be chesty here but I'm justtrying to figure out how your speculative question is relating to
Mr. Way's accusation that I'm speculatinL on property.

IEDERHOLT: Well, it s very simple that one of the few forms of
lolig range planning is possible. I think it 's in some of the environ-
mental impact qùestions . Do you dreate an irreversible condition?

CHAIRMAN: Ned, let Mr. Gentry finish off what he has to say, hen
he compl tes his testimony then commissioners can ask him questions
Othefwise we 11 be going back and forth all night.

II
128

-65-



I -GENTRY: Well I'm certainly available on a full-time basis to ¯=

continue this questioning at some later date at anytime you should ispecify, I'd be there, in writing or in person or whatever consultants ggi are necessary. I would like to make myself available to any member 5-of commission on any basis that's legal--a little marijuana growing on
the property. I haven't gone to jail yet and I hope I don't have to,

I Well, so much for that type of question. I would assume from your
comment or request that innuendoes or hidden meanings in these things
that may not be readily understandable be reduced to writing so that
I have the ability to answer these questions, or my consultants havei the ability to answer these questions. Is that a fair request?

CHAIRMAN: Yes.

I GENTRY: Okay. With that comment then I would forego much of the di
criticism of Mr. Way's other comment and only point out that there is di
a current population growth in a current family formation rate ini Hawaii which has been accounted for in Mr. Way's work. He further
points out in his information that parcels of 50 acres and larger that
are developable, the curve shows a significant decrease. It just drops
off to almost nothing after 1975. Rather than speculate on agriculture,

- our feeling is to try to provide some of the needed housing here.
We further think that it's important to consider--when you consider
housing that housing be competitive. I think there might be someunderlying undercurrent with that respect also as to who the possiblepurchasers of the property would be if we were delayed as Mr. Way seemsi to indicate and also Mr. Blackfield that seems to be the correct
approach The point is that we are competitive builders . We intendto build a competitive community and compete competitively and I think
this is the correct way to affect the right price not only in a competi-
tive product which not only includes price but the product itself. ¯¯ei

Sometimes you compete in the quality of the product for the quality of IN
Tife that you produce there. We would hoped.to have shown this inour slide presentation which I a informed is not desirable.

I will comment on Mr. Way's comments with respect to the traffic inter-
change at northeast corner of the property. This is a freeway inter;
change which we are attempting to show the flexibility of our plan by
accommodatinL such a freeway interchange. Our plan is not designed
around it nor is it necessary that that interchange be cons tructed butonly shows the flexibility of the plan. Our plan is intended to bedeveloped on fairly sophisticated basis óver the first several years
and then drop off into a more generalized plan as the 7 or 8 yearspžogress so that we can possibly utilize newer ideas an better conomicdata and design f the units and the density. We do have an overall
planbut this is subject to zoning andmany other aspects which I am
sure will do the timing but our purpose here is to show a general broadtush picture of what we would like to do as a viewpoint at this tinie.
With respect to Mr. Blackfield's remarki, I would like to indicate the
facts as I know them; that is, that we had a meeting with the Mayor todiscuss this property and the possibility of shifting our 10% housing
commitment from the HHA to the City and County The HHk was not
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interested and the City and County seemed to be interested in develop-
ing low cost housing. We take the position that we as the buildor-

¯¯

developer can build houses as cheap as anyone, and that the City and ad
County in order to reduce the cost of construction would really be in
the function of subsidizing the units or reallocating the cost of
construction. The point is that the Mayor indicated that 10% of the
housing to be built was inadequate and he felt that the larger
percentage should be built. My question was how large a percentage
and we have lots of data and information that indicates that lower E-I
cost housing can be phased in certain percentages in a project but
that when you exceed certain percentages, we would have trouble in ggi

E selling the balance of the units. The Mayor indicated that he may Si
- have interest in buying the entire project and emphasized that the

¯ planning process could be greatly accelerated if he were able to do
that and suggested that I meet with Mr. Blackfield.

I subsequently met with Mr. Blackfield the following Tuesday I believe,
a few days later and he was determined that in discussions with Mr.
Blackfield that the property would be appraised, and it was thereby
appraised by the City and County of Honolulu and a contract for
appraisal of the property for housing. I am not privileged to the gi
results of that-appraisal. I asked for it of Mr. Blackfield. The di
City and County did make us an offer to purchase the property which I-

we determined was impossible to accept because it was below our se
original purchase cost in what we had currently financed the property. 25
This meeting was in no way directed by us or did we direct--do our
minutes indicate that there was any conversation about the City
financing our project or any portion of it. The only comment that
was made has that the City purchase the land on an acreage basis .

I would like to discuss for a moment the 10%, the major 10% that
Mr. Blackfield refers to.

I've been requested to reduce our discussion here which I will. Just
a few further points on Mr. Blackfield's testimony one being that
the major 10% of the housing at cost, there was a question that requested
justification or requested the method by which housing cost could be
determined. The normal system in determining housing cost which we would
attest to and suggest would be that used by large corporations which is
calŒed the audit. Therefore, we feel it s highly ossible to produce

Secondly we believe this is not a meager nor guess but really is rather
a forward. thinking approach to low cost housing. I pointed out that
we can build h.ouses competitively and I think the statistics will show
that our square foot fo cos t next to government construction is either
at or below their cost of doing business andwe're notvery good at
subs idat ion. On the other hand a.s f ar as the cos t of cons truc tion
goes we te highly competitive. But the point is if we who have pioneered
patents in the fieId of building a Gentr plan and underground ut ilities
and park dedication ordinances and that type of thing, we re to pioneer
an approach to producing a reasorab1 percentage of our houses at cost .

That our cost although maybe higher than some of our competitors, large
companies or landowners who have property at very low bases--most of
these large companies carry their land on the original book value--could
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i be a significant impact if carried farther than just the Gentry home - di
approach. After all, our project here envisions not building all of the
housing needs for the island of Oahu but a relatively small percentage

i over a period of time somewhere in the neighborhood of 5% or 10%. So
maybe a thinking application of this idea could be written into future
ordinances and I don't know the legal technicalities. Every day becomes
a little more complicated but this is a builder's approach to a practical
solution for providing low cost housing. Our commitment suggest that
these units be built by us at cost, that means our cost our original
land cost, carrying cost plus the cost of construction at no profit to

I us. The profit is written off over the remaining units that we build
and that the administration of the sale or the subsidizing of interest
rates or whatever we need, the prerogative of the City--improvements

i or whatever would be the responsibility of others as long as they're
non-competitive with our project we think it is an excellent idea and
a way to provide that.

I We also feel that we would augment this type of approach with further
we'd call modest income housing or modest housing approach. There are
government programs available such as FHA 235 which hasn't been funded
lately but we've got reason to believe that will be back in the swing
of things. There have been state programs. We recently had some
lengthy discussions with a bonding company who has a new approach to
something that our company proposed about 8 years ago. That is an
interest-eárned income approach from the lending institution. In other
words, they currently are paying in Hawaii for example, the savings
and loans are now paying a 30% fee or income tax on the earnings that
they make from these loans . Now there is laws available and there is
an approach whereby we can get internal revenue service to agree that -

this is a nonprofit and therefore we will get that wage, therefore
that money being able to reduce the interest charges on homes which
is the major-portion of the monthly payments. This is what precludes
people from occupying houses. The point is that our commitment was
part of a plan to produce houses for people. This is what we do.
Thyre must be some profit .in it. If we can' t .project profit in our
business we h.aven't done a good job or the bankwon't finance it. So
this is really not to be lightly taken. I think that possibly some
further look into that by the administration would prove fruitful.

The ther .comment I d.o say on Mr. Blackfield's approach to the problem
is the fact that his statement o£ utilizing the property for housing
and the appraisals were made on half and the whole parcel of property
that much we do know, should constitute some form of support for our
request here and should be given some consideration, we think, by you
people. With that, I conclude my comments on Mr. Blackfield.

In conclusion, we request that our 510-acre General Plan Amendment be
approved. We believe our project is aesthetically and environmentally
compatible providing a competitive priced variety of housing well
located in centers of employment. We have worked closely with the
local communities and we have support on our project. I or committee
members of our consulting firm will be very happy to answer any
questions and clarify any further comments that you may have. I do
appreciate the time you've spent. I know it's difficult. I know it's
late and I just want to say that although I find it difficult to field -=
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some of the questions, I have great sympathy for the fact that this is
¯

a part time thing and it's very difficult for you people to do it. -

'¯

Again I point out that I and my staff is 100% available for any questions :
-g

i and we will try to answer reasonably.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioner Izumoto?

IZUMOTO: I understand the total acreage of your project to be 646
acres, 510 acres of which has been under discussion today. What are

i your plans for the 136 acres east of the H-2 Freeway?

DYER: Up on the aerial photograph there on the left, there's the
yellowish green and the deep green. The deep green is a gulch that -

I was planted in the late 20's which we have recommended to whoever we i i
talked to that it be preserved as a trailway area. Response has been | Ë
favorably but no decision on how that can accomplish. There are i là

i approximately 25 acres of land on the Diamond Head side of the freeway i di
which was designated urban. One is considered inaccessible because of
the freeway. The other is just at the top of the property which we

¯

âg
have no plans at this time, i 12

KUNA: Earlier in the evening you had mentioned that part of the 49
value that you assessed to this development is addressed to the need ¯-

in the community toward single-family dwelling or low densities. It
was brought up that there are existing general planned or already
zoned acreages in the City and County of Honolulu to accommodate the
housing in the given number of years and therefore why would you want
to add more and your response was that you were seeking to address a
need or desire to market for single family dwellings and low density
duellings. Is that correct?

DYER: Generally low density. The definition that the Department
of Planning, I belieye is up to 14 units per acre. Our current infor-
mation on the success. of projects in the area are of that type.
Everyone is aware, I guess, of overbuilding but I guess I can't think
öf a better one in the Pearl Ridge area on the condominium market so
we don't think a high density or intense use of land is appropriate
now or .in the foreseeable future but we think the single family, patio
houses , the townhouses, some low density garden apartments are market-
able in this location at this time again depending on the price that
will be requested.

KUNA: Like the patio houses Gentry planned.

DYER: Yes, that's the one we refer to specifically, right.

KUNA: How many units is that?
DYER: Dens ity it runs 9 , 8 , 10 units per acre . That' s an average

based on the street standards that are current here.

KUNA: Juul what about low rise condominiums? How many units per
acre are those?

DYER: Utilizing generally two-story structure, we would anticipate
20 units per acre that's parking and more economy in the site develop-
ment than in the previous 2 or 3.



KUNA: Now when you say low rise condominiums, you projected two-
story condos?

DYER: We would hope to have a variety of heights. I think one of
problems of a lot of the development is that they're all the same. So
we would say one, two and three stories but try to stay with two stories.

KUNA: So you would be going for 20 units per acre.
DYER: That would be our--right.

CHAIRMAN: Yuki, let's not go too indepth in the project itself.
Let's stick to the General Plan amendment rather than questioning the

i project itself.

KUNA: Well, the reason I'm asking all these things is that you
have here of your overall 4,300 units you say you're going to put outi 2,600 of the units will come from low-rise and mid-rise condominiums.
That's over half of the subtotal of your units and yet they do not
fit into the definition of low density as I understand it's 14 units
per acre.

DYER: Up to 14. I would say the townhouse getting back to single-
family and the patio house are below the 14-units per acre, and the
low-rise and the mid-rise are above that figure. It would normally
be considered of a higher density.

KUNA: I was wondering about this because over half of the units
is outside of what was presented to us as being the reason for this .

DYER: This about what I believe has been the current projection
depending on the location on Oahu and across the nation as a balance
as far as the number of higher density units in relationship to lower
dens ity units . I think Mililani went through a growing period that
we might expect. Initially the single family that was popular .

Currently they're d.oing about half townhouses half single family.
I believe they have- we've discussed increasing density. This gets
back to the intense use of land or the objective of the intense use
of land and still providë an attractive housing product.

KUNA: It was also mentioned in the report prepared by Council
Services that the price range of the units is to be $45,000 to $75,000
generally. I don't know what $40,000 means. Is that for studio or
mid rise or is that required of family dwellings? I wondered if you
are planning to offer single family dwellings at $40,000.

DYER: No, we are not planning to. offer single family. We cannot
produce single family dwellings at that price. We can produce a two-
bedroom, bath and a half townhouse at that price. We can produce
probably two-bath, three--bedroom townhouse a a $45 000 to $50,000
price. Tom cautions me that these are 1975 today3s date not two years
from now.

KUNA: So these are not firm prices anyway.

DYER: No, I don't think that could be expected of us.
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KUNA: Part of our assessment is to look to whether or not thisdevelopment is going to answer a need in the community as regards
one, the type of housing, and secondly, the price range. This kindof general figure presented to us without any correlation to thetype of units that's going to be provided makes it difficult for usto evaluate or not your development is actually going to meet theneed that you've expressed.

DYER: Let me run through this differently and sort of take mytime. There's approximately 100,000 families currently renting on
Oahu. Our indication's about 36% of these families are above the
gap group that Mr. Blackfield mentioned and there's maybe an equal

M amount in this $12,000 or $20,000 price range that are in the gapgroup. So we have a possibility of attracting 50% to 60% of these
g renters into homeownership if we can provide an attractive productthat they will be willing and acceptable to their standards. Now

we think that this particular location is a desirable place to tryto do that. The site characteristics are probably the least problem.
It doesn't take a lot of comparatively a lot of off site improvements
or any type reclamation on the property to make it usable. So, I
think we can attract the above $20,000 some within the gap group andwith subsidized programs will get below the $12,000 price range to
integrate throughout the development.

KUNA: You also mentioned that the City had made an appraisal on
the land on which they based their offer to you. You had no access
to this appraisal. Is that correct?

DYER: That is correct. We asked them for a copy and we were notable to receive one.

GENTRY: We'd be happy to submit the letter.

KUNA: Okay, what I want to know is do you have an appraisal made
on this property since the purchase?

GENTRY: Yes.

KUNA: Are these available to us?

DYER: Portions were made available, all the data that we used.
AlL the data that we used was made available to the appraiser by the
City.

KUNA: Could, you know, 1 come ddwn to your office and look at the
appraisal on the property? I mean I understand the function of an
appraisal in getting the financing.

GENTRY: What is the function of the appraisal?

KUNA: Well I wanted to know what is the nurrent appraised value
do you have now on your property? Is it close to the original $13,500?

GENTRY: tk>, considerably higher.



KUNA: What îs it then?

GENTRY: Well, I would be willing to state that we have had sales

i or potential sales on the property but I would caution you that in
determining the value of land you must determine the net or gross and
take into consideration what we are getting--what funds have to be
provided to develop the property, the off-track sewer, the two and a

half miles of pipe, the water system, the park, the property that is
not developable such as streets. So when we get into an appraisal
it's a very complexed document about the size of this one here that
says General Plan amendment application. So I don't want to be trappedi into the kind of a question being completely subjected to earlier. But,
information has been available. It's adequate. The City already has
an appraisal which you, I'm sure, have access to. It's probably very,
very close to ours. So I would suggest that--

KUNA: Talk to ours.

GENTRY: Yes, talk to their people.

KUNA: You indicated earlier that you were willing to consider
having a certain percentage of the property or develop units offered
at cost.

GENTRY: Yes, that included our original cost of the property, yes.

XUNA: Of the land.

GENTRY: But our original cost of the property is considerably
higher than say maybe other landowners such as Bishop Estate or Castle
and Cooke or whatever but that's another item. We say it maybe an
advantage to the City in trying to get developers to go along with
this kind of thing. I d.on't know whether it's legal to force them.
We offelr it. We want to participate with the community.

You know one of the things that's very difficult for me to get across
to the people is that we are trying to build houses for people who
need houses. If we're successful in doing that, we are entitled to
a profit, that we are not trying to speculate in the property in that
we have always had the attitude of trying to put thing back into the
project. This concept of 10% .at cost may not be super attractive
from our point of view but may get moie attractice as other people
pick it up. We didn' t go down with our first park dedication ordinance
and say well make it a law. We offered it because we though it was
an attfactive adjunct and a feature to the project. Our project here
includes some 20 acres of fully developed park that will never be the
responsibility of the City. That's our plan, that it be maintained
within the project because it's for the use. There are another some
acreage within the project that will be maintained and operated by
t:he City. So, you question and when you say who's going to do what,
becomes rather complex. I donit mean to avoid it but I would like to
answer in full terms .

KUNA: Well, how much would you be willing--you speak in terms
of 10% of the project that you would be willing to offer at this cost.
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GENTRY: Yes, I'm not offering anything really to the City. We're
- offering this to the buyers.

¯ KUNA: I know.

GENTRY: Right. And by saying cost, this puts no additional -

burden on the balance of the project. It only means that we must -¯¯

absorb potential profit which we're willing to do. I think that's -.

- a very, very fair approach. I really think the attitude of meager ! -

is out of context or out of shape because who else is doing that? ! 1||
Name me one other builder in the United States that's doing that.
So you know, I get a little sensitive in this area.

CHAIRMAN: One more question, Yuki. El

KUNA: Well, this concept has been discussed by us before as : ::
regards an approach changing agriculture land into urban and that

¯_¯

- is that if the developer would be willing to hold the line on agri- -

-gg

cultural prices in terms of the land and then if he want to realize · BER
the profit on the cost of the dwelling, et cetera would you be
willing to take that approach that in offering your property or the
units for sale, in arriving at the sales price you utilize the cost
of the land for a agricultural price of let's say $40,000--agree upon
a price of $25,000 an acre as hypothetical, add on to that the cost
of the-building and then you would have to project some kind of
profit margin based on structure but it could not--

GENTRY: Are you asking this question of me as an individual
¯¯

who is desirous of developing this particular property?

KUNA: Yes.

GENTRY: Or are you asking me as one of many builders who must
answer the quèstion if you're going to make it a requ.irement. I say
that we are amenable to whatever reasonable requirements that the
City puts in. We don't know what the costs are goirig to be because
we don' t know all the requirements. As far as me limiting my profit
or me doing this, let me ask you a different question; Will you
assure me that there won' t be speculation on the home purchasing or
can you assure me that I' ll make a piofit. I think some of these
other areas come into this very carefully. What I'm saying is that
without competitors like ourselves, and I inclu.de several other local
builders to show that we can' t just dial in the price where other
builders have money in the project and are wiiling to go ahead and
build on a competitive basis with us . We are a competitive force
which is probably the best protection that there possibly is to any-
body getting a Eair deal on the product. But, precluding us from
going in there, licenses, other major developers in the area who build
100% of all their product. All they have to d.o is have a sales meeting
and autoniatically everything rises. Therels no building competitive
situation. Tliis theory can be held down into your business and I ......

don t pleas to tell you how to zone land or how to deal with the
developers . I only submit what we think is a forward thinking ap roach -

and I've been criticized for it.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioners, you have further questions? Bob?



WAY: Mr. Chairman, I have one final question. Mr. Gentry, the
question of the transportation issue that I raised being unresolved
has to do with the interchange proposal on the H-2. In your summation
now I heard you indicate that this is some sort of alternative proposal

- and not all that firm or required. I guess I'm a little concerned on
that point because that wasn't my understanding of exactly what was

i needed to provide traf£ic service for the area.

GENTRY: Well Bob, I'm not in a position of requiring anything gg
a really. I'm here in a position of asking for the opportunity to build m:

and develop this property. As far as the access to the 510 acres that gg
we intend to develop, there are two major accesses to Kam Highway which i
are sufficient to carry the traffic. I don't think we're far enough -.

along at this point to determine the sizing. By the time you get to N
- the second access on Kam Highway, there maybe different criteria as Ñy

there is different criteria for an environmental impact study and this Ei
is another thing over a long period of time. We are not hard and fast Ei
in making any kind a requirement that there's an interchange at that
section. As a matter of fact, an interchange at that point has been
turned down by several agencies in the past. We only indicate that if gg
the need presents itself, our plan is flexible enough to accommodate gg
it. I think that our long range planning included that to show that gr
we thought about it.

"¯

WAY: Well, I guess I'm still a little uncertain because reading
from your appendix, page T8, the alternate scheme, scheme B which is
I think the one we're talking about, differs from scheme A in that
there is access to the H-2 Freeway with the construction of a new
interchange or interconnecting ramp. This new interchange is essen-
tial in providing safe and convenient access to the development.
Scheme B is the preferred scheme and offers the best design that
will redúce traffic congestion, provide greater capacity, and speed
the movement of traffic.. I guess I interpreted that to mean that it
was required.

GENTRY:. Mandatory.

WAY: Well not mandatory but required for adequate level of
traffic service because that' s what we're talking about here.

GENTRY: I'm not a traffic engin er and maybe Norm can answer that

DYER: I'm not a t.raffic engineer either. The report was written
i.n our understanding that one the highways have the capacity to senre
the area; two, the ultimate development of an interchange or access on
the H-2 Freeway at that location would have additional convenience to
serve the project and other land.

WAY: Okay, now what about the cost of it? Have you projected
the cost for such a facility and its impact on this 4300 some odd
units proposed?

WAY: It becomes to me a rather critical issue which is why I
raise the point on several counts. One, it's on an interstate
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I federally supported highway. To my knowledge, there's never been
an interstate highway interchange added in this state and it's

I highly unlikely that it will be possible to do so. It's certainly
open to having an interchange added but I think we'd all agree that
the procedures required to go through are extensive.

GENTRY: I will make one comment on this that you currently have
zoned in the City and County a large or relatively large industrial
area north of Mililani Cemetery Road, and that this interchange if itI were to occur would be on a reasonable criteria distance between other
interchanges. Norm is pointing out something I'm overlooking.

DYER: To be specific, in the response of our suggestion for thei state to consider this they responded on July 1, 1975. Before an
interchange can be approved for the interstate system and subsequently

I for design of construction, several criteria must be met. I'll list ¯¯

them. Justification based on actual traffic needs which is dependent
upon actual urbanization of the subject plan. Benefit cost analysis,
geometric .and safety design standards, state and federal highway
administration acceptance, public acceptance, financial arrangements,
all costs for the preparation of traffic data reports etc., required -

for the above must be borne by the developer. If the developers wish
to pursue the interchange matter with these understandings, place them
at the requested data for review.

WAY: I guess that makes the point I was making about what the
exercise necessary to go through to put. such a facility on the highest
leve l of fr ee way that is built in this country . And , I f ind a problem
quite frankly in squaring this somewhat tentative indication of an
interchange with a statement in the report that says this new inter-
change is essential in providing safe and convenient access to the
development. And, if there's anything we want, it's safe and convenient
access . And if it's essential then we think we want.

GENTRY Maybe we made a mistike. We're probably thë only guys
eve

C

make a eta

nn can answer this question. On Kam Highway I
know in the traffic study some of the figures that were develáped on
the basis of a four-lane divided highway, when is that going to go in?

DYER: I don't believe there is a schedule. Currently it may be
part of the first increment of the H-2 Free ay was open. The : Kam
Highway sehtion n this area was I think can be considered to be
congested during certain periods during the day. Now with a pantial
opening, L don't know what the standing is. L know it's a lot easier
to get in and out of Crestview now than it was at least when we visited
the area. When the freeway is complete, L believe the projected traffic
counts in the reþort showing a substantial decrease on Kam Highwaÿ as
this is more of a transmission function of highway and not too much
distribution and that this would permit an increment development. I
believe the thought that went into the traffic was that ultimately it
kould be r&quired to widen to four lanes in order t:o sente the area.



I don't believe they have a date, that I'm not aware of the detailof that report. The right-of-way is there. Obviously the four-laneimprovements are not, just three lanes.
CONNELL: That was part of my concern because it seems to indicatein the report that Kam Highway is done in an unusually high volume oftraffic and there's an indication that Kam Highway needs to be improvedin order to be able to take the added increase of over 2,000 cars.
DYER: At the time that we get towards the completion of the

project, be 8 to 10 years from now.

CONNELL: Is it going to be done? I mean seriously.

GENTRY: If it were our responsibility, it would be a requirementand usually we figure out a way.

CONNELL: You would be willing to put in an extra lane? I meanas I understand it, that highway is really presently two lanes with
a passing lane right?

DYER: I think it's really an upgrade lane. It gives the trucksan opportunity to pull over and traffic to continue. But, what thegeometrics will be after the freeway, whether the trucks will be onthe freeway, I don't know.

GENTRY: .Your question to me is are we prepared to build and
construct an extra lane, I would say yes if you're prepared to grantour proposal.

CONNELL: No, I think my question is if the interchange of the H-2which thi.s report says is essential, if that is not a possibility thento what extent is Kam Highway as it presently is, not as it maybeimproved in the future, but as it is now to what extent can it handlethe traffic? Pm really questioning the ingress egress.
GENTRY: That's a good question and we '11 have our traffic engineerrespond to it. I believe it's adequate at the present time.
CONNELL: I think this is a specific enough question.

GENTRY: Ye I think it's a good one. I like it.

CHAIRMAN: I think we've had enough discussion with the developer.

CHAIRMAN: Thanks a lot. I'm sorry we took so long.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT (cont.)

5. Mrs. Valeria Humphries, President, Windward Action Group (Submittedtes timony dated Feb. 18, 1976, copy attached)
6. Letter from Jamás C. Ching, Executive Secretary, McCully Businessand Ptofessional Association dated. Feb. 6, 1976, copy .attáched

7. Letter from Dr. Stanley J. Yamane, President, Waipahu Businessmen's
Association dated Feb. 10, 1976, copy attached
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8. Letter dated Jan. 26, 1976 from Robert K. Knutson of LanakilaBaptist Church and Schools, copy attached
- N 9. Letter dated Jan. 18, 1976 from Albert Alexander, Jr., President,Crestview/Seaview Community Association, copy attached10. Letter dated Jan. 8, 1976 from Diane M. Akau, President, Waipahu -

Community Association, copy attached

i TESTIMONY AGAINST

l. Mr. Leonard Wilson, interested citizen (Submitted testimony datedFeb. 18, 1976, copy attached)
2. Ms. Janet Gillmar representing the Hawaii Chapter, American Societyof Landscape Architects (Submitted testimony dated Feb. 17, 1976, -copy attached)
3. Mr. Richard G. Poirier, Chairman, Planning and Zoning Committee,Neighborhood Board No. 25 (Submitted testimony dated Feb. 18, 1976,copy attached)
4. Mr. Scott Nakagawa, Vice President, Life of the Land (Submittedtestimony dated Feb. 18,'1976, copy attached)5. Mr. Charles P. Goldsmith, interested citizen - Suggested considera-tion of hydroponics in use of the subject land area as well as aplan for channelized development.
6. Ms. Jane Helliwell representing the Mililani Town Association(Submitted testimony dated Feb. 18, 1976, copy attached)7. Letter dated Feb. 17, 1976 from Mrs. John T. Humme, President, TheOutdoor Circle, copy attached
8. Letter dated Feb. 10, 1976 from Herbert B. Weaver,.Professor,Department of Psychology, University of Hawaii at Manoa, copyattached
9. Letter dated Feb. 17, 1976 from Milton Warne, Chairman, LandCommittee, Hawaii Farm Bureau Federation, copy attached10. Attorney Paul McCarthy, Life of the Land,.testimony dated Feb. 18, 1976
The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Wikum, seconded byMr. Lzumoto and carried.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioners? Harriet?

WIKUM: Mr . Chairman, I have a small speech to give and then amotion.
It seems to me that because the stipulated GP amendment procedureshave not been followed in this case a public hearing in the tru.esense of the phrase has not been held. The public has been forced tosit thru hours of reports from departments who responses should havebeen available to the commissioners and to the public before thehearing was held. Because of this, the public has been ëxpected todigest these reports and develope s responses on the spur of themoment. In addition, the function of a public hearing is not todevelop the application as this public hearing hän attempted to do.
Secondly, because the real issue is apparently not the wisdom o£urbanizing agricultural land nor the need for housing, but the needof the City Cöuncil and the Department of Generai Planning to do
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battle, and our charter-mandated responsibility is to review and
advise, not to aid and abet a war, one of the most unhappy results
of this fact and its truly regrettable that the Council has drawn
Gentry-Hawaii into the line of fire today.

And, because considering the magnitude of the policy decisions explicit
in this general plan amendment, the study and analyses that accompany

I the application are sometimes incomplete, sometimes inadequate, and
in many instances as we've seen today, untimely, they're either here
today or not here at all;

I -

I move that the Commission refuse to recommend approval or denial of ¯

this amendment. I want it clearly understood that this is not a
·

i motion for one of those no-recommendation votes. It is a motion that I a
says we refuse to consider the amendment because of the above-stated

¯ |
procedural problems and because the Commission does not choose to be :

¯

caught in the Council-Administration cross-fire any longer, and - ii because we are unable to consider an issue of such magnitude on this
¯

kind of information and analysis within the 30-day time constraint.

I CHAIRMAN: Do we have a second to the motion?

WIEDERHOLT: Second so we can discuss it.

CHAIRMAN: The motion was made and seconded. Discussion?

KUNA: What happens when we have a no recommendation is essentially
the same when we have a recommendation to deny in terms of what is
required in City Council. When they vote on it, they must have two
thirds vote on the matter. The question in my mind is I feel that we
should pass on comments however on what has been brought up in this
hearing.
Number one that there's no d.uplication of work for efficiency sake.
I know the City Council is going t·o deal with it. I would like to
pass on to themour suggestions and comments whichhave come about as
a result of about six or seven hours of sitting here and listening.
So , I don' t know what you call that . Do I have to amend the motion in
order to in lude the comménts?

CHAIRMAN: Before you even cons ider that , taking Harriet ' s motion
into consideration that we do not act entirely, then your motion speci
fînally says this is not a no recommendation, that it's just a refusal
to act on something.

IXUM: Would this motion if it carries preclude sendi ig up the
information that we have received today?

CHÀIludAN: It seems to me that you're saying that we're not going
to work but yet you e going to work.

IKUM: I beg your pardon?

CHAIRMAN It seems to me that you're making a mot ion that says
refuse to act and yet you're a ting on giving ecommäiidations.



I f -

WIKUM: I didn't say recommendations. I said information. I |
CONNELL: All of the information which has been submitted to the

i Commission would be incorporated into the minutes and the minutes
under the Sunshine Law have to be available within a 30-day period.
These minutes are always forwarded to the Cîty Council. Therefore am

the Council through those minutes would receive all testimony, ques- , 15

tions, et cetera that has been received.

WIEDERHOLT: Mr. Chairman, I seconded this motion so we could
discuss the subject. I do have some questions that I'd like to
discuss relative to this.

There are several kinds of information that we didn't receive--some
E from the developer, Mr. Gentry said that he would like to bring to

the board. There are several State and City departments that have
g still not been heard from either in the testimony or written form.

Although I seconded so we could get this going, I wonder if it
wouldn't be better to just defer consideration at this particular
moment and keep the hearing--in some way allow additional information
being brought to this board. It would mean that with the 30-day
requirement, we'd have to request an extension which Mr. Gentry said
wouldn't be too difficult. We could then take action either on a ==

procedural--on the basis of principle or procedure or substance at si
that time. We would then have a more complete body of information Wi
to be attached to that action, whatever action is taken.

WIKUM: I appreciate that but one of my intents here is to say
- look, this is not a public hearing we're holding. You're asking us

to develop your application and that's what you're saying would do
further you see. And, we've been in this bind before remember Ned,
maybe never as large as this one where we get these little fragments
down here and then we have to develop something out of it, and then 1;
we get accused of being out in left field when we do. I would like -

that to stop. I don' t know how to stop it. Naybe this isn' t the
way to do it but it seems to me--

ver since I've been on this Commission until recently, our job has
been to look at reasonably complete applications , analyses that have
been run through, the charter-mandated procedures , and then we listen
to he presentation and we hear testimony. Lately we get oúrselves
into developing the application. It's not that I don't want to do
the job but it's not hat we were appointed to do. Otlær department
people, professionals are hired to do that. And, I'm not sure that
we can do it well. An.d, I' d like it to stop. And , if you could find
me another mechanism that would do that, I woul be happy to develop
this application further.

IZUMOTO Mr. Ghairman, what I have to say here perhaps borders
essentially on what Harriet has br ught out except for leaving out
th.e pointed references you had to make which is of your concern.
Might I be permitted to read the motion that I had with reference to
in line with what you had and see how this sounds:



1 move that the issue be referred back to Council as the Commission
is unable to properly advise Council based on need for what appears -

to be more indepth data than thus far received. We also lack input ¯

by certain departments and lack of favorable recommendations by the
M department of public works.

I tried to keep this without getting into technical issues of _-

personalities or political bodies but simply as a determination from
this board.

WIKUM: I appreciate that and we've been trying to stay away from
the political issues underlying this for months and it keeps happening.
I would really urge that we call the political issues as we see them
and they may be way off but that's the way they look to me. I'm
really kind of tired of not naming them. I didn't name any personality.

WIEDERHOLT: In effect, these two motions are similar. In a sense, Sii
are we sending it back to the drawing board and say resubmit when it's
ready? Bii

¯ WIKUM: Yes.

WIEDERHOLT: What's wrong with saying that?

KUNA: What I think will happen though is when we submit they will
take it as a no recommendation. It's just like a blah. It just
doesn t say anything.

WIEDERHOLT: Well Cit Council can take an action it leases.
We're still advisory but at least they know they're out in left field
themselves at this sta e. There's no other thin that we can do.
They're out of line. If they want to take action and they're out of
line, that's their problem. At least the political issue is in their
lap and not in ours. Is that a fair conclusion?

WIKUM: Yes and one of the reasons I made the point about the
public hearing bs that if they want to take action on what we consider
an incomplete application, we have already stated here that we feel
a public hearing has not been held. Whether or not that's true,
legally, I don' t know but I thought that was an important point to
make .

WIEDERHOLT: Would it be worth adding to that statement that we' e

willing to-reconsider when it's in complete form?

WIKUM: .I would accept that as an amendment. You are the second
You can't make it I guess.

CHAIRMAN: Wh.at is your reason for not making a no recommendation?
Would you explain that to me again?

WIKUM: My reason for not wanting a no recommendation vote?

CHAIRMAN: Yes .

WIKUM: Because that's a osition of weakness, I think. M

experience has been that it's accepted as that kind of position by
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the City Council. God knows we're weak enough as it is. I think the
motion or something next to it that I suggested at least says that we
didn't sit here all afternoon and all night and were not able to make
up our minds which is the way a no recommendation vote inevitably
gets read. That's my understanding. Mr. Connell says that true. And, ¯

I don't want to get read that way because I don't feel that way about ;
'

this. F

i
-

KUNA: I think that's a good position to take also because of two
things that happened here. I don't think they can deal with it.
There's two things that are usually followed in a general plan amend-
ment that have not happened here and therefore we can't cope it
because our function comes after these two things occur. I'm getting
this from the General Plan Amendment Procedures put out by the
Department of General Planning. One thing that has to happen is
there must be an evaluation of the request, evaluation of the adequacy
and appropriateness of the basis of the request. This evaluation

i according to Mr. Sheybani has never been made. Secondly, this request
must be evaluated and reviewed in terms of the adequacy of the scope
and technical content. In other words, checking the data and verifying
it. This has never been done. Both of these reviews are required
prior to the time the Planning Commission receiving the material and
going over it. I question whether the--what I would like the City
Council to be directed to the specific rule, 8.3 c. and d. and advise
them or have them get some legal advice that they can't continue it
because we simply cannot deal--we are not professionals. We cannot
make those determinations, those two preliminary determinations.

CHAIRMAN: Commissioners, do you fully understand the motion?

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I would like to call for a recess.

CHAIRMAN: Under the Sunshine Law, a recess is not allowed while
a motion is in order.

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I do agree with Commissioner Wikum and
Commissioner Izumoto in part. However, I d.o agree with Commissioner
Wiederholt. Several important items have not been made available to
us. Although Commissioner Wikum has taken the point that a no recom-
mendation is a weak point on the part of the Commission but perhaps
aren't we being rather unfair after spending such long hours here
that we should send a no recommendation. I just can't quite accept
in total the motion that is before the board at the present time.

WIKUM: I don' t want to be unfair and I'm very conderned about
being fair to Mr. Gentry and his colleagues. I'm not recommending
a no recommendation vote you understand. I'm recommending that we
refuse to consider on these other grounds. Mr. Gentry is not going
to be hurt by this because as Mr. Wiederholt points out , the Council -,..r

is going to act one way or another .or they can resubmit to us if
-¯¯

they so choose if they so find that's the reasonable thing to do in
which case nobody has been hurt.

CHOY: You've been on the Commission as long as I have and you
know that the City Council would act irregardless of our recommendation
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pro or con. I think you've taken a very strong position; however, in
view of that, I can only agree with you in part. I think again the
Chairman had suggested another alternative which you totally reject. -y

Harriet I'm not saying that you're wrong. I would agree with you in E .

part and because of this, I cannot consciously place my vote affirma- i ¯

tively for your motion in total.

WIEDERHOLT: In terms of this question of time and fairness, we --

might be doing everybody a favor. If this thing is running into a

constitutional or legal question, we wouldn't be doing anybody a i
favor by passing on a kind of soft answer. I would be afraid as j

= B Harriet would be to know a no recommendation will be taken as a soft i
- answer. We need to call City Council's attention to the fact that

g this is very likely to be an illegal process. Any action taken would
be subject to action in the courts with losses to everyone. So, I
think it needs to be fairly strong.

I'm concerned that we're not meeting specified criteria particularly
from the Dalton case. This could run everybody into trouble. So it's me
back to the drawing board and do your homework up there is sort of
the word. gg-

I think there's another issue here too that's unfortunate. In effect ¯ I=:

what we've had happen several times here is that the Council apparently - me
appears to feel that the burden of preparing the entire documentation
is upon the developer. I don't think it is, and that the developer
must make all of the case too. I don't think that's true either. This
is kind of a bug-out, a side step. The Council asked the applicant to
develop the entire.documentation and I think this is improper.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion?

KUNA: I'd like to make an amendment to Harriet's motion. Can I
state it now?

Harriet began the motion by stating the reasons for the no recommendation.

CHAIRMAN: No, that was just a statement.

KUNA: And I would like to iñsert this in her statement: Because
the stipulated general plan amendment procedures have not been followed
in that Rule 8.3 section c. and d. of the General Plan Amendment Proce-
dures as promulgated by the Department of General Planning require that
firs t an evaluation of the adequacy and appropriateness of the basis
for the request for a general plan amendment be made, and secondly, that
this request be reviewed in terns of its adequacy of scope and technical
content, and these procedures have not been done, said procedures being
required prior to review or consideration by the Planning Commission
(see 8.3 d. (3) .

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion? Sylvia? ËE

SUMIDA: If I understand your motion, part of the scope that this
Commission would not consider that it had a public hearing this



evening. Is that part of the motion or part of your explanation,
¯ Harriet?

WIKUM: 1 suggest that a public hearing in the true sense of the
word has not been held.

SUMIDA: Is that part of the motion or is that part of the
discussion before your motion?

WIKUM: It's part of the motion.

SUMIDA: It's part of your motion. Okay, that's one of the things
I'm concerned about. We have in fact had a public hearing. We have
sat here for many hours listening to testimony with a thought toward
using the information as part of our decision-making process. I have
concerns about negating that. A lot of people have come. A lot of
thought and concern have been written and verbalized and I would not

I want to negate that.

The second concern that I have is Harriet's concern also, I think.
g How can we interrupt this situation that we seem to be in now? I

have not known the day when complete reports were given so I don't
have that nice comfortable thing to fall back on or the guideline.
I'm concerned that I received a 20-page report the day of the hearing
wh.en I cannot review it and give it consideration. I'm concerned
that as a commissioner who is charged with responsibility of reviewing
summaries, reviewing complete reports that I don't get them. I would
like to interrupt: this process before we do in fact have a public
hearing rather than have a public hearing and then in some way try
to intervene. I think it's too.late to intervene in this case. I
think we can benefit from it in the future. Those kinds of things. I
am concerned that we do not get complete reports. I don't know how to
assist in making this intervening first of all so that this doesn't
recur because I've been here now since September 17th and I've never
seen a complete report. I want to intervene into that. I also want
to be sure that people, developers, and we don't have to sit and not
be able to have the equipment we need to discharge our civic responsi-
bility. That basically is my concern, the way the motion is now stated,
Harriet.

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, I think that public hearing undoubtedly has
b en he ld but I would r efer you b ack to a pr evious sta tement made by
the Corporation Counsel as related to the GPRP public hearing where
Mr. Chun indicated the courts had established certain high standards
for public hearing and that one of the Commission s functions was to
ask as many questions as it could. It would seem to me that though
you have held a public hearing possibly following the high standard
statements of the Corporation Counsel, the question might be raised
to what extent you had all of the adequate material that were necessary
in order to have an adequate public hearing that would meet the high .
standards that were established by the courts .

WIEDERHOLT: Mr. Chairman, it might even be a little more simpler
than that. We've had a public hearing on a bunch of documents but it
appears that missing information and conclusions and analysis is of



such magnitude that we have not had a public hearing on the completed
¯¯ E application. Therefore, we have not legally had a public hoaring on

this application at this moment based on that as fact.

WIKUM: Is it permissible to amend my own motion?

CllAÏRMAN: Withdraw your motion.

WIKUM: No , I don' t want to withdraw it. I jus t want to change
one sentence.

IZUMOTO: Harriet, if I may with your indulgence. Mr. Chairman,
if it's in order could we declare a recess sitting right here at the .

table while the n'iotion as amended can be put in proper form so you'd
all understand. As it now stands it seems a little muddled with
some of us feeling that certain words should be deleted or certain
sentences or phrases should be.

CHAIRMAN: Actually the motion could be very simple. All you have
to say is no recommendation or refusal to act and that's all the motion
needs.

WIKUM: And you can send the other things up as comments?

CHAIRMAN: Then the other things can be part of your discussion
which is for the record which will be transferred out to Council.

WIKUM: It' s okay with me as long as they read them. I thought
if they had to read it all before they got to the motion, I might
stand a better chance to get in my hearing.

CHAIRMAN: Because as part of the discussion if there 's anybody
against it, they'11 vote against the motion. ¯

WIKUM: I understand what you're saying. Okay, how do I agree to ¯

do that?
CHAIRMAN: We're still on discussion.

WIKUM:. I beg your pardon?

CHAIRMAN: We're still on discussion yet so--

WIKUM: Keep this motion and I'11 make--excuse me.

CHAIRMAN: Add on because the basic thing is acting on--not acting
on this particular application. Isn't that correct?

CONNELL : Yes .

KUNA: Could we have a no recommendation for the following reasons
and then lis t them?

WIKUM: No I don' t want that. Refusal to act.

8 4
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KUNA: Sometimes I feel they may receive all the minutes andthings but it doesn't mean they have to look at it.

CHAIRMAN: Well, I'm pretty sure if we refuse to act on it,they'll surely look for why?

WIKUM: I still don't understand what my rights are. Can I ---just rephrase. gg¯g

CHAIRMAN: Go ahead and see if the second approves.
WIEDERHOLT: Can ou review what no recommendation means?

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, as I read the City Charter, the Commission
shall recommend approval in whole or in part and with or without modi-
fication or recommend rejection of such plan or revision. It seems to
me that you are considering taking an action that really comes before ---

that. You are refusing to act at all. It seems to me that many of --E the reasons that you have stated for not acting would still be included NEin the findings of fact which we are required to forward to the City
g Council. Therefore, I think what I'm suggesting is that I think theChairman has in a sense stated what the motion could be and that

Harriet and others who have joined in the discussion have in a sense
¯¯

made by job easier in terms of writing the findings of fact in explain-ing why you're refusing to act.

CHAIRMAN: You can make your restatement now.

WIKUM: Restate this. Do I discharge of the motion at this time?
CHAIRMAN: Keep your motion simple. That's where we always getthe hangup.

WIKUM: I'm sorry about that Randy. I really.didn't mean to makeit any longer than it.is. But do you just toss out the motion that'son the floor, that's my question.
CHAIRMAN: Withdraw.

WIKUM: I withdraw my motion and I want to move that--

CHAIRMAN: Wait, you have to see if the second agrees first. Themaker of the motion wants to withdraw her original motion. Secondagrees. --a:
WIEDERHOLT: Will the.reasons be included in the whereas?
WIKUM: They will be. I'll put them on here.
WIEDERHOLT: Okay.

WLKUM: Okay now I move that the Commission refuse to recommend
approval or deni 1 of this amendment. This is not a motion for ano-recommendation but a motion that says we refuse to consider the ¯



I amendment because of the following findings of fact and here they
are but I won't say them because that confuses things, right?

CHAIRMAN: Okay. Ned, you going to second the motion?

WIEDERHOLT: Say it again.

I WIKUM: I move that the Commission refuse to recommend approval
or denial of this amendment. This is not a motion for a non recom-
mendation but a motion that says we refuse to consider the amendment

i because of the following findings of fact--procedural issues with
specifics cited; and the war, I want to mention the war that we're
always caught in the middle of; and that the application has been
forwarded to us in an incomplete way.

KUNA: Can we point out the specifics?

I WIKUM: Yes, sure, get specific about that.

CHAIRMAN: Okay, do we have a second?

WIEDERHOLT: Second.

CHAIRMAN: Okay, discussion. You want to point out why you want
to make that motion?

WIKUM: Call the question.
IZUMOTO: Call the question. -.

El
CHAIRMAN: The question has been called for. All in favor of

the motion, raise your right hand?

(The motion failed to carry for lack of a majority vote.)

AYES - umota,Iuna-,-Sumida W;i.ed.erholt , Wikum
NAYES - Choy, Kamiya
ABSENT:- Hosaka

CHAIRMAN: I think with all of the discussion that we've had, I _R
think all of the commissioners are aware of what is happening, what
information is lacking. I think the hangup is whether we should refuse
to act or whether we should pass on a no recommendation or approval or
denial.

WIEDERHÒLT: I'm still trying to understand what no recommendation
means.

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, again as I hear the motion that was defeated,
as it was stated, it was not a no recommendation. A no recommendation
has generally arisen at that point when the commission is unable to
reach a majority vote or five members voting either for or against an
application. And, under the rulings of Corporation Counsel, a no recom-
mendation is viewed as a negative vote. But what I heard being discussed
earlier was a no action, a refusal to act.



I WIEDERHOLT: And from what you stated, it's no meaningful action.

CONNELL: Who knows? You could let Corporation Counsel worry about

i it. It's never been tried before.
KUNA: Section 5-412 of the Revised Charter says if the Planning

Commission fails to make its report within the 30 days, the Council
i may nevertheless adopt such revision or amendment, but only by the

affirmative vote of at least two-thirds. So possibly our refusal to b

act may be considered a failture to make a report. I would say that's

i probably how they will treat it. It's got to fit into some little L
¯

slot so that's how they'll do it and then it will create the same
thing, no recommendation or recommendation against. That is a two-

I thirds vote. How does that sound? You were worried that it would
leave everything in a vacuum?

WIEDERHOLT: Yes, especially the development process. We don't
i even know what is necessary, No recommendation can be taken as no

action and therefore the City Council could speed up on it and some-
how if they were to adequately evaluate this, suppose the Commission

g and the Council needs more information, needs more analysis, needs
g mor work out, I'd keep that process alive.

KUNA: They are required to have certain criteria themselves.
Just by the Dalton decision, it can't be dismissed or ignored. I
think the problem is that I don't see why the developer should sit
here for weeks to come and still everything will be inadequate and
then we try to shove things together. I would say rather than waste
Mr. Gentry's time--we can't put it together to.come up to standards
that is required. I don't think we can at all. I don't think that
any information that we've gotten or will receive will still be in
compliance with the procedure and therefore it's useless to get any
more information and delay it any further at this point. I mean
that's one consideration, the developer has been waiting for so long.
He may get all the way up to the Council and they're stuck with the
issue.

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, since there's no motion on the floor, I
would like to ask for a recess before we continue.

CHAIRMAN: Okay, what we.can do too is since we have another .
public hearing and the people have been waiting patiently, I will
defer this matter to the end of the second public hearing. So, we
will have a recess.

CHAIRMAN: Okay, referring back to item 3, a motion is in order.

WIKUM: Thank you, Mr. CÈairman. I labored so hard over that
last motion. I welcome the opportunity to deliver a live baby at
this time.

I move that the Commission refuse to recommend approval or denial of
the Gentry-Hawaii General Plan amendment. This is not a motion for a
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no-recommendation but a motion that says we cannot act on the amendment
for the reasons hereunto attached. And, one will be the procedurali
problems with specific stipulations; the second will be because those -

I were not followed, the application is incomeplete and inadequate in
cases; the third one will be because the previous two are true, we
question whether or not we have had an adequate public hearing.

W1EDERHOLT: Second.

CHAIRMAN: Further discussion?
I a 3ti

IZUMOTO: I call the question. | _1k

CHAIRMAN: Question has been called for. All those in favor of Ë ÎË¯

I the motion, raise your right hand.

(The motion carried.)

AYES - Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - Choy
ABSENT - Hosaka
ABSTAINED - Sumida

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider a
PROPOSED ORDINANCE FOR proposed ordinance for establishment of
ESTABLISHMENT OF HISTORIC Historic Cultural and Scenic District
CULTURAL, 4 SCENIC DISTRICT No. 5, the Thomas Âquare/Academy of Arts
NO. 5, THOMAS SQUARE/ District.
ACADEMY OF ARTS DISTRICT
INITIATED BY DEPARTMENT OF Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
LAND UTILIZATION (GH) Bulletin/Advertiser on February 8, 1976.

Correspondence received concerning the
proposed ordinance is included in public
testimony either FOR or AGAINST it.

Mr. Gerry Henniger presented the Director's report recommending approval
of the proposed ordinance.

HENNIGER: Both the Academy and the Park ere placed on the National
Register in 1971-72. The area is low key. It has a great deal of
serenity. The Square itself serves in the activity of the Academy in
that it has some 14 different activities going on there. It includes
arts and crafts festivals, music concerts, theatre festivals, school
outings, and you may have noticed the dog shows which are not artistic
in nature but 17 clubs use them regularly.

In recent years, the serenity of the Academy and of the interior courts
of the Academy have been seriously affected by highrise structures
which h.ave come along, one 19-story h.ere (pointing to map) , a 15-story
here, 12-story here and another one just completed but not shown on the
map which is 21 stories.

Organizations and individuals have been concerned. about this activity.
More specifically, the Academy of Art s itself has taken issue with the
proposal next to them and have been concerned with these highrises
around them. The Daughters of Hawaii have expressed concern, the
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Garden Club of Honolulu, the Hawaii Museum Association, and the Outdoor y E-
Circle have all expressed their concern about this. - -

The objective for this district is basically to protect, preserve and
enhance Thomas Square where the sovereignty of the llawaii.an Kingdom
was restored by Great Britain, the historical consideration. We'reI concerned about the cultural uses which are in the Academy and there

, are also uses within the Park itself--the landscaping, architecture
and the serene scenic quality of the Park itself.

The General Plan for the area is high density apartment. Around the
Academy the General Plan calls for high density apartment use. In

i the area which is between basically the Square and the Capital
District, there is some proposed public facilities use at the Blaisdell
Center, the Academy Structure and also Lilikona School.

I This map which I use to illustrate what's happening around the Square
also gives you a sense of the relationship of Thomas Square to Fort | ggStreet Mall on through downtown, and to point out the boundary for | ag;

I the Kakaako District. So this area is in the interim district of ; 35E
Kakaako.

The existing zoning for the area is defined by these lines (pointing
to map displayed) of red in the B-2 area which is between Thomas
Square and the Capital District. B-2 also abuts the district. The
A-4 Apartment area which surrounds the Academy area and includes the
Square itself as far as zoning goes. B-1 and B-2 in this area with

¯

B-3 in between this little area on King Street and Victoria, and then
there's R-6 which includes the Blaisdell Center in its.entirety but
in the district would include the performing art structures.

The design control system which was developed for this proposal was
based on taking 12 sections through the Square and the existing zoning.
This illustration indicates what.can happen around the Square within
the existing zoning. The studies which we did determined that the
area is generally about 350 feet back. The property line at Lilikona
School, the church property are generally a workable kind of line.
The proposal calls for the area which is mostly in City ownership, t11e
bus facility, the Straub Clinic and the existing Apartment, that that be
connected with the capital district to make the transition from the
capital district to the Square in that the height limit proposed there
is 100 feet than to keep that relationship open. The envelope proposed
around the Square would in case of the Academy start a 60-foot height -

and proceed then at an angle back to the district line and then go back
up of course to the abutting 350-foot height. So, the envelope would
provide for an ascending height. This line was established actually -

from the interior court of the Academy so that the structures back
would not adversely affect any further to the interior court. This
area which is R-6 would remain 25 feet. ¯

The proposal calls for setbacks along the major highway, major streets,
starting first here (feferring to map displayed) along Ward Street at
80 feet which is a greater setback. This is because of the proposed
mass transit station and there's need for improvement of a walkway
in pass the Square t the high.er density apartment area which is behind
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R the Square. Also maybe setbacks along King Street, a losser setback
elsewhere, the purpose of the setbacks being for landscaping the streets
and planting.

I've covered the height restrictions and setbacks. There's also open
space restrictions called for which will be 50% open space keeping -

with the capital district. There will be landscaping guidelines which -

I would require certificates of appropriateness for the removal of trees ¯

that are six inches in diameter, treating of parking lots, and archi-
tectural treatment review which is called for subdued bulk scale,
exterior material, color and so forth in keeping with the park-like
setting of the district. The district primarily would be that it be
made up of non significant projects if those projects conform with theconditions in the ordinance. Those projects then that would go to
City Council would be those which would not conform with those conditions.
(There were no questions of Mr. Henniger.)

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Mr. Sullivan Washington, Assistant Director, Honolulu Academy
of Arts (Presented testimony of James W. Foster, Director of the
Honolulu Academy of Arts, copy attached)

2. Letter received dated Feb. 17, 1976 from Mrs. John T. Humme,
President and Mrs. Theodore Croker, First Vice President, The
Outdoor Circle, copy attached

TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Dr. Lee Simmons, Physician at Straub Clinic and Hospital (Presented
oral testimony; received his statement dated Mar. 3, 1976, copy
attached)

2. Dr. John Lowrey, Chief of Staff, Straub Clinic and Hospital
3. Mr. James P. Conahan, Attorney for Strauh Clinic and Hospital

(Submitted testimony dated Feb. 18, 1976, copy attached)
4. Mr. Patrick J. Duarte, Associate Administrator, Straub Clinic

and Hospital (Submitted testimony dated Feb. 18, 1976, copy attached)
5. Mr. Thomas Battisto,.Executive Administrator, Straub.Clinic and

Hospital
6. Letter received dated Feb. 17 1976 from Mr. Cyril Phillips

Chairman, Permanent DevelopmeËtCommittee, First United Methodist
Church, copy attached

7. Mr. Keith Johnson, Architect for Straub Clinic and klospital .
Mr. Johnson's testimony follows.
JOHNSON: I'm an architect with the .firm of Stone, Marraccini and

Patterson, the architects for Straub.
I'm going to touch briefly on the long range planning of Straub since

- 1966 and the development of the long range plan at which time Straub
commenced with the development of the hospital expansion of the clinic.

The effort of long range planning is extremely important with what
we 're faced wi.th now in Federal law, State law and City and Countyordinances. Specifically, public law 931641, the Health PlanningAct passed in 19T4 required long range planning for each institution.
The legislation is very .specific in justification for expansion and
acquisition of equipment and City and County ordinandes provide guide -

lines for development. Some shocking figu es that réqüire long range



planning and development of facilities indicate that in 1973 Straub
Hospital and Clinic completed their hospital at a cost of $48 a square -

I foot. In 1976, today, that same hospital square footage costs $96.
That's 50% increased.
The need for long range planning stems from the fact that once the

i facility is planned or designed, it is 7 or 8 years down the line
before occupation. So in the development of the facility, efforts
are made to provide the maximum amount of flexibility. It is done

- at a premium cost during the original construction. Straub has
provided essentially the capacity to expand by 48.8%, almost 50%.
To expand would require specific legislation and more importantly,

I community needs. But, the forethought of flexibility to maintain
a viable institution that meets the state of the art in health care
delivery, Straub is foremost in its thought.

I The limitations that we are faced with in this ordinance, both the
height limitations, setback and open space, are the three major points.

The height limitation of 100 feet presently has been observed by the
first increment of the hospital. To expand 7 to 11 floors, 4 more
floors, the hospital will reach a total height of 157 feet. This ¯

would be an increase in bed capacity and would require approval by
-a

the State Comprehensive Health Planning Agency for need legislation
but would be a forethought in the phase development of Straub.

The setback requirements have the potential to reduce the buildable
area of Straub 's site by 17½% in its present B-2 zoning.

Dr. Simpson has pointed out Straub's interest in maintaining open
space and character consistent with the scale of Thomas Square and
the Academy of Arts. Straub presently has an open space allocation
of 36% of its site and will maintain that open space to the betterment
of the community as well as Straub 's aesthetic appeal.

Specific to the issue that actually limits Straub, the maximum floor
area presently allowable on the site is 346,815 square feet. Presently
existing is 209,088 square feet. Straub has potential to develop
110,563 more square feet on the hospital and the clinic building 96,000
square feet for a total of 120,163 square feet. The potential of the
parking structure could expand by 8 tiers or 4 levels will provide
392 s talls .

Even the 1976 costs we have taken a look at what invest;ment Straub
has made in literally the premium investment to provide flexibility
and change for this 48.8% expansion. For the hospital it's a million
and one, for the clinic around $200,000, for the parking structure
about $420,000 for a t:otal of 1.7 million dollars in investment in the
facility itself. This is a staggering amount of money in today's cost.
But, since 1973 moving from $48 to $96 in 1975 is reflective of our
problems in the construction industry and the cost of building a
quality health care facility.

We would like to maintain the flegibility of the site to expand.
¯¯ Work with the niaster plan has been updated yearly to conform wîth the
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CZC update, so from 1969.

In 1968, the statement under our planning proposal under the proposod
CZC Straub's property located on Soutli King and flotel Street would bein the ß-2 district. This classification permits clinic, hospitaldevelopment in the B-2 zone with residential development as auxiliary

I uso. We are concerned that Straub maintain its flexibility and notlose the investment they have made in the cumulative update to main-
tain a quality facility.

C11AIRMAN: Questions commissioners? Harriet?

-_ WIKUM: The 1.7 million dollar figure that you mentioned, is that
E - the total cost of the facilities that I see there?

JOHNSON: No. The total cost of the hospital facility, just the
hospital not the clinic, was 6.8 million dollars.

WIKUM: Okay, then the 1.7 million is a percentage of the totalinvestment that was incurred to accommodate growth.
JOHNSON: Yes, that can be attributed to structural, mechanical

electrical flexibility of the building.

WIKUM: I was looking for that and I wasn't quite sure that's whatyou said.

KUNA: As I understand it, your projected building is-going up to
be 326,000 square feet? You lost me somewhere in your breakdown.

JOHNSON: No.

KUNA: According to the proposal, how much square feet are.you ¯"

planning to build? ¯œ

JOHNSON: In the current B-2 zoning allowable, we would expand atthe appropriate time the hospital, replace the clinic building when its
usefulness has reached the point of change, and build on presently -

acquired property an office building adjacent to the parking structure. ¯a

This would amount to a total floor area of 351 159 square feet whichleaves an excess of approximately 25,000 squarÀfeet of available floorarea under present B-2 zoning, that we would not be going to the
maximum. Where there's this difference in this factor of maximum
floor area, 346,000, we would incorporate into the site property ofthe site that has been acquired. The figure I gave you is for thepresent campus. This was not incorporated, what is known as the oldIvanhoe property.

KUNA: What is the maximum--you say the 346,000 square feet .for the
propert excluding what's been recently acquired. What's the maximumunder existing zoning for the.whole thing? Is it 376,000?

JOHNSON: Yes.

KUNA: And you said that the .setback requirements would reduce the
¯¯ buildable space by 17½%. Now buildable space meaning your projected

¯

-- buildab le space or your maximum buildab le spade?
155
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JOHNSON: Maximum buildable space as defined in the B-2 zone.

KUNA: So you weren't planning to use another 25,000 square feet

i prior to this reduction of 17½% that could be offset by your other
needed floor area in other areas of the site. Have you explored that
at all?

JOHNSON: Yes. There's a problem in that we are dealing with
expensive floor areas which require circulation patterns, utilities

I and use higher than open space, specifically the pathology lab which
cost about $190 a square foot. To locate that apart from the campus
itself or proximity to the hospital would incur problems of operation.
We have explored the options available and the one option providing .

i¯--

I office space on the property adjacent to the parking structure, we're ilk
able to maintain much open space. We maintain the current 36% open i

¯Ð>

space on the site. E ilk

KUNA: You said it so fast. You said according to the plan, you
were going to have 36% open space.

E JOHNSON: Which we presently have right now.

KUNA: Under the open space provision here they do connect it to
¯ ¯

credit 25%. You are required to have 50% open space, parks on top of
your roof. Have you take into consideration the impact of that possible
premise?

JOHNSON: Yes. To answer an earlier question, we have worked with
the Department of Land Utilization. Dating back to September 18 when
the Thomas Square Historic and Scenic District was published in the
paper, we met with the Department of Land Utilization and filed with
the Director, Straub's plan for expansion and acquisition of property
which was in September 1975. We have worked at each step with Gerry
Henniger to be aware and to inform him of our intentions. That was at
a meeting last week that we understand that provision of 25% will be
taken out in the next draft. Now, whether or not that's a fact, I'm
not sure.

KUNA: Is that a fact?

HENNIGER: Yes, it is our intent to do that, to make that
recommendation because the rooftop open space is not meaningful to
this district. It is in the district such as Punchbowl where somebody
can look on top of the buildings but that isn't the case here in this
district in any meaningful way. We did discuss relative to this , the
possibility of an arcade being used for Straub and that some credit
might be given for open space given an arcade. That is, as they build
up they would also hollow out the structure underneath so you have an
open walkway around the structure. That is meaningful towards the open
space. I think there might be some limitation on that. That could ggbecome part of the ordinance. Et

KUNA: So you're considering an alternative to this rooftop.



HENNIGER: That's a possibility to relieve the concern they have
for open space in this project.

KUNA: So what we're coming down to are the setback requirements.
JOHNSON: Well, the zoning lot of 137,675 square feet, the buildable

I area as proposed would be setback is 108,000 which is a loss of 23,030
square feet times 2.5 multiplier comes up with potential loss of 67,575 lË
square feet of floor area exclusive of bonuses for open space or arcade. El

i That potentially negates any development on the Ivanhoe property which ÑÏ
once incorporated would generate with bonuses and arcade space about ggg76,000 square feet. So what the setbacks actually do is reduce the ¯¯¯'

facility to expand increments that are economically feasible to build
and provide space. The most desirable project now for Straub is updat-
ing its pathology lab. To do that would require the use of the complete
site. We would not be able to use the site with the setbacks.
The one setback that's ver restrictive is the 50-foot setback off --

- Ward. To be very realisti , it requires that we maintain the clinic
building for the rest of its usable life and under whatever provisions
we would upgrade those buildings by code to use them. We couldn't
afford to lose that property. It reduces our ability to expand, the
ability to provide services within those outpatient facilties. We
find that specific 50-foot setback being most restrictive.

But, the 50% open space as its stated here without provisions for
exceptance is restrictive. The height limitation .that we have worked 55
with the De artment of Land Utilization does have that rovision as
an exceptance.

As stated by Dr. Simmons Straub would like to have an exceptance to Et
the ordinance itself, keeping in mind that there has to be guidelines
by which Straub's development can work with the City and County zoning
rules, and just wants to maintain the existing B-2 zone rule in the
ordinance. This .:Ls consistent with our master plan which has been
ongoing since 1966.

CHAIRMAN: Further .questions? Ned?

WIEDERHOLT: In addition to the analysis you made about things
you consider adverse impact, did you also study ways in which you
could attempt to meet the intent and spirit of this ordinance, what
ways your future development could accommodate the physical and
aesthetic objective around Thomas Square or do they have to be totally
disregarded?

JOHNSON: They don't have to be totally disregarded.

WIEDERHOLT: What ways could you deal with that?
JOHNSON: They become an economic problem at this point. We have

considered development over the top of the existing parking structure.
There are ways in which that can be accommodated but it'11 extremely
cost Straùb. The loss of the clinic building within its total master



plan and circulation on the site would cause fragmentation and higher
operating costs which would be passed on to patients. There was
consideration of developing on property off the present campus on the
other side of Hotel Street next to Fronk Clinic. This again became
an operational problem of maintaining some continuity with the existing
circulation all of which will amount to an increase in construction -

costs, operating costs which will eventually be passed on to patients.

We regard Thomas Square and to be very candid, this ordinance is needed
to protect the Thomas Square as well as the Academy of Arts. Straub
though has an interest in maintaining the aesthetic quality of their
buildings and have spent quite a bit of money landscaping, maintaining
some architectural qualities of their building. Under the present
B-2 zoning, there are limits. We feel that they are adequate to main-
tain the quality in the interest of Straub. The height limitations that
we've discussed with the Department of Land Utilization, the orientation
of the Straub Hospital is parallel to the line of sight from Thomas
Square to the Capital District. It would not adversely affect the view - ;-
planes or the building envelope with its orientation. That considera- i BRE
tion was made in the early planning in the 60's for consideration and a i i!E
great expense to some and mechanical equipment to aircondition the
hospital. You notice one side of the hospital faces the sun. The other i su
faces the north. You have hot and cold sides of the hospital as opposed - --I
to moving it in the other direction. It affects mechanical load.

The concerns for architecture, the concerns for design quality, main-
taining a scale is appropriate. What buildings to replace the old
clinic building would be of a low rise nature consistent with the scale
of the Academy.

CHAIRMAN: Okay, I think we've had enough discussion with Mr.
Johnson.

CONNELL: A question for Gerry. You indicated that another draft
of this is coming out? I'm concerned about this procedurally and the
changes that are going to be in Draft 2.

HENNIGER: Well, there's always changes you know, right through
the very bitter end and we're going through inohouse changes in the
structure of all the ordinances we're putting before you. We're
reviewing each ordinance with.respect to each other .ordinance to see
if the language is consistent and it's thought out like in toto. So
that's what's happening. Rather than come before you with really what
are minute changes, we would prefer to come up with a comprehensive
redraft based on the input to this body and the City Council.

CONNELL: You're saying then Draft 2 or 3 or 4 or whatever, that
those are only going to be minor changes?

HENNIGER: Yes.

CONNELL: Because the Commission holds public hearings on drafts,
makes recommendations but by the time it gets up to Council it suddenly
is up to Draft 5. I begin to become concerned whether the Commission
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has really held a public hearing as called for by the Charter on all
of those ordinances when they are constantly under revision.

HENNIGER: Well, that has always been the case to my knowledge.

CONNELL: It's been redrafted.

IIENNIGER: Well, in my experience there ' s been no ordinance which
has been drafted that has not gone through considerable change.

CHAIRMAN: Further questions of Mr. Johnson? If not, thank you,
Mr. Johnson.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Kuna, seconded by

i Mrs . Sumida and carried.

The Commission deferred action for two weeks for the following, on

i motion by Mrs. Kuna, seconded by Mr. Wiederholt and carried:

1. DLU staff meet with representatives of Straub Clinic to determine
whether their objections and concerns related to exceptions could

i be adequately addressed.

2. Opinion from Corporation Counsel regarding the following:

a. Are those property owners who have proceeded in good faith
with. development plans, based upon the existing provisions
of the CZC being deprived of their vested property rights?

b. Would an exemption as proposed by Mr. Conahan be a viable
solution if in fact his assertions are correct?

c. Would the exception provision as outlined in Section 5,A(2) (c)
of the proposed ordinance be an adequate safeguard to meet the
concerns raised by Mr. Conahan?

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 12:40 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lym n
Secretary-Reporter

-96-
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT WAY
BEFORE THE CITY ŸLANNING COMMISSION

REGARDING THE ITY COUQCIL'S Ÿ¶0POSAL
To AMEND THE DENERAL PLAN IN WAIPIOIIII

FEBRUARY 18, 1976

IHE NEED FOR A POLICY TO DIRECT URBAN DEVELOPMENT

ON THIS ISLAND HAS LONG BEEN EVIDENT. IT IS ONE

OF THE MOST DISCUSSED AND DEBATED PLANNING ISSUES.

VERYONE BELIEVES SUCH A POLICY IS NEEDED.

IN THE PAST, NEW DEVELOPMENT OCCURRED OUTSIDE THE

EXISTING URBAN BOUNDARY AS DEVELOPERS PETITIONED

FOR THE URBANIZATION OF OPEN SPACE. EACH DEVELOP-
MENT WAS CONSIDERED IN ISOLATION OF ALL OTHERS AND,

AS A RESULT, OUR URBAN BOUNDARIES HAVE EXPANDED

IN A HELTER-SKELTER MANNER WITHOUT ANY OVERALL

DIRECTION AND WITHOUT KNOWING THE FULL BENEFITS AND

COSTS OF THESE DECISIONS.

IT IS PRECISELY THIS SITUATION WHICH LED ME TO

EXAMINE THE BASIC ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE TO THE

COMMUNITY FOR MANAGING URBAN DEVELOPMENT. E CAN

PROCEED AS WE HAVE BEEN OR WE CAN TAKE ONE OF THE

SEVERAL CHOICES FOR CHANNELING GROWTH IN SPECIFIC
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DIRECTIONs. EACH HAS ITS VARIOUS COSTS AND BENEFITS
AND WE WERE ABLE TO CONSIDER THESE AS POPULATION GREW

TO A LEVEL OF ONE MILLION AND BEYOND.I
WE HAVE RECOGNIZED THAT THERE WILL BE SOME CONTINUINGI POPULATION GROWTH AND THAT THE PEOPLE IN THIS COMMUNITY

HAVE NEEDS FOR OPEN SPACE, HOUSING, AND TRANSPORTATION,i TO MENTION ONLY A FEW, WHICH SHOULD BE MET. BY

I EVALUATING THE ALTERNATIVES OPEN TO US, WE CAN MAKE

A RATIONAL DECISION TO MEET THESE NEEDS AS EFFECTIVELY
AS POSSIBLE AT A MINIMUM COST.

SELECTING A POLICY TO MANAGE GROWTH MEANS THAT WE MUST

MAKE OUR DECISIONS IN THIS BROADER CONTEXT, LOOKING

AHEAD TO THE IMPLICATIONS OF OUR DECISIONS. E CAN

NO LONGER CONTINUE THE PAST PRACTICE OF MAKING PIECEMEAL
DECISIONS FOR DEVELOPMENTS WHICH BY THEMSELVES MAY

NOT CHANGE THE TOTAL PATTERN OF GROWTH, BUT HAVE THE

EFFECT OF FORECLOSING OPTIONS. PURTHERMORE, THE CUMULA-
TIVE IMPACT OF SUCH PIECEMEAL DECISIONS IS TO SIGNIFI-
CANTLY ALTER THE PATTERN OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
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i
i THOUGH WE MAY TRY TO IGNORE THE IMPLICATIONS OF OUR

DECISIONS FOR INCREMENTAL URBANIZATION, WE CANNOTI
ESCAPE THE FACT THAT BY MAKING THEM, WE ARE AT THE .

I SAME TIME DECIDING OUR FUTURE.

I I DOUBT VERY MUCH THAT ANYONE WOULD DISAGREE WITH THESE

OBSERVATIONs. YETs WITH ALL OF THAT, WE ARE NOW, AT

I THIS MOMENT, CONSIDERING A PROPOSAL OF THE CITY COUNCIL

FOR ANOTHER PIECEMEAL EXPANSION OF OUR URBAN BOUNDARY.

IS THERE REALLY JUSTIFICATION FOR SUCH AN ACTION?

THE COUNCIL HAS SOUGHT TO JUSTIFY ITS PROPOSAL BY

STATING IN ITS RESOLUTION THAT I HAVE REFUSED TO CON

SIDER AN AMENDMENT TO THE GENERAL PLAN FOR GENTRY-

ŸACIFIC'S DEVELOPMENT AND THAT GENTRY-PACIFÏC HAS

BEEN PAYING TAXES COMMENSURATE WITH THE URBAN LAND ¯¯

USE DESIGNATION OF. THE STATE ND USE COMMI SSION.

YOU SHOULD NOTE THAT THE PROPERTY WAS ASSESSED AT

$206,499 OR APPROX IMATELY $400 AN ACRE IN 1970.

THI S PROPERTY WAS THEN PURCHASED FOR $18,000 PER

ACRE WHICH IS WELL BELOW THE VALUE OF URBAN LAND

16 -
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AND REFLECTS AN AGRICULTURAL USE. ÑATURALLY, THE

ASSESSED VALUE INCREASED IN RESPONSE TO THIS TRANS-

ACTION WHICH MADE EXPLICIT THE MARKET VALUE OF

- THE PROPERTY.

FIRST, IT IS ERRONEOUS TO STATE THAT Ï HAVE REFUSED

TO CONSIDER THE GENTRY-ŸACIFIC PROPOSAL. IN 1972 I ~'

INFORMED THE APPLICANT THAT WE WERE PROCEEDING WITH

AN EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR URBAN DEVELOPMENT

AND DISCOURAGED HIS PURSUING AN APPLICATION TO AMEND

THE 6ENERAL ŸLAN . THE ESSENTIAL . REASON WAS THAT HE

WOULD BE REQUIRED TO CARRY OUT THE EXTENSIVE STUDIES

WHICH WERE ALREADY UNDERWAY. IN 1974 I FORMALLY

INFORMED 6ENTRY-ŸACIFIC THAT I WOULD NOT PROPOSE AN

AMENDMENT TO THE bENERAL FLAN FOR THEIR PROPERTY

SINCE SUCH AN ACTION WOULD UNDERMINE THE WORK UNDERWAY

AND COMPROMISE THE OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO THE COMMUNITY.

THUS, IT WOULD BE CORRECT TO STATE THAT I HAVE REFUSED

TO CONSIDER THIS DEVELOPMENT IN ISOLATION OF THE

ALTERNATIVES FOR MANAGING URBAN DEVELOPMENT ON OAHU,
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GENTRY-PACIFIC IS NOT THE ONLY LANDOWNER OR DEVELOPER

I WHO IS AFFECTED BY MY DECISION TO REFUSE TO CONTINUE . g
THE PAST PROCESS OF PIECEMEAL DECISIONS. THERE ARE

PENDING FIRM DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS FOR SOME 2,846
ACRES OF AGRICULTURAL LAND. ÏN ADDITION, THERE ARE

AN ADDITIONAL 13,557 ACRES OF PRIMARILY AGRICULTURAL

LAND FOR WH I CH DEVELOPMENT PLANS HAVE BEEN EXPRESSED ¯

IN SOME FORM OR ANOTHER.

IN THE PAST, WE HAVE BEEN CONSTANTLY CAJOLED, PRESSUREDr

AND SWEET-TALKED INTO MAKING THESE PIECEMEAL DECISIONS,

IT IS TIME TO CALL A HALT TO THIS PROCESS IF WE ARE

SERIOUS ABOUT MANAG ING URBAN DEVELOPMENT,

THE 6ENTRY-PACIFIC SITE BEING PROPOSED FOR URBANIZATION i &

BY COUNCIL WAS BOTH PLANNED AND USED FOR PRODUCTIVE

AGRICULTURE WHEN IT WAS PURCHASED ON THE SPECULATION

THAT URBAN ZONING COULD BE OBTAINED. LET S BE VERY

CLEAR ABOUT ONE FACT--THIS IS AGRICULTURAL LAND.

THE COUNCIL IS APPARENTLY RELYING ON TWO FACTORSlN

SUBMITTING ITS PROPOSAL TO THIS COMMISSION. THE FIRST

IS THE DECISION OF THE ND USE COMMISSION TO PLACE
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THIS SITE WITHIN THE URBAN BOUNDARY AND THE SECOND

I S THE BACK-UP SUPPORT FOR THE PROPOSAL PREPARED
-

sy GENTRY-ŸACIFIC.

THE DECISION OF THE LAND USE COMMISSION IS NOTORIOUS
FOR ITS INADEQUATE SUPPORTING RATIONALE, WE SHOULD
NOT BLINDLY FOLLOW IN THE FOOTSTEPS OF A COMMISSION
WHICH HAS BEEN OPERATING UNDER .THE VERY SAME PIECEMEAL
AND OBSOLETE PROCESS WE ARE SEEKING TO AVOID. THE
COMMISSION LACKED THE VERY POLICY GUIDELINES WHICH
EVERYONE AGREES IS SO NECESSARY. LËT'S NOT PROCEED

WITHOUT THAT POLICY.

IT is TIME THAT THIS COUNTY EXERCISED ITS INITIATIVE
IN DEMONSTRATING HOW GROWTH ON THIS ISLAND SHOULD

BE MANAGED IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST. E SURELY HAVE
THE RESOURCES TO DO THIS. IF WE DO NOT TAKE THIS
INITIATIVE, WE WILL CONTINUALLY BE FOLLOWING IN THE
FOOTSTEPS OF OTHERS NO MATTER WHERE THEY LEAD.

THE SECOND FACTOR AS A BASIS FOR THE COUNCIL'S
PROPOSAL IS THE GENTRY-ŸACIFIC REPORT. TO SAY THAT
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THE REPORT IS INADEQUATE IS AN UNDERSTATEMENT. THE

I ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE REPORT TO THE URBAN IZA-
TION OF THE SITE ARE INCOMPLETE, INFORMATION PRESENTED

Ë HOPELESSLY BI ASED, AND THE CONCLUSIONS DRAWN ARE

DISTORTED AND WITHOUT FOUNDATION. IT IS UNFORTUNATEI
THAT THE COUNCIL WOULD EVEN CONSIDER PROCEEDING WITH

I - A PROPOSAL ON THE BASIS OF SUCH A SELF-SERVING REPORT.

WHY IS COUNCIL PROCEEDING WITH THIS PROPOSAL. AT THISI
TIMEŸ IHERE ARE MANY DEVELOPERS STANDING IN THE WINGS

READY TO COME ON STAGE. IS THIS A TEST CASE? IF

COUNCIL SUCCEEDS, WILL WE THEN GO ON TO ANOTHER PROPOSAL,

AND THEN ANOTHER?

IHERE IS SURELY NOTHING UNIQUE IN THIS SITE. RESIDENTIAL

AND INDUSTRTAL REQUIREMENTS MAY BE MET HERE OR ELSE

WHERE. THERE IS REASON TO BELIEVE THAT THE COMMUNITY

CAN GAIN FAR MORE AT LESSER COSTS AT OTHER SITES,
BY THIS I SPECIFICALLY MEAN LOWER HOUSING COSTS WHICH

BENEFIT A WIDER RANGE AND A GREATER NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS,

ALSO, THERE IS ABSOLUTELY NO BASIS FOR MORE INDUSTRIAL

LAND OUTSIDE THE PRESENT URBAN AREA. THE SUCCESSFUL

AND GROWING INDUSTRIAL AREA AT BARBERS ŸOINT, FAR
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REMOVED FROM THE PRIME AGRICULTURAL LAND IN CENTRAL

OAHU WITH ADEQUATE CAPACITY, IS SUFFICIENT BASIS

TO REJECT PROPOSALS FOR NEW INDUSTRIAL LAND IN THIS

AREA.

THOUGH THE CITY COUNCIL HAS FORWARDED ITS PROPOSAL

TO ME FOR MY
"INFORMATION,n I FEEL IT NECESSARY TO

PROVIDE YOU WITH A REPORT WHICH I HOPE WILL GUIDE

YOUR RECOMMENDATION ON THIS PROPOSAL. Ï HAVE TRANS-

MITTED THIS REPORT TO YOU AND I HOPE YOU WILL GIVE

IT SERIOUS CONSIDERATION, ŸLEASE NOTE THAT AMONG

OTHER ISSUES, THE DEVELOPMENT HAS MAJOR UNRESOLVED

TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS.

IN PROCEEDING WITH ITS PROPOSAL, THE CITY COUNCIL,

UNFORTUNATELY, IS TAKING A COURSE OF ACTION WHICH

ESSENTIALLY BY-PASSES THE CITY'S PLANNING PROCESS AND

PLACES THE ADMINISTRATION IN THE MOST DISADVANTAGED

POSITION POSSÏBLE. APART FROM THE MAJOR PROBLEMS

ALREADY NOTED, THERE ARE MANY SPECIFIC UNRESOLVED

TECHNICAL ISSUES. THE FACT IS THAT CITY AGENCIES

HAVE NOT HAD. ADEQUATE TIME TO REVIEW THE COUNCIL S

PROPOSAL AND THEIR SUPPORTING INFORMATION.
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IN GENERAL, I FIND THE COUNCIL'S ACTION UNSUPPORTABLE,

UNJUSTIFIED, AND EXTREMELY UNFORTUNATE. I URGE YOU TO

RECOMMEND:

1. COUNCIL TAKE NO FURTHER ACTION OF THIS NATURE

UNTIL AN ISLANDWIDE POLICY TO GUIDE GROWTH

HAS BEEN ADOPTED:

2. COUNCIL ACT ON THE ALTERNATIVES SET FORTH IN

THE PROPOSED REVISED 6ENERAL ŸLAN AS SOON AS

POSSIBLE: AND

3. COUNCIL BE ADVISED THAT THE PROPOSAL, SUPPORTING

DOCUMENTS, AND ANALYSIS DO NOT CONSTITUTE AN

ADEQUATE BASIS TO AMEND THE 6ENERAL ŸLAN UNDER

THE GUIDING STANDARDS SET FORTH BY THE SUPREME

COURT IN "DALTON.



GEO (GE R. AftlYOSHi

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING HIDETOKONO

AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ""Ti
Kamamalu Bul1ding, 250 South King St., Honolulu, HawillI • Malling Adtiress: P.O. Box 2 , ilonoltilu, Hawitil 96804

Ref. No. O

I
i February 13, 1976

i Mr. Robert R. Way
Chief Planning Officer

g Department of General Planning
B City and County .of Honolulu

650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Way:

Thank you for your letter on the matter of .the Gentry-Pacific land
situated in Waipio, Ewa, Oahu, for a GP/DLUM amendment. In response to your
request for our testimony on this matter at your public hearings, we wish to
indicate that since the land use redistricting had .been earlier evaluated
within the statutory procedures of the Land Use Commission, we do not have
further comments on it at this time .

I The subject property is now situated within the State land use Urban
district, being reclassified from the Agricultural district under the Land Use
Commission's 1974 Five-Year Boundary Review. A copy of the Commission's Findings
of Fact and Decision and Order is attached.

Thank you very much.

S erely,

HIDETO KONO

Attachment
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DEFORE THE LAND USE COMLtISSION

. .
OF Tl!E STATE OF PAWA I I

il

--

In the Matter of tho )

-
Classification and )

- Districting of Certain ) 'Docket No. 074 -10

----

Lando at Naipio, )
·

- Island of abu ) This is to certify that this is a true and corr-ci copy o

) Deosaan and Order on f3e in the offi¢c of the State Land
Commisnon, Honolulu, Hawaii.

7 7f by , .

I D
-

Executive Off;

I)ECIST N AND RDER .

This matter, being a proceeding pursuant to Hawaii

I
-.

.

Revised Statutes, Section 205-11, to consider a proposed district

boundary concerning certain lands situate at Waipio, Is.land of

ahu., was heard by the Land Use Commission at Waipahu, Oahu on

Ûctober 9, 1974. Gentry-Pacific was admitted as a party in this

docket. The Commission having duly con.nidered the record makes

- the following findings of fact and conclusions of law.

FINDTNGS OF FACT

1. The subject property contains approximately 536
- mur-

acres and is described by Tax Map Key 9-4-6: 7 and a portion - -F

of parcel 8 - and situate at Wa.ipio, Ewa, ahu. The subject

pr perty is owned by Tom H. Gentry.

2. The subject property is proposed for reclassifica-

tion from an Agricultural District to the Urban 'District class-

itication.

3. The subject property abuts te Crestview-Seaview

Urban I)istrict on the south Mililani Ce eter- access road on

the north, Kamehameha Highway on the west and H-2 Freeway on

the east. Most of the subject property contains slopes of less

than 5 percent. The elevation generally ranges fro¤ 200 to

450- feet above sea level. The subject property is in closo pro×-

i:sity to other major urbanized areas such as Pearl City and

ivo
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4. With respect to noll suitability for agrLeultural

uses, and on a rating sca3e ranging from "A" to "E", the Land

a

na

s D'l

7 dest appro to

s

ancrea oftnsu ect

acres as Class "E"(the lowest rating) all ratings reflecting the

lack of surface irrigation water.

5. According to agricultural experts, of all the

i.,ported major crops in Hawaii, there are two crops of major

vole.-.e that might do well on the subject property--potatoes and 5
-

I -r -

dry onions-- and both of them would do better in higher eleva-

tions with r.ore rain and cooler temperatures. The ideal growing

temperature for potatoes, dry onions, lettuce, carrots, celery and
o o

broccoli is approximately 55 to 65 F. The temperature for

subject property is too high for the above type of crops.

5. The Board of Water Supply has given approvai to

the planned location of wells for the development of a water

supply and has stated that adequate capacity will be available.

7. Hawaiian Electric has adequate capacity to serve

the þroposed development; the entire on-site distribution system

will be underground feeding from a new substation located within

the subject property. Honolulu Gas Company has a line that ex-

tends to the boundary of the subject parcel. Hawaiian Telephone

has a m.ajor trunk line pasáing through the subject property and

has the cé.pacity to provide telephone services for the entire

S. The Board of Water Supply has under contract all --

engineering r.ecessary to complete the Honouliuli treatment plant

and outflow structure including transmission lines from the

aipahu pe:aping stations.

9. The proposed development on the subject land will

take approxi-ately 10 years to develop and the entire project will ¯

contair. approximately 6,000 unita. The rtawa11 Housing Äuthority

has expressed interent in acquiring 1 porcent o the dwelling
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help to accorimodate foreseeable urban growth at a location which

is convenient to existing employment and commercial centers as ---

mell as public facilities and services.

11. The developer proposes an overall Jand use plan ¯

involving separate neighborhoods with a residential density of
5 to 20 units per acre. Approximately 23% of the subject pro-

perty will be left in open space. The plan includes an elementary --

school site to be located next to the Crestview Park; an additional

elementary or intermediate school site near the center of the
proposed development; a district pa.rk; a residential shopping

center; community facilities¡ commercial and employment centers;
auffer strips and landscaping along highway corridors; bikeways
and pedestrian paths; and residential units invoT.ving single

family detached units, townhouses, patio houses, terraced units
and garden apartments.

12, Natural and man-made barriers will help to· contain
- urbaa development in this area and will clearly define the bound-

ary between the urban developments proposed on the subject pro-

party and active agricultural pursuits in the surrounding area.

These barriers include MILilãni Cemetery. access road to:the north,
the H-2 highway and ulch to the east, Kamehameha Highway to the
west and the existing Crestview-Seaview residential development

to the south,

C NCLUSI NS F TAW

Pursuant to Section 205-11, Hawaii Revised Statutes,
and Sections 2.5 to 2,10 of the Land Use District Regulations, the

¯-

Co ission concludes that the proposed reclassification of the
subject property from the Àgricultural District to the Urban
District is reasonable.

The proposed findings of fact submitted by Centry-Pacific
re únswered as follows:



Parattrapli 1 18 attmitted with the exceptLon that Docket

74-10 only coverocl approximately 536 ac.res to be considered

for rec)acuification from the Ãgricultural to the Urban District,

i All other paragraphs are admitted. -

. - onnen

IT IS llEREBY RDERED:

I That approximately 536 acres covered by Docket 74-16,

identified as Tax Map Key 9-.4-6: 7, and a portion of parcel
.",

I situate at Waipio, Ëwa, Island of ahu are hereby reclassified

- from an Agricultural District to the Urban District.

Done at Honolulu, IIawaii, this 21st day of

May , 1975, per motion passed by the Commission

- on December 20, 1974.

I.AND USE COL21I SSION
STATE F HJØAII

ED
Chairman
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i FIRE DEPARTMENT
CilTY AND COUNTY OF HOi%10LULO

P. O. (IOX 3085 ,

I flONOLULU, HAWAi! 96802

i February 2, 1976

Honorable Rudy Pacarro, Chairman
Planning & Zoning Committee

i City Council
City and County of Honolulu
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Councilman Pacarro:

Regarding the attached matter of Gentry-Pacific, I
respectfully suggest you send one basic. request to the
Administration.

If this is done, the Managing Director and the Mayor
can cause a fully-coordinated response as it would relate to
each involved department .

Sincerely yours,

BONIFACE . AIU
Fire Chief

BKA:lhc

Attachment

CONCUR:

RICHARD K SHARPLESS, Managing Director
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DEPARTMENTOF EDUCATIONI P. O. BOX 5300

HONOLULU, MAWAll 80804

OFFICE OF BUSINESS SERVICEs February 11, 1976

Mr. Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
¯ Department of General Planning

City and County of Honolulu
650 South King Street

im Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Way:

Subject: General Plan Amendment - Gentry-Waipio Proposal
To Designate 510 Acres from Agriculture to
Urban Use - ·

In response to your letter of February 3, 1976, we are enclosing a copy
¯ of our review of the subject proposal (DOE's letter of April 22, 1975) .

In reference to our request for written commitment to assist the Depart-
ment of Education with land and temporary school f acilities, please be
advised that the developer has not as yet presented a proposal for
our consideration.

Sincerely,

KOICHI H. TOKUSHIGE
Assistant Superintendent
Office of Business Services
KHT:JEE:yk
Enclosure

cc: Leeward Oahu District
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April 22, 1975

Norman Dyor A.I.A. 4 Associates

i 130 Marchant Street, Suite 1804
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Gentlemen:

Subject: School Site Requiroments for Proposed Gentry-Waipic Development

This is in reply to your letter of transmittal of April 18, 1975, requesting
our comments regarding school requirements for the subject development
ro osal.

Enrollment Projections

Based on the proposal for 500 SF, 1300 semi-attached units, 1700 low-rise
condominiums; and 1800 median-rise apartments, we tentatively estimate
the following enrollment from the projoct area:

School Grades Approx. Enrollment

New School Roquired K-6 900-1000
Waipahu Intermediate 7-8 250- 275
Walpahu H3 gh 9-12 400- 450

New Elementary School (Crestview .Elementary)

A new school sito, centrally located to serve the proposed development and

the existing Seaview and Crestview subdivisions, will be required. The

exact location wili require a site selection study by the Department of
Accounting and General Services. Your proposal to designato a site
immediately makai of the future regional park is acceptable; however, the
site must be considered tentative until a site study is completed.
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Norman Dyer A.I.A. 4 Associates - 2 - April 22, 1975i -

The proposal to temporarily lease approximately 7.5 acres immediately mauka

i of the existing neighborhood park for a temporary school is also acceptable,

We are prepared to negotiate a lease agreement with Gentry-McCormack for use

i of the 7.5-acre site and use of house "shells" for tomporary classrooms. Wo
¯½

anticipate that temporary facilities may bo required for several years, pond-
ing construction of permanent facilities for Crestview Elementary,

Please be advised that under the Department of Education's policy, we request ,

that the land required for the new elementary school be dedicated. A copy
of the policy is attached.

We request that a written commitment to assist the Department of Education
with land and temocrary school facilities costs be submitted prior to sub-

I mission of the subject development proposed to the City Council. Please
contact our Facilities Branch, Advance Planning Section, regarding anticipated
assistance.

Grade 7-12 Students

We anticipate that the projected enrollment can be accommodated with existing
and planned facilities at Waipahu Intermediate and Waipahu High Schools.

Sincerely,

KOICHI H. TOKUSHIGE =
Assistant Superintendent
Office of Business Services
KHT:JEE:yk
Attachment

ec: Leeward Oahu District
D.A,G.S.



February 18, 1976

To:RRADALL KAMIYA, CHAIRMAN AND LADIES AND DENTLEMAN OF TREI
PLANNING COMMISSION:

I RE: BILL #¾ AND BILL #5 TO AMEND A PORTION OF THE GE31. PLAN
ORDINANCE NO. 2663 DATED MAY 7, 1964 FROM AG TO CERTAIN URBAN

I USES AND TO FURTHER AMEND A PORTION OF THE GEN. PLAN DETAILKD
LAND USE MAP ORDINANCE NO. 2473 DATED JULY 29, 196 FROM AG
TO CERTAIN URBAN USE DESIGINATIONS FOR LKND SITUATED IN WAIPIO,
EWA, OAHU, EAWAII. ¯R

ilI AM VALERIE KUMPHRIES, PRESIDEFT OF TES WINDWARD ACTION GROUP, ig-
A NON PROFIT, PUBLIC INTEREST ORGANIZATION. THIS ORGANIZATION

IN PART IS COMMITTED TO HOUSING, AS WELL AS AGRICULTUREALD

GOOD PLANNING. THERE ARE OTHER AREAS OF INTEREST FORUS BUT IN

THIS INSTANCE WE WISH TO ADDRESS OUR THINKING TOWARDS THE ABOVE

MENTIONED.BEFORE READING ON, I SHOULD LIKE TO CALL TO YOUR

ATTENTÏON WORDING THAT IS INCORPORATED IN THE ANOUNCEMENT NOTICES

SENT OUT FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION " ALL PROTESTS AGAINST, OR

SUGGESTED CHANGES TO" I WOULD LIKE TO SUGGEST THAT THE PHRASE,

RNE ANY QUESTIONS YOU HAVE REGADING TEE REQUEST" BE ADDED TO THAT

SENTENCR. I SAY THIS BECAUSE VERY OFTER A DILEMNA IS POSED, THERE

IS NOT ALWAYS A TOR OR AGAINST POSITION, NO SHADES OF GREY ARE

AVAILABLE, WICH IS IMPORTANT TO A LAY PERSON,

SUCH A TIME WE BELIEVE ARISES NON. THE MEDIA AND THE AD INIS"'RATION
HAVE MADE IT APPEAR THAT THE PLANNING CO'IMISSION IS EXPECTED TO

RESOVE THE POWER STRUGGLE WEICH EXSISTS BETWEEN THE MAYOR AD THE

CITY COUNCIL. WS DO NOT WISH TO INVOLVE OURSELVES-JiiME, - iEP IT
IS NOT OLEAR Mbs 6- VH ETHER THIS COMMISSION IS BEING ASKED TO HFAR

THE MERITS OF -THE..S I·NG, OR MAKE A

DETERMINATIOBi AS TO THE BENEFITS OF PICEMEAL PLANNING

IN THE PAST HAVE BEEN OPPOSSED TO SPOT 20NINGunPIECEMFAL PLANING" --

ARE & PRÍNCIPAL STÌLL UNHAPPY AND E HAVE BEEN ÁWAITING A

ENERAL PLAN FOR A' LONG TIME.



OUR POSITION AT THIS TIME IS FAVORABLE TO THE WAIPIO-GEMTRY

PROJECT. THE LAND US"COMMISSION HAS PUT THIS AREA INTO URBAN USE,

IT SEEMS TO US TKAT THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT ISIN ERROR WHEN

THEY CONTEND THAT THIS AREAIS IN "PRIME AGRICULTURE* IT ISM OUR

UNDERSTANDINGTHAT THISIS NOT SO. HANVING CHECKED WITH THE LUC

sTUDIED REPORTS, VISTED THE SITE, AND 19& I'M SURE HAVE THE SAME g¯g

MATERIAL BEFORE YOU. I WILL NOT GO INTO THE AGRICULTURE AREA IN
DEPTH I AM SURE YOU WILL HEAR OR WILL HAVE AËREADY HEARD FROM

AGRONOMISTS AND OTEERS BETTER ABLE TO SPEAK TO THIS POINT. WHAT

WE HAVE LEARNED HOWEVER THAT THE LAND HAS BEER IDLE FOR A GOOD

MANY YEARS, AND WE WER"ITHXTKXT PONDER THE QUESTION, WHY IN ALL

THIS TIME NO ATTEMPT HAS BEEN MADE TO FARM IT SINCE THEPINEAPPLE -

WAS PHASED OUT T MORE THAN LIKELY PART OF THE ANSWER IS THE EXPENSE

INVOLYED, I SUGGEST THIS QUESTION BE EXAMINED THOROUGHLY BY THE

COMMISSIONERS .

THE DEVELOPER PLANS TO BRING WATER TO THE AREA AT THEIR EXPENSE,

IN THIS TIMES OF FTSCAL PROBLEMS, THIS IS AN IMPORTANT FACT TO

DEAL WITH. IXWHINXXIX WE SUGGEST ALSO, THAT IT IS SO CLOSE TO

FREEWAYS AND HIWAYS THAT. IT IS NOT THE BEST USE OF THE LAND AT

THIS POINT IN TIMS TO BE AGRICULTURE, THOUGH THIS. IS A DESIGNATION

PUT ON IT BY THEPLANNING DEPARTMENT., KKK CERTAINLY, TEOSE OF YOU '

WHO HAVE VISTED THE SITE WOULD CONCUR, OR HAVE ANY OF YOU VISTED
THE SITE, IF NOT WE WOULD SID GEST YOU DO SO, SINCE THIS IS AN IM-
þOR ANT PARCEL. THERE IS A LOT OF KIWE AND BRUSH AND NOTHING

GROWING, A BEAUTIFUL SITE WHICH ALSO INCLUDES A LOVELY AREA W ICH
COULD BE USED FOR PARK PURPOSES, AND CH WŒILD BE DEDICATED TO THE

CITY., BY THE DEVELOPER. I'M SURE BOTH THE CITY AND THE STATE

OULD BE PLEASED NOT TO HAVE TO SPEND THIS KIND OF MONEY TOACQUIRE

IT YEARS LATER WHEN PRICES OULD UNDOUBTEDLY ESCALATE AS TIME GOES

ON.



I IN SPEAKING WITH COMMUNITYREPRESENTATIVES AND LEGISLA'"ORS TO
1

ASCERTAIN THE FEELING OF THE SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES, IT IS OUR

I L
in·

OPINION THAT TKEY AGREE THERE IS A NESD FOR HOUSING AND THAT THIS
( ACCESSIBILITYTO A

I PARTICULAR DEVELOPMENT IS AN ATTRACTIVE ONE. NEIGHBORHOOD SHOPPING C.
AND LIGHT INDUSTRY)

THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT ET ÐNE OF THE INFORMATIONAL NEETINGS THAT

TJLIKX BEMBERS FROM OUR GROUP HAVE ATTENDED, SOME LIV ING ELSEWHERE

THAN WINDWARD, HAVE BEEN SAYING THAT THEY FAVOR A DIRECTED GROWTH

I i lik
EWA, I HAVE ALWAYS THOUGHT THE DESCRIPTION OF EWA WAS FROM THE E ggt

PEARL HARBOR ARBA TO THE WAINAE RANGE, THEREFORE THIS PROJECT IS Ë ŠÑÞI EWA AND THISCONCEPT HAS BEEN ACCEPTABLE TO OUR GROUP. È &EF

THE POSSIBILITY OF TAKING PRODUCTIVE CKNE OUT AND URBANIZING IT, i -ama

IS FAR LESS PA ABLE THAN ALLOWING THIS HOUSING DEVELOPMENT.

E.0W FAR EWA AND WHERE EWA.....I BELIEVE THE REVISED GENERAL PLAN

ISFROM THE E-1 FREEWAY TO THE OCENJ NKIEXXIKTHIM10tBXSEEM3XTREX

INIIXXIIITEXŒHX BUT I HAVE NOT SEEN THE REVISED GENERAL PLAK AS IT

LOOKS IN ITS LATEST FORM. WEEN WE SAY THE CONCEPT IS ACCEPTABLE

IT DOES NOT MEAN THAT WE ENDORSE THAT EVERY SQUKRE INCL EWA BE

URBANI2ED EITHER. THIS PARTICULAR.PARCEL, I REITERATE HAS BEEN

LYING IDLE. . .WE KNOW THAT SOME PRODUCE CAN BE GROWN BUT IT HAS NOT

COME ABOUT'. . . . .WHETHER GETTING RIGHTS TO BRING IN TBE WATER FROM

WAIAHOLE IS TOO EXPENSIVE MAKING IT PROHIBITIVE OR LABOR COSTS

MAKING IT PROHIBITIVE, WE DO NOT KNOW, BUT IT SOMETHING FOR THIS/I
COMMISSION TO THINK ABOUT. WE MOST CERTAINLY WOITLD PREFER THAT

THIS PROJECT BE ALLOWED,12 RATHER TKAN WHAT IS TRULY PRIME BEING

TAKEN OUT . THE PROPOSAL FOR 18110,000 ACHES NEAR KUNIA WOULD &

NOT BE FEASIBLE AT THIS TIME. THERE IS ONLY A TWO LANE HI-:NAY

AND IT kbULD NOT BE ABLE TO A CCOMODATE THE POPULATION.

WHEREAS, THIS PARCEL IS ALREADY BOUNDED BY A FREEWAY THAT ACCORDING -

TO THE DEPARTMEET OF TRANSPORTATION OULD BE ABLE TO HANDLE THE

PROPOSED COMMUNITY



IN CONCLUSION WE THINK WE HAVE TOOCHED ON THE AGRICT LTURE ASPECTS,

TRANSPORTATIONASPECTS, WATER , RECREA'PIONAL AREAS, ( PARK)

AND HAVE RAISED SOME QUESTIONS .

IT IS OUR POSITION THAN THAT THIS REQUEST HAS MERIT, AND THOUGH

WE WOULD PREFER THAT THE GENERAL PLAN BEEN AVILABLE AND A HEARING

I BEEN HELD, THE REALISTIC FACT IS THAT IT ISNOT BEFORE US, IF k

WE SAY THERE SHOULE BE NO AMMENDMENTS UNTIL TEE PLAN IS RELEASED = x
AND HEARD THAN ERKRX WE SUGGEST THAT THIS BODY DECLARE A MORATORIUM i -E
ON ALL DEVELOPMENT UNTIL THIS IS RESOVED. ¯

THIS AVENUE HOWEVER TO EXCLUDE ALL DEVELOPMENT WOULD PENALIZE
TEOSE PERSONS IN NEED OF HOUSING... . IN THIS PROJECT THERE I5 I -X
ALSO THE PROBABILITY THAT SOME OF THE ARRA CAN BE LEASED TO
THE HEA OR SOME OTHER GROUP FOR SOME LOW INCOME HOUSING As WELL,

THERE IS ALSO PROVISION FOR THE NEEDS OF SERIOR CITIZENS, ALL
THESE THINGS ARE IMPORTANT AND AS I STATED EARLIER IN THE
TESTIMONY WE HAVE OPPOSSED MANY SPECULATIVE BUILDING AND UNSOUND

ENVIROMENTAL PROJECTS, BUT DO NOT FIND THIS TO BE THE CASE RERE,

E HAVE EVEN BEEN OPPOSS ED IN THEPAST TO SOME PROJECTS TEAT

GENTRY HAS BEEN INVOLVED IN,

WE ARE SORRY NOT TO BE CLEAR CUT AS TO A YES OR NO, WE ARE SAYING

THAT WITH THESE IKENERIX QUESTIONS BROUGHT UP IF ANSERED, AND THE
PLANNING WTHIN THE PROJECT SATISFACTORY TKAN IT' S REQUEST SHOULD BE

GRAN TED . IF THERE IS SOME OVERWHELMING EV IDEN CE AG AINST THE NEED

THAN THAT IT IS UP TO TEIS COMMISSION. I DO HOWEVER URGE THAT THE
SITE IS VISTED AND YOU DLIBERATE ON THEMERITS OF TBE PROJECT ONLL

VALERIE R. EUMPHRIES, PRES.&6-018 Kam Hi-way INDWARD ACTIOR GROUPKaneohe 6 ¿Í4
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February 6, 1976

Department of General Planning
City and County of onolulu
650 S. Kin? Street
Honolulu, i. 06813

Gentlemen:

Gentry-Wainio Property

e believe that the Council's amendment to the General
Plan to change the 500 acres of agriculture land of the Waipio
Gentry property to urban uses is in order.

The land was primary used for pineaple growing previously
and now is abandoned. We think the highest and best for the land
is urban, like the Headrick Corooration has done to the nearby
area.

This area will give housing to the workers from Pearl
Harbor, Schofield and Pearl Ridge area.

We also hope the developer will build more sinele
family homes than others. __¯¯

Tou s truly,

a a C, Chin Exe tive
Secretary

18



égSMgy& ASSOCIATK)N e P. O. Box 1141 WAlPANU. HAWAII 90797

i o #' February 10, 1976

Mr. Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Department of General Planning to I
City & County of Honolulu ••

650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Way:

It has been brought to our attention that the Planning Commission has received
a Council-initiated General Plan Amendment which will change some 500+ acres
presently zoned ag;ricultural to urban use. This area has been often referred
to as the Gentry-Waipio property that lies north of Seaview & Crestview.

On two separate occasions, the members of the Waipahu Businessmen's Association
Board of Directors met with representatives of the Gentry-Waipio project to
discuss their proposed development . Following those meetings, the WBA Board
of Directors unanimously voted to support the planned community concept as
proposed by these representatives.

hile we too are concerned about our green belts and our need to preserve
agricultural lands, it is our understanding that the acreage in question has
been repožted to be unsuitable for agriculture by some experts . As leaders
in the business and residential communities in the est Oahu area, we are
very concerned about the lack of sufficient housing for the residents of our
community. Af ter listening to the representatives of the developers, we
beileve that this project is a sound, .desirable, quality development that

.. would enhance the quality of life here in our area.

e would urge your favorable consideration of this project. We believe that
other community groups in the area also have voiced their support of the
development and we join with them in seeking this action.

Sincerely,

tan e Yamane
Pr side

SJY:dm .
· Î $ $
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January 26, 1976

i
i

The Honorable Frank F. Fasi
Mayor of the City & County of Honolulu
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

RE: GENTRY-WAIPIO/GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT

Dear Mayor Frank F. Fasi:

On behalf of the membership of Lanakila Baptist Church and
Schools, we would like to encoura'ge you to take favorable
action on the above proposed development.

We firmly back this development as a Bible Ministry to meet
the needs of our community.

Sincerely yours,

Robert K. Knutson

RKK:kt

cc: Councilman Akahane
Mr. Norm Dyer



Croatview/Seaview Commnity Association
P. O. Box 382
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797

January 18, 1976

The Honorable Frank F. Fasi, Mayor
City and County of Honolulu
City Hall .

- Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

I Dear Mayor Fasi:

The Crestview/Seaview Community Association, its Board of
g Directors mod other interested members have met on many

occasions with representatives of the Gentry-Waipio project.
hile most of us are not faniliar with all aspects of housing

and the building of new communities, we truly believe in, and
the board unanimously supports, the development of this pro-
ject. He urge that all the responsible government agencies
expeditiously approve the developerst proposal. Our reasons

Gentry-Waipio will provide needed housing and jobs in
an attractive environment.

-Presently, our younger children are bused to August
Ahrens School ( supposedly the largest elementary school in the
country). The Department of Education ha's indicated a priority
for the construction of an elementary school in Gentry-Waipio
to help relieve the need to expand the school. The developer
will provide temporary classroom facilities until the permanent
school is completed.

The nearest shopping center is over two miles away,
forcing our residents to drive on high-speed highways to reach,
any neighborhood convenience stores.

The land use plan for Gentry-Waipio.includes the ex-
pansion of the existing _ four-acre park to a much larger andusa'ole facility and. plans for a district park within walking
distance of the residents.

*The propösed commercial f acilities, employment, and
distribution centers near Mililani Memorial Road will add jobsnearby, an obvious economic benefit to our community.
Las yeah, members of our association spoke in support of the
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Page 2

Gentry-Waipio project at tho Land Use Commission Public Hearings
as did representatives of many other organizations from the Lee-

I ward community. As expressed in the past, wo like and want the
Gentry -Waipio development and respectfully request your approval.

Sincerely,

Albert Alexander, r., President

co: Chairman of the City Council; George Akahane, and members
of the Cit Council

I-

18ß
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*
o w/ December 26, 1975i

li The Honorable Frank F. Fasi, Mayor
City and County of Honolulu
City Hall
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mayor Fasi:

Just over a year ago, the Board of Directors of the Waipahu
Businessmen's Association met with representatives of the Gentry-
Waipio pro ject to discuss their proposed development. As a

- result of that meeting, the Board of Directors voted unanimously
to support the concept presented by the Gentry people. We wish
to reiterate our position.

As businessmen, we are aware of the shortage of land available for
housing development and concur with the Gentry-Waipio proposal
of community development. We urge government agencies involved
to expeditiously review and approve the developer's plans.

It is hoped that our position will be added to the growing number
of community groups that are voicing their support of the develop-
ment and that it may help in assuring its successful implementation.

Sincerely,

Patrick A. Smith
President

PAS:dmy

cc: Chairman of the City Council, George Akaharte
and members of the City CounciL

Mr. Norman Dyer
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February 18, 1976

Public Testimony before the Planning Commission re: Gentry-Waipio Development.

I Members of the Planning Commission, Good Afternoon. My name is Leonard Wilson.
I am representing myself as a citizen of this State.

IlThere is no doubt that housing is a major concern in our State. There is, it
however, much doubt as to where housing should be built, and what kind of
housing is needed.

I Unfortunately, the land in question for the proposed Gentry Development is
prime agricultural land. According to the Department of Agriculture it is
some of the best land in Hawaii. I consider agricultural land as a renewable
resource when it is used for the production of food or fiber essential to the
needs and welfare of people. When such fertile land is graded for construction,
it essentially becomes a nonrenewable resource. 2-

If the Planning Commission can somehow prevent the destruction of this
HEprime agricultural land that is in question before us today, I urgently

suggest you do so. None of us knows what the future direction of food pro-
duction will be. On the other hand, if there is no. way to prevent the
destruction of this agricultural land from housing development, considerable
thought should be given to make the development fit the needs of the future
in terms of desirability for residents uld environmental impacts upon the
State.

would there 1 ke to make the following suggestions. The number of units
possibly could be reduced by at least one-third, to about 2;800 units instead
of 4,300 units. With a reduction in units, more open space could be p ovided
to future residents. By maintaining more open space, this would provide an

area that could be used by the community to raise vegetables or fruit, not to
mention'added esthetic quality. Some type of "green-beit" area rather than
roads might be considered to divide the community development into sections.

Of course a reduction of housing units, which may reduce the need of commer-

cial and industrial space, would mean that other areas must be de eloped to
accomodat future .trends. In this case, maybe it would be mote reasonable to
rely upo the New State Plan that will be enacted next year, instead of current

189



2

overlapping plans, g -m-

If the development is approved in its entirety, some type of regulation
should be considered that might alleviate the potential solid waste problems
of the State. The estimated solid waste for the proposed development is
57 tons per day. Collection centers for empty cans, beverage containers, and

. glass jars,as well as old newspapers and any other recyclable paper, should
- be provided at the entrances to the proposed project. Perhaps the community

association could proiride the necessary transportation of these items to

g recycling centers. This would promote some kind of conservation ethic as

well as contribute to potential redycling markets in Hawaii.

I
Means of alleviating transportation problems might be considered in terms

of a community bus or buses to transport workers and students. Such vehicles
could be provided by the developer.

- But most important, some consideration should be made of the energy that
will be required to heat water. We all know that solar energy could be a

cheap form of fuel in Hawaii. . Maybe its mandatory use should be considered

for all large community developments.

It is granted that some of these suggestions should be a legislative pro-
ceedure rather than a Planning Commission action. However, since we will all

be affected by the future needs of open space, solid waste disposal, and

energy consumption, the time is now to consider what the future will be. If :

this prime agricultural land is to be developed, hopefully it will be

developed sensibly.
Thank you for this opportunity to express my views.



17 FEB 1976

TO: HONOLULU PLANNING COMMISSION

FROMs HAWAII CHAPTER, AMERICAN SOCIETY OF LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

RE: URBANIZATION OF WAIPIO-GENTRY LAND IN CENTRAL OAHU

VOTE AGAINST THE HAWAII CHAPTÇR OF THE AMERICAN SOCIETY OF
URBANIZATION
IN WAIPlo- LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS RECOMMENDS THAT THE PLANNING
GENTRY LAND sma

COMMISSION VOTE AGAINST BILLS #4 & #5 WHICH WOULD -

ALLOW THE WAIPIO-GENTRY LAND TO BE URBANIZED.

- 1 MAJOR CHANGES FIRST, CONSIDERATION OF SUCH MAJOR CHANGES IN LAND
¯

- NEED TO FIT
GENERAL PLAN USE SHOULD HAVE THE BENEFIT OF A GENERAL PLAN.

. 2 WAIPIO-GENTRY SECOND, THE WAIPIO-GENTRY LAND IS AN ESPECIALLY ¯¯¯

LAND A KEY
PIECE OF STRATEGIC PIECE IN THE BASIC PATTERN OF OPEN SPACE
OPEN SPACE

AND URBAN MASS IN HONOLULU. IF THE WAIPIo-GENTRY -r

LAND IS URBANI2ED, THE URBAN MASS WOULD BE SOLID UP

THROUGH WAHIAWA. AS LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS AND PLANNERS,

WE ARE CONCERNED THAT AN URBAN MASS BE REL IEVED BY

A VARIETY OF SIZES AND TYPES OF OPEN SPACE, FROM THE

SMALL SIZE OF NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS AND STREETS TO THE

LARGE-SIZE PARKS AND OPEN SPACES WHICH GIVE STRUCTURE

TO THE WHOLE CITY. AN IMPORTANT CONDITION TO THE

SUPPORT POR THE DIRECTED GROWTH CONCEPT THAT WE GAVE

¯¯ IN OUR TESTIMONY LAST YEAR .WAS THAT SUFFICIENT

'GREEN BELT' OPEN SPACE WOULD HAVE TO BE PROVIDED.

CITY NOT THIRD, THE CITY IS NOT OBLIGATED TO FOLLOW UP ON 'THE
OBLIGATED
TO ALLOW STATE LAND USE COMMISSION'S SUGGESTION THAT URBANIZATION
URBANIZATION

C_QULD OCCUR ON THE WAIPTO-GENTRY LAND. NEITHER SHOULD

THE CITY FEEL OBLIGATED TO COMPENSATE FOR POSSIBLE

POOR 80STNESS JUDGMENT OR BAD LOCK ON THE PART OF A

PRIVATE DEVELOPER.



ellilt
WAIPlo-GENTRY 2

14WEAKNESSES IN FOURTH, MAJOR PARTS OF THE CASE PUT FORWARD FOR THE
WAIPIO-GENTRY'S
CASE FOR URBANIZATION OF THE WAIPIO-GENTRY LAND HAVE WEAKNESSES.
URBANIZATION

- A) THE CONCERN ABOUT THE HIGH TAXES NOW BEING

PAID ON THE LAND AND

B) THE CLAIM THAT AGRICULTURAL USE IS PRESENTLY

mi UNFEASIBLE BOTH DIRECTLY RELATE TO THE HIGH,

SPECULAÏIVE PRICE PAID FOR THE LAND. THE TAXES,

OF COURSE, STEM FROM THE HIGH 'VALUE' OF THE

I LAND AS DETERMINED FROM THE PRICE PAID FOR IT.

THEN THE REPORT BY WAIPIO-GENTRY'S AGRICULTURAL

CONSULTANT STATES THAT HIGH' TAXES AND THE HIGH

PRICE PAID FOR THE LAND ARE THE MAIN REASONS

THAT SELECTED VEGETABLE CROPS CANNOT NOW BE

ECONOMICALLY PRODUCED ON THE LAND.

c) THE WAIPIo-GENTRY PROJECT COUL.D MAKE A SIZEABLE

CONTRIBUTION TO DAHU'S HOUSING SUPPLY, AS THE

APPLICANT POINTS OUT. BUT THE LOCATION, TYPE -

AND QUANTITY OF SIGNIFICANT AMOUNTS OF ADDITIONAL

HOUSING SHOULD BE GUIDED BY A GENERAL PEAR.

URGENT NEED 1N CONCLUSION, THE WAIPlo-GENTRY APPLICATION CALLS THE

C

PRAEHENSIVE
QUESTION ON THE URGENT NEED FOR A COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL

GENERAL PLAN
¯

PLAN FOR OAHU. BOTH THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL PLANNING

AND THE CITY COUNCIL ARE AT FAULT HERE. CLEARLY, THERE

MUST BE POSITIVE, COOPERATIVE ÄCTION SOON ON THIS FRONT

HIGH COSTs THE 'PARKING METER' IS RUNNING UP HIGH COSTS -- BOTH FOR
FOR eoTH
PUBL IC AND THE PUBL I C WELFARE , IN TERMS OF THI S KIND OF PRESSURE
PRIVATE
INTERESTS FOR PIECEMEAL PLANNING NOW UPON YOU FOR INSTANCE AND

FOR PRIVATE DEVELOPERS FOR WHOM TIME LOST IS MONEY LOST

VI CE-PRESIDENT HAWA I I CHAPTER , ASLA



I .

STATEMENT OF

Richard G. Poirier, Chairmani Planning and Zoning Committee

heighborhood loard Do. 25

i before the

i CITY & COUNTY OF !!0POLULU PLANNING COMMISSION

00

Wednesday, February 18, 1976

in consideration of

BILLS NO. 4 AND 5 RELATING TO GENERAL PLAN ORDINANCES DOS. 2443 AND 2473
¯¯
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Pousino l'oeds .

The City and County General Plan Revision Program (GPRP) indicates that there
is over 1b,Cen acres of land available for housing on the existing Dahu General
Plan. This consists of 14,4E9 acres of low-density residential land, and
3,044 acres of medium and high-density residential land, According to the

i GPRP, approximately 244,000 dwelling units could be built on this land.

This potential supply can be compared with the demand for housing identified

I in the GPRP which amounts to 140,400 housing units needed by 1995. Clearly .
an over supply of land.

In addition, the State Department of Planning and Economic Development (DPED)

i in its sur:mary report of the Central Dahu Planning Study showed that there
are already over 56,000 housing units under construction·or in variods
planning stages by private developers in the urban district. Among the

i developments included were Vililani Town, L'aimalu, Pawaii Kai, Heeia,
Nelemanu, Robinson Estate (Kunia Road), and other,. The total does not
include the 4,300 units proposed by Gentry-Pacific. At the GPRP indicated rate
of 5,000 to 6,000 units needed per year, the 56,000 units will satisfy demand
Islandwide for about 10 years.

According to DPED, an additional 55,000 dwelling units are planned outside of
the urban district in Central Dahu including Honouliuli, k'aiawa Ridge, and
Nililani Town. Any reasons used to justify an amendment to the General Plan for
the Gentry property can also be'used to justify developing these additional
55,000 units. It appears, therefore, that approving the Gentry amendment may
have much greater consequences for agricultural lands than just the 510 acres
in question. A serious orecedent mav e set if we change agricultural land to -

urban use when the data demonstrates that the existing urban land supply is
sufficient for both the short and long range planning time frame.

The proposed Gentry amendment would also appear to be in conflict with the
analytical process required by the Dalton decision which requires General
Plan amendments to le based upon the conclusions of longaange comprehensive
studies. We have seen no evidence thus far that such studies have been
undertaken.

One of the constraints on the use of the existing urban residential land is the
cost of the housing which could be built on such lands. There is little evidence
to show that the needs for low and moderate income housing could be met by
urbanizing the Gentr.y land.

The major demand for housing is from the low and moderate income group. t
current price trends, the GPúP projected a need for 33,100 housing units re-
quiring governdental assistance in _the

period 1971755. This amounts to 41

of the total need for the period. There might be some justification for the
proposed Gentry project if 41 of tlle proposed units viere to þe made available
to low änd moderate income groups. In this regard, 712 of the proposed 4,300
units Would have to self for less than M1,000. !\s fa as we know, there is no
intention on the part of the applicant to meet this serious market need.

By the same token, if government subsidy is necessary, it just as likel.y could
be appfi.ed to the availa le land that is in the urban district, thereby negating
any possible justification for changing the Gentry propert.y froni agriculture to
residential uses.



II Traffic Impact .

,
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A review of the traffic impact report submitted by the developer revealed some
rather unusual conclusions. First, amehameha Highway was referred to as a
4-lane divided highway, when the road in fact is a 3-lane rural arterial. This
changes the road's capacity from the 1700 vehicles per hour indicated by the

E developer to 970 vehicles per hour at service level E (bumper to bumper traffic).

I The developer calculated the morning peak hour traffic volume t.o be 2890 vehicles
per hour. At present, there is only one lane in the direction of this flow, and
it has a capacity of only 970 vehicles. The need is nearly triple the capacity.
This does not even consider traffic generated by areas other than the developer's ¯

project, e.g., people living in lahiawa and fiililani who work in Haipahu, or e -

people living in lower tiililani who would have to back-track to get to the
Mililani H-2 interchange.

Secondly, the developer indicates that the property will have access to the B-2 ..

freeway. How this statement can be made when the laderal Pighway Administration
has said that there will be no access is extremely puzzling.

Based upon the two reasons discussed, there is obviously grossl-y inadequate
transportation facilities to serve the development, and there are no short

. range governmental plans to improve the situation.
AgriculturaT Deeds .

The land in question is part of the best agricultural land in the entire State
of Pawaii. In fact, it is better than the land in the laiahole-Waikane area.
Policies calling for the retention, expansion, and diversification of agricultural
land in Hawaii are referring to this property, and the owner purchased the
property with full knowledge of its potential.

Public policy on the preservation of prime agricultural land is quite clear.
The West Dahu Soil and Pater Conservation District has stated that the subject
land is among the very best land in the State for agriculture, even though
it may be idle now.

In its Central Dahu Planning Study , the DRED sho~ed that approximately
38,500 additional acres of land in the State are needed in order to meet
projected ir.creases in demand for various Paúaiian agri.cultural products for
export and domestic consumption. Included in this estimate of need was 3,000
acres for vegetables, 2,000 acres for fruit, 6,000 acres for acadamia 'uts,
1,000 acres for Fapaya, and others. DPED conclùded that the amount of
agricultural land in Central Dahu should remain at least at its present levels
in light of the projected need for agricultural land throughout the State and
the fact that over COT of the very best.agricultural lands in the State are
concentrated in Central Oahu.

-In his l?76 State of the State address Governor Ariýoshi stressed that one of
the pribary goals of his administration is the preservation of agricultural land,
not only to meet the agricultural needs of today, but also to preserve significant
land use options for our children and their children. He said that "the time
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g has come to meet this issue squarely and head-on. The farm land in our State is e

Ë g rapidly appreciating to a point far beyond its value for agricultural use. E
¯

We must, therefore, regard our agricultural lands as a limited resource, not Ë .r as a replaceable commodity. This can only be done by eliroirating investment
opportunities in agricultural land for other than agriculturally beneficial ¯

purposes.

Mr. Hideto Kono, Director of DPED, recently said that land is too precious in the
- g Islands to be used simply for profit taking. "Some (farm) lands in Hawaii have

been used for speculative purposes, increasing tremendously in paper value while
they remain unused....This t,ype of situation cannot be continued....It is a form of
greed...." . .

Mr. John Farias,·Director of the Department of Agriculture said that his

i Department is committed to the goal of broadening our agricultural base, and now
is not the time to turn back on agriculture. The assistance brought into play
through such new government programs as the farir.·r loan program the agricultural
planning office, and the farm land tax reform program, to mention a few are
just beginning to influence the State's agricultural activities.
Representative Spark Matsunaga said recently that 400 million people in the
world now suffer from malnutrition. Each day there are 203,000 more mouths to
feed, and in one year there will be 74 million more people in the world. Ee
called for drastic and positive action, including stabilization of the world . at
population and increasing food production, il

Mayor Fasi has said that the agricultural Tand on Cahu should be preserved,
especially for diversified agriculture. He said that unless more food is grown
locally, Cahu will experience a worsening of food shortages and rising prices as
the United States exports more food.

Public Facility F.eeds

The Mililani Town area is about to get its first baseball and football field after
nearly eight years of developnient and a population which has grown to some
15,000 people. Children are housed in temporary classrooms fashioned from
single-family house, shells. !\ young person was killed by a car before the first
traffic light was put into operation. .It is obvious that public facilities in
the area have not kept up with private development.

Ï.f the government cannot keep pace with the needs of one development, it makes
little sense to us to add another major development in the district.

Summary and Conclusior,s

In summary, UC have shown that there is nearly t ice as much land on the
existing General Flan than is needed by 1995 for housing purposes, and that the
proposed project would not meet the need for low and modérate income housing.

The þroposed change involves prime agricultural land which is needed to rœet
pubTic goals and objectives which have been established for agriculturo.

The existirg road which services tlie sùbject site hai ord y a out one-third of the
needed capacity a t Test and no immediate improven ents are planned.

16'



i
The County and State governnents have been. unable to keep up with the level

I of government services and faci·11ties needed tá keep pace with developnient that
is already occuri.ng within the district.

We ask that you recommend denial of the General Plan amendment roquest because
of these inportant overriding issues which have not been resolved.

I

. - 4 -
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THE A GNOLF FOR ECOLOGCAL RESEARCH AND ACTK)N

LAND
Feburary 18, 1976

Testimony of Scott Nakagawa before the Planning Commission. 9==

il
My name is Scott Nakagawa and I am the Vice President of Life

of the Land a group for environmental research and action. I am
testifying on behalf of Life of the Land and as an individual, 18
year resident of Central Oahu.

The agricultural potential of the tract of land presently before
the Planning Commission is among the best in Hawaii. The Gentry--
Waipio study states that the land is presently classified as Class IV.
That figure does not show the agricultural potential of the land.
It merely shows that the land is áhall IV without water and without
soil improvement techniques.

First with irrigation, the land was classified as Classes I,
II and III by the United States Dept of Agriculture. Second it is
a well known fact that most of the State's prime agricultural land
is located in Central Oahu. The Central Oahu Planning Study stated:
'inost of the very best agricultural lands in the State are concen-
trated in Central Oahu". (summary report, p. 45)

Agriculture can be a viable business on the Gentry land. The
Gentry--Waipio study states that Agriculture is not feasible on the
Gentfy--Waipio land. However, a January, 1974 issue of the Honolulu
Star Bulletin described a 640 acre potato farm in Millilani called
"Millilani Farms". The venture is one of the largest diversified
agricultural ventures in HawaiL One of the owners of the farm stated:
"On our figures alone our gross could go t $960 ,000 a year when
we get the 640 acres in production.. That's based on 4 harvests a
year at about 240 sacks of Potatoes to the acre." The Gentry-
Waipio study reported yeilds of 350 sacks per acre in the area near
the Gent ry site.

Agriculture is needed in the State of Hawaii. Agricultural land
has immense aesthetic value for both residents and tourists.
Agriculture provides jobs for workers and a source of business for
local industry. Decreased agricultural income will adversely affect
Hawaii' s economy because the purchases and waga and salary payment s ofagriculture will be reduced The Central Oahu Planning Study found
that $25,800,000 will be lost annually if some agricultural land is taken
out of production due to urbanizatioti by the privati sector. This
figure includes the lost raw value of agricultural procuotion as 11
as t he value added in processing and the succeeding effects in the '

404 P11KOI STREET HONOLULU HAWAtl96814 TELEPHONE 52 1300



State economy which result from reduced payments and purchases by
the agricultural sector.

The Gentry--Waipio study indicated that potatões and dry
onions are the best crop for the Gentry land. In 1970, 33,000,000
pounds of potatoes and 9,291,000 pounds of dry onions were shipped
to Hawaii from the mainland. At the same time, only 620,000
pounds of onions and 110,000 pounds of potatoes were produced in
in Hawaii. Therefore, if the Gentry--Waipio land is devoted to
potato and onion production, then Hawaii's dependence on mainland
food items would be substantially reduced.

It is Life of the Land's opinion, that the Gentry--Waipio
developement will not satisfy the housing needs of Hawaii's
citizens. Gentry projects tnat cae dwelling units will cost from.
$40,000 to $75,000. This figure is a very low estimate of what the M
houses will actually cost. Like most developer, Gentry is
predicting a low cost in order to justify the developement's
potential for satisfying housing needs. The actual cost of housing -
will probably range from $50,000 .to $95,000.

Even assuming that houses will cost from $40 to $75 thousand
as Gentry predicts, those prices are too high to satisfy Hawaii's
housing needs. The Central Oahu Planning study stated that most
of Hawaii"s housing needs are in the low to moderate income level.
Perhaps a $40,000 Dwelling unit may be classified as moderate
income. However, I submit to you that most of the units in the
Gentry--Waipio developement will cost well above $40,000,

Gentry is pushing the project because he is losing money on
the high real property taxes he must pay. Tentry believes that
diversified agriculture will not be viable partly because of the
high property taxes.

However, it is observable that speculators buy land zoned as
agricultural, at prices well above agricultural value in the hope
that the land ill be up zoned to urban. The speculators know that
most of the land which t:he submit will be up zoned to urban. The
fact that most agricultura land in .thë past has been up zoned
further increased the value of the agricultural land because there
is little risk that the agricultural land will remain in agrien1ture.

The government's response has been to approve urban zoning
on a piecemeal basis partially because of the developer's monetary
committment to the project. Life of the land has a betiter solution.
The proposal for u ban zoning should be flatly denied, no and for
ever. The developer, knowing that there is no chance for urbanizing
his land, will be forced to either sell out or go bankrupt. In
eit her case the land will be resold The buyer of the land
also knowin that the land will not he upzoned to urban, wil pay
a lower rice for the land. This will decrease the property taxes,
which will make agriculture more profitable.
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i Conclusion

First, the Gentry--Waipio developement will eliminate scarce
agricultural land. Moreover, it will eliminate the aesthetic
beauty of agricultural land, which will adversly affect the tourist
industry. Second, the developement will not satisfy Hawaii's
housing needs. Finally, approval of the Gentry--Waipio develope-
ment will perpetuate a system which is presently causing agricul-
tural land to be solk at urban prices, which thereby makes agriculture

i less profitable, due to high property taxes.
Therefore, the Gentry--Waipio application has no value to

the State of Hawaii, and will adversly affect the State. The

i application should be flatly denied. This island cannot tolerate
the loss of anymore of its agricultural land.

As to jobs and housing, both needs will be satisfied by the

i construction of high density, low cost housing, within the present
urban boundary. Public assisted housing will more likely serve
Hawaii's housing needs because profit is not the motive of such
construction, as is the case with the Gentry--Waipio application.

- Such an alternative will save agricultural land, provide jobs for
the construction, and provide low cost housing for citizens of
Hawaii.
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CITY PLANNING COTVISGION ilAblNG Fobraary 18, 1976

I I am Jane Pelliwell representing the Fililani Town Association.

e want to &;o on record as opposing the extra ordinary process by

which this zone change is being considered and express our concern

for the circumstances of this application.

Though we are in an area that would be greatly affected by housing

on the Gentry land, we were not officially informed of this hearing
nor was our input requested as it should be.

As we understand the situation, Mr. Gentry bought this land, declining

to purchase the water rights for the purpose of preventing cult,ivation.
Now his †,axec have gone up. Perhaps the answer is to lower the taxes
until the land is really needed for housing or at least until the
impact of development can be fully assessed. A a arush, rush, hurry
it ihrouah'* .1ob as t is has anneared to be so far, is certainly not
in the public irteract.

Since we but 36 hours lead time to prepare for this

f earing, it is impossible to give a well wasoned documented report.
L ow e ver, some th ings have come to ligh t which give us reason to
believe that a thorougt study by nomal taeans is justified.

1. am I lAh y is not a four lane divided highway as r. Gentry s

amplication allegedly asserts.
2. He does no have access to H2 freeway as he also asserta so 1

understana. Therefore asi the cara trem ans. a.v.1ev..nt will
go out to Kan is now beyond capacity as anyone who
lives out there can toll you.

01 .
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3. 3tato and city capital improvements are way behind in the

central island already and this development would be in our
same request district. It took many accidente and one death

before we got traffic lights on Kam Pighway. One third of
our chSdren are attending a temporary school. Other facilities

planned for are out or endlessly delayed when budgets are
made. Such facilities are the library and park devolpment.
With another project competeing for limited funds this can

only get worse.

e in the central island don't want to be the vietims of the power

struggle between the administration and the city council. And this

hurry up, oush it through - we'll show the planning department a thing
or two, could do just that - sacrifica the quality ož life for the

neople of the central island to the benefit of one land apeculator.

Looking at the situation from the voters point of view, we can't help
wondering why the city council feels so obligated to Mr. Gentry.
There are 14,000 of us in Fililani Town alone and many thousands more

in the rest of the central Island and we had better count too.

You should either redeet this application or give it the orderly
and thorough study that any irrevery ble project auch as this

deserved.
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THE QUTDOORC I RCLE 200 No. Vineyani, Honolulu, Hawaii 968/7

February 17, 1976

Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairman
and Members

i City Planning Commission
650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawail 96813

Dear Mr. Kamiya and Members:

In response to Mr. Way's letter of January 26, 1976, may I restatei some of the items we listed for "Quality Growth Plans for the Stateof Hawaii" in 1973 as they affect the proposed General Plan Amend-ment which will change 500+ prime agricultural acres from agricultural

i use to urban use.

The goal of The Outdoor Circle is an environment that is pleasingto the senses and healthy to live in., This makes quality growth
essential. "Quality Growth" has recently been defined as thatgrowth which preserves the "Spirit of Hawaii" -- fo us it means--

"Our magnificent mountains, our palm-fringed coastline,our ocean waters and reefs, our splendid views which stretchfrom ocean to mountains, unimpeded by buildings or marred by

i development, a sense ,of openness, trees and other verdantgreen growth, clean air and water, sunshine and an equitable
climate. All these have made us a people who seek their
recreation and often their occupations in the "out-of-doors'."

Today, our major common goal is to preserve and cherish our beautitutphysical environment. A clear e×pression of poiicy is needed - astatement of intent from at I legislative bodies insuring top priorityto the preservation of open space. The preservation of our agricùl-†ural lands as a natural "green belt". A moratorium on the rezoningof al I agricultural lands to urban use unti I a State Open Space Planis adopted. Our outdated Oahú General Plan isa major deterrent toquality growth. If we are to Keep Hawaii Green, coordination oftotal environmental planning at all levels of government is needed.

Sincerely,

Mrs. John T. Humme
President

MAUI OUTDOOR CIRCLE WAl-MOMI OUTDOOR CIRCLE
f(AHULUI, MAUI HAWAll 96732 NOX 435-AIEA MAWAN 08701
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100% Recycled Bond



Universityof Hawaii at Manoa
i Department of Psychology

2430 Campus Road . Honolulu, Hawaii 90822
Cable Address: UNIHAW

I e

CD

February 10 , 1976 -ra

i Mr. Robert R. Way
Chief Planning Of ficer r-
Department of General Planning F-

I City and County of Honolulu cz
650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Way :

This is in response to your letter regarding the Council-
initiated General Plan Amendment to change 500+ prime agricultural
acres of the Gentry-Waipio property from agricultural use to
urban uses.

It is my considered feeling that the proposal is utter folly.
Prime agricultural land is a precious resource. Oahu has all

i
too little such land, and to remove almost another square mile
of it from agricultural productivity would be an inexcusable
disservice to the people of Rawaii and to their future generations.
There is a grave and growing global food shortage to misuse
agricultural land is immoral. Let urban uses be confined to

¯¯

land not suitable for agriculture.
'¯

Sincerely, ---

Herbert B. Weaver
¯ Professor

HBW:mmn

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



MFBF HAWAll FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

or 8 1513 Young Struut, Room 202 e Honolulu, Hawull 96814 e Telephone (808) 946-1436

February 17, 1976

i PRESIDENT
Wallaco Nitta
let VICE PRESIDENT
Ernest Adanlyn Q
*s". .',Ñ.',"yEaSlDENT Mr. Robert R. Way çr2

3w'y C i RESIDENT Chief Planning Officer
L" CE l'RESIDENT City & COunty of Honolulu
6avlC P ESIDENT 650 S. King Street "'

6th VICE PRESIDENT Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 •°

i Aaymond Tanouva
SECRETARY
J. Milton Warne
TREASURER Dear Sir:
Irwin Higashi
OAHU EAST COUNTY
Stewart Wade ,

i OAHU SOUTH COUNTY Suba eet: Gentry-Waipio Property
Tamatsu Kubota
OAHU WEST COUNTY
",""ËcduNTehare The Hawaii Farm Bureau Federation opposes the changing of
Kazuto Takayam. this prime agricultural land to urban zoning. Preservation of agri-

I KAUAI COUNTY
^nton•suv• cultural lands has been our basic policy, and at our Convention lastKOHALA COUNTY
wt.oric•Pavn. November, the delegates reaffirmed our efforts to resist any encroach-
KONA COUNTY

¯

Toshio Yoshizeki ment Of urban use on existing lands in agricultural use or zoned for ¯

su'g|COUNTmura
ÎUtur€ agriCultural USe. In this specific case, we believe:

1. Such a large area would change the complexion of the
central Oahu producing ag lands and would lead in the direction of
solid subdivision all the way to Wahiawa, inasmuch as it would
nearly join Waipahu and Mililani. Such a large block change would
exert increased economic pressure on remaining pineapple and sugar
lands in the area.

IN 2. We see no assurance that housing would be built to
provide homes for the ordinary working people at prices they can
finance and afford to pay. While affluent Mainland people maybe
able to buy homes in Hawaii, we do not believe that our ag lands
should be broken up for that use.

Our policy does allow for some flexibility where need
is justified. But before the Federation approved a change such
as this, we would need to be shown firm plans for what kind of
houses at what prices to be sold to what wage earners. Further,
is there a market for such houses at the present time?

Please understand that we view agricultural lands,
whether or not in use around the State, as a valuable land resource
which will be needed for agricultural use in the future. This is
why we jealously guard against any encroachment on these lands by
every means available to us.

Sincerely,

Milton Warne, Chairman
Land Committee -
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THE A CA'OtJP FOR ECOLOGICAL RESEARCH AND ACTION

February 18, 1976

Testimony of Paul McCarthy before the Planning Commission:

My name is Paul McCarthy and I am an attorney on the
staff of Life of the Land, a group for environmental research and ; Rii
action. I am testifying on behalf of Life of the Land, specifically, Ë

Uf¯

the Environmental Law Program. Ï ËÑ
The two Gentry-Waipio parcels in question are the subject

of two seperate lawsuits, one against Gentry-Pacific and Tom Gentry
individually, the other against Gentry-Pacific and Tom Gentry as
members of a class of landowners. The first lawsuit is presently
being appealed to the Supreme Court of Hawaii on the question on
whether Life of the Land and other named plaintiffs had standing
to contest the rezoning. The other is awaiting class action certification
in the Circuit Court. Because different provisions of the Hawaii
statutes are involved in this second lawsuit, we do not believe
that standing will be as much of an issue in this case as it was
in the first one.

Both of these lawsuits challenge the validity of the
actions of the State Land Use Commission in originally changing
the zoning designation of this land from agricultural to urban
designation. As you are no doubt aware, the validity of the
State-wide zoning change is a necessary precedent

.to this Commissions
further enacting zoning designations within the general zoning
designations promulgated by the Land Use Commission.

Either of these lawsuits if successful could result
in the "urban" designation reverting'back to "agriciltural", as it
was before the Land Use Commissions recent five-year boundary review.
This would of course, nullify the actions of this Commission ánd
the City and County of Honolulu in further enacting zoning designations
under the "urban" designation laid down by the Land Use Commission.
Indeed, this agency would be in a most awkward position if it approved
the Gentry and Gentry-Pacific requests, construction began on the
proposed develoýments, and then the State "urban" designation was
struck down by the courts. I need not invoke images of half-built
houses crumbling in the rain while angry taxpayers looked for the
parties to blame for you to appreciate this. The Mainland U.S. is
replete with examples of highways that end in mid-air and gaunt
house frames which dot beaches that are now State parks or National
Seashores, because of the improvident granting of zoning changes
and building permits by agencies in the face of ongoing litigat.ion .

It would be more prodent of this Commission to await the outcome
of this litigation(class action certification is expected to be
decided on the 26th of February, 1976) than to commit itself to

404 PIIKOI STREET HONOLULU HAWAll 96814 TELEPHONE 621 1300
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a plan which may well turn out to be illegal.
One further point: In Town v. Land Use Commission,

55 Haw, 538 (19N) the Hawaii Supreme Court ruled that adjacent E
propertv owners were to be given "contested case" rights under
the Haw ti Administrative Procedures Act in cases involving state- g .

wide rezoning. Under the appropriate sections of the Administrative B
- Procedures Act, notice is to be given to adjacent property owners

which includes (1) notice of the date time and place oef the hearing g
(2) The legal authority under which the hearing is to be held;
(3) the particularsections of the statutes and rules involved;
(4) An explicit statement in plain language of the issues involved
and the facts alleged by the agency in support thereof, and (5)
The fact that such adjacent property owners may retain counsel
if they so desire.

The differences between that case, involving state-
wide zoning, and this Ease, involving city and county-wide zoning,
are minimal. I would therefore ask this Commission if they have
located all the adjacent property owners and afforded them the
requisite notice as required by the Administrative Procedures Act
and the Hawaii Supreme Court in the Town case? Failure of this
Commission to do so would probably be a violation of the Administrative
Procedures Act' and render it and the City and County liable to
be sued in the courts of this state.

Respect fully Submitted



Honolulu Acaderny of Arts one or ist aan.cros --

900 GOUTH ORACTANIA STREET, HONOLULU. HAWAtl 90014. TELEPHONE 7530-3093

I am James W. Foster, Director of the Honolulu Academy of Arts,

In representing the Academy I do so at this time without having
had the opportunity of reviewing the present proposal with my

Board of Trustees.
However, I believe that in substance the proposed ordinance
would achieve certain major objectives that would benefit
Honolulu generally.

- First the ordinance would assure the perpetuation of an
open oasis in mid- town Honolulu that embraces significant

- historic, cultural, architectural and scenic elements.

Second, the ordinance would prevent Thomas Square and the
Academy from being overshadowed and downgraded by incompatible
developments.

The establishment of a Historic, Cultural and Scenic District
for the Thomas Square - Honolulu Academy of Arts area is a

development that I heartily endorse and am most grateful for
the concern expressed by the Department of Land Utilization
in the preparation of this comprehensive Proposal.



II

Honolulu Acaderny of Arts ' ' omce or w o.nwron

UTH ElitftKTANIA UTREET. HONOLULU, HAWAll 964314. TELEPHONE 538-3683

9 February 1976

II
II

Mr. Robert R. Way
Chief Planning Officer
Department of General Planning

i City and County of Honolulu
650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Way:

This is to acknowledge your letter of 5 February
which accompanied the report and proposed ordinance for
establishment of Historic, Cultural and .Scenic District
No. 5, the Thomas Square/Academy of Arts District sub-
mitted by the Director of Land Utilization.

A quick reading reveals the merits of this proposed
ordinance, which appears to be comprehensive in its considera-
tion of and sensitivity to the concerns which have been
expressed by many persons interested in preserving the
quality of the area. We are reviewing the particulars with
close attention, and should we have some constructive thoughts
we will communicate with you.

S ou

J mes W. Foster, Jr.
irector

JWF:lh



- THE OUTDOOR C I RCLE 200 No. Vineyard, Honolulu, Hawaii 968I7

February 17, l976

Mr. Randall Kamlya, Chairman
and Members

¯ City Planning Commission
650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Subject: Proposed Ordinance for Establishment of Historic,
Cultural and Scenic District No. 5, The Thomas Square/
Academy of Arts District

Dear Mr. Kamlya and Members:

The Outdoor Circle wholeheartedi supports the proposed Ordinance
to establish a Historic, Cultura and Sc Ic District for the pro-
tection of the Thomas Square/Academy of Arts area.

These two National Historic sites, and the sympathetically designed
and situated Honolulu Concert Hall combine to form a compatible
whole that has become one of Honolulu's great assets. We believe
that HCS Districting presents the most reasonable and certain
method of protecting and preserving our Cultural Center for future
generations.

The Outdoor Circle strongly urges your favorable recommendation
to the City Council for this proposed ordinance that is long
overdue.

Very truly yours,

Mrs. John T. Humme
President

Mrs. Theodore Crocker
First Vice President

TC
njb

KANEOHE OUTDOOR CtRCLE KONA OUTDOOR CIRCLE LAHAINA OUTDOOR CIRCLE LANI-KAILUA OUTDOOR CIRCLE
DOK $2-KANKOHE, HAWAII 96744 KAILUA-KONA, HAWAll 96740 INA. MAUI, HAWAll 06701 BOX 201-KAILUA, HAWA31 95754

MAU1 OUTDOOR CIRCLE WAl-MOMI OUTDOOR CIRCLE
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ACUTE-EMEliCONCYCAME

MOMARE STRAUBi ADOL.ESCf:NT MEDICINE
50-tWT J. LATTA, M 0,

ALLEROY A CLINICAL I FOUNDED IN 1991

IMMUNOLOGY CllllC & hospital .scos ~~.,22,,,2
OKONGE M. KWIND, M.0,

i ANESTHESIOLOGY
Wikt.IAM H. MONTOOMKRY, M. D.
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M RSSOCißtBS, may I thank you for your patient consideration of

"HNA OW IMIMN NM Our testimony on the proposed Thomas Square zoning district
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Ordinance. Your patience in hearing us out and your diligent
NEUAOLOGICALSUAGERY

JOHNJ.LÔWAgV,M.D. EttentiOn and concern over what we had to say were much appre-
NEUROLOGWILMAMM.NAMNON,M.D. ciated and, parenthetically, much respected in view of your
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.DD Of our capital investment in our physical plant relates to inves t-
ONCOLOGY--HEMATG

LDHO,M.O. ment ÎOr the future growth of the hospital and other structures.
OPHT 0 0

YC GUERRERO, M.D.
The answer by the respondent was in the range of 10% but the

LEONARD L KUNINOBU, M.0, , 4 .

B.KENTRENNETT.M.D prOper BRSWer 1s that beginning with the construction of the
ORTHOPEDICSURGERY . . . .

WILL1AM H. GULLEDGE. M.D. hospital and parking facilities , the entire investment, e. g. some
N eight million dollars, was made to provide the capacity for future

OTOURYNGOO
.BENNTT,M.0 OXpansion. For, if there had been no capability for further

DAN
€Xpansion on this site, construction of the hospital and its

PATHOLOGYLaoMMLocKEtt,uo related structures would never have been undertaken. In simpler
JAMER J. NAVíN. MD

ar e ... words, the entire investment in the hospital structure was contin-
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upon the future ability to expand it to meet needs.
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PLAST1C,RECONSTRUCTtVE SOme time tO reflect on the hearing, my personal comments as a
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PAMARYCARE There is no question of the desirability of the green oasis of
esve

avNEYLMATAUSAAA M.D. Thomas Square being kept aesthetically as whole as possible.
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of the comprehensive zoning code, that I raise serious question
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I
As a taxpayer and citizen, I have always regarded the decision

i to implant the State Capital Building in the heart of the business
district of Honolulu as grossly unwise economically, unsound and
highly politically motivated. The subsequent attempts to create

i a proper environment of restricted building heights and develop-
ments around the Capitol to provide view corridors, etc. further
in the heart of the business district seems the dilemma of
chasing one bad decision with sequentially poor ones. The heartI and center of a city should be, indeed, the densest, most developed
portion of it. It has peaked traffic flows, and the economic
cost to the taxpayer of trying to recoup public open space in the

I heartland of the city seems far-fetched. I applaud every effort
to provide disseminated open space, "greened" space and park space
for recreational use throughout the city, but there must be a city

I center, there must be a business district and in reference to the
Kakaako Improvement District, there must be an area for service
industries within the metropolitan center. In short, the effort
of these zoning ordinances appears to me to be too late and too
expensive to achieve their undeniable public worthy aims.

Most sincerely,

E. Lee Simmon's, M.D.

ELS: cam
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Chairman Randall Kamiya, Commissioners, Ladies and Gentlemen:

Subject: Thomas Square Ordinance

My name is James P. Conahan. I am attorney for Straub
Clinic & Hospital, Inc.

As earlier testimony indicated, the proposed ordinance
will have a serious impact on Straub Clinic & Hospital, Inc.'s
planned expansion and continued modernization of its medical
facilities. The restrictions will prohibit or at least delay
at undue expense, Straub's ability to provide superior and
increasingly sophisticated medical services at a reasonable
cost. This should be considered by this Commission in view
of the present concern .over skyrocketing medical costs. It
is in the community interest to not add to such costs needlessly.

I say this because several years ago, Straub developed
a plan for gradual expansion of its medical facilities and
services to meet the needs of a growitig, medically sophisticated
and demanding community. This inaster plan was based on the
existing zoning code requirements. As part of this plan,

- Straub recently purchased a property 12, 244 square feet in
size for $450,000.00, or $36.81 per square foot. Combined
with adjacent properties, Straub would be able to add approximately
120,000 square feet of hospital, clinic and office space and
392 parking stalls under existing law. The effect of the
proposed ordinance however, is to totally prohibit this planned
growth.

Assuming land were available, if Straub were to buy the
amount of la d required by the proposed ordinance in order
to complete ts master plan, Straub would have to add approximately
$2,000,000 to $3,000,000 to its costs. Naturally, these costs
would necessarily be added to the cost of patient care.



In addition to this point, my client felt that it would
be helpful for me to call your attention to some legal
considerations regarding the Thomas Square ordinance. I wish

I to make two points:

First, you should be made cognizant of the fact that as
part of its master plan, Straub built its existing buildings
to accommodate expansion under existing zoning laws. Specifically,

- the structural, medhanical and electrical components of the
¯ hospital and clinic were built to provide for added on

capacity of approximately 120,000 square feet. The parking
is structurally capable of expansion to another 392 stalls.
The present day value of these built in components is estimated
by Straub's architects to be in the neighborhood of $1.77
million.

The proposed ordinance would forbid Straub from utilizing
and enjoying the benefit of this built-in capacity to expand.
This would be tantamount to a taking of property--having the
same effect as a condemnation. I suggest that Straub would
have a claim against the City and County of Honolulu for
compensation since our State constitution, Article I, §18
provides that "Private property shall not be taken or damaged
for public use without just compensation."

Without burdening you with case citations, let åte simply
point out that courts have invalidated zoning laws on this
ground. See, for example, 58 AmJur Zoning §149 and 158 and
related annotations.

Theagecond legal point I shall make is that by acting in
substantial reliance upon a reasonable zoning code, Straub
may have a vested right to the provisions of the present law.
I have found cases in which the court has spoken in terms of
vested rights which cannot be defeated when the owner has
performed a series of acts in good faith. See, for example,
Darlington v. Frankfort, 282 Ky. 778, 140 SW 2d 392 (1940) .

My recommendation to this Commission would be to provide
for an exemption for Straub--such an exemption could relate
to quasi-public institutions such as medical clinics and
hospitals which have spent substantial sums of money in good
faith in reliance on existing ordinance. Such an exemption
has been held to be nondiscriminatory in Baxley v. Frederick,
133 Okla 84 (1928). I suggest this approach because it will



I
obviate the due process and compensation problems I outlinedI above and will not subject a landowner who has acted in
substantial reliance upon the existing zoning provisions to

i costly variance and appeals procedures. Where there is a
strong and reasonable likelihood that such landowner may
prevail in a suit for damages or a suit to invalidate the
application of law as to those with vested rights, it would
be unreasonable of the lawmaking body to impose costly
administrat ive obs ta cles to the enf or cement of such rights .

I If the Commission desires, I offer my assistance on behalf
of Straub to draft such an exemption.

TORKILDSON , KATZ
,

CONAHAN ,

JOSSEM & LODEN,
Attorneys 'at Law,

i A Law Corporation

Jame P . na an
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NEUROLO
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NUCLEAR MEDiCINE
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SION
A M D: if the expansion was restricted.

I MIONAEL J. McCASE, M.D.
PETER N. CLAPP. M, D.

AHEUMATOLOGY
PAND 4,1MPitVASTI, M.O.

THORACIC SURGERY
N1ALL M, SCUbt.Y, M.D.

UROt,00Y
WALTEN 0. BTRODE, M.D

E. LEK GIMMONB. M.D.
WM. J. VAMBWOUGH, M.D.

ADMINISTRATION
THOhiAB L BATTIETO

PATRICW J. DUANTE ,

M. PETEW Nt00tNB -
ICHANO V. $TEN40W



. . . PROPOSED THOMAS SQUARE/ACADEMY ARTS
HISTORICAL, CULTURAL & SCENIC DISTRICT ORDINANCE
Page 2 - =

February 18, 1976

(4) The rising cost of health care is something we must

i deal with everyday. We are very reluctant to raise
our fees, and budgetary controls are probably more
stringent than the best managed businesses in this ..

/State; however, unless we pass on our costs to our
patients, our survival will be in jeopardy. The a

restrictions of the proposed ordinance will disallow .
any expansion on our present site. The cost of re-
locating our operation or expanding at a different

'site would be astronomical, and this cost would have
to be passed on to our patients. We serve over

i , 80,000 patients, not only from Honolulu but also
from the neighbor islands, the Pacific Basin and

. tourists from all over the world. To restrict our
.growth is to deny these people the opportunity of
receiving the high level of health care that Straub
insists upon.

(5) The three buildings bordering Ward Avenue houses _most

of Straub's outpatient clinic. These buildings are
-43, 25 and 13 years old. It is evident that two of the
buildings will need to be replaced in the not-too-
distant future, Maintenance expenses are rising in '

these buildings, and they are inefficient and impracti- El
cal in coping with today's technological requirements.
In all probability, Straub would have replaced these El
buildings with well designed low rise structures. The
proposed ordinance necessitates that these buildings
be used.till they literally fali apart, as replacement
would be impossible.

(6) Straub requests that it be completely exempt from the -
proposed ordinance for reasons previously stated. It
should be kept in mind that Straub's expansion will come
only as community needs dictate, and that the physicians
and management at Straub are extremely concerned with
preserving the aesthetics and serenity of the area that
has been Straub's home for 43 years.

Submitted by,

PATRICK J. DUARTE Egi
Associate Administrator ¯ i
Straub Clinic & Hospital Inc.

PJD/sn . .
218
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First United Methodist Church
1020 S. BERETANIA STREET / HONOLULU, HAWAII 96814 / 533-1774

February 17, 1976 :

I Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairperson EE
Planning Commission of the i ¡EE
City & County of Honolulu

i Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Kamiya:

Re: Proposed Ordinance for Establishment of Historic, Cultural and
Scenic District No. 5, The Thomas Square/Academy of Arts District

Your attention is called to the following enclosures:

1. Letter Dated, March 4, 1975 from the First United Methodist Church
to The Honorable Frank F. Fasi, Mayor, City and County of Honolulu,
which reports on the compromise development proposal of the
Church's property, across Victoria Street from the Academy of Arts,
reached between the Church and the Academy;

2. Letter Dated, March 13, 1975 from The Honorable Frank F. Fasi,
Mayor, to Mr. Cyril Phillips, Chairman, Permanent Development
Committee, First United Methodist Church, responding to the
Church's letter of March 4, 1975; and,

3. Editorial entitled, "Thomas Square 'saved'", appearing in the
Honolulu Advertiser, dated March 7, 1975.

An analysis of the proposed ordinance indicates that its apparent
purpose is aimed primarily at putting further control on the develop-
ment of the Church's property across Victoria Street from the Academy
of Arts. Moreover, this proposed ordinance is rendered superfluous
in light of the projected enactment of the Kakaako Special Design ¯¯

District, which will give the City government extensive controls over
developments in said District which includes the Thomas Square area. gg

IIIt is our strong belief that the compromise development proposal
acceptable to and agreed uþon by both parties by and large meets --

the requirements and the spirit of the proposed.subject ordinance.
The basis of the compromise is summarized in the enclosed copy of
our letter to Mayor Fasi. Also, as the Mayor's letter and the
editorial of March 5, 1975 suggest that not only the compromise but
the spirit in which it was negotiated and reached obviate the need
of further layering of controls.



II
Mr. Randall Kamiya, Chairperson
Planning Commission of the
City and County of Honolulu

¯ February 17, 1976
Page Two

Re: Proposed Ordinance for Establishment of Historic, Cultural and
§ÿÿÿ g_gggggict No. 5, The Thomas Square/Academy of Arts District

We also wish to point out to you and to your colleagues, that the
Church is eminently sensitive to its Christian responsibility to not
only its immediate neighbors but to the community at large. As our
accord with the Academy attests, we have had the developer scale down
the project to a level, below which its economic viability would be -
questionable.

Finally, there is a conviction on our part that there can be a balance
between serving the public good and preserving private property rights,
which has been one of the strengths of our free society. This balance
voluntarily reached by responsible parties belies the necessity for
controls which is ennervating to human freedom.

We, therefore, humbly suggest that you and your commission vote your
disapproval of this proposed ordinance.

Yours very truly, iFIRST UNITED METHODIST CHURCH

Cyril Phillips, Chairman
Permanent Development Committee

CP:3c
Enclosures .

cc: The Honorable Frank F. Fasi, Mayor
The Honorable George Akahane, chairman, City Council
Mr. Samuel Cooke
Mr. Sheridan C.F. Ing .
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March 4 - 1975...... . . . . . . . . . . . . t ..

The Honorable Frank F. Fasi
i Mayor

City and County of Honolulu.
City Hall

i Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mayor Fasi: . Ë g
Re: First United Methodist Church - Proposed Devèlopment . --

Current Status

We wish to advise you that the First United Methodist Church and the
Honolulu Academy of Arts have reached a -mutually agreeable compromise
on a proposed development master plan for · a high rise condominium
apartment project to be situated on the Church ys property, which is
bounded by Beretania, Victoria and Kinau -Streets . The revised plan

i as developed by Messrs. Sheridan C. F. Ing and Bruce Stark compareswith the original one submitted by them as follows:

-- Revised Plan Original Plan
Height . 266 feet 350 feet

Reduction in Size Approx. 35% -

Setback on Victoria Street 72 feet 20 feet

No. of Apartments 189 300

Density (Units/Acre) 91 144

No. of Parking 400 550

pen Space at Beretania
and Victoria Landscaped Landscaped

See Exhibit A for Additional Project Information.)

Not only does this plan reduce the basic mass of the building as
originally planned but it provides greater open space. Also, the
developers have proposed a landscaping plan which will minimize the
impact of the structure at eye level, as the total pro ect relates
to the Academy of Arts' property across the stceét.
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The Honorable Frank F. Fasi
Mayor
City and County of Honolulu -
March 4, 1975
Page 2

Re: First United Methodist Church - Proposed Development

At a meeting held on January 25, 1975 among the development committees
of both the First United Methodist Church and the Honolulu Academy

¯ of Arts with Messrs. Ing and Stark, this revised master plan was B
- presented. This new concept was enthusiastically received by the
¯ development committee from the Art Academy, and Mr. Ernest H. Hara, g
i chairperson of said committee, has indicated that he on the behalf of g
i the Academy would be willing to express the committee's favorable

¯ acceptance of this new plan to you personally, in the event that
further elucidation is desired.

Inasmuch as this compromise position departs substantially from the
limits permitted by the Compreshensive Zoning Code for apartment zone
A-4, which is that designated for the Church's property, and because -
of the potential impact of this development on the Thomas Square area,
we feel that it is important for you to be advised of the full details g

¯ of our arriving at this compromise position.' Furthermore, because g
of the intense public debate that ensued after the Church's acceptance
of the original proposal on and after October 15, 1974, we feel that
you should have the benefit of the chronological sequence of events
which has led to the acceptance of the revised master plan from the
standpoint of both the Church and the Academy.

Chronological Events
i

The Church started to think .seriously
about a possible development

project in mid 1973 in response to increasing financial pressures
caused by debt service and rapidly increasing maintenance costs. The ¯

congregation.formally approved the concept of leasing the Church's
property for income producing purposes in December of 1973, and a
Development Committee was formed to work towards this goal.

During the first half of 1974, the Church's Development Committee held
discussions with many community leaders, including several from the
Art Academy, regarding the concept the Church had in mind. There
was one suggestion which.most of these leaders agreed upon, and that
was that the Church should be careful in selecting a design for
developing the property and that the design should relate well to the
Art Academy and Thomas Square area. With this advice in mind, the
Development Committee, with assistance from its legal counsel and
development consultant, prepared a formal "Invitation to Bid" which
was sent to twenty-seven prospective developers on July 3, 1974.
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City and County of Honolulu -

March 4, 1975 .
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i Re: First United Methodist Church Propertv - Pronosed Development

i Committee did two things: first, it asked Ing and Stark to provide
information about the feasibility and economics of a smaller scale
project for evaluation by the Church; and, second, it sent a letter

_

--

to Mr. Scott Pratt, Chairperson, Board of Trustees, Honolulu Academy
of Arts, requesting that he name a committee, with a designated gy
chairperson, to work with the Church's Development Committee to seek gg

i a mutually agreeable alternative for development. On October 31, 1974, EE

Mr. Pratt sent a letter to us indicating that he had named a committee
of five, with Mr. Ernest H. Harar AIA, as chairpe_rson, to work with
our Development Committee.

On December 27, 1974, the first full meeting between the two committees
was held and some general guidelines were agreed upon as the basis for
a revised design concept. Ing and Stark were asked to convert these
general guidelines into a set of specific drawings which could be
reviewed by both groups at a follow-up meeting. The follow-up meeting
was held on.January 29, 1975, at which time a new development concept
was presented and approved and accepted by both committees.

Conclusion · -

On the basis of the revised master plan which has been approved by
the Honolulu Academy of Arts, the Church and the developers.have agreed
to proceed'with the development based on said plan. Furthermore, the
Church and the Academy are both desirous of making a public announcement
of the accord it has reached, but prior to such announcement, it is
our wish to present the current status of the project to you. Finally,
if you desire further discussion on this matter prior to such
announcement, we shall be pleased to meet with you.

Yours very truly,

FIRST UNITED METHODIST CHURCH

Cyril Phillips
Permanent Development Committee,
Chairperson
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Re: First United Methodist Church Property - Proposed Development

i
On August 5, 1974, members of the Church's Development Committee met
with members of_the Board of Trustees from.the Art Academy to inform
them of exactly where the Church was at in its development efforts
and to assure the Art-Academy that we would review any proposals
received from'developers with representatives from the Art Academy
before taking any official action on the proposals.

Five development proposals were received by theschurch on August 30,
1974. A11.five proposals called for buildings 350 feet in height, B
making use of the maximum allowable densities under current zoning.
The Development Committee immediately began evaluating these proposals , g
both from the economic and the design points of view. The Committee g
decided that the joint proposal submitted by Messrs. Ing and Stark
best fulfilled the development criteria formulated by the Church and
their proposallwas selected for further study. .·On September 27, 1974,
a meeting was again held with representatives from the Art Ac.ademy
to present them with all five design proposals and to explain to them
um detail.our evaluation and our choice. The Academy representatives
agreed that the Ing and Stark proposal was the best of the five; however,-
they would reserve judgment until presentation of the design concept
to the full Board of Trustees of the Art Academy, who would enunciate g
the Academy's official position on the whole matter.

On October 10, 1974, a letter was sent to the Board of Trustees of
the Art Academy explaining that the Ing and Stark proposal .would be
presented to a Church conference on October 15, and that the Development

Committee would be seeking congregational approval to enter into further
negotiations with Messrs. Ing and Stark. On the day of said conference,
October 15, 1974, a letter .was received from the Art Academy stating
that its position was that the building we were proposing to have built
was inappropriate for that location. It did not offer any specific

alternatives, but in did offer to discuss ·any alternatives further
with the Church. The response from the Art Academy was presented at

the Church conference that evening along with a full presentation of
the Ing and Stark proposal. On the basis of the facts submitted,
the Church conference granted the Development Committee the authority
to continue negotiations with Mr. Ing and Stark.

The, response to this meeting beëJan with .an. article. on the front page -

of the Honolulu Advertiser on October.17, 1974, and continued with
many more newspaper articles during the next several weeks in both g
Honolulu daily newspapers. During this period of time, the Development g
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EXHIBIT A

Additional Project Information

Lessor: First United Methodist Church

Lessee/Developer: Messrs. Sheridan C. F. Ing and
Bruce Stark

Property Location: . 1020 Beretania Street, bounded by
Beretania, Victoria and Kinau Streets,
directly Kokohead of the Academy
of Arts.

Area: · 90,000 square feet

oning: A-4

Tax Map Key First Division, 2-4-13: 19

Development Consultant: Harry H. Otsuji & Associates

Lessor's Legal Counsel: Wooddell, Mukai, Wirtz & Ichiki

Developer's Architect: Boone and Brooks

Ad Hoc Academy
Development Committee: Ernest H. Hara, Chairperson

Mrs . James F. Morgan, Jr.
James W. Foster
M. L. Randolph
Duane Preble
Thurston Twigg-Smith
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March 13, 1975 .

Mr. Cyril Phillips,Chairmani Permanent Development Committee
First United Methodist Church

i 1020 South Beretania Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814

Dear Mr. Phillips:

Thank you for your letter of March 4, 1975 reporting on the
compromise on the proposed. develo,pment master plan for a high-
rise condominium apartment situated in the area of Beretania

.

and Victoria Streets .

The cooperative efforts of the First United Methodist Church and
the Honolulu Academy of Arts in resolving the issue of the high-
rise condominium design is e×tremely heartening to me and I
commend you for such a fine public spirited effort. I hope that you
are able to continue this relationship which, hopefully, would result
in a mutually agreeable solution.

Since the public announcement of your accord has already been made
as of this date, any comment on my part relative to the compromise
is probably not warranted. However, should I be able to be of any
assistance to you on the matter in the future, please feel free to be

.

in touch with me.

With warm personal regards.

Sincerely,

. FRANK F. FASI, Mayor
City and County of Honolulu

FFF:tl
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Friday, March 7, 1975 .

Thomas Square.'sa. ed'
The compromise reducing the size .The outcome ,might have been

of a controversial church-sponsored worse in view of the fact the City
condominium being planned for has not acted to meet the basic prob-
across from Thomas Square seems lem of cont1·ols/which has been be-
reasonable when compared with the fore the Council many months.
monster that might have been. So it's well the Council has revived

But it does not settle the deeper the bill that would change the apart-
issue about buildings that can soar ment high-rise height limit from 350
up to 350 fe.et, includingnear historic to 120 feet - except under special
areas such as this. That issue ye- conditions.
mains in the slow and sometimes While drafting a good bill alonguncertain hands of the City Council those lines may not be as easy as it

THE,INFOËMAL agreëment be. looks, iys hardly impossible. The
tween the First Unged Methodist Council has been stymied for too
Church and the Honolulu Academy long. Meanwhile, the prospect of .
of Arts is the product of-long discus. more 350-foot monsters stili looms.
sion NOW TEE EFFORT to work out a

.
. It shouldptill allow the church to bill will reportedly stress some

i make adequate profit to face rising density formula more than heightcostagas it seeks to protect the regulation.
uaré and academy from dominat- Again, thcre mpy be something toing development. that. But there is also sympathy fori Rovt we(1 it will do that must ei- the ided of some quick interim con-ther be judged by the public later, or trols and the point made by Council WAÀÙíNi T0N Uneperhaps the City sooner. Chairman Akahane: "We e already aces 09 drive pali:.1

I IN A SENSË, we are fortunate the had too many Punchhowls, Diamond occurred :.ht Two b

proposed músive development (ini Heads and Tliomas Squares." word "chmt" untainent
tially 42 stories up 350 feet; now 31 This.is a new Council with some but with ahnost noMan e

stories up 286 feet, ,and with the promising achievements; ruost nota- have appenred on the se

added grace of a significant 'l0-foot bly on iirotecting unelitowL Bùt il First out was "chd·
setback from Victoria Street) in- has to niove both faster and better and Politics y Pra e

IV a church resp usive topublic than the old Council on theso issues hin. Wir to stonut
tery and willing to àomi romise as where delay menn more u ness a ont an air
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

March 3, 1976

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, March 3, 1976at 1:40 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. ChairmanRandall Kamiya presided.
IIM

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Donald Hosaka
Dr. Wilbur Choy -

Charles Izumoto
-

Ned Wiederholt (present at 1:50 p.m.)
Harriet Wikum
Yuklin Kuna

ABSENT: Sylvia Sumida, Vice Chairman
STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer

Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, ZoningDepartment

.of Land Utilization
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Jack Gilliam Staf f Planner
Gerry Henniger , Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider aZONING CHANGE request for a change in zoning from R-3R-3 RESIDENTIAL TO Residential to B-2 Community BusinessB-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS District on 1,903+ square feet of propertyHEEIA located at 46-0T7~Kam Hwy., Heeia (Honey's
JOHN H. GROTE Night Club) , Tax Map Key: 4-6-02: portion(FILE 75/Z-31(EY) of 50 (Lot 323) .

Publication was made in the Sunday .Star-Bullet in/Advertiser onFebruary 22, 1976. No letters of protest were received.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report recommendingapproval of the proposal.

There were no questions from the Commission concerning the Director'sreport.

No one was piresent to speak either for or against the request.
The pub lic .hearing was closed , on motion by Mrs . Wikum, seconded byMr. Hosaka and carried.

ACTION: The Commission accepted the Director's recommendation and
recommended approval of the request, on motion by jirs. Wikum,seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried.

AYES - Chof, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Wikum
NAYES - Nolie
ABSENT Stanida Wi derholt



UNFINISHED BUSINESS On February 18, 1976, a public hearing wasi PROPOSED ORDINANCE FOR held, closed, and action deferred for addi-
ESTABLISHMENT OF IIISTORIC, tional information from the Department of ---.

I CULTURAL, 4 SCENIC DISTRICT Land Utilization and the Corporation Counsel. ¯

NO. 5, THOMAS SQUARE/
ACADEMY OF ARTS DISTRICT HENNIGER: I believe the question was yINITIATED BY DEPARTMENT OF to meet with the people from the Straub "

-

I LAND UTILIZATION (GH) Clinic and see if the question having to do :
¯

with open space, setback, and height restric-
tions might be resolved. We did have such
a meeting in contact by phone.i ..

The request by Straub was for exemption from the conditions of the

i ordinance. The position of the Director of Land Utilization is that
this should be handled through exception as was in the proposed ordinance
perhaps with modification which would account for height and setback
restrictions as well as--that is the setback and open space restrictions

I as well as the height restrictions. I believe you have my communication.
In effect, it would include those two exceptions to the setback and the
open space requirement.(copy of DLU communication attached).

In discussing this with Mr. Battisto, he mentioned that there was somequestion. Mr. Battisto took exception to our recommendation. They do ¯

prefer to have exemption as they requested. One question came up about ¯

the definition of open space in the CZC. There is no definition of open
space in the CZC. That is a beneficial open space definition there.
There also is no definition having to do with lot coverage which would
be the alternative way to handle that. For clarification, that section
5Cb) might be changed to read that within the Thomas Square District,
the maximum lot coverage of all buildings and structures shall not be
more than 50¾ at ground level if the Commission so desires.

That would complete my comments at this time.
CHAIRMAN:. Commissioners, any questions?
CONNELL: Have you had an opportunity to look at the suggestions

that have come to the City Council from Group Architects Collaborative,
Inc. regarding establishment of a special hospital zone?

HENNIGER: I haven't looked into that thoroughly. I'm in theprocess of doing so. There is a precinct within that district, I'm
aware, which has the hospital in it. It incorporates a larger area -

than the hospital itself.

CONNELL : Is it possible that if this type of hospital zones werecreated by the City Council they could become part of the Thomas Square
area covering Straub?

HENNIGER: That would seem to be a possibility: however, to my
knowledge that particular precinct which the hospital in the case of
the capital district :Us located is not specifically a hospital district.
It is a district which contains Queen's Hospital.



CONNELL: It would appear from the Planning and Zoning Agenda that ; iltconsideration is not a special hospital zone but is in the plural. ¯

HENNIGER: I'm really not aware of that. I couldn't speak to that.

CONNELL: That's what the agenda seems to indicate and I think that's

I what the zoning committee indicated yesterday.

Is it possible in terms of exception that as the ordinance is presently
written that setback and open space could also be included along with
height in the event that the applicant is able to prove that the

- development was of greater importance in terms of the objectives or ,¯

that the proposed development would not be in too much of a conflict
with the objectives?

HENNIGER: Yes, I think perhaps that question of exceptions might
be restructured in the ordinance so that it is a separate item and as
I have indicated in the letter, that would be the case. So, it's
exception to the height--to all regulations rather than to just the
height regulations the way it was written previously.

CONNELL: The first item, you indicate an exemption would justify
exemption of other structures providing medical, public or quasi-
public services, I wonder to what extent are the general community
objectives and needs as reflected by the services that those particular
groups offer in the medical religious educational areas to what
extent are they going to be'hampered in the performance f their
objectives to this particular ordinance?

HENNIGER: We don't really know but we do expect that there would
be some adjustment because several projects anticipate expansion. MF
Across the street the Medical Arts Building is making an application
for rezoning from B-1 to B-2 to raise the height restriction in that
case. Linekona School is planning to replace that school with a library
facility. McKinley School is going through a study of expansion of that
facility and replacing some of those structures. The Academy itself is
planning an addition which would be restficted to the conditions of 46
feet which is proposed here. There is, of course, the proposed structureof the Methodist Church property which would exceed by far the restric-
tions that are here. So, there are many of those structures which Ek
anticipate additions or new structures.

CONNELL: I think that was really part of my question. To what
extent is some of the other services in the area who also meet community
needs and services which are objectives of the total community, to what
extent is cutting down their height reducing density, requiring greater
setbacks, to what extent does this cut into their ability of being
able to perform their services?

HENNIGER: Well as I said I don't know because we haven't seen
those plans. We have seen the Methodist Church plans and it would
certainly be in conflict with their proposal. That, in fact, was the
very thing that set this off, this proposed ordin,ance.

CONNELL: So really, the tlgree objectives in terms of community is
the preservation of a histórical site, to reserve the Art Academy in



IIorder to er etuate cultural uses of the Academ which is sort of !Ë- viewing a tifacts, and thirdly to protect and p oserve scenic qualityof Thomas Square, sort of an aesthetic control.

HENNIGER: Yes. In fact the Academy, the Square which has cultural
activities, and the performing arts in the Blaisdell Center.

CONNELL: But in terms of the broader context in the meaning ofculture, the affect of this ordinance upon the sciences, educational
institutions, et cetera, has not really been measured.

HENNIGER: Well, as far as we could measure it, I think we havemeasured. As I stated last week, we are fully aware of the expansion¯

g plans of Straub Clinic. We've been in touch with the architects from¯

g the very outset. We're aware that the height restrictions exceeded -that proposed. We did put an exception condition in there so it couldbe taken cared of. We feel that the expansion actually as it'sI proposed now is not in conflict with the aims of the district. Theelevation of that building would be the smallest bulk oriented to theSquare and it's setback far enough so that we feel it's a compatible
g kind of thing. The question is how to handle it and we don't know¯ g that the plans that Straub might end up with later on would be thesame plans that we've looked at. We don't know the overall program.Things are always changing. We feel simply that there should be someway to look at this and primarily look at alternatives which theymight not in their own interest find advantageous to do but in termsof the district, objectives might be explored and found to be of¯

beneficial good.

WIEDERHOLT: Could you explain the rationale of the setbacksfor this reason. That represents what the thinking was behind anumber and what was the purpose.
HENNIGER: I think you might learn that it is somewhat arbitrary.There's no way really to determine whether_it should be 45 feet, 50feet exactly. The greater setbacks are on Victoria Street and WardAvenue. Those are 50 feet. There's another setback of 80 feet whichabuts Blaisdell Center. That 80-foot setback was to accommodate whatneeds to be a very large walkway and something of a promenade to therapid transit station which is one block below King Street. In that .case there isn' t any real conflict because we have that public facilitythere that the City owns. The 50-foot setbacks on either side ofThomas Square would comfortably take care of canopy trees. You may have ¯

noticed that there are canopy trees sandwiched in an area of about 22feet of the Medical Arts Building. They look like they are fallingover. If there are basement structures and roof structures, those treeswould. have to be damaged. Frankly, I feel a little uneasy about it.Twenty two feet for that type of tree is uncomfortable.
I think th.e basis of the 50-foot setback is that a canopy tree issomewhat comparable to those in the Square would be the ideal tree tohave. Now, all the trees could be used in a lesser space: The otherrecommendation is that there be 50% open space for each project.
Fifty-percent open space means that thère would be open space and we



would desire that portion of the open space front Thomas Square andgive that generous setback to do the best job that we feel could bedone.

The other 20 feet on King and Beretania, as I recall 15 on HotelStreet, those are areas of losser consideration because they don'tabut the Square. It's important, we feel, to get some trees to takecare of the view channels which connect between the two districts--the capital district and this district. There are certain vistas, onein particular which is along Hotel Street which catches the Citybuilding. So it's just a matter of greater to lesser degree of concern
- U and maintaining street trees with a canopy top abutting the Square,

g WIEDERHOLT: What I was thinking of was design options of havinghard boundaries to open space where you have softer material in themiddle. The second reason I asked is because this has popped up on acouple of other ordinances where somehow I have an uneasy feeling -¯
that it's a statement of intention that can never be accomplished--

- that is, within the life expectancy of buildings, it will remain there -
as an obstacle to building but will never accomplish its initial -purpose. It doesn't seem to be quite consistent. The potential of
accomplishing the intent isn't there so that designation of the setbackisn't consistent with something that can be accomplished. You get whatI mean?

HENNIGER: I get what you mean. I think the benefit would beimmediately in those structures
.which might be renewed such as LinekoaSchool Library. That means that automatically they would be setback50 feet. Their open space would-be in front. The same with any changeshaving to do with Blaisdell Center. I recognize it will be quite sometime before some of the structures there will come down and one couldbenefit from that kind of setback. But, one might also take theposition it really doesn't harm, that setback is there and that weare thinking 30 years ahead or 20 or whatever might be the life ofthose structures before they come down.

WIEDERHOLT: In a sense you are accepting the notion of a texturalboundary rather than a tree boundary.or a solid boundary. It's goingto be textural for a long, long time to come.

HENNIGER: Yes, they're there and when you look at the LinekonaSchool for instance <uul the setback of the Blaisde11 Center, thatthose are very ideal. Those things perhaps are not very often ¯¯

accomplished. It d.oesn' t mean that the setback couldn' t be less andthat some of the required open space couldn't be elsewhere. I think --in the case of expansion of Straub, that their plans, physical set upis such that they couldn't really replace that old facility some placeelse on the site then the exception clause would come into effect. Onemikrht say then that exception is okay.
WIEDERHOLT: Let me ask you another kind of question that willhave to be more of an opinion on your part because people in DLUwill change over time.



i HENNIGER: As will the City Council as had been pointed out to us.

WIEDERHOLT: There's two categories under this issue of exception

i versus exemption. One is which is an ongoing investment of good faith
in which patterns have been set and are really difficult to break
and the other is where no pattens have been set so that there is no
investment. Ilow would DLU approach that kind of a situation? What
kind of flexibility of negotiation do you expect? I guess I'm asking
are you an arbitrary bunch or aren't you?

I HENNIGER: Aren't we all. Okay, now a pre-established investment
kind of situation, an ongoing thing, that means there has been money
out of pocket and I think what the answer is, is the legal question

i that was raised last time. But, under the exemption clause, the
Council would have the way to handle that rather than to go into
losses. In my opinion, they could avoid that through the way that
the ordinance is written. --

WIEDERHOLT: Do you approach it on a trade-off basis? That is,
if you can't make the 50% open space you can trade off something else?

HENNIGER: That's correct looking at it in the public interest,in terms of the considerations you just mentioned.
CHAIRMAN: Do you know of any applications by the Academy for a CUP?

HENNIGER: No, I don't. h. Eng could probably answer that. gg-
ENG: Yes, Mr. Chairman. The Department has received a request

for a CUP relating ix> the Honolulu Academy of Arts. We're presently
reviewing the request. gy

HOSAKA: What's the conditional use?

ENG: The museum. The museum is actuall a conditional use in
that district but because the Academy has ex sted for a number of
years that operation continues. This would be for an expansion to
increase administration and exhibition space.

WIKUM: I need to understand why the vistas, the view channels
as you call them, need in your mind to be protected only by trees. Howwould a building within the 50-foot setback proposed in this ordinance
impinge on the view channel-of Ward Avenue toward the mountain or the
other way for that. matter?

HENNIGER: The trees would be a transitional element. The feeling
as you walk along either Ward Avenue or Victoria is somewhat lopsided
buildings onone side and trees on the other. It's a softening. In
some cases, it's a barrier, sómething set up.to take care of some
ardhitecture which is perhaps not desirable as it might be and notin character with that district, the Square.

WIKUM: I suppose one could argue that if you're walking down a
street and on the left hand are buildings and on the right hand is .a



I
----si-I

park, the park could be even more exciting by contrast. Contrast hasB an aesthetic value too, I think, as well as continuity.
HENNIGER: I'm aware there's some very successful parks that havebeen handled that way, the character of the square in San Francisco,although the trees in that park are not the big canopy trees, the magni-

ficent things that we have in this one . It ' s the character of the park
that we're trying to retain and make the transition then with the
structures on the other side.

CHAIRMAN: What's the pleasure of the Commission?
CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, the Commission has received a communication ¯¯

from the Corporation Counsel in response to the questions which theCommission raised (see copy attached). Gil
EliFor the record, we also have received communications which I believei has been distributed to the commissioners--one from Straub Clinic from

5 Mr. Battisto; the second from The Fronk Clinic from Robert A. Short;¯

another from the Honolulu Academy of Arts, Samuel A. Cooke, President
tg of the Board of Trustees. We have also received from the Academy ofArts a response to Cy Phillips, Head of the Development Committee of¯ the First Methodist Church, the response to his letter previouslycommunicated to the Commission (copies attached).

CHAIRMAN: Commissioners, are you satisfied with the answers
to your questions whether Straub Clinic will be able to continue theirprogram, even with Corporation Counsel's answer to your questions?

WIKUM: No, nobody can be satisfied with that if it's in the futureand you don't hune what's going to happen. I keep getting a feeling -

we're cutting a very wide swat to preserve a very beautiful park. I
¯

mean, nobody is going to build anything in Thomas Square for a longtime. We all know that aesthetics is a matter of personal judgment.I'm not convinced that trees all around the park are going to make thepark look any nicer. I could argue very convincingly that it would makeit less nice. Design concepts that we get are mostly in terms of spaceand trees. Those are important but so are facade.s. The Chinatown
district concerned itself with the kinds of facades which are important.

I don't know how you go about the ways in which this ordinance fulfillsit's intent. Nobody disagrees with the intent that's why it becomes
difficult to argue with the ordinance. But, the argument that restric-tion of proper and adequate expansion of our medical facilities in thisState is going to no doubt increase the cost of medicine to each andeveryone of us is a powerful argument. I remember you, Ned, saying well,there are other ways to provide more services in less space than we'reuse to thinking of. I'm sure that's true. The questior is the lag.Those are all great exciting id.eas but how long is it going to take?In the meantime, what do we do? I think we should find some way, andI think it's possible, to meet the intent of the ordinance as.it is
now and not to unduly restrict the delivery of medical care to thecommunity.



WIEDERHOLT: Since this is a question of medical care which is an
B area that I've looked at for sometime, lot me express my biases about

it. I think the stress that these kinds of things will raise the cost ¯

-

g of medical care is improper. There are other things that are due more
consideration. In fact, you can make a pretty strong case--which I
don't plan to make at this stage--but you can make a case preventing
expansion of the existing medical facility would be beneficial because
of their kind of obsolescence. We haven't been able to build an up-to-
date hospital for about 20 years. They're inefficient, disorganized
buildings mandated by incredible complex building codes and demands so k-that by the time you get through, the machine that you have there is E

an ineffective machine. Pressures like this might contribute to inno-
vative thinking which is available for this kind of medical care. ThatI don't take very seriously and if it is, I think it's an improper
stress. However, in this particular case Straub has for about 10 years
been embarking on not just a building program but quite an innovative
one which represents not the most advancing but some fairly advancedI thinking and probably the best in the State or that I know of in the
whole western region. Many of their problems are prediction too but
it's a pretty solid effort which has had a fair number of arbitrary
obstacles thrown in its way. So, I don't think Straub in it's good
conscious would follow through on that threat. They haven't done
things like that in the past. But, where this might get in the wayof that rather good thinking that they've gone through then it does
begin to get serious because the full concept of their development
there talks about quite a few things.

On the other side of it, I know how ingenious architects can be.
Within certain limits, there are quite a few optional ways to do this.
So, I'm ambiguous about this in my own mind. I would think setting up
a situation in which each case gets a fair hearing by reasonable people HE
rather than the blanket kind of exemption would probably be appropriate
and provocative of creative thinking on both sides.

CHOY: I agree with Harriet and Ned. Not being redundant, I think
we should look at the facts. Special District No. 5 is just another of
Council's development plan. I would like to remind the Commission to
be consistent, that we had unanimously recommended disapproval of the
original special design district. The City Council has been committed
to a development plan concept without considering the Revised General
Plan before them at the present time. I do feel the present CZC does
take care of conditions like this.

If we are to be consistent and if a motion is in order, I would like
to move that we recommend denial of the special design district 5 and
let the Council resolve the problem at the Council level.

HOSAKA: I'll second.

CHAIRMAN: Discussion?

33



HENNIGER: I would like to point out that this is not a special
design district but a preservation district, a historic, cultural,
scenic district which to my knowledge goes back before 1969. Also,
this ordinance is not Council-initiated. This is initiated by the
Department of Land Utilization and specifically on the empathis of
the Academy of Arts, the Daughters of Hawaii, the Garden Club of
Honolulu, the Hawaii Musuem Association and the Outdoor Circle.I WIKUM: I'd like the Executive Secretary to recap for us our
history with the original special design district ordinance and those
special design districts that have come before us as a result of that
ordinance.

CONNELL: I believe on the enabling legislation the Commission did
vote in the negative. I would have to go back and check the Minutes
to ascertain the action on the subsequent SDD's.

I HENNIGER: The enabling legislation there would go back prior to
1969. This is the same type ordinance that would apply to the capital
district which is now being revised.

WIKUM: Does anyone know how the Commission voted?

CONNELL: The record on the Commission was in favor of the capital
district proposal after well over a year of meetings. Much of this
centered around Queen's Hospital. The second district was the Diamond
Head HCSD in which the Commission voted-in favor of the district. The
third, Punchbowl in which the Commission voted in favor, and the fourth,
the Chinatown district which the Commission also voted in favor of.

There were a number of concessions which were made to Queen's Hospital,
two essential points. One, the then Governor Burns convinced Queen's
to stay in the area where they are located. Secondly because of their
plans which called for higher towers than initially were going to be
given and open space that went from 50 to 40. So, there were major
modifications.

HOSAKA: So there were concessions specifically for Queen's
ospital. So, if we're to be consistent, perhaps concessions of this

nature might be towards Straub and.others.

CHOY: In view of what has been said, I would like to withdraw my
motion and defer action on this particular item and ask the Executive
Secretary to d.o a researdh on the ty of exception that was granted
to Queen's Hospital and see whether we could integrate that particular
type of exception into this ordinance .

CHAIRMAN: Does the second agree to withdraw?

WIEDERHOLT: Yes.

CHAIRMAN: Do we have a second to the motion?

WIEDERHOLT: I second the motion.



I
CHAIRMAN: Discussion?

WIEDERHOLT: I seconded this in order to talk about it. I think
we're really falling into a trap here. Hospitals are not comparable
in some very real way. The big issue in hospital planning right now
is whether or not hospitals are part of our future. That isn't in
answer to the question whether or not the two facilities will be needed
or not. It's that the hospital as it is a presently physical, social,

¯

economic, commercial, educational institution is an obsolete form.
CHAIRMAN: Ned, before we go further into that, according to Dr. = -

Choy's motion, the motion calls for the secretary to look into a matter Í šÊË
such as we're talking about. So rather than discuss that if the motion - ..

passes, then the secretary can listen to what has transpired in past | ii
HCSD ordinances that came up. And if there is one for Queen's Hospital, i §§
1et's see how it can be worked out from there. E BE

KUNA: I just question whether we would be able to work one out
because I don't know how finalized plans are. It depends on the plans
that Straub Clinic already has. It would involve a great deal of
negotiations I would think between--

CHAIRMAN: That's why we can look into the past and see what already
had transpired and we can work from there.

HOSAKA: Perhaps we ought to make it a little broader and open ended :

for the Executive Secretary to feel his way rather than to narrow his
area of research.

CHAIRMAN: To make it broader, I think what we could do is go on
the basis of consistency from the Commission's standpoint anyway, the
Commission's action on--

HOSAKA: What I'd like to do is offer an amendment and that is
rather than just to localize the Queen's Hospital, that :it be expanded
into .others that maybe analogous to this situation. I didn't want to
tie your hand, that's all.

CONNELL: There is a proposal which has come before the Planning -

and Zoning Committee which I referred to earlier to Mr. Henniger
regarding special hospital zones which the Pianning and Zoning Committee
has sent out notification to various hospitals to all the hospitals on
the island asking them to respond by the middle of this .month. I think
this may relate possibly to this issue because what could possibly occur
is to 1 ave three layers of zoning the CZC, this particular district, and
then a special h.ospital zone. I think the question can be legitimately
be raised of whether we need that many layers of zoning.

CHAIRMAN: Okay, if the maker of the motion agrees then wMll
broaden the scope of the study as well as include the research into the
hospital zone that Council's initiating. Second agrees?

WIEDERHOLT: Yes.

CH Y: Question?

CHAIRMAN Question has been called for. All those in favor raise

-10-



your right hand?

(The motion to defer the matter was unanimously carried.)
UNFINISHED BUSINESS Public hearings were held January 21 andCONDITIONAL USE PERMIT February 4, 1976. On February 4, 1976,(TENNIS PARK FACILITY) the public hearing was closed, and theAINA HAINA matter deferred to March 3, 1976 for furtherHAINES, JONES, FARRELL, review of the Conditions as requested byWHITE, GIMA, Corporation Counsel.because of the legalARCHITECTS, LTD. complexities of the liabiŒity question.(FILE #74/CUP-37 LC)

Corporation Counsel has suggested, if the
CUP is given a favorable recommendation,the addition of 11 conditions. Corporation Counsel also responded tog the legal questions which were raised regarding this proposed tennisg facility (copies of conditions and opinion attached).

CHAIRMAN: Commissioners?
- KUNA: I would like to make a motion to recommend approval of theconditional use permit, subject to the revised conditions that havebeen supplied us, with a further motion that owners and/or developersof the subject property shall be required to enter into a unilateral¯

agreement guaranteeing to o local public high school tennis teamsiinthe area free use of three tennis courts, on Mondays through Fridays,from 2:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. If said hours are not amenable to thepublic high school making use of the courts, then the owner and/ordevelopers of the subject site are to make said courts available at atime more convenient to the teams. Said unilateral agreement.is alsoto guarantee that the tennis.club will make every effort to make itscourts available at a nominal cost for tournaments sponsored by localpublic high schools. This unilateral agreement is to be prepared bythe applicant's attorney and executed by the applicant prior to thegranting of a conditional use permit.

And also I would like to move that the City Council consider furtherconditions which would entail periodic monitoring of this area in orderthat there would be advance warning of any future landslide.

CHOY: Mr. Chairman, I would second the motion with perhaps anamendment that the unilateral agreement to be drawn up between theapplicant and the school or the second party which would be subjectto reas¢ñable review of the City Council.

The addition to the amendment is that if I read the Egecutive Secretarycorrectly, we could make the recommendation for unilateral agreement tobe drawn up between the parties and not for this Commission to spellout the unilateral agreement. Is that right?

KUNA: If it' s unilateral, that means one s.ided.
CHOY: Yes I know but what you're doing, you're spelling it out for them.
KUNA: Well, I'm not going to buy an open unilateral agreement.They will only use the courts at a certain time on certain days.
CHOY: I second your motion with the addition to your amendmentmeaning that what I want to do is also ask--including in your amendment

-11-
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i that the City Council would review the reasonableness of your unilateral Ë gagreement and your condition. I think that's reasonable because after = ITT

all they make the final decision anyway.

KUNA: Yes, they make the decision anyway. I don't know if the --

amendment is necessary then.

I CHAIRMAN: You agree?

KUNA: Yes.

I miCHAIRMAN: Okay, further discussion? All those in favor of the mi
motion raise your right hand? --

(The motion carried.)

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kamiya, Kuna, Wiederholt --

I NAYES - Wikum
ABSENT - Sumida

i UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing was held and closed 55
BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE TO on February 4, 1976 and action deferred
AMEND SECTIONS 21-280 6 to March 3, 1976 since the Commission had
21-561, R. O. 1969, AS just received the Bill and needed further
AMENDED, RELATING TO study.
CLUSTER DEVELOPMENTS
COUNCIL INITIATED No discussion followed.
BILL NO. 1
(FILE #76]LSR/CZC-1) ACTION: The Commission concurred with

the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of

the proposed ordinance, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka
and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kamiya, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Sumida
ABSTAINED - Kuna

CITY COUNCIL VARIANCE The City Council referred to the Planning
FROM PROVISIONS OF Commission for review, a request seeking
ORDINANCE NO. 4362 a City Council variance from provisions
(ALTERATIONS ON of Ordinance No. 4362, as amended, for
EXISTING STRUCTURE) tIle purpose of performing certain altera-
WAIKIKI tions on an existing structure.
MONROE JONS
(FILE #DGP2/76-369) Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the

Director's report of the applicant's
proposal to remove an existing stairway

and to replace it with a new stairway and catwalk to serve the existing
Mariposa Apartments. It is the Director's recommendatientthat the
request be approved.

There were no questions concerning the Director's report.

ACTION: Th.e Commission concurred with the Director's recommendation
and recommended approval of the request, on motion by Mr.

-12-



Hosaka, seconded by Dr. Choy and carried.

AYES - Choy, Hosaka, Izumoto, Kuna, Kamiya, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT - Sumida --

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 3:25 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

-13-



DEPARTMENT OF LAND UTILIZATION
- CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

650 SOIJT H KING STREET
- HONOLULU. HAWAli 9(;613

March 3, 1976

MEMORANDUM

a TO : PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM : GEORGE S. MORIGUCHI, DIRECTOR OF LAND UTILIZATION
SUBJECT: PLANNING COMMISSION 'S REQUEST FOR D.L.U. TO REVIEW

THE PROPOSED THOMAS SQUARE/ACADEMY OF ARTS DISTRICT
ORDINANCE (DRAFT 1) WITH RESPECT TO TESTIMONY BY
PERSONS REPRESENTING STPAUB CLINIC

Straub Clinic's request for exemption from the Design Control System '

for the district should be denied for the following reasons:
1.. Its exemption would justify exemption of other structures

providing medical, public or quasi-public services includingthe Medical Arts Building, Linakona School, McKinley High
School, the Blaisdell Memorial Center Concert Hall, the First
Methodist Church and the Academy of Arts. Any such exemptions

- could result in developments incompatible with the objectivesof the district.

2 . Exemption would leave no public controls over future construction ,and viable alternatives migh.t not be explored to meet theobjectives of the Thomas Square District.

Exception to height regulations proposed in Section A-2 may be
modified to include exceptions to open space and building setbackrequirements which are of concern to Straub Clinic as follows.

"Exceptions to the regulations stated in Sections 5 and 6 of thisordinance may be granted by the City Council not to exceed theregulations contained in any underlying zoning district, if the
_-¯applicant can demonstrate: 1) that the proposed development isnecessary to achieve some public objective of relatively equal



Plannin Commissi.on

i Page 2 |
¯g

or greater importance than the objectives stated in Section 18 of
this ordinance, or 2) that the proposed development is not in
conflict with the objectives stated in Section lB of this ordinance. "

i The exception provision as modified should allow for expansion ofStraub Clinic and others while maintaining compatibility with theobjectives for the district.

GEO ES . MORI U HI
Dir or of L Utilization

GSM:lh

liil
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DEPARTMENT OF THE CORPORATION COUNSEL
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

- HONOLULU, HAWAII 00613

F-ItAflK F. FAsi
tiARRY CHUNGMAfDN

COOl'OHAflON COllN'i!I

March 3, 1976

TO ROBERT R. WAY, CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER

FROM CLAIRE M. MARUMOTO, DEPUTY CORPORATION COUNSEL

SUBJECT: STRAUB CLINIC AND PROPOSED HCS DISTRICT NO. 4

This is in response to your letter of February 19 ,1976 in behalf of the Planning Commission which requestedour opinion on the questions listed hereaf ter concerning theeffect of proposed "Historic, Cultural and Scenic [HCS)District No. 4, the Thomas Square/Academy of Arts District"on the planned expansion of Straub Clinic.

l. Are property owners, such as Straub Clinic, whohave proceeded in good faith with development plans ,based upon the existing provisions of the Comprehensive
Zoning Code, being deprived of their vested propertyrights?

We cannot answer this question merely on the basis ofthe testimony of Mr. James P. Conahan attorney for Straub
Clinic. Establishing an HCS District is a proper exerciseof Council s legislative powers. Every zoning measureaffects property rights to some extent. Whether the doctrineof estoppel can be invoked by a property owner would dependupon a detailed analysis of the facts.

2. Would an exemption, as proposed by Mr. Conahan,attorney for Straub Clinic, be a viable solution if in facthis assertions are correct? The proþosed exemption wouldrelate to "quasi-public institutions such as medical clinicsand hospitals which have spent substantia1 sums of money ingood faith in reliance on existing ordinances. "



E -I-r
-,---

TO: ROBERT R. WAY
CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER -2- March 3, 1976

i 3. Would the exception provision as outlined in
Section 5.A (2) (c) of the proposed ordinance be an adequate .
safeguard to meet the concerns raised by Mr. Conahan?

I We answer the second and third questions together .

Since the proposed bill is an expression of Council' s policy,
it would be for Council to determine whether Mr. Conahan's

I assertions and concerns are appropriate for consideration,
by the Council.

In summary, we advise that (1) the question of
deprivation of property rights cannot be answered with the
information provided, and (2) the remaining two questions
should be raised in the legislative forum as they are
matters of Council policy.

CLAIRE M. MARUMOTO
Deputy Corporation Counsel

CMM: ln

IIIIE
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DEAMATOLOGY
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ROBEFIT KIM, M.D.

I VONRiiBT C. DROWN, M.D,

ENDOCHINOLOGY
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FIONALD U, MOOME, M.D.

CASTROENTEROLOGY
-
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BTANLEY 8. SHIMODA, M.D.

I OASTROlNTESTINALSUAGERY DATE: March 2 1976JAMES W. CHCnny, M.D.

GENERAL SURGERY

o, 'n'Ë.$oiÖ TO: MR. RANDALL KAMIYA, CHAIRMAN

I HEALTHAP6PRANISALUA
ANSKY,M.D. CITY PLANNING COMMISSION .

¯

FRANK L. TARRAH, M.D.
W. B. QUitihNUERRY, M.D. ----

1NFECTIOUSDISEANSc
o,PicN.M.o SUBJECT: THOMAS SQUARE/ACADEMYOF ARTS HISTORIC, CULTURAL &

INTERNAL MEEolCING
,SERT, JA., M.O SCENIC DISTRICT .I G. B. GARIS, M.O

OL.ORIA M MADAMOA, M,D

NEPHROLOGY
ARNOLD W. SIEMSEN, M.0 ---NAMlKO KOMINAMI, M, 0, ¯¯¯

EUGENE 0. C. WONG, M. D.

JARED 0. BUOIHARA, M. D.

NEUROLOGICAL SURGERY
JOHNJ.LOWREY,M.D.

WILLIAM M. HAMMON, M.D.

NEUROLOGY I am Submitting this correspondence in behalf of Straub ¯

M.M.OKlHIRO,M.D. I
¯

KENNETH K. NAKANO. M. D.

NUCLEAR MEDICINE , • - -

I ROBERT A, NORDYKE, M.D. Clinic & Hospital, Inc. --.

OBSTETAlCS-GYNECOLOGY
COLIN C. McCORRISTON, M.D.

AODNEY T.WEST,M.D.
FUCATE CARTY,M.D. ¯

WILLLAM H. HINDLE, M.D.
se-NNHNS AN ER MM.DD: Although I did not personally testify at the Public Hearing

ONCOLOGY-HEMATOLOGY
REGINALD HO, M,D.

OPHT O

OGNC.GUERRERO,M.D held on February 18, 1976, I registered to participate in the
LEONARD S.KUNINOBU, M.D.

E. KENT BENNETT, M.0,
ORTHOPE CSUR ERYLLEDGE,M.D, discussion and was available. It is my recollection that the

DONALD A.JONES,M.D.
ALBERTY.T.KONG,JR.,M.D.

ROBERT F. LINDBERG, M.D.

OTOLARYNGOLOGY COmmiSSion's decision was to refer the proposed Ordinance to theTRUETT Y. BENNETT, M.0,
D. C. NEWBILL, JA., M. O,

T. ROY MAKU, M. D.

PATHOLOGYL.JOHNI..OCKETT,M.D. Department of Land Utilization for further study. The intent of
JAMES J. NAVIN, M.D,

ROBEAT C. WLAIR, M.D,

PEDIATRICS
JOHN C. M1LNOR, M.D. this action was to af ford the Department of Land Utilization andH. M. SEXTON, M. D.

W.F.MODRE,M,D.
- CARL W. LEHMAN, M, D.

THOMAS M, CASHMAN, M.D.

PEDIATRICCARDIOLOGY Straub the opportunity to explore ideas which would make the
EDGAR C. K. Ho, M. D.

PERIPHERAL VASCULAR SURGERY
PLASTIC,REnC STRLUGTIVN R,M.D, Ordinance more palatable. The Department of Land Utilization was
& MAXILLOFACtAL SURGERY

JAMES H. PENDFF, M.D.

PRIMARYCARE inStructed to bring forth the results in two weeks.E, WAYNE DUTTON, M.D.
ROONEY S. MATSUBAAA, M.D.

PSYCHIATRY
WM. T. TSUSHIMA, PhD.

- KOSTA STOJANOVICH, M. D. --
HiLLEVIR.KROON,PhD,

ALANO.HAWK,M If the Commission would permit me to do so, I would like
RADIOLOGY

H. O. RIGLER. M. D,

"= o : to supplement Straub's previous testimonies with the following
RHEUMATOl.OGY

PANU LIMPISVASTI, M,0. additional thoughts and remarks . These are:
THORACIC SURGERY

NIALL M. SCUI..I,V. M,0.

UROLOGY
WALTKR B. STAODE, M.D.

E, L£E GIMMÔNS, M.D.
WM. J. YARDft0UGH. M.D.

ADMIN1STRATION
THOMAB L. BATTISTO

PATNICK J. DUARTE
M. PETEM HiBOINS
PHILIP 0. NWLSON
00ROTHY A. PARK

ICHARD V. STENBON



(a) The Ordinance states as its purpose that it is -

necessary to provide a vehicle by which the historic,

cultural and scenic significance of Thomas Square and the .mmi a --=.

Academy of Arts are preserved and protected. Moreover,

the Ordinance was precipitated by the construction of

high-rise apartment buildings which have adversely impacted

the serenity of the interior courtyards of the Academy

and the Square.

- Straub supports the Ordinance relative to its

purpose, however, we are classified as a quasi-public

organization and certainly our facility is not a high-rise

apartment. During our growth. of over forty years (40) at

Thomas Square, Straub has enhanced rather than tarnished

the aesthetics of the Academy and the Square.

Of greater importance, we believe the Ordinance

in its present form is deficient in that it has placed

greater value and priority on cultural aspects as compared

with the delivery of health services . Because we are a

major health provider, it seems prudent to equate our

position in the community to that of the Academy and the --

Square. In this regard, may we apprise you of these facts;

namely;

Straub is the only health provider in this
State with all disciplines of medicine under a

coordinated organizational setting.



. We care for about 10% of the State's popu-

i lation, and in the Honolulu postal zone, this percentage
is at 14. 3% or 52,000 people. If

. Straub is an integral part of the University
of Hawaii School of Medicine, in that we provide
training to medical students and are one of two
hospitals engaged in the subspecialty training of

I physicians in residency .

I (b) The Ordinance would affect Straub's growth as

follows:

. Hei ht Restriction of 100'

Our hospital is currently 99' and is designed
to expand up to about 157'. As already stated,
we have made a substantial investment in the
structural foundation to achieve this
expansion.

. King Street Setback of 20'

This would af feet the expansion plans of our
garage which is designed to accommodate six (6)
additional parking tiers. Again, we have made
a large investment in the structurai foundation.

. Ward Avenue Setback of 50'

This would affect our outpatient buildings
which are A3, 25 and 13 years old respectively.
These buildings must eventually be replaced.
The Ordinance would prohibit us from doing so.

. Hotel Street Setback of 15'

e have recently purchased a parcel of land
on Hotel Street referenced the Ivanhoe Property.
The price of this parcel was $450,000. It is
our intent to build upon this property in 1976.
The structure would be a medical support
facility not to exceed 100 ' in height.



. 50% Open Space Requirement | |t
The Ordinance does not define open space.

-g

However, if this provision is intended to i
coincide with "Public Open Space" as currently Ë ,I defined under CZC, it is unduly restrictive. E g
This definition is stated as "Public open
space" is defined as that part of the net lot
area which is open and unobstructed from its
lowest level to the sky, except for roof eaves
and overhangs is open to the public at all times,
adjoins a public street for at least 20% of
its perimeter at an average elevation which is
not more than 30 inches above the adjoining
public street and has a minimum of 25% of its
total area devoted to and maintained in plants
which shall be rooted directly in the ground
and not in portable containers . Any area used
for parking or maneuvering of automotive
vehicles or storage of equipment or refuse
shall not be deemed public open space."

This provision in its lf would prohibit u
from proceeding with any further construction.

In siimmary, we sincerely ask the Commission to exempt

Straub from the Ordinance in view of our status as a quasi--public

facility serving a large segmeút of the pulation and in light of

the substantial investment made in good alth to p ovide for

orderly expansion.

.Sincerely

SMUB CÚÌNÏC & HOSÉITAL, INC.

Tom L. Battisto
Executive Administrator

Reviewed & Approved by:



r R Allen, M.D

February 27, 1976

ag, MD

Yokoyama, M.D. City and County of Ilonolulu
City Planning Commission r
650 S. King St.
llonolulu, Hawaii 96813

L Anastasi. M.D.

Attention: Mr. Randall Kamiya c
0 omsrml City Planning Commissioner
ft ocMonme

.Canete, M.D. Re: A PROPOSED ORDINANCE FOR ESTABLISllMENT OF HISTORIC, CULTURAL
(Cardiology) AND SCENIC DISTRICT NO, 5, THE THOMAS SQUARE/ACADEMYOF ARTS

eenan. M.D. DISTRICT

. . Pumphrey, M.D.
¯ ¯

Pulmonology) Dear Sir:
¯

Sage, M.D.

Schroffner. M.D, The following are my comments and opinions and the opinions of the
Endocrinology) Fronk Clinic and its physicians regarding your proposed new city

I, M.D. ordinance,
diology)

Stevens. MD The Fronk Clinic moved to 839 South Beretania Street from Unioir
Square in 1961. We felt this area to be the Medical care center of

er og Honolulu. I'm sure if you survey the general area, you will find
necol ®V more physicians per square foot than anywhere else on the Island.

A. J Mundt M.D.

Takemoto, M.D. Two years ago we expanded and remodeled our facility to improve our
ability to deliver quality medical care, To prepare for our future

19ecl skröoz growth in this ever expanding medical profession we spent an additional
$9 3,000 .00 during our recent cons truction to ins tall suf ficient

Allen, M.D footings and develope plans to allow us to grow vertically some 12
-

F enza, M.D. to 15 stories.

gory As you probably know, medical space is much more castly to build than
hiy, Jr., M,D. regular office space. There are more small rooms and much higher

Ge ra1&Orthopedic Surgery plumbing and electrical costs. At the present time it costs about
Richert. M.o $30.00 per square foot to build first class office space and $60.00

gery & General Medicine) to build first class medical space. As inflation will no doubt
Warshauer, M.D.

General & Thoracic Surgery) continue, these costs will get much higher and the spread will be-
come ever greater between the two. Of course, these increased costs
must be passed on to the patient in the form of hig,her charges for

Kend g, M,D.

R Short

Chang
839 South Beretania Street Honolulu 96813
Phone 531-64TI
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.. February 27, 1976

Mr. Randall Kamiya
2 -1

medical care, There is no doubt in my mind that if the various
medical clinics are forced to build new facilities out of this area,
because of this ordinance, it will definitely increase the fees -

charged to patients for services and thereby raise the cos t of
medical care in the entire community.

What the ordinance will do:

1. Make us lose the $93,000.00 we have invested for future expansion
in this building,

2. Force us to remain status quo as far as adding new medical
specialities and procedures , etc. , or

3. Force us to move from the area and incur additional costs which
must be passed along to the patient.

-- 4. Raise health care cos ts in the community.

Therefore, gentlemen, we urge you to exempt the health care and
related facilities from your ordinance.

Also, I feel, it would have been prudent to have included us in your
initial planning stage of the area as we feel we are a defînite
asset to the community and may have some valid ideas to offer.

Sincerely yours ,

Ro ert A. Short
Clinic Administrator

RAS:lk



Honolulu Acaderny of Arts

24 February 1976 è p

STATEMENT BY THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE HONOLULU ACADEMY 0 ARTS IN'
- FAVOR OF THE ORDINANCE TO ESTABLISH "HISTORIC, CULTURAL AND SCENIC
¯¯

DISTRICT NO. 5, THE THOMAS SQUARE/ACADEMYOF ARTS DISTRICT"

We, the Trustees of the Honolulu Academy of Arts, are in accord with
the intent and purpose of the bill for an ordinance to establish the
Thomas Square/Honolulu Academy of Arts area as a historic, cultural :

-g

and scenic district.

Inasmuch as both Thomas Square and the Honolulu Academy of Arts are
designated for preservation on the State and National Registers as

historic sites, and inasmuch as together the Academy and the Neal S.

Blaisdell Memorial Concert Hall, flanking Thomas Square, constitute
the cultural center of Honolulu, we endorse legislative action to
prevent further incompatible projects being developed within the
boundaries set by the Department of Land Utilization as the limits of --

the proposed Dis trict.

We hope the measures proposed by the ordinance will assure the
serenity of the area as an appropriate, park-like setting for the
cultural and passive recreational purposes the Thomas Square/Academy
of Arts district has served for many years. We believe the perpetuation
of an open oasis in mid-town Honolulu that embraces scenic, historic,
cultural and architectural elements will benefit the City as a whole.

We wish to record our appreciation for the concern expressed and
initiative taken by the Department of Land Utilization in their

preparation of this comprehensive proposal.
I

Samuel A. Coo e
President
Board of Trustees
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Honolulu Acaderny of Arts osmee or - -eron

OO SOUTH 13CR¢TANIA STREET, HONOLULU. HAWA11 90814. Tr:LEPHONE 2536.3003 .

25 February 1976 --

Mr. Cyril Phillips, Chairperson
Permanent Development Committee •

¯

•

First United Methodist Church - 2 I
1020 South Beretania Street ¯ dii
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 15!

Dear Mr. Phillips:

Thank you for your courtesy in sending me a copy of your
communication of 17 February 1976, addressed to Mr. Randall
Kamiya, Chairperson of the Planning Commission, in connection
with the proposed City and County ordinance to establish The
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Historic, Cultural and Scenic
District. In return I enclose a copy of our official standing
on this proposal, adopted at yesterday's.meeting .of the
Trustees and forwarded today .to Mr. Kamiya.

The Board has instructed that I write you and clearly
define the Academy's position with respect to the.proposed
development of the First United Methodist Church property
across Victoria Street from the Academy. It is true that
our committee, in a meeting with your Permanent Development
Committee, agreed informally that the revised plan of-Ing -

and Stark was a considerable improvement over the initial
massive concept for the Church's proposed high rise condominium
apartment project. As the only.ayailable compromise solution
to a development considered basically incompatible to the
interests of the Academy and the whole Thomas Square area,
this reduced plan was reviewed at a subsequent meeting of the
Board and was conceded by the Trustees to be a preferable
alternative to the first schematic design. The substance of
this feeling was then verbally conveyed to the Church.

The Boai·d of Trustees of the Academy did not commit it-
self to any formal agreement with the First United Methodist
Church. At the time discussions were held with the Church,
the Trustees could find no recourse to oppose development of
the Church property. Now, however, the proposed ordinance before
the Planning Commission offers hope for a means to protect the
whole area of which the Academy is a part. The Board considers
that such protection would be in the interest of the larger
community, present and future. It considers.that, as Trustees



I
i Mr. Cyril Phillips

25 February 1976
Page 2

i
of a unique educa tional ins ti tu tion, it has the du ty to try
to protect the public interest as affected by possible
developments adverse to the historic, cultural and scenic
attributes of the Academy, which both the National and
State registers of important places have recognized for
purposes of preserva tion.

We regret we find it necessary to take a position on this
proposed ordinance which is contrary to that of our neighbor
institution, but we trust that our reasoning is understandable
at least from our point of view.

Ve truly yours,

Samuel A. Cooke
President
Board of Trustees

SAC: lh
encl ..

cc: The Honorable Frank F. Fasi, Mayor
The Honorable George Akahane, Chairman, City Council -

Mr. Randall Kamiya
Mr. George S. Moriguchi
Mr. Robert R. Way
Mr. Sheridan C. F, Ing



' '.Y DRAFT NO. 2

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
RECREATIONAL FACILITY OF AN OUTDOOR NATURE

AINA HAINA
74/CUP-37 (LC)

I CONDITIONS
February 27, 1976

1. The Plans submitted, marked Exhibit "A" and on file with the
Department of Land Utilization, shall he followed except as
may be altered by the conditions stated herein;

2. The tennis facility shall be developed on the approximately di
54 acres identified in Exhibit "A" and the remaining 31 acres ÉSI shall remain and be maintained in their natural state; -

3. Proposed lighting fixtures shall be so shielded as to prevent
any direct reflection toward residential properties. All
structures and light standards shall conform to applicable
State and City statutes, ordinances and regulations;

4. The applicant shall provide standard turnarounds as directed
by the Director of Transportation Services at the end of each
public right-of-way which is used for vehicular access to the
site, and said turnarounds shall.be dedicated to the City and
County of Honolulu. Any work .proposed for dedication to the
City and County shall be bonded with the City according to the
Subdivision Rules and Regulations prior to occupancy. Interior
road turnarounds shall be provided for approval by the Departmentof Public Works to meet requirements for public refuse disposal;

5. Two hundred off-street parking stalls shall be provided in 5ËËconformance with Section 21-204(a) of the CZC; mi

6. A 12-foot public easement recorded in favor of the State of
Hawaii, through the project area shall be provided by therecorded owner of the land, and subject to the approval of ämi
the Director of the Department of Parks & Recreation;

7. On-site fire protection facilities shall be provided by the Uml
applicant as directed by the Fire Department; . .

¯¯¯

8. Utilities--all utilities shall be underground within the project ggsite and shall include:
a. Installation of a complete water system to meet the Board

of Water Supply's specifications.
b. Construction of necessary sewer lines and provision ofsewer dasement to meet the Department of Public Works

requirements;

9 . Prior to commencing operation of the facility proof shall be
presented to the Director of Land Utilization for his approval
and acceptance that an adequate fund has been established to
provide for adjustments and repairs for the facility and abut-
ting properties including the public right-of-way which might
be necessitated by soil movement on the subject site



10 . The owners of the subject site shall stipulate that the City .I and County of Honolulu s'hall he held blameless for anydamages to t'he structures or facilities on the subject s.Iteor any damages to surrounding properties arising out of ori proximately caused by the use of or improvements made tothe subject site which might result from soil movement;
11. Refuse Collection. The applicant shall provide refuse stor-age and collection areas in accordance with the requirementsof the Department of Public Works, Refuse Division. Suchareas shall contain facilities for container scrubdown;i .12. Prior to obtaining any building permits:

a. A landscape plan shall he submitted to the Director of .

I Land Utilization for his review and approval. The planshall be accompanied by an implementation timetable anda program for maintenance. All significant trees over ~10" diameter for removal shall he identified and approvedby the Department of Land Utilization prior to issuanceI of.a grading permit. _All trees to be retained shall alsobe identified. Pathways shall he according to plansapproved by the Department of Land Utilization. Pathwaysshall be of concrete or other hard surface acceptable bythe Department of Land Utilization
..

So ls, Gradi and Drainige. Gra ng and b 1ding place-ment shall comply with
.the State of Hawaii Water Quality .Standards, recommendations of.the Lt. S. Soil conserva-tion Service and a soils engineer, and be approved by theDepartment of Public Works and the Department of LandUtilization. The applicant shall provide any. and all 'environmental· safeguards and improvements as may be re-quired by the Department of Land Utilization, theDepartment of Public Works, the - Department of Health,and the Soil Conservation Service including but notlimited to adherence to temporary erosion and dust con½trol measures, revegitation of graded areas, installationof sediment traps, construction of temporary diversiondite'hes, prevention of rock fall and landslide, and com-pliance with conditions stated în Condition No. 25,"Environmental Protectîon During Construction." .Soilsengineering, gìading wofk, footings, foundation, retain-îng walls and other structures. shall he in accord witha final soils investigation report by G. J. Hawaii, Ltd.and as approved. by the Department of Public Works

Grading and construction moñitoring and inspection of .the site by a soils engineer shall be provided..Certification from the soils engineer that the gradingwork has been completed in acco.tdance with G. J. HawaiiLtd. final soils report· shall he submitted to theDepa tment of Public Works, Building Department and theDepartment of Land Utilization for review and approvalupon completion of the grading work and prior to iguanceof building permit for the tructures;



I .....

« ...WI

Il

12. c. Drainage Study. The applicant shall under t·.ake as a ¯ ¯m

prerequisite to issuance of the grading permit, a drain-age study to determine and resolve any potential dangerto affected areas due to drainage from the project sitefor review and approval by the Department of Health, theDepartment of Land Utilization, and the Department ofPublic Works. The study shall:
¯¯

. (1) Evaluate the existing flood drainage situation;
(2) Determine the increased runoff generated by theproject and the resulting impact on and the floodaggravation to the affected areas; and . .

(3) Proposed measures to provide flood protection toresolve the problem, if any;
The. applicant shall also provide at his own expense adrainage system to the stream as required by .the Depart-ment of Public Works; . ...

d. The applicant, at his expense, shall have tests made todetermine whether the public right-of-way is .capable ofhandling the stress of the construction equipment thatwill be required for grading and construction on thesubject site. These tests shall be submitted to theDirector and Chief Engineer of the Department of PublicWorks;

e. The recorded owner of the land encompassed by thisConditional Use Permit shall file with The Bureau ofLand Conveyances of the State of Hawaii a declarationof these restrictive conditions
. A certified copy of the documents as issued by TheBureau of Conveyances shall be presented to the Director- of Land Utilization as evidence of recordation prior .to

. the issuance of the building permit; and,
g. Covenants.; yhe de eloper shall b equired to incor

.porate all of the conditions set forth herein as part ..of the restrictive covenants running with the land andmade a part of any -sales agreement with any futureowners.

13. Flexibility. The architect shall be provided a reasonabledegree of flexibility in the preparation of detailedengineering and architectural plans for this project. Aswork progresses on these drawings, it may be found that itwould be advantageous to shift the structures slightly in =order to preserve a particularly desirable element of thelandscape or to accommodate certain unforeseen site



13. (con nu )
conditions. In addition, as detailed architectural plansare developed, it may be found that certain structural con-figurations may need to be altered slightly also for theabove reasons. The environmental character and t'he designconcept of the project as indicated on the submitted plansshall he maintained;

14. Changes made to the site plan necessitated by additional
-. soils, grading, draiñage and/or stream· studies shall be .subject to the approval of the Department of Land Utilization -

15. Detailed documents. The applicant shall obtain t'he approvalof the Department of Land Utilization and appropriate govern-mental agencies on fînal detailed documents covering all .building and sîte improvements, including but not limited toparking, grading, drainage, sewers, water and electric.utilities, easements, subdivisions, walkways, roadways,street.and area
.lig'hting, fire hydrants, refuse storage andcollection areas, fences, guard rails, screens, signs,.landscaping, boulder protection,_and recreation facilities;

he landsc ing plan shall.. include . i formation on the è.ypeand size of the proposed plants, all retaining walls andpavement materials, and an irrigation system.to support thelandscaping; .
This approval shall be obtained prior to issuance of buildingpermit . . .

. r
16. Engineer's certification. During construction, all workshall he subject to inspection by governmental agencies.The applicant's consulting engineers shall be responsiblefor the-inspection and supervision of all grading and allof the off-site and on-site improvements to .insure completioni in accordance with the approved construction plans. The.applicant's.engineer shall submit a certified statement;signed and stamped by a registered engineer for .acceptance,to the Building Department, Department of Public Works andLand Utilization. .The certification shall include thatconstruction of the project has, been completed in accordancewith the. approved engineering construction plans, prior toissuance of occupancy permits;

--

17 . Maintenance of Areas, Utilitien, and Structures. Legal. documents shall he drawn up to ensure perpetual maintenanceof landscaping and plants,..grounds and structures includingwalls and repair and maintenance of all facilities andutilities by the desîgnated management for the project.There is assurance of adequate provision for perpetualmaintenance of the open areas, including those in excess of



17. (cân
.inued)

that resulting from reduction in the lot sizes, by theinclusion of covenants running with the land in the deedsor of.her instruments of conveyance, delineatîng such open
.

areas; and

a. Obligating members to participate iA a members' associationand to support maintenance of the open areas by paying toI the association, assessments sufficient for such main-tenance and subjecting the property to a lien for enforce-ment of payment.of the respective assessments;
b. Obligating such association to maintain the open areas
c. Empowering the City as wëll .as the other members in thei . ... tennis club to enforce the covenants in the event offailure of compliance; and

ovËdingfor agreement that if - the City is ÊequirŠd toperform any maintenance work pursuant to item (c)
.above,

said members would pay tTe cost thereof and that the sameshall he a lien upon the property until said cost has .Leen paid; provided that the app1îcant'shall be respon-sible for the formation of the members ' association ofwhich ' the applicant, or if the applicant is not theowner.of the facility then suchowrer shall be a member.Other equivalent provisions to assure adequate perpetualmaintenance may be permitted if·.approved by the Director of. i.Jand Utilization and the Corporation Counsel. Assurancethat such covenants or uivalent provisions will beincluded in the deeds o other instruments of conveyancewill be evidenced by the recordation in the Bureau ofConveyances or with the Assistant :Registrar of the LahaCourt,.of a declaration providing for adequate perpetualmaintenance of the open areas, as prescribed hereinabove,and identifying the tract. The declaration shall be -included in the deed or other instruments of conveyance andshall he evidenced by the recordation in the Bureau ofconveyances of a decXaration providing for adequate per-. petual maintenance of thei open areas, as prescr îbed '
·hereînabove, and identifying the facility, he declara-tion shall he included in the sales agreement and shallLe made binding on all menbers;

18. Transfer .of Rights Any
.assignment andfor transfer of anysubstantial interest in the land parcel designated as theAina Haina Tennis Park shall he subject to the approval andconsent of the Director of Land Utilization. S.uch approvaland consent shall not be withheld provided that the assigneeand/or transferee agrees in writi 9 to comply with all theconditions imposed herein;



19. In the event all conditions as set forth herein are not com-plied with, the City Council may authorize the Dirac t or ofLand Utilization to talke action to terminato the uñe or halt 'its operation until such time full compliance is obtained;
20. Any modifications to the conditions stated herein shall besubject.to approval of the City Councîl. (The Director mayapprove any requests for modifying the submitted plans whichhe considers to be minor revision.)
21. The City Councîl may at any time impose additional conditions

.when it becomes apparent that a modification is necessary and -appropriate in accordance with Section 21-242 of the CEC
.(Ordinance No. 3234)

..

22. Hours of operation of the courts shall he from- 7 :00 a.m. to10:00 p.m.; the court lighting shall be extinguished at 10:00p.m.; and the clubhouse facilities shall close at 11:00 p.m.except on Fridays, Saturdays and holiday eves, the clubhouseshall close at 12 o'clock midnight;
23. Any noise condition which exceeds the acceptable standardsas provided in existing and future County and/or State statute,ordinance, or regulations wîll be remedied by the applicant. .

at°·t°he
direction.of the Director of Land Utilization;

24. Within one year of the date of the approval of the ConditionalUse Permit, the applicant.shall properly file for a buildingpermit with the Building Department and commence construction.If necessary, the time limit may be. extended by the Directorprovided the applicant makes a request in writing and submitsreasons which, in the opinion of the Dîrector, justify thei . .· time extension;

25. Environmental Protection During Construction.' Due to thepresent -high concern for protection of the environment, thefollowing environmental protection measures will be taken.during construction of this t teññis development:
a. I.mplementation. Prior to the commencement ¯

of work, thecontructor shall meet with the owner and engineer todevelop mutual understanding relative to the preventionof environmental pollution and the administration ofenvironmental protection. During the construction periodthe contradtor shall meet with the owner and engineer atreasonable intervals on ploliems and methods of detection,prevention and correction of environmental pollution
b. Applicable Regulations. In order to prevent and toprovide for abatement and control of any environmental --pollution arising from the construction activities of

-----the contractor and his subcontractors in the performance

256
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25. b.. (continued) '

.

of his contract, the contractor shall comply wîth allapplicable federal, state, eind local laws, aind regulationsconcerning environmental pollution control and abatement;
c. Air Pollution. The contractor shall not permit or cause --air pollution from fugitive dust, mist, smoke, and otherparticulate matter, vapor, gas, odorous substances, orany combination thereof;

.

d. Rubbish Disposal.
¯

g .
. (1) No burning and/or buryin<3 of debris and' waste materialshall be permitted on the project site;

(2) All debris and waste materials shall be hauled awayfrom the job site. During loading operations,debris and waste material shall he watered down toallay dust;

(3) . No dry
.sweeping shall he permitted in removing dustrubbish from floors and paved areas. Vacuuming orwet. sweeping is acceptable;

(4) Enclosed chutes shall be used to convey debris froupper floor to ground floor level;
e . Fugitive Dust. Dust shall he kept down at all timesincluding non-working hours, weëkends and holidays bykeeping the ground damp. Precautions shall be taken at

.reasonable intervals
.to correct a nuisance or hazard toothers. Examples of some

.reasonable precautions are:
(1) Use, where possible, of water or chemicals for controlof dust in construction operations, the grading ofroads or the clearing of land;

.
.

2) Application of asphalt, oil, water or suitablechemical on road materials stockpiles and othersurfaces which can gîve rise to airborne dusti
(3) .InstallaËion and use of hoods, fans, nd fabricfilters to enclose and vent the handling of dustymaterials . . Adequate containment methods shall heemployed during sandblasting or other similaroperation;

(4-) Covering, at all times when in motion, open-bodiedtrucks transporting materials likely to introduceairborne dust;

(5) The paving of roadwa s and their aintenance in a



25. o. (5) (continued)
clean condition; · ·

(6) Conduct of agricultural p.ractices such as tillingI '

of leind, application of fertilizers, etc. in suchmanner as to minimize airborne dust; .

1 (7) The prompt removal of earth or other material from 'paved streets onto which earth or other materialhas been transported by trucking or earth-moving . : -I equipment, erosion by water, or other means;
(8) Only wet grinding will be allowed on externali surfaces; . .
(9) Dry grinding will be allowed on interior surfacesprovided all openings are covered;I .

.
.

. . ..

.g(10) Only wet cutting of cement blocks, concrete andasphaltic concrete pavements. will be pefmitted;
(11) No unnecessary shaking of bags is permitted wherecement, mortar and plaster mixing is done unlessthe dust therefrom can be confined;
(12) No sandblasting will be allowed unless the dust. therefrom can be confined;
(13) No dry power brooming may .1;>e used . Air blowing willbe permitted only for cleaning of nonparticulatedebris such as reinforcing bar, scraps, tie wire, etc.
(14) The contractor shall not cause or permit to be emittedinto the atmosphere any dust from any .source in sucha manner that the ground level concentration at apoint selected by the owner-quality control erigineer -'

. exceeds:
(a) 150 micrograms per cubic meter above upwindconcentrations . · Samples shall be obtained byusing a high volume air . sampler or other .equivalent method for a 127hour period; or .

(b) A fallout of 3.0 grams of dust, per squaremeter above upwind concentrations for any14-day period. Dustfall samples shall beobtained by using fallout jars of 8" indiameter and 12" in depth or any larger jarof equivalent proportions;
f . Noise Control:

(1) All combustion engine-powered equipment shall 'have
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.

appropriate mufflers to minimize noise; .
(2) No blasting and use of explosives will be permitted;
(3) Pneumatic chipping or pavement breaking operationsI s'hall he confined to the period between 8:00 a.m.to 4:00 p.m. Mondays through Fridays. Pneumaticchipping will not be permitted on Sundays, Saturdays,i .. and holidays;

.(4) Starting of equipment shall not be done prior toI 6:45 a.m.; .
..

.

g. Soil Erosion:

I . (1) During grading operations the grade shall be main-tained to prevent erosion înto adjoining property.Temporary herms, drainage outlets, silting- basinand other provisions shall be installed as required.I All cut and fill slopes shall be protected againststorm run-off through the installation of diversiondikes or by other acceptable means . ¶here a cut orfill îs greater than. 15 ft. in height, terrace orbenches shall be constructed at vertical intervalsof 15 f t. except that where only one bench. isrequired, it shall he at midpoint. The minimumwidth of such terraces or benches shall at . least be -8 ft. (for 15-ft. vertical,intervals) and providedwith drainage provisions to control erosion on theslope face.and hench surface;
..

2) Adequate provisions shall he made·to prevent surfacewaters from damaging the cut face of an excavationor the sloped surface of a fill. · Positive drainageshall he provided to prevent the accumulation orretention of.surface water pits, gullies, holes orsimilar depressions.
. All drainage facilities -shallbe designed to carry surface waters to .a streetstorm drain or natural water course;

3) No grading work shall be done between the hours of6±00 p.m. and 2:00 a.m. on any daygaiid no workshall be done on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays
(4) The maximum area of land that may be opened forgrading or grubbing shall be determined by theDepartment of Public Works. The grading and grubbingshall be done by increment and the size and numberof the increments shall be approved by the Departmentof Public Works . The ar ea of land that may be openedmay be reduced to control polintion and minimizestorm damage;
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25. A. (continued) '

.

; -

(5) Cleared areas shall be revegetated as soon as pos-sible to minimize crosion and soil run-off duringheavy rains;
(6) The contractor shall not perform any grading opera-tions so as to cause falling rocks, soil or debrisin any form to fall, slide or flow onto.adjoiningproperties;

7) All grading operations authorized sha-11 he performedi in conformance with the applicable provisions of the"Water Quality Standards" contained in the PublicI Health Regulations, Department of Health, State ofHawaii, and in accordance with the Department ofPublic Works Regulations of the City and County ofHonolulu; . . - ·

·

-¾h. Water Pollution. The contractor.s°hall take all necessaryprecautions to ·prevent the pollution o£water.resourcesfrom.fuels, oils, bitumens,:calcium chloride, herbicides,pesticides, chemicals, or other harmful-mater ials. Thecontractor shall conduct -his operations so as to avoidor minimize the siltation of streams and coastal waters
. i. Washing and Curing Water. Water used in embankmentmaterial processing, aggregate processing, concretecuring, foundation and concrete lift cleanup, and otherwaste waters.shall not be allowed to enter the water .resources if an increase in the turbidity of the waterwill result therefrom.. The contractor shall to solelyresponsible for removing from the cof fer dam all washcuring and waste waters derived from sources eit'herwithin or outside the cofferdam;

.

. .

. Others .
..

(1) Whenever trucks and/or vehicles leave the site andenter surrounding paved streets, the contractorsha21 maintain within the job site a suitable wheelwashing installation and crew to prevent any materialto be carried onto the pavement. Waste water fromwheel washing operations shall not be discharged intoexisting streams, waterways or drainage systems suchas gutters and catch basins;
(2) Trucks hauling debris shall be covered as reguiredby P.U.C. regulations. Trucks hauling fine materialsshall he covered with tarpauling .
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(continued) -I .
,..................

(3) -No dumping of waste concrete will be permitted atthe job site;

(4) Concrete trucks shall not be cleaned on the jobsite except where wheel washing is required;
(5) Vehicle fueling and maintenance shall be done indesignated areas. - A temporary berm shall he con-structed around the area where runoff can causeproblems . Oil pans shall he used to preventseepage;

...

(6) Spray painting will not be allowed unless otherwisespecified in the painting section of the
_specifica-tions; -

.

.
. .

.,

·-

26 In the eirent the approved use of this permit is termiriated -
by the applicant. for a period of six consecutive months, theapplicant shall submit notification of the same t.o the

..

Director of Land Utilization. _Upon submission of such noti-ication, the subject permit· shall be declared null .and
-void.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE CORPORATION COUNSEL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULU, HAWAll 00813

FRANK F. FAS1 DARRY CHUNG

March 2, 1976

i TO : ROBERT R. WAY, CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER N

FROM : CLAIRE M. MARUMOTO, DEPUTY CORPORATION COUNSEL

SUBJECT: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT -- AINA HAINA- TENNIS
PARK (HIND IUKA DRIVE) --

This is in response to your letters of January 28
and February 11, 1976, in behalf of the Planning Commission,
which requested our opinion on (1) potential liability of

-_

the City if the subject Conditional Use Permit were granted,
and (2) various conditions placed on the project.

It is our opinion that the potential liability of the
City in granting the subject Conditional Use Permit [CUP)

- may be significant. However, the imposition of stringent
conditions, which we have approved and discussed with the

.Executive Secretary of the Planning Commission for review
by the Commission, may provide the proper safeguard of the.
public interest while allowing the property owners to exer-
cise their right to

.develop their property.

The proposed use area abuts properties whose homes
have been damaged by earth movement in the area. The
damages have not been subject to a fînding of liability on
the part of the City, but the City has redeemed a costly
moral obligation to the affected homeowners by making ex
gratia payments. The statement in your January 28 letter
that: "It has been inferred that the settlement by the
City has established a basis for .the City ' s liability"
is totally incorrect.

We have misgivings concerning this CUP because of the
notice of soil conditions the City has had. We may be open



TO: ROBERT R. WAY :-
CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER -2- March 2, 1976

to suit and liability.if damages are established for aggra- ¯

vation of existing condition based upon knowledge of the ¯¯¯

- slide area of Hind Iuka Drive and Mona Street. A dutywould be deemed to be imposed on the City to refrain from
authorizing or participating in acts or conduct which 2..unreasonably expose parties to the risk of injury or damage. AME

It may be far-fetched to imply that granting the subject
CUP could be the proximate cause of any future injury, whether
to property or person. However, the fact that the City has
had notice of slide conditions in the area, to the extent of ¯¯

making payments to property owners, should be a prime con-
sideration in the Council's compliance with the Comprehensive
Zoning Code [CZC] Section 21-242(b), which states:

No conditional use permit shall be issued except
upon a finding by the City Council that the pro-posed use conforms to the requirements set forth
in this Chapter, and that the proposed conditional
use will have no more adverse effect on the health,
safety, or comfort of persons living or working
:03 the area, and will be no more injurious, eco-nomically or otherwise, to property or improve-
ments in the surroundin area than would an use
generally permitted in the district. [Emphasis
added]

At the same time, we recognize the property owners'
right to use their property to the extent that the lene
allows. Under standards set forth in Section 21-242, the
CZC empowers the Council to issue a CUP. Because of our
past experience in the immediately surrounding area, weurge caution.

We also call your attention to a memo issued from ouroffice on October 29, 1975. The area is different, but the
City's concerns may be similar.

In conclusion, we advise particular scrutiny in the
granting of this CUP, but we belieke the conditions to be ¯¯

imposed on the project are a reasonable safeguard of the
public interest.

APPRGVED:

CLAIRE M. MARUMOTO
BARRY HUNG Deputy Corporation Counsel

= Corpo ation Counsel
CMK: gk
Attach.
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October 29 , _1975

TO : RICHARD K. SHARPLESS, MANAGING DIRECTOR

VIA : BARRY CHDNG CORPORATION COUNSEL -

FROM : KENNETH P. R. NAM DEPUTY CORPORATION COUNS

SUBJECT: SLIDE CONDITION - MOANALUA

e are party-defendants in a series of suits for damage toproperty resulting from a landslide in the Moanalua area.
In Nak , 1534 Ala Iolani Place, T̄MK: 1-1-45-47 andR. Teruyama 1538 Ala ·Iolani Place, TMK: 1-1-45-19, have broughtsuit against K. Ohta, 1549 Ala Laaî Street, TMK: 1-1-45-30;S. Mew, 1553 Ala Lani Street, TMK: 1-1-45-29 and N. Sugimura,155 Ala Lani Street, TMK: 1-1-45-28 . (See photo dated August 31,1975 in attached exhibit '- Ala Iolani Place is the loop area andAla Lanî Street is lower portion of photo; Ala Iolani .i.s on thelower portion of slope and Ala Lani Street the high portion)There is a profusion" of defendants by way of crosselaims,counter-. claims and third-party complaints.
We attended a conference on October 17, 1975, at the

plaîntiffs' attorney's office, and Richard B. Fewell, P.E.
President, GJ Hawaii, Ltd. ¿ who had been retained by plaintiffs,presented an alarming prospect for the area in question. It washis opinion that the instant loss was a result of a pre-existingfault - earth movement due to inherent quality and structure ofthe subsurface materials (clay-like soil. with high absorbanceand retention of water) . The movement or fault was observableas early as 1952, extension was apparent in 1959, 1963, 1967,1968, 1972 and 1973. This information was gleaned from aerialphotos completed by Towill and Co. (see photos dated 9-20-52,1-6-59, 12-20-63 and 11-2-73.)

264
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Richard K. Sharpless, -2- October 29, 1975
Managing Director

The localized slide in questian occurred on January 2,
1974, and the crown of this slide îs situated on the Mew property,
TMK: 1-1-45-29, and the toe is presently afžect Ig the Teruyama
and more particularly the Nakama property. At .lis time, there

g is no question that the habitabîlity of the Nakama property -

is seriously compromised and the Teruyama property may ultimately .

--

I be likewise affected. The Ohta and Sugimura properties, which j R
flank the Mew property, are affected and the slide fans out . E N
laterally at the lower aspects of these properties (see photo Ë Z
dated 8-31-75).

m all indicat ons a have, t at ially, another Waiomao
landslide, but oE a far greater magnitude. The possibilities
portend a catastrophe which can be very substantial in loss of
property but.more.4mportantly, in the cost of human lives.

Although the situation defies any reasonable prediction, it
behooves the City and County of Honolulu or the State of Eawaii

. to' implement procedures for monitoring the locality for purposes
of early warning. In addition, aerial photo and reconnaisance
should be made at reasonable întervals. Abov'e overything; else,
no further construction should be permitted 'in the fault area
and its indiate vicinit .

KER TH P. H. NAM
Deputy Corporation Counsel

KPHN/ni
Enc1s.
cc: Mr. Ernest T. Yuasa

Honorable Frank F. Fasi, Mayor
Mr. Kazu HayasÌ1ida
Mr. George S. Moriguchi
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Meeting of the Planning Commission ¯¯

Minutes
March 17 1976

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, March 17, 1976 at1:42 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. ChairmanRandall Kamiya presided.

PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman
Sylvia Sumida, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy --

Donald Hosaka
Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum

ABSENT: Charles IzumotoI Yuklin Kuna

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
ZONE CHANGES zone changes from R-6 Residential to A-2
MAKIKI Apartment in Makiki on (1) approximately
(1) R 6 RESIDENTIAL TO 18,025 square feet of land located at

A-2 APARTMENT 1821 Keeaumoku Street, Tax Map Key:
1821 KEEAUMOKU STREET 2-4-24: 11; and (2) 29,294 square feet
IKAZAKI, DEVENS, LO, of land situated at 1815 Kewalo Street,
YOUTH 6 N.AKANO Tax Map Key: 2-4-25: 6.

¯= (FILE #75/Z-22)
(2) R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

A-2 APARTMENT Bulletin/Advertiser on March T, 19T6.
1815 KEWALO STREET Comments received regarding the proposal
GAH, INC. are incorporated in puh1.ic testimony FOR
FILE #75/Z-23) aind AGAINST the proposäl.

Staff Planner Loretta Chee presented the Director 's report recommendingapproval of the proposal, subject to the conditions contained in the
Director's report.

There were no questions of staff regarding the Director's report.
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. George Henrickson of GAH, Inc. , agreed with the conditions inthe Director's report.

The Commission questioned Mr. Henrickson concerning potential overdevelopment and need for more apartment development in the areaconsidering the availability of approximately 1,000 new, unsold
units in various condomini ms and apartments within a five block



area. Mr. Honrickson stated that the sale of apartmonts depends
-- on how well the markot accepts the design of th.e apartment and

its location. During the past couple of years, the market has been .
down and so has the economic situation. However, the Dillingham
Study indicates that most of the units now on inventory should
be sold by completion of their development in approximately 18 months.

TESTIMONY AGAINST
Miss Gertrude Humphrios, Member, Makiki Community Association,
felt that aesthetics should be considered in zoning, that the
applicant's plans and pictures of the proposal should be available e
for review.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mrs. Wikum and carried.

MOTION: Dr. Choy moved to accept the Director's recommendation for
approval, subject to the conditions in the report.

Discussion followed.

Question was raised whether a policy review of the area isnecessary. Staff indicated that the subject area for manyyears has been considered the Makiki Buffer Zone designated
for medium density. For the past two years, the City Councilhas reassessed the area which assessment since then has occurred
almost annually. Community concerns are particularly for height
and transition from single family to medium and high densityapartment.

The motion failed for lack of a second.

The matter was deferred to the next meeting on motion by Dr. Choy,seconded by Mr. Wiederholt and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 4 a request for a Conditional Use Permit
CERTIFICATION OF and Certificate of Appropriateness
APPROPRIATENESS (Diamond Head Histories Cultural, and
DIAMOND HEAD HISTORIC, Scenic District) for a facility for a
CULTURAL, SCENIC DISTRICT television program production of Hawaii
NO. 2 Five-O on approximately 4.8 acres of
CBS TELEVISION NETWORK land situated at the intersection of(FILE #75/CUP-19 HE) Diamond Head Road and 18th Avenue, Tax

Map Key: 3-1-42: portions of 9 and 20. ¯

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on March 7, 1976.
Comments received both in support andagai.nst the request are incorporated intestimony for and against the project.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report recommendingapproval of both the Conditional Use Permit and the Certificate ofAppropriateness, subject to the conditions contained in the draftresolution attached to the report.



Quostions raised by the Commission related to:

1. Romoval of the proposed ßutler Build:ing should it become necessary

I for the applicant to terminate the operation bofore the end of the "= 251five-year period. Staff indicated that Hawaii 5-0 who has a State È
¯ÉEl

lease allso has a revocable permit with the Stato upon 30 days notice. þCondition 6 would apply: "Upon termination of the approved use and/ ·

i or revocation of the State lease, the landowner shall bo responsible I
for dismantling and removing the structures or for submitting plansfor the alteration and/or re-use of the structures to the City -

I Council for their review and approval as a separate application for ya Certificate of Appropriateness under the Diamond Head District §Ordinance and any other applicable ordinances.» n

i 2. Was overall planning of the area as to any adverse effect the ..project might have on the surrounding area considered? Since the -site lies within the Shoreline Management Area and is State-ownedi land, a negative declaration on an environmental assessment requiredof the project was filed with the Office of Environmental QualityControl. All other State agencies involved in reviewing the request
. have consented to the proposal.

.TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

1. Mr. Robert W. Norvet, Vice President, CBS Television Network, Losi Angeles, California (Testimony undated, attached)
2. Mr. Hideto Kono, Director, State Department of Planning and -Economic Development (Testimony dated Mar. 17, 1976, attached)

- 3. Mr. Herman Wedemeyer, Employee, CBS-Hawaii 5-0
4. Mrs. Miriam C. Noh, Resident in concerned area
5. Mr. Art Rutledge, Waialae Kahala Resident
6. Mr. Kimo Wilder McVay, Interested .Citizen
7. Mr. Don Over, Business Manager, Publisher and EntertainmentProducer
8. Mr. Clifford D. Slater, Maui Divers of Hawaii
9. Mr. Joseph Ahuna II, I.A.T.S.E. Local 665 Stage Technicians10. Mr. WilliamA. Barron, Jr., Free Lance Producer, Director and

Production Consultant
11. Mr. Gerald Fisher, Publisher, Hawaii Press and Waikiki Beach Press
L2. Mr. Barry L. Adams, .Senior Vice President, Hawaii Visitors Bureau{Presented testimony of John G. Simpson, President, HVB)13. Letter dated Mar. 16, 1976 from Mr. Fred Dailey, President, Waikikian

Hotel (copy attached)
REAS NhSe OSpUP ORiis

a non-pollutant industry which provides varied
employment throughout the State.

2. The Hawaii 5-0 TV series which is viewed throughout the nation and
in.various countries promotes tourism for Hawaii and contributesto the economy of the State.

3. The proposal is not obtrusive to the neighborhood.
4. The concerns of adjacent residents are minimal when wei hed against

the future of our children and the entire State.
5. The residents of the East Diamond Head Association support theproposal.
6. The East Diamond Head Association received $50.,000 from CBS in an

out-of-court ettlement for a previous pro osal to locate in thearea which funds are now being used for attorney fees against CBS.



TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Letter dated Mar. 15, 1976 from Mr. Sidney E. Snyder, President, um

g Save Diamond Head Association (copy attached)
2. Letter dated Mar. 17, 1976 from Mrs. John T. Humme, President and

Mrs. Al J. Pfaltzgraff, Diamond Head Chairman, Outdoor CitcIe (attached)
3. Mr. Wendell H. Marumoto, Attorney for East Diamond Head Assn. --

Following is an excerpt of Mr. Marumoto's presentation.
Il

MARUMOTO: The thrust of my testimony goes to the question of
whether or not this application is properly before you. But, before

B I get to that, on the basis of testimony I've heard, it would be perti-
nent if I responded to some of the testimony and some of the impressions
I believe that have been left with the Commission.

I would beg your leave to explain how 5-0 got into this position at this
time from a planning standpoint. The history that Mr. Norvet gave you i s..

was made possible, I believe by the application in 1967 by Hawaii
- Studios which was an independent Hawaiian organization which leased .or

¯

BE
had a permit from Land and Natural Resources to build the sound studio i 3

to be used by 5-0. My recollection is that the Planning Commission
rejected their application for CUP. This preceded the CZC in 1967.
After some appeal, the Zoning Board of Appeals granted a CUP on a year
to year basis given to CBS.

The same residents who now call themselves the East Diamond Head
Association banded.together informally and protested here and at the
ZBA. When the ZEA approved the CUP, the firm I was with was retained
to seek judicial remedies against that. When we first went to court,
the judge ruled that the residents as an unincorporated association
were not proper parties to complain and therefore threw the case out
without going to the case on its merits. After two years that it took
to appeal the matter to the Supreme Court, the Supreme Court overruled
the Circuit Court judge and said that the unincorporated association -

was a property party and that the Circuit Court should hear the case
on its merits. This was sometime in 19T1. At that time, rather than
going to court, a settlement was reached with 5-0 and Hawaii Studios
to permit 5 0 to continue to utilize that piece of property--that is
here they were until the end of last year where they still are

physically--until the end of 1974.

A condition .of that Judgment stipulated was.that every effort would be
made for them to find alternative locations. This was a condition
placed in a Judgment in 1971. Therefore, the residents of the Diamond
Head area were somewhat kicked in the back when late in 1974 after the
shooting season, they were approached by CBS to see whether or not a

= year extension to that dUP could be granted. Then we .got
back into

the action and starting negotiating with CBS. It seems to us at that
time that CBS really had not, or at least it was my personal opinion
that they really had not tried the previous two years to find an
alternate site. It seemed to me that based on what I understand of the
industry that this is sort of an iffy thi.ng that goes fromyear to year,
and I don' t blame them, it' s a good economic guess why bother looking
for a new location if yoû're not going to shoot next year .

= -4-



Anyway, it got popular and in 12/74 we got to negotiations about
extending the term for another year at the present site. This took a
lot of teeth pulling with the residents because we had a Judgment that am
we could have just gone to court with and they wouldn't have been able El
to stay where they were for another year. This is with respect to where
that $50,000 comes in. CBS was paying rental for something in that ggorder to Hawaii Studios for use of their premises. It was the feeling -

of the residents in the area that a private party shouldn't benefit am
by the year's extension nor should CBS be allowed to shoot their remain- !Ë
der for another year effectively rent-free on a deal that we made. ||
Therefore, the rental which would have otherwise accrued to Hawaii di

- Studios was diverted to the East Diamond Head Association presumably di
for purposes of either civic improvement or what not and one of the
things that they knew they had to have some resources for were to
protect proper planning and other things in that area.

It seems to me one of the funny things about this thing is everytime
CBS runs against a time deadline, they're going to start shooting
next month. As I recall, the shooting season is April to November.
They could have come here a year ago. They've had since sometime in
May or June 1971 to seek an alternative site. I don't think that they
looked for an hour between '71 and '74 and I don't really know how hard
they tried during the last year.
Also, a condition of the extension of that right to use the present gi
location for the additional year was conditioned upon their removal gi
from that site because if they were to shoot for another year, they 25
were to do it some place else. If we're going to go to the matter of '

good faith, I think there's some question as to whether or not it's
really fair to say that the residents there negotiating this would -

have permitted within the concept of moving away from the location a
mere three or four blocks which is really what this is doing.

With respect to the considerable economic benefits of 5-0, no one can
contest that. We're not going to contest that but I don't think that
is a matter really which has any pertinence or relevancy to your
consideration. For example, you've had witnesses come here with guns
to your head. Either you give 5-0 this location or Hawaii' going to

- lose millions of dollars. This gives me an idea. I'll go to Don Ho
or Danny Kaleikini, we'il get some money and say either we rebuild the
Queen's Surf where it was, the way it is and we've got the money to do
it or we're not going to perform anywhere else in this town. You know,
that's silly. Fike-0 can movë elsewhere. It's simple for them and easy -

for them to go where they've suggested here but I don'.t think they tried
to find an alternative location and I honestly don t feel it's the only
place that they can move.

I also seriously question whether or not Hawaii 5-0 from the studio
standpoint really has Hawaii at heart. Hawaiii 5 0 is a production for
CBS which is entitled to profit from a popular TV show. No one is
contes ting that. That' s all it is . If Hawaii 5-0 is really tied in
with the promotion of Hawaii, I would suggest that CBS sign a non-
cancellation or some kind of agreement with the State or HVB that Hawaii
5 0 will run as a non-cancellable show for another five years. Now that



i ..

I know is not their intent. The year that the ratings go down they're
- going to cancel it and move out of here. That's they 're right.

- They're in business. What the State and HVB should do is probablyhustle all of the studios and get them to use Hawaii as a locale. If5-0 becomes unpopular this year, you're not going to have 5-0 next year. -M
liiWhat we have here îs a classic confrontation between the sovereign and ¯;

its people. Now, if the State wants 5-0, wants the studios, and wants gthem to do and be here and give them whatever concessions they want to,
-amithe State as a sovereign has the means. There's a legislature in gg¡session. If they pass an Act that says 5-0 gets to shoot in the middle giB of Kapiolani Boulevard at 4:00 p.m., they can pass a law and there's •±E¯ nothing we can do about it. Unfortunately for CBS, that is not the -==

- situation. We have rules. We have laws. Just because they've got a
lot of money, they've got a lot of emotional appeal, I don't think Hithat gives them the right to ask you or to tell you, in fact dictateto you, that an exception should be made to procedure. --

Under the CZC, under Section 21-241 an application for CUP may be madeby a developer, an owner or a lessee. Now under that section, a lesseemust hold under a recorded lease the unexpired term of which is fiveyears from the date of filing of the application. I think it's safe tosay that CBS does not hold such a lease. It is not recorded and it -

certainly does not have five years to run or more than five years to ilrun from the date of filing of the application. It may be missingwords but I have not seen the lease. Based upon the testimony that
I've-heard, I'm satisfie'd.that there is a 30-day revocable provisionin there. If a lease is revocable in 30 days, to ask for five years,that is not a lease for five years. Thati is a lease for 30 days,renewable for 30 days up to the end of five years. I contend here thaton the basis of that analysis, the application by CBS is not properlybefore this Commission. Now, there may be an argument. I brieflydiscussed this with members of the Corporation Counsel's staff thismorning. There maybe an argument here that CBS is not the applicantand that the State is, that CBS is merely the agent of the State.

Now, I've reviewed your file and for purposes of this particular hearing,tIte applicant is CBS. There's no question about it. If the Commis-sions would. like to look it, it's clearly an application fi.led by CBSwith Mr. Norvet's signature, I believe. Now, the State did authorizethat application. This is done all the time as you know. But, an
authorization by the State for CBS to apply for a CUP for TV productionpurposes is not the same as making CBS the State agent. Even if bysome stretch of the imagination it was to be interpreted that CBS wasthe agent of the State then we're at odds with the statement made byMr. Kono. Mr. Kono said here the State was not interested in a movieor TV studio. They're only interested in buildings there for KCC.Now if that is true, what should properly be before you is a jointapplication for a CUP with both KCC usages as well as that of CBS.

We've got a problem here which your staff took over lightly--I takethat back, they didn't think it over lightly but they just stoppedwithout really thinking it through. In your report contains the state-ment that CBS has sta ed and maybe the State has too--this is Condition



6 of the Resolution. We're going to be faced with the same thing. I
don't know if you people will still be here but whenever that happens,
it's broing to happen when CßS either terminates its lease which maybeshort of a year. It's going to be at the end of five years. Somebody'sgoing to come to you and say hey, we've got buildings here. We're goingto use them for warehouses. You're going to say that's not an intended
use, that doesn't comply. They're going to cry, roll on the floor and
say yeah but it's there. What are we going to do with it? You're
going to be stuck. These are not buildings that are going to deteriorate iin five years. They're permanent buildings. Under those circumstances, g.I think that's the purpose of putting into the CUP a requirement that 9"-

E any lessee asking for a CUP has a lease for more than five years because EE
the CUP is not for a conditional use for a year or two. It's for a ogg permanent use or at least a semi-permanent use. If that's the case, a 15proper application before this body would not only be one by CBS the ggpresent user but also one by the State, the reversiona tuser giving you gisome indication of what those buildings are going to be used for, what 3-I this property is to be used for. There's some statement in here about
the huge building being used for a gym. If it's going to be used for
a gym, you should now consider all of the ramifications of that use
because once that building's in there, they're not going to move it. The
problems that are going to be created by traffic and whatever else is
going to flow into that thing five years from now or a year from now orwhenever are things that you should be aware of. Those are matters whichshould be before this Commission at this time.
I would just set before you my opinion that the application itself is
improperly before you and should not be considered.
QUESTIONS OF MR. MARUMOTO Mi

II
CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, for the edification of the Commission,Mr. Marumoto was kind enough to suggest the possible processing problemthis morning. Therefore, I have spent a portion of the day in consulta-tion with Corporation Counsel.

The First Deputy Corporation Counsel has indicated verbally that our
Corporation Cohnsel considers the applicant for this particular CUPto be the State of Hawaii. The apþlication which can be entered infor the record indicates that the applicant recorded owner lists theState of Rawaii, Department of Defense and also the name of the secondowner, University of Hawaii, Kapiolani Community College. Mr. Marumotohas indicated from the CZC in Section 21-241, page 48, that those whopan apply for a CUP are a developer, owner or lessee holding under arecorded lease the uneipired term for which is more than five yearsfrom the date of filing of the application. Its possible that DLU in
preparing the report to the Planning Commission has erred in describing
some of the conditions. Hawaii 5-0 has been recorded as an authorizedagent. The CZC under developer on page 10, a developer is described
shall mean an owner or any person with .written authorifation from theowner who intends to improve or to construct improirements upon his
property. We will rec.eive a written opinion from our CorporationCounsel but I m sure it will be along these general lines, that Hawaii
5-0 CBS can be considered as a deireioper who are authorized by the
owner to act. as an applicant.



In terms of Condition 6, I think Mr. Marumoto raises a legitimate
quostion which can possibly bo handled by striking State lease and
putting in permit. Further on whero it talks about su'bmitting plans,
properly if a new use is put in what should bo done is to submit an
application for a new CUP which would go through the same normal -process as this proposed CUP. Therefore, I would suggest to thecommissioners if they do approve this particular resolution and appli-cation, that Condition 6 be rewritten to reflect the problems whichMr. Marumoto suggested. It would also be possible to rewrite the reso-
lution itself in the first resolved clause and to add clearly that this '

-

I is for five years from the date of the issuance or the adoption of this ¯

-

resolution. E

SUMIDA: Is the East Diamond Head Association the same associationi of which Mrs. Noh is a member or is it a different association?

MARUMOTO: I'll ask her. Are you a member?

NOH: Yes, I am a member.

I CHAIRMAN: What's the difference between the East Diamond Head
Association and the other Diamond Head Association? : :Er

MARUMOTO: I don't know. The East Diamond Head Association was at i dii one time an unincorporated association made up of the owners aroundthose state-auctioned lands on Akaka Place and so forth, and more
recently they re incorporated. : Em

CHAIRMAN: How many members do you represent?
MARUMOTO: Those questions might be better addressed to Mr. Carrollwho is tlus president of that associ-ation. He'll also have testimonycontradicting Mrs. Noh.

(There were no further questions of Mr. Marumoto.)
TESTIMONY AGAINST (Cont.)
4. Ah·. Peyton Carroll, President, East Diamond Head Association(Submitted testimony, undated, copy attached)
QUESTIONS OF MR. CARROLL

SUMIDA: Are you representing the East Diamond Head Associationor are you speaking for yourself as a member of that community?
CARROLL: I'm speaking as the President of the East Diamond Head

Assocation, Incorporated that was just.incorporated in November.Before that it was a loose neighborhood thing.

SUMIDA: Could you give the commissioners an idea about thecorporation.

CARROLL: Yes. The corporation has also been accepted as nonprofitby the internal revenue and the State of Hawaii. We have so fardelivered one newsletter in the total area which.has 686 homes. In ourBylaws we have a new requirement that you.have to pay dues to be .amember. Mrs. Machado the Membership Chairman was here until a coupleof h.ours ago but I think I'm fairly correct in saying that we have 73dues -paying members at this time.
CHAIRMAN: The 73 members represent what percentage of the community?



It's been reported that Nephi Hannemann is .about to be cast

is a doctor in a medical series with Hawait as the locale by ABC.

Do we then come before you and oppose another application? NBC

may have something in the wings. How about the major studios?

The major independent producers? If one gets favorable treatment,
why not the others? Of course , the City Council will be "great
guys" for okaying all these leases at 7/10ths of a cent.

In conclusion, our research emphasizes many frailties in the

planning for this area. The subject today is more important than

the addition of another monolithic stëel building...we are deal-

I ing with the State's most important visual asset. This Commission

cam, with a denial of the viability of a certificate of appropriate-

ness and a conditional use permit for this commercial use in the

monument area, promote community betterment for years to come.

I .



CARROLL: Represents a little over 10% like tho Outdoor Circle hasi 3,000 members representing all the housowives on Oahu. So, this is how
it goes I think. But, we're only in the beginning of our membership
drive. We think we'll have over 200 members by Fall.

WIKUM: Did you have a meeting of any kind to discuss this applica-
tion and take any kind of vote?

CARROLL: Yes we had a meeting just about a weck ago.
WIKUM: What was the result of the vote?
CARROLL: It was unanimous.

WIKUM: What meeting was Mrs. Noh in?
CARROLL: I'm just guessing because there'd be no way to know. But,I the only time I remember a large-scale vote was when the Governor'sletter was read to the membership. At that membership there was about50 people. They voted about 31 to 14 something like that.
WIKUM: What was the date on the Governor's letter again?
CARROLL: February 4th, 1975.
WIKUM: By this question I don't mean to imply you have to solveCBS' problem but do you know of any alternative sites that are available?
CARROLL: No I don't personally but I know Mr. Norvet has made aneffort in the last two years to find something suitable for their kindof production.

WIEDERHOLT: Could you comment on what appeared to be the UH plansfor this area establishing a school and secondly, have you talked withto any UH planner?

CARROLL: Yes, we invited Mr. George Higa who's the Assistant Provostto come to our annual meeting and give us a description of their plansbut they had none. He just gave.a talk about what might be.
WIEDERHOLT: Maybe you could just comment on the notion of theschool about the UH and Kapiolani College in this particular area. Icomment on the owner a great deal like Mr. Eng does. We had a bit ofa formal meeting in the Senate Chambeis and one of the men that got upwas knowledgeable about this kind of thing. He talked about --theywould have to be considerable study on the drainage problem, particularlyon the shoreline management permit changing the streets and the build-ings and the parking lots and so forth.

WIEDERHOLT: There are other aspects to it too. A school generatestraffic, generates buildings, generates foot traffic, densities of thatkind which can be pretty intensive.
CARROLL: I don't think our Board feels the area is.appropriate forany kind of a big educational plan.

WIEDERHOLT: Would you see this project encouraging the UH aspira-tions and hopes in the area?

CARROLL: You mean the CBS project?

WIEDER$IOLT: Yes .



CARROLL: No. The CES project :is an antirely differont kind of aproblem. The only reason there's airy particular differenco of opinionbetween Mr. Norvet and our Board is because of this crator parkdevelopment. All of a sudden the importance of this scenic drive or -

the visitor industry in the community has just increased 100 times overwhat it was in November since the announcement of the possibility of a
crator park.

WIKUM: I forgot to ask you how many of your approximatoly 73
members were at the meeting when you took the vote on this application?

CARROLL: I would guess those were pretty much around 90% that are
members now that were at that vote.

WIKUM: So 60 some-odd people? Ei
CARROLL: 50 I said, 31 to 14 so that's almost 50.

- WIKUM: This is the most recent weeting.

I CARROLL: That was the only meeting where there's been a membershipvote to my memory and I've lived there since '61.
CHOY: Mr. Carroll, if I'm redundant, I would apologize but I would

like to know what happened to the $50,000 that you had received from
CBS and what was the nature of the contribution?

CARROLL: It reached us in two different checks in the amount of amit
$44,000 not that it's materially different but the money is invested.
We've waiting until there's a plan for the area and then it's going to
be spent on beautification of the area. That is the general purpose
of the Board at this time.

CHOY: Now I understand your plan but under what condition was
the money offered to you and under what posture did you accept the
contribution?

CARROLL: We had a vote in the Board in the meeting that I just
described, the 31 to 14 meeting. The residents voted to accept the
offer provided they stayed only one more year. The letter from the
Governor was read, the vote was taken and that's the way it came.

CHOY: So am I to understand the contribution was made a year ago
1975, actually when Governor Ariyoshi had written to your--

CARROLL: Yes. The 31 to 14 vote was a direction for the Board of
Trustees. They _voted 7 to 3 backing up the membership.

CHOY: So you feel justified that by accepting this contributionfrom CBS that the community has more than lived up to their end of the
bargain and you see fit to use the money the way the association deems
necessary.

CARROLL: Yes, but the major gift will be used for beautification
aims according to the Board's direction. We have it invested and we
spend the interest from it on the newsletters, and in other ways particu-
larly since we don' t want the area to go to hell in a hand basket so we

- spend some of the income on attorneys too.

CHOY: I'm coming back to what Mr. Rutledge h.ad implied that evenpoliticians do not Lite the hand that feed ïhem I'd like to get froyou as the President of the association whether there was any double



crossing as far as this contribution was concerned? I just want
clarification.

CARROLL: No, I don't believe that was Mr. Norvet's purpose when
he said instead of paying the rent to Hawaii Studios Inc., we would
give you the funds for the purposes of your association. I don't
believe that was his purpose whatsoever.

CHOY: I hope you understand the line of questioning because of
our Administrative Procedure Act and also by Corporation Counsel that
it's incumbent on this body to explore all of the possible areas. You
still haven't answered my question to my satisfaction. Has any part --

- of this money been used to retain Mr. Marumoto? E a=

CARROLL: No, he was paid direct by CBS. The actual amount, I
believe, in round figures for the year 1975 was something in the area

i of $54,000. First of all, taxes had to be paid out of it and then
CBS paid Mr. Marumoto's fee and the balance was sent to us. : in-

CHOY: Am I to understand CBS paid Mr. Marumoto's fee to get a ! 25
commission cost with them?

CARROLL: He sent his billing to them and they paid him, yes.
CHOY: That's a good business.
CARROLL: Those are the facts.

CHOY: In other words, am I to assume Mr. Wendell Marumoto appeared
before us against CBS, against this application, that CBS paid the
legal fees?

CARROLL: No, they deducted a certain amount and forwarded it
after him. The deducted his fee from the ift. i:

CHOY: I believe Mr. Marumoto is in conflict of interest.

CARROLL: No, I wouldn't say so because the matter was closed by
the time that the money was due .to the East Diamond Head Association.

CHOY: I'm more confused by the minute.

CARROLL: Let's go back to the schedule, 1Dr. Choy.

Th.e agreement that Mr. Marumoto worked out with-CBS was in 1974. The
money that they offered to send to the East Diamond Head Association
came in two different checks--one in $10,000 approximately in February
or March and the other in December. Now when we got the check in
December of '75 they had deducted the taxes and Mr. Marumoto's fee.

CHOY: The second check.

CARROLL: That's correct. Much later a year after the legal
matter.



CHOY: And that's the second check that was for $44,0007 a $5

CARROLL: No, the second check was for $33,000 something. E
-

CHOY: Another question. Since that incident, has the East Diamond
· Head Association expended any more money from your treasury which I

presume to be a deposit of the CBS check, to Mr. Marumoto as a legal
retainer fee? ¯¯

CARROLL: No, we have not.
WIEDERHOLT: The nature of the agreement was the money was to be

used for civic purposes. At that moment, the initial chunk of this
agreement is there was only going to be one more year and that would EE
be the end of that. So, there was no more conflict involved. Is mË
that right?

CARROLL: Yes Sir, that's correct. There wasn't any.

WIEDERHOLT: What appears to be a conflict then is there isn't
since then. sur

CARROLL: There isn't since then, since the crater park discussion.
In fact, I met with Mr. Norvet November 18th. It was before there was
any knowledge of the crater park development. I told him at that time
it didn't appear that there was any strong opposition because we felt
how could we do anything with the Board of Regents. If they want to
move them on a University lease, what could we do? And, it wasn't
until we found out about negative declaration and these things that
we began to get into an impact area.

WIEDERHOLT: This is a small digression. I don't understand the
University role in this, this reference you made to the University
lease. What is that?

CARROLL: The úniversity with an environmental assessment report
somehow got a lease on those 52 acres.

WIEDERHOLT: Who is leasing to whom?

CARROLL: Well what the Board of Regents does is beyond my ability
to explain. I understand they're leasing it from the Department of
Land and Natural Resources. DLNR who is our real foe in this matter -

signed the lease with the Board.of Regents dated July of 'T5 after
tKis Bill 826 went through the legislature. This is what I meant when
I said they don't know how to read the law.

WIEDERHOLT: Is this parcel we're considering, is that a sublease
then from the University?

CARROLL: It appears that it is. I can't le.gally define what it
is either. I don't have any knowledge in the papers and I don't have
any legal knowledge either how to interpret it.

IEDERHOLT: Is it possible to have that information checked out?
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ENG: As far as DLU is concerned, CBS TV as an agent of the State gB can appropriately apply for the CUP. So as a consequence, we did not = ==

investigate in detail any contractural arrangements between the various | g
g State a67encies. We only understand that the State does own the land

and that the State has authorized CBS to act as its agent. If there's
further information regarding the specific terms, the arrangements,
that perhaps these can be directed at State agencies.

CONNELL: On the application standpoint, CBS' role is not too
different from the role that Jala played in a rezoning application p

*

for DLNR. There's really two issues here. One, as applicant and | L.
secondly the construction of the buildings. As we indicated earlier, ! !-
we do have a letter here from Christopher Cobb, Chairman of the Board .

of DLNR which authorizes CBS to make that application. Now I don't
think it's really encumbant upon the Planning Commission to begin to
challenge the legality of the actions of DLNR.

I CHOY: I'm still exploring the area of the contribution. I would
like to make a request that you forward to the Executive Secretary
your complete record of receiving the project the expenditure, the

g amount of money that you had received from CBS. I'd also like to make
a request of Mr. Norvet that you forward the photostatic copy of both
checks to the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: Dr. Choy, it is not within the jurisdiction of this
Commission to make that request.

CHOY: Well Mr. Chairman, it's because an accusation or implication
has been made in open hearing. I think it's incumbent on this Commis-
sion according to Corporation Counsel that we should explore all areas.
I think this is quite a sensitive area when money has been passed.

CHAIERAN: But this particular matter is not on the CUP use. It
is beyond. .It is something that had happened prior.

CHOY: In other words,.the Chair is ruling that my request is
irrelevant to what s happening.

CHAIRMAN: Yes .

CHOY: Then I can assume that those sitting in the gallery can
assume that possible transaction of

.money
that has been implicated

irL this application would be left unchallenged.

CHAIRMAN: Based on the fact that it has no bearing on the CUP.

CARROLL: Mr. Chairman, could I volunteer to send our financial
report to Dr. Choy personally. -

CHAIRMAN: (Nods.) em

(There were no further ques.tions of Mr. Carroll.)

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.



i The matter was deferred for two weeks for the following, on motion
by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried:

1. Request Mr. Christopher Cobb of the Department of Land and Natural
Resources to attend the next meeting and respond to questions.

2. Request a representative of the University of Hawaii in charge of
future planning for the Kapiolani Community College to attend the
next meeting and respond to questions.

3. Request copies of Mr. Kazu Hayashida' s letter dated March 16, 1976
to Mr. Carroll for the Commission.

4. Request a copy of the 5-year lease concerning Condition No. 5, ori any permits, from Mr. Kono of the Department of Planning and
Economic Development for the next meeting.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5: 50 p.m.

Respectfully submitted

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

14-
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I My name is Robert Norvet. I am a Vice President with the CBS

Television Network.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Planning Commission, I welcome

i this opportunity to present a statement in favor of the approval

of this request for a conditional Use Permit and Certificate of

Appropriateness f òr the location of a temporary motion picture

production facility at the corner of 18th Avenue and Diamond Head

Road.

¯ g This facility is required for the continued production of Hawaii

F ive-0 . I--r

Nine years ago when we started this enormously successful series

we rented some offices on Piikoi Street and used an abandoned

warehouse in Waiawa for a sound stage. It was soon apparent that

we would not be able to continue production in Hawaii unless more

suitable facilities become available.

With the support of the Governor and other public officials at

both state and local levels plus the assistance of private

industry, Hawaii Studios as it now exists in Fort Ruger, was

created and the facilities were made available to us under an

annual rental arrangement.

Shortly thereafter, a dispute developed between Hawaii Studios,

the State of Hawaii, and the East Diamond Head Association

relative to the legality of the installation of this studio facility.

A settlement was reached and EAWAII FIVE-0 was permitted to continue

at this site through 1974. Subsequently we were granted an extension

of this lease through 1975 which brings us up to date.
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Beginning in April, 1975, in association with the Department of

Planning and Economic Development a study was made of the many

possible sites for a motion picture facility.

The basic requirements in the selection of such a site were that

it should not be more than 30 minutes from Honolulu; not less

than 3 acres in size; be in a quiet area compatible with sound li K

recording and that we have access to these facilities for not less y as

than five years.

I Over 20 sites were considered but all were rejected as too noisy,

too far from Honolulu, or unfeasible, with the exception of the

location at 18th Avenue and Diamond Head Road.

We considered the reasonableness of our request for this location

but concluded that inasmuch as we:,were across from a cemetery,

adjacent to the National Guard Motor Pool, contiguous with the

proposed Community College and outside the residential pattern,

there would be a minium of opposition.

We explored industrial areas but generally they are located near

a Freeway · in an air traffic pattern or include an industry

incompatible with the sound recording required for motion picture

production. This is consistent with studio zoning patterns in

Los Angeles where Studios are not located in industrial zones but

in residential or commercial neighborhoods. For example, Twentieth

Century Fox is located adjacent to Century City in Beverly Hills

artd CBS Studio Center has residential dwellings on 3 sides with

commercial on the 4th.



---
In mid-July 1975, tentat·ive accord was reached with the four state

agencies involved for the use, of the s ite at 18th Avenue and

Diamond Head Road. Plans were discussed openly with all involved

departments of Government as well as with members of the East

- Diamond Head Association. Requested changes were made but no

opposition expressed. Therefore, in mid November, we filed for

the Conditional Use Permit.

i¯ Our understanding with the University of Hawaii provides for à -

I access to these facilities over a period of five years. We will

purchase the present office buildings and sound stage from Hawaii

Studios Inc., The offices will be relocated to the new site.

Possession of the stage will be given at no charge to the Department

of Defense in exchange for the use of a soon to be abandoned motor

pool shed. We will purchase a new 100 x 120 foot Butler building

to be used as our sound stage. At the end of the five years or

unless earlier terminated by CBS, we will deliver ownership of

such building to the Kapiolani Community College (KCC) at no charge.

Our plans for the development of this area include underground -

facilities, landscapinggcolor coordination as required. As

indicated to the East Diamond Head Association last Fall we will ¯

direct all our heavier vehicular equipment through Fort Ruger
¯¯ rather than the residential section of this area.

This will be the 9th season of HAWAII FIVE-0. The episode that

was broadcasp in Hawaii last week achieved 9th place in the

National TV rating service. It has an average weekly audience in

the United States of 33,000,000 people and is presently distrubuted

in 66 foreign countries .



-4-

Since the beginning of the Series, we have spent in excess of

- $30,000,000 in the economy of Hawaii and this figure is probably

insignificant compared to the Tourist income that is generated

through the exposure of Hawaii Five-0 to world wide audiences .

The success of production of Hawaii Five-0 in Hawaii is the envy

of many states who have established film commissions with the

singular objective of attracting motion picture industry, an

industry which is non-polluting and generates high expenditures.

I We have been- andr are now deeply grateful for all the cooperation
¯¯

we have received to make it possible for us to produce this

outstanding series. The talents of our production staff and crew

. combined with the natural beauty of Hawaii and its people has

been a good partnership. We hope that it will continue and that

you will favorably consider our request.

- lii
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'
STATEMENT OF

Hideto Kono, Director
Department of Planning and Economic Developillent

before the

i Planning Commission
of the City and County of Honolulu

on

Wednesday, March 17, 1976

in consideration of

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS FOR FACILITY FOR TELEVISION

PROGRAM PRODUCTION OF HAWAII FIVE-0 -

The State is actively pursuing the goal of attracting new movie and

television filming activities to Hawaii. There are numerous reasons why

this type of activity can be considered a preferred industry in Hawaii:

Film production is a "clean" industry for Hawaii.. It does not degrade

the air, destroy the quality of water or scar the land as do some industries.
An industry such as this would be favorable for Hawaii where pure air and

water are precious resources and the land supply is limited. The fact that

it is an activity which does not tie up scarce and expensive land certainly
makes it a desirable activity.

An increase in employment can result from the filming industry. Most

of this will yield greater opportunities for local people possessing the

required talents or skills. Because jobs in this field require a relatively
high level of talent or skill, these are generally high-paying jobs.

Further advantages include the fact that film production in Hawaii would

naturally utilize the beauty of the State and serve as an excellent promotion

of the State's assets to those who might be interested in visiting here. This

economic spin-off would be difficult to measure but its impact on Hawaiils

tourist industry would be considerable.
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About $32,000,000 has been spent and 100,000 man-days of employment e
-m

of Hawaii residents resulted from the just completed eight years of CBS

Five-0 production. Considering the need for expansion of our economy to

bring more dol lars in and create more jobs for our people, it is important

that we encourage this industry.

My deparkment served as the lead agency for the State Government in

locating a suitable new site for the CBS Five-0 studio. More than twenty

I alternative locations were examined very thoroughly and systematically.

We have worked very closely with the staff of the Department of Utilization,

and we have worked closely with all State agencies including Kapiolani

Community College, Department of Land and Natural Resources, Hawaii National

Guard, and the Office of Environmental Quality Control.

All State agencies concerned concur with the findings of the Director

of the State Office of Environmental Quality Control in that overall plans

for the area including the temporary relocations of the television operations

are "all in good order" with respect to environmental requirements.

For the reasons noted above, the State supports the granting of the

Conditional Use Perm t to CBS Television .Network.

8 6



- niil-III

TESTIMONY: JOHN G. SIMPSON, PRESIDENT, HAWAII VISITORS BUREAU -

Tourism is a vital part of Hawaii's economic base, and from a market-

ing standpoint, we at the Hawaii Visitors Bureau feel that the television

program, Hawaii 5-0 provides considerable and valuable exposure to the Islands

as a visitor destination.

Tourism is Hawaii's first and only billion dollar industry, providing

some 25% of the State's total income as well as 25% of the tax revenues generated

in the State. And, according to two different commissions, which recently studied -

the future of Hawaii's economy, it was concluded that tourism was essentially the

State's only growth industry we can look to for new jobs and income needed.

It is important, therefore, that Hawaii compete aggressively in an

extremely tough market for travelers around the world. For example, travel to

Puerto Rico was up 11.7% this winter, and in 1976 they will be spending 50% more

on their print and television advertising.

With this type of competition, the Hawaii Visitors Bureau desperately

needs all the help we can get in exposing the Islands to potential visitors.

We believe an important part of this assistance comes from the tremendous exposure

Hawaii receives weekly from the television show Hawaii 5-0.

It is staggering to consider that each week some 40 to 45 million

potential visitors to Hawaii in the United States are exposed to Hawaii 's scenic

beauty and balmy weather. Just as important are the some 300 million foreign viewers

in 72 different countries around the world. Continued growth and viability

for the visitor industry must look to foreign markets such as Japan, our number

two visitor market, and Canada, which is number three. We must also continue
-g

to nurture budding new markets such as Australia, New Zealand and various

Eufopean countries. As such this huge foreign 'exposure made possible through

Hawaii 5-0 is most valuable.

3/17/76 , -more-



SIMPSON TESTIMONY -2-

II
Of course, television is the perfect medium for showcasing the beauty

of these islands. An important part of the effectiveness of Hawaii 5-0 is that
it is shot live right here in the Islands -- at a cost I might add of over $300,000

every seven days of shooting. It is to the credit of CBS that they have not

just tried to trade on the name of Hawaii and do a "budget" type production from

some Hollywood sound stage.

In light of these benefits to the State's visitor industry, we urge

that every consideration be given to retaining the production of Hawaii 5-0

within the State.

II



The

och I

aii's Moat aaut jul Hotel

Marc h 16 , 197 6

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

As a hotel operator it is ny belief that everything possible

i should be done to retain the production of Hawaii 5-0 in
Hawaii. During the past years we have had an untold number
of visitors both from the mainland and Europe comment favor-

I ably on the exposure that Hawaii 5-0 gives Hawaii.

All of us in the hotel industry spend a great deal of time and
- money to bring additional tourists to the islands . Hawaii 5-0

not only gives us tremendous publicity at no cost , but in addit-
ion creates jobs for our people. All of us in the tourist
industry should therefore do everything possible to assist in
the continuation of this production.

Yours very truly, '

Waikikian Hotel
FD:bc



(19 Sidney E. Snyder, AIA
iamond Head
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Room 508 - 119 Merchant St . Mrs. Robert Creps
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 ucwory

Eddie Tangen
Quirmarl, Ways & Means Canundf re

Aaron Levine, AIP

March 15, 1976

i Mr. Randall Kamiya
Chairman
City Planning Commission
City & County of Honolulu
650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

re: Public Hearing - March 17, lþ76

i Conditional use permit and
Certificate of appropriateness
CBS Television Network

Dear Mr. Kamiya
and Members of the City Planning Commission:

The Save Diamond Heaå Association is greatly concerned about the
proliferation of new buildings proposed for the East Diamond Headarea. As we review the numerous projects proposed for that section
of Diamond Head, it becomes apparent that piece-meal consideration
of the proposed new structures in the area emphasizes the need for
an overall plan. If those lands are to maintain the integrity ofthe Diamond Head State and Federal monument, it is essential to
consider carefully the total character of development.
The Board of Directors of-the Save Diamond Head Association suggests
that interim development control measures or a partial moratorium
be instituted in the East Diamond Head area until an overall plan
is prepared, designating uses appropriate to.the State's most famouslan dma rk .



Mr. Randall Kamiya
and Members of the City Planning Commission

March 15, 1976
Page 2 i

Therefore, we recommend that approval of the conditional use
permit and certificate of appropriateness be held in abeyance -

until an overall plan is prepared for the area in which theproposed facility for CBS Television Network is requested.
Thank you for your consideration. --

Sincerely yours ,

I -

Sidney E. Snyder i &
President i

-w"

cc: Robert R. Way
Eugene B. Connell



I THE OUTDOOR C I RCLE 200 No. Vinnyard, Honolula, Hawaii 968/7

i March \7, 1976

The Honorable Randall Kamlya, Chairman

I and Members
Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu
650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawali 96813

Subject: Public Hearing Regarding State-0wned Lands at
Diamond Head.

I
Dear Chairman Kamiya and Members:

The Outdoor Circle would like to commend the Director and staff Em
members of the Department of Land Utilization for the thoroughness - Siof their review and analysis of this request for the use of the land $Ëat the Diamond Head State Monument. We appreciate this opportunity ito express our concerns.

We have been most concerned recently with the numerous buildings ap- -

pearing on its Eastern slopes, and with the requests for more buildings
in this residentially zoned area. AI†hough we are aware that some ofthe proposed structures are termed temporary, temporary has a way of
becoming permanent.

To our knowledge, the S†ate has no overall plans for the huge tracts
of lands which it owns here, including no Master Plan for the Com-
munity College - hence each request is being considered separately,
and not as a part of a total, well-conceived plan.
Because the City has no Deve I opment P I ans for th i s area, the ext sti ng
General Plan is being used as a guide for development and this alone
is not a sufficient tool for good planning.

The Outdoor Circle supports the position of the Save Diamond Head
Association for interim development control measures, or a partial mo -

atorium to be instituted in the Eas† Diamond Head area unti I the State
has an overal l plan that wll i protec† and enhance this landmark.
We het ieve the Department of General Planning should begin wo$k on
the much-needed deve 1opment pl ans for Dt amond Head, wh i ch w i i l
properly establish land uses compatible to., and enhancing the.char-
anteristics of, the historic and scenic Diamond Head State Monument.

Thank you again for this opportunity to e×press our concerns.

Mrs. ohn T. Humme Mrs. A.J . fa It2graf f ,

ANEO E OUTDOOR C CL.. KONA OUTDOOR CIRCLE LAHAINA OUTDOOR CIRCLE LANI•KAILUA OUTDOOR C1RCLE
BOX 32--KÁNEOH HAW 9 744 KAILUA ÑONA, HÀWAII 96740 LAHAINA MAUI, HAWAII 06761 BOX 261--KAILUA NAWAII 95784 --

oo o RCag WAI•MOMI OUTDOOR CIRCLE

100°/o Recy d Bond



STATEMWT
East Diamond Head Association
Peyton Carroll, president

The staff report from the Lept. of Land Utilization compiles
information favorable to the applicant and, since it carries a

first draft City Council resolution attached, we must question

most of it. There are these points that need further study, in

our opinion, before the Commission can readily agree that the
applicant should move into Historic, Scenic & Cultural District #2.

- On page two of the staff report, under "Development Plan",

the report describes a widening of 18th Avenue. The inclusion

pf that simple statement implies a benefit. Here-de-e-æseseA
Letter-frem the Dept. of Public Works that eliminates this hope

for the users of 18th Avenue at this time.
Page 3 has a short paragraph describing how Statute #343 was

technically satisfied. The negative declaration described, but
not identified, was filed by the State's Dept..of Defense --

practically speaking, one of the landlords. They are supplying
the prop s.torage structure, another steel building for the site

under discussion. Please bear in mind the applicant needs t_L¿

- large, steel buildings, not just one. The procedure evidently

satisfies the requirements of statute #343. We, however, hope

the questionable method of bypassing an Environmental Impact
Statement won't satisfy the Planning Commission on the vital -

question of what should be in the area.

Page 4, this phrase: "The proposed facility is to be .tempo-

rary in nature for the next five years." The residents have

never seen anything erected around Diamond Head that was tempe-

rary. We can't even get a fire hazard demolished! For eight

years we've tried to gain a plan for the area,

On page 5, the report says: "The facility is not oriented

to receiving visitors and will be used primarily for indoor

filming, storage and office operations." That was written by

someone who's never seen a studio operation; never seen agents,
actors, writers, extras, technicians, suppliers, etc. deluge .
a producer. 1 public curiosity. Our neighbors report that
tour busses, one after another, stop outside .5-o.

There they

sit with air-conditioning full blast, engines turning over
spewing out that diesel smell and a loud TA description going
on. The busses can' t park anywhere on Diamond Bead Road - it' s

so narrow i a posted -- b the w 11 stop at the proposed



location whether they block the intersection or not.
There's also an omission. Why no report from the Board

of Education? Kaimuki Intermediate students, by the hundreds,
walk to and from school. Many of them short-cut through that
land. The location would be an attractive nuisance from that
point-of-view•

I On page 6, the Dept. of Land & Natural Resources states:

"It does not foresee any signifigant adverse impact on adjacent

state lands." To us, it appears they won't read the law of
this State that means 'All lands in the area revert to the
monument.'

On this page, there is also a comment from the University:

"CBS has agreed to turn over the sound studio to the University ¯

i at no cost after termination of the revocable (on 30 days'
notice) permit." Mr. Norvet, CBS' West Coast vice-president,

has stated on more than one occasion that the understanding is

for five years. Yes, the "30 days" is in the lease; but there's
an extraordinary understanding also.

The additional statement "studying an offer by CBS to parti-

cipate in a curriculum" should be taken with a grain of salt.

Experts in TV programming they are, professors in cinematography
they are not. Scholarships they could easily supply; any re-

cipient, however, should ask Manoa to transfer him to USC.

Now comes the Dept of Planning & Economic Development. The

first statement: "We feelthat the adjacent community will not
be adversely affected by the location of the project." Since
this department has a planning function, we hope this Commission
will wonder why there was no interpretation of the future situa-

tion as it affects Oahu. In a few years, there will be a Crater

Park. By that time, local.associations hope to see the drive

around Diamond Head a much more scenic attraction for the community,
and for visitors who will be driven t0 the Crater Park. It's a

treat to see the inside of a volcano...especially when it's only

ten minutes from your hotel. The area involved is supposed to
be our most important State monument...not a place for commercial
developments. This some department then makes an asinine state-

ment "The project will indirectly contribute to the economic
welfare of our State." Hawaii 5-0 would make the same contri-

bution in an appropriate location.
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This Dept. of Economic Development then ind.icates its support

or the conditional use permit without comment on the lease rate

of 7/10ths of a cent per sq ft per month --no hawaiian business EE
BE

enjoys a rate like that. In other words, this department is -

¯ "whitewashing" the subsidization of a mainland corporation earn-

em ing millions a year.

-s

On page seven, our City & County Dept. of Land Utilization

sums up these statements: "Public agency reviews and comments

have indicated that the proposal can be accomodated on the sub-

ect site." Vle claim these public agencies haven't done their

homework and, therefore, have no right to impose on the Planning

Commission for acquiescence to their summation.

The page seven staff report continues with this statement:
"The request is for a temporary facility. That is not true.
Dr. Matsuda's letter, part of the back-up to this report, reads: !Ë

"Further, it appears that the sound stage at least -- if appro- gi
priately designed -- can be 'recycled' for community college use." g¯¯-

Senate Resolution #92 makes a gaudier statement: "Whereas, the il
Columbia Television Network has committed itself to the expendi- Ei

ture of between $300,000 and $400,000 on the construction and

landscaping of this facility primarily consisting of a sound

stage measuring 100 feet by 140 feet with a height of 24 feet,

the limit set for the Diamond Head preservation district, and will

have plans for the structure approved by the Board of Regents,

University of Hawaii,. since the lease requires this building to

revert to the University after five years to be used as a gym-

nasium for Kapiolani Community College..." The same kind of a

sound stage has been reported sold to the National Guard for

$23,000 after six years usage.
Another gymnasium project is about to start across 18th Ave

at Kaimuki Intermediate. That one costs 1& millions. This

cost comaprison labels Senate Resolution #92 another of the

smokescreens around this application. The thought of a college

gym, which must include spectator parking, at the intersection

of 18th & Diamond Head Road -- both narrow, no parking streets --

is an absurd conclusion from a planning point-of-view. Also,

the proposed college has no authority from the Legislature for

plans or construction; they are bound by legislative budget

restrictions on the number of students they can transfer from

Pensacola Street. How can they say where to orient a gym for

the needs of an. imaginary studen body without plans in depth?



Mov.ing to pagge ten, the report continues: 'uThaffic is not liexpected to be a matter of concern." It is impossible to accept
that bland statenient on a serious matter. In this case, the
Dept. of Transportation hasn't run a traffic count at 18th Ave

& Diamond Head Road since August, 1971; yet, there's a traffic
. signal being erected on that corner now. Apparently, gnly the

i stoplight people, and us, know of the dangers of that uphill
interasection.

Another important phase was omitted. The graveyard on 18th
Ave has permission to build two 2OO-seat chapels with cafeterias, BR

special service rooms and all the other accoutrements that go gg
with that commercial business...within this five-year period. _¯g

They are also desperate for parking, You only need to see one
funeral procession on 18th Ave to realize how quickly that
secondary street can be tied up. |=g

Additionally, there are students at the remodeled dwellings Eg
on the Ruger site, The newspapers have said that the school
can grow to 7,500 students. Our assessment shows there are now

twelve active, or proposed, non-residential operations in the ág¯-a
-amt

East Diamond Head area. The Commission's denial of appropriate-
ness of this application will help avoid the area having at least

10,000 extra people by 1980. Today, Waikiki has some 19,000
transients daily. Should a residential area have that load on

harrok, secondary streets?
The Commission knows that CBS is a large corporation. This

is how big: they.have over 33 million shares of stock quoted
at about 58) they are worth some 1.8 tillions; for the last 12

months, the corporation earned $100 millbns. They could have
bought anything they required on Oahu. We know the history well.
Into court and out with a consent decree.; one delay after another.

Even a letter from the Governor that themajority of last year's

Board felt must be respected. You have to wonder what was the
purpose in needling so many people by pursuing a location in a

residential area
Our research also shows that Hawaii 5-0, in the first 13-week '

segment last fall, was rated 45th out of 66 shows. CBS then
changed the show to a softer time spot, and it has ranked 20th
three or four times, one of those times it ranked eleventh.

The show was a perennial leader in its first seven years. Eut
.

styles in shows change. What happens if CES doesn't p oduce

this show afer 1976?
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Meeting of the Planning Commission
Minutes

March 17 1976
¯

¯¯¯

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, March 17, 1976 at
1:42 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman
Randall Kamiya presided.
PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman

Sylvia Sumida, Vice Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Donald Hosaka
Ned Wiederholt
Harriet Wikum

ABSENT: Charles Izumoto
Yuklin Kuna

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer
¯g

Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
= ¯ Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner gli

Hent En Staff Planner i SEE

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
ONE CHANGES zone changes from R-6 Residential to A-2

MAKIKI Apartment in Makiki on (1) approximately
(1) R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO 18,025 square feet of land located at

A-2 APARTMENT 1821 Keeaumoku Street, Tax Map Key:
1821 KEEAUMOKU STREET 2-4-241 11; and (2) 29,294 square feet
IKAZAKI, DEVENS, LO, of land situated at 1815 Kewalo Street,
YOUTH NAKANO Tax Map Key: 2-4-25: 6.
(FILE #75/Z-22)

(2) R 6 RESIDENTIAL TO Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
' NER

A-2 .APARTMENT Bulletin/Advertiser on March 7, 19T6. ¯ g
1815 KEWALO STREET Comments received regarding the proposal - =
GAH, INC. are incorporated in public testimony FOR :

(FILE #75/Z-23) and AGAINST the proposal. '

Staff Planner Loretta Chee presented the Director's report recommending
approval of the proposal, subject to the conditions contained in the
Director's eport.

There were no questions of staff regarding the Director's report.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. George Henrickson of GAH, Inc., agreed with the conditions in
the Dirèctor's report.

The. Commission questioned Mr. Henrickson concerning potential over-
development and need for more apartment development in the area
considering the availability of approximately 1,000 new, unsold
units in various condominiums and apartments within a five block
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. area. Mr. Henrickson stated that the sale of apartments depends
on how well the market accepts the design of the apartment and

-_
its location. During the past couple of years, the market has been
down and so has the economic situation. However, the Dillingham

--:
Study indicates that most of the units now on inventory should

¯ÿ be sold by completion of their development in approximately 18 months.

TESTIMONY AGAINST
Miss Gertrude Humphries, Member, Makiki Community Association,

¯

felt that aesthetics should be considered in zoning, that the
applicant' s plans and pictures of the proposal should be available
for review.

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mrs. Wikum and carried.

MOTION: Dr. Choy moved to accept the Director's recommendation for
approval, subject to the conditions in the report.

Discussion followed.

Question was raised whether a policy review of the area is
necessary. Staff indicated that the subject area for many
years has been considered the Makiki Buffer Zone designated
for medium density. For the past two years, the City Council
has reassessed the area which assessment since then has occurred
almost annually. Community concerns are particularly for height
and transition from single family to medium and high density
apartment.

The motion failed fá lack of a second.

The matter was deferred to the next meeting on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Wiederholt and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was heid to consider
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 4 a request for a Conditional Use Permit
CERTIFICATION OF and Certificate of Appropriateness
APPROPRIATENESS (Diamond Head Historic, Cultural, and
DIAMOND HEAD HISTORIC, Scenic District) for a facility for a

- CULTURAL, SCENIC DISTRICT television progrram production of Hawaii
NO. 2 Five-O on approximately 4.8 acres of
CBS TELEVISION NETWORK land situated at the intersection of(FILE #75/CUP 19 HE) Diamond Head Road and 18 th Avenue, Tax

Map Key: 3-1-42: portions of 9 and 20 .

Publication was made in the Sunday Star-
Bulletin/Advertiser on March 7, 19T6.
Comments received both in support and
against the request are incorporated intestimony for and against the project.

Staff Planner Henry Eng presented the Director's report recommendingapproval of both the Conditional Use Permit and the Certificate of
Appropriateness, subject to the conditions contained in the draft
resolution attached to the report.





TESTIMONY AGAINST

1. Letter dated Mar. 15, 1976 from Mr. Sidney E. Snyder, President,i Save Diamond Head Association (copy attached)
2. Letter dated Mar. 17, 1976 from Mrs. John T. Humme, President and

i Mrs. Al J. Pfaltzgraff, Diamond Head Chairman, Outdoor Circle (attached)
3. Mr. Wendell H. Marumoto, Attorney for East Diamond Head Assn. p

Following is an excerpt of Mr. Marumoto's presentation. L

i MARUMOTO: The thrust of my testimony goes to the question of
whether or not this application is properly before you. But, before at
I get to that, on the basis of testimony I've heard, it would be perti- E

I nent if I responded to some of the testimony and some of the impressions i 359
I believe that have been left with the Commission. Ë ŠË$

I would beg your leave to explain how 5-0 got into this position at this
time from a planning standpoint. The history that Mr. Norvet gave you
was made possible, I believe by the application in 1967 by Hawaii
Studios which was an independent Hawaiian organization which leased .or

had a permit from Land and Natural Resources to build the sound studio
to be used by 5-0. My recollection is that the Planning Commissîon
rejected their application for CUP. This preceded the CZC in 1967.
After some appeal, the Zoning Board of Appeals granted a CUP on a year
to year basis given to CBS. i IEF
The same residents who now call themselves the East Diamond Head
Association banded together informally and protested here and at the
ZBA. When the ZBA approved the CUP, the firm I was with was retained
to seek judicial remedies against that. When we first went to court,
the judge ruled that the residents as an unincorporated association
were not proper parties to complain and therefore threw the case out
without going to the case on its merits. After two years that it took
to appeal the matter to the Supreme Court, the Supreme Court overruled
the Circuit Court judge and said that the unincorporated association
was a property party and that the Circuit Court should hear the case
on its merits . This was sometime in 1971. At that time, rather than
go:i.ng to court, asettlement was reached with 5-0 and Hawaii Studios
to permit 520 to continue to utilize that piece of property- that is
where they were until the end of last year where they still are
physically--until the end .of 1974.

A condition of that Judgment stipulated was .that every effort would be
made for them to find alternative .locations. This was a condition
placed in a Judgment .in 1971. Therefore the residents of the Diamond
Head area were somewhat kicked in the back when late in 1974 after the
shooting season, they were approached by CBS to see whether or not a
year extension to that CUP could be granted. Then we got back into
the action and starting negotiating with CBS. It seems to us at that
time that CBS really had not, or at least it was my personal opinion
that they really had not tried the previous two years to find an
alternate site. It seemed to me that based on what I understand of the
industry that this is sort of an iffy thing that goes from year to year ,

and I d.on't blame them, it's a good econonic ghess why bother loóking
for a new location if you're not going to shoot next year.



I Anyway, it got popular and in 12/74 we got to negotiations about E ==

extending the term for another year at the present site. This took a = --

I lot of teeth pulling with the residents because we had a Judgment that
we could have just gone to court with and they wouldn't have been able
to stay where they were for another year. This is with respect to where
that $50,000 comes in. CBS was paying rental for something in that

i order to Hawaii Studios for use of their premises. It was the feeling
of the residents in the area that a private party shouldn't benefit
by the year's extension nor should CBS be allowed to shoot their remain-

I der for another year effectively rent-free on a deal that we made.
Therefore, the rental which would have otherwise accrued to Hawaii
Studios was diverted to the East Diamond Head Association presumably

I for purposes of either civic improvement or what not and one of the
things that they knew they had to have some resources for were to
protect proper planning and other things in that area. ..

It seems to me one of the funny things about this thing is everytime
- CBS runs against a time deadline, they're going to start shooting

next month. As I recall the shooting season is April to November.
They could have come here a year ago. They've had since sometime in
May or June 1971 to seek an alternative site. I don't think that they
looked for an hour between '71 and '74 and I don't really know how hard
they tried during the last year.

Also, a condition of the extension of that right to use the present
location for the additional year was conditioned upon their removal
from that site because if they were to shoot for another year, they
were to do it some place else. If we're going to go to the matter of
good faith, I think there's some question as to whether or not it's
really fair to say that the residents there negotiating this would
have permitted within the concept of moving away from the location a

mere three or four blocks which is really what this is doing.

ith respect to the considerable economic benefits of 5-0 , no one can
contest that. We're not going to contest that but I don't think that
is a matter really which has any pertinence or relevancy to your
consideration. For example, you've had witnesses come here with guns
to.your head. Either you give 5-0 this location or Hawaii't going to
lose millions of dollars. This gives me an idea. I'll go to Don Ho
or Danny Kaleikini, we'll get some money and say either we rebuild the
Queen' s Surf where it was , the way it is and wë 've got the money to do
it or we're not going to perform anywhere else in this town. You know,
that's silly. Five-0 can move elsewhere. It's simple for them and easy
for them to go where they've suggested h.ere but I don' t think they tried B
to find an alternative location and I honestly don't feel it's the only B
place that they can move. ËÑÑ

I also serious y question whether or not Hawaii 4-0 from the studio
standpoint really has Hawaii at heart. Hawaii 550 is a production for
CBS which is entitled to profit from a popular TV show. No one is
contesting that. That's all it is. If Hawaii 5-0 is really tied in
wi.th the promot ion of Hawaii, I would suggest that CBS sign a non-
cancellation or some kind of agreement with the State or HVB that Hawaii
5-0 will nin as a non-cancellable show for another five years. Now that



I know is not their intent. The year that the ratings go down they're
going to cancel it and move out of here. That's they're right.
They're in business. What the State and HVB should do is probably
hustle all of the studios and get them to use Hawaii as a locale. If
5-0 becomes unpopular this year, you're not going to have 5-0 next year.

I What we have here is a classic confrontation between the sovereign and
its people. Now, if the State wants 5-0, wants the studios, and wants
them to do and be here and give them whatever concessions they want to,

y the State as a sovereign has the means. There's a legislature in
session. If they pass an Act that says 5-0 gets to shoot in the middle
of Kapiolani Boulevard at 4:00 p.m., they can pass a law and there's

- nothing we can do about it. Unfortunately for CBS, that is not the
- situation. We have rules. We have laws. Just because they've got a

i B lot of money, they've got a lot of emotional appeal, I don' t think
i that gives them the right to ask you or to tell you, in fact dictate
¯ to you, that an exception should be made to procedure.

Under the CZC, under Section 21-241 an application for CUP may be made
by a developer, an owner or a lessee. Now under that section, a lessee
must hold under a recorded lease the unexpired term of which is five
years from the date of filing of the application. I think it's safe to
say that CBS does not hold such a lease. It is not recorded and it
certainly does not have five years to run or more than five years to
run from the date of filing of the application. It may be missing
words but I have not seen the lease. Based upon the testimony that
I've heard, I'm satisfie'd that there is a 30-day revocable provision
in there. If lease is revocable in 30 days, to ask for five years,.
that is not a lease for five years. That is a lease for 30 days,
renewable for 30 days up to the end of five years. I contend here that
on the basis of that analysis, the application by CBS is not properly
before this commission. Now, there may be an argument. I briefly
discussed this with members of the Corporation Counsel's staff this
morning. There maybe an argument here that CBS is not the applicant
and that the Stake is, that CBS is merely the agent of the State.

Now, I've reviewed your file and for purposes of this particular hearing,
the applicant is CBS. There's.no question about it. If the Commis-
sions wouid like to look it, it' s cleariy an application filed by CBS
with Mr. Norvet' s signature, I believe. Now, the State did authorize
that application. This is done all .the time as you know. But, an
authorization by the State for CBS to apply for a CUP for TV production
purposes is not the same as making CBS the State agent. Even if by
some stretch of the imagination it was to be interpreted that CBS was
the agent of iKe State, then we're at odds with the statement made by
Mr. Kono. Mr. Kono said here. the State was not interested in a movie
or TV studio. They're gnly interested in buildings there for KCC.
Now if that is true, what should properly be before you is a joint
application for a CUP with both KCC usages as well as that o£ CBS.

We've got a problem here which your staff took over lightly -I take
that back, they d.idn' t think it over lightly but they just stopped.
without really thinking it through. In your report contains the state-
ment that CBS has stated and maybe the State has .too--this is Condition



6 of the Resolution. We're going to be faced with the same thing. I

don't know if you people will still be here but whenever that happens,
it's going to happen when CßS either terminates its lease which maybe
short of a year. It's going to be at the end of five years. Somebody's
going to come to you and say hey, we've got buildings here. We're going
to use them for warehouses. You're going to say that's not an intended
use, that doesn't comply. Thèy're going to cry, roll on the floor and
say yeah but it's there. What are we going to do with it? You're
going to be stuck. These.are not buildings that are going to deteriorate
in five years. They're permanent buildings. Under those circumstances,
I think that's the purpose of putting into the CUP a requirement that

M any lessee asking for a CUP has a lease for more than five years because
the CUP is not for a conditional use for a year or two. It's for a

g permanent use or at least a semi-permanent use. If that's the case, a

g proper application before this body would not only be one by CBS the
present user but also one by the State, the reversionagruser giving you
some indication of what those buildings are going to be used for, what
this property is to be used for. There's some statement in here about
the huge building being used for a gym. If it's going to be used for
a gym, you should now consider all of the ramifications of that use
because once that building's in there, they're not going to move it. The

- problems that are going to be created by traffic and whatever else is
going to flow into.that thing five years from now or a year from now or
whenever are things that you should be aware of. Those are matters which
should be before this Commission at this time.

I would just set before you my opinion that the application itself is
improperly before you and should not be considered.

QUESTIONS OF MR. MARUMOTO

CONNELL: Mr. Chairman, for the edification of the Commission,
Mr. Marumoto was kind enough to suggest the possible processing problem
this morning. Therefore, I have.spent a portion of the day in consulta-
tion with Cor oration Counsel.

The First Deputy Corporation Counsel has indicated verbally that our
Corporation Counsel considers the applicant for this particular CUP
to be the State of Hawaii. The application which can be entered in
fot the record indicates that the applicant recorded owner lists the
State of Hawaii, Department of Defense and also the name of the second
owner, University of Hawaii, Kapiolani Community College. Mr. Marumoto
has indicated from the CZC in Section 21-241, page 48, that those who
can apply for a CUP are a developer, owner or lessee holding under a
recorded lease the unexpired term for which is more than five years
from the date of filing of the application. Its possible that DLU in
preparing the report to the Planning Commission has erred in describing
some of the conditions. Hawaii 5-0 has been recorded as an authorized
agent The CZC under developer on page 10 , a developer is described
shall mean an owner or any person with written authorization from the
owner who intends to improve or to construct improvements upon his.
Property. We will receive a written opinion from our Corporation
Counsel but I'm sure it will be along these general lines, that Hawaii
5 0 CBS can be considered as a developer who are authoriied by the
owner to act as an applicant.



In terms of Condition 6, I think Mr. Marumoto raises a legitimate
, question which can possibly be handled by striking State lease and

putting in permit. Further on where it talks about submitting plans,i properly if a new use is put in what should be done is to submit an
application for a new CUP which would go through the same normalprocess as this proposed CUP. Therefore, I would suggest to the

i commissioners if they do approve this particular resolution and appli-
cation, that Condition 6 be rewritten to reflect the problems which
Mr. Marumoto suggested. It would also be possible to rewrite the reso-

i lution itself in the first resolved clause and to add clearly that this ¯¯

is for five years from the date of the issuance or the adoption of this
resolution.

SUMIDA: Is the East Diamond Head Association the same association
M of which Mrs. Noh is a member or is it a different association?

MARUMOTO: I'll ask her. Are you a member? ANN

NOH: Yes, I am a member. ==m

CHAIRMAN: What's the difference between the East Diamond Head -

Association and the other Diamond Head Association? BRE

MARUMOTO: I don't know. The East Diamond Head Association was at $¯ËË
one time an unincorporated association made up of the owners around diëthose state-auctioned lands on Akaka Place and so forth, and more
recently they're incorporated.

CHAIRMAN: How many members do you represent?
MARUMOTO: Those questions might be better address d to Mr. Carroll

who is the president of that association. He'11 also have testimony
contradicting Mrs . Noh.

There were no further questions of Mr. Marumoto.)
TESTIMONY AGAINST (Cont.)

4. Mr. Peyton Carroll, President, East Diamond Head Association
(Submitted testimony, undated, copy attached)

QUESTIONS OF MR. CARROLL

SUMIDA: Are you representing the East Diamond Head Associationor are you speaking for yourself as a member of that community?

CARROLL: I'm speaking as the .President of the East Diamond Head.
¯ Assonation, Incorporated that was. just incorporated in November.Before that it was a loose neighborhood thing.

SUMIDA: Could you give the commissioners an idea about the
corporation.

CARROLL: Yes. 1"he corporation has also been accepted as nonprofit
by the internal revenue and the State of Hawaii. Wehave so far
delivered onë newsletter in the total area whichhas 686 homes. Inour

y1aws we have a new requirement that you have to pay dues to be am.ember. Mrs. Nachado the Membeœship Chairman was here until a coupleof hours ago but I think Tim fairly correct in siying that we have 73due paying members at this time.



CARROLL: Represents a little over 10% like the Outdoor Circlo has .3,000 members represen ing all the housewives on Oahu. So, this is how
it goes I think. But, we're only in the beginning of our memborship
drive. We think we'll have over 200 members by Fall.

WIKUM: Did you have a meeting of any kind to discuss this applica-
tion and take any kind of vote?

CARROLL: Yes we had a meeting just about a week ago.

WIKUM: What was the result of the vote?
CARROLL: It was unanimous.

WIKUM: What meeting was Mrs. Noh in?
CARROLL: I'm just guessing because there'd be no way to know. But,I the only time I remember a large-scale vote was wher the Governor'sletter was read to the membership. At that membership there was about50 people. They voted about 31 to 14 something like that.
WIKUM: What was the date on the Governor's letter again?
CARROLL: February 4th, 1975.

WIKUM: By this question I don't mean to imply you have to solveCBS' problem but do you know of any alternative·sites that are available?
CARROLL: No I don't personally but I know Mr. Norvet has made aneffort in the last two years to find something suitable for their kindof production.

WIEDERHOLT: Could you comment.on what appeared to be the UH plansfor this area establishing a school and secondly, have you talked withto any UH planner?
CARROLL: Yes, we invited Mr. George Higa who's the Assistant Provostto come to our annual meeting and give us a description of their plansbut theyhadnone. He just gave a talk about what might be.
WIEDERHOLT: Maybe you could just comment on the notion' of theschool about the UH and Kapiolani Colle in this particular area. Icomment on the owner a great deal like Mr. Eng does. We had a bit ofa formal meeting in the Senate Chambers and one of the men that got upwas knowledgeable about this kind of thing. He talked about --theywould have to be considerable study on the drainage problem, particularlyon the shoreline managenent permit changing the streets and the build-ings and the parking lots and so forth.

WIEDERHOLT: There are other aspects to it too. A school generatestraffic, generates buildings, generates foot traffic, densities of thatkind which can be pretty intensive.
CARROLL: I don' t .think our Board feels the area is appropriate forany kind of a big educational plan.

WIEDERHOLT: Mouldyou see this þroject encouraging the UH aspira-t i ns and hopes in the area?

CARROLL: You mean the CBS project?

IEDERHOLT: Yes. 304



CARROLL: No. The CBS project is an entirely different kind of a -

problem. The only reason there's any particular difference of opinionbetween Mr. Norvet and our Board is because of this crater parkdevelopment. All of a sudden the importance of this scenic drive orthe visitor industry in the community has just increased 100 times overwhat it was in November since the announcement of the possibility of a
crater park.

WIKUM: I forgot to ask you how many of your approximately 73
members were at the meeting when you took the vote on this application?I CARROLL: I would guess those were pretty much around 90% that are
members now that were at that vote.

WIKUM: So 60 some-odd people?
CARROLL: 50 I said, 31 to 14 so that's almost 50.

WIKUM: This is the most recent reeting.

CARROLL: That was the only meeting where there's been a membership
- vote to my memory and I've lived there since '61.

CHOY: Mr. Carroll, if I'm redundant, I would apologize but I would
like to know what happened to the $50,000 that you had received from
CBS and what was the nature of the contribution?

CARROLL: It reached us in two different checks in the amount of
$44,000 not that it's materially different but the money is invested.
We've waiting until there's a plan for the area and then it's going to
be spent on beautification of the area. That is the general purposeof the Board at this time.

CHOY: Now I understand your plan but under what condition was
the money offered to you and under what posture did you accept the
contribution?

CARROLL We had a vote in the Board in the meeting that I just
described, the 31 to 14 meeting. The residents voted to accept the
offer provided they stayed only one more year. The letter from the
Goyernor was read, the vote was taken and that's the way its came.

CHOY So am I to understand the .contribution was made a year ago
1975,. actually when Governor Ariyoshi h.ad written to your--

CARROLL: Yes. The 31 to 14 vote was a direction for the Board of
Trustees. They voted 7 to 3 backing up the membership.

CHOY: So you feel justified that by accepting this contribution
from CBS that the community has more than lived up to their end of thebargain and you see fits to use the money the way the association deems
necessary.

CARROLL: Yes, but the major gift will be used for beautification
aims according to the Board's direction. We have it invested and we
spend the interest from it on the newsletteos, and in other ways particu
larly since we don t want the area to go to hell in a hand basket so tespend some of the income on attorneys too.

CHOY I m coming báck to what Mr R tl dge had implied that even



crossing as far as this contribution was concerned? I just want 2
2 clarification.

CARROLL: No, I don' t believe that was Mr. Norvet's purpose when m

I he said instead of paying the rent to Hawaii Studios Inc.
, we would

g give you the funds for the purposes of your association. I don't¯¯=

believe that was his purpose whatsoever.
CHOY: I hope you understand the line of questioning because ofour Administrative Procedure Act and also by Corporation Counsel that

-- it's incumbent on this body to explore all of the possible areas. You -

still haven' t answered my question to my satisfaction. Has any partof this money been used to retain Mr. Marumoto?

CARROLL: No, he was paid direct by CBS. The actual amount, I
believe, in round figures for the year 1975 was something in the areaof $54,000. First of all, taxes had to be paid out of it and then
CBS paid Mr. Marumoto's fee and the balance was sent to us.

CHOY: Am I to understand CBS paid Mr. Marumoto's fee to get acommission cost with them?

CARROLL: He sent his billing to them and they paid him, yes .

• IIII

CHOY: That's a good business.
CARROLL: Those are the facts.

CHOY: In other words, am I to assume Mr. Wendell Marumoto appearedbefore us against CBS, against this application, that CBS paid thelegal fees?

CARROLL: No, they deducted a certain amount and forwarded it
after h.im. They deducted his fee from the gift.

CHOY: I believe Mr. Marumoto is in conflict of interest.

CARROLL: No I wouldn' t say so because the matter was closed bythe time that the money was due to the East Diamond Head Association.

CHOY: I'm more confused by the minute.
CARROLL: Let's go back to the. schedule Dr. Choy.

The agreement that Mr. Marumoto worked outwith CBSwas in 1974. Themoney that they offered to send to the East Diamond Head Association -

came in two different checks--one in $10,000 approximately in February -or March and the other in December. Now when we got the check inDecember of ' T5, they had deducted the taxes and Mr. Marumoto's fee.
CHOY: The second check.
GARROLL That's co rect. Much later, a ear after the legalmatter .

-11-



CHOY: And that's the second check that was for $44,0001

CARROLL: No, the second check was for $33,000 something.
CHOY: Another question. Since that incident, has the East Diamond

Head Association expended any more money from your treasury which I
presume to be a deposit of the CBS check, to Mr. Marumoto as a legal
retainer fee?

CARROLL: No, we have not.
WIEDERHOLT: The nature of the agreement was the money was to be

used for civic purposes. At that moment, the initial chunk of this
agreement is there was only going to be one more year and that would
be the end of that. So, there was no more conflict involved. Is
that right?

CARROLL: Yes Sir, that's correct. There wasn't any.

WIEDERHOLT: What a ears to be a conflict then is there isn't
since then.

CARROLL: There isn't since then since the crater park discussion.
In fact, I met with Mr. Norvet November 18th. It was before there was
any knowledge of the crater park development. I told him at that time
it didn't appear that there was any strong opposition because we felt
how could we do anything with the Board of Regents : If they want to
move them on a University lease, what .could we do? And, it wasn't
until we found out about negative declaration and these things that
we began to get into an impact area.

WIEDERHOLT: This is a small digression. I don't understand the
University role in this, this reference you made to the University
lease. What is that?

CARROLL: The University with an onvironmental assessment eport
somehow got a lease on thosé 52 acres .

WIEDERHOLT: Who is leasing to whom?

CARROLL: ell what the Board of Regents does is beyond my ability
to explain. I unders tand they're leasing it from the Department of
Land and Natural Resources. DLNR who ii..our real foe in this matter
sîgned the lease with the Board of Regent's dated July of '75 after
this Bill 826 went through the legislature. This is what I meant when
I said they don't know how to read the law.

I DERHOLT: Is tliis parcel e're considering, is that a sublease
then from the University?

CARROLL: It appears that it is. I can't legally define what it
is either. I don't have any knowledge in the papers and I don't have
any legal knowledge either how to interpret it.

WIEDERHOLT: Is it possible to have that information checked out,?



I .

E il
- ENG: As far as DLU is concerned, CBS TV as an agent of the State 3

can appropriately apply for the CUP. So as a consequence, we did not

i investigate in detail any contractural arrangements between the various
State agencies. We only understand that the State does own the land
and that the State has authorized CBS to act as its agent. If there's

i further information regarding the specific terms, the arrangements,
that perhaps these can be directed at State agencies.

CONNELL: On the application standpoint, CBS' role is not too gi
i different from the role that Jala played in a rezoning application om

for DLNR. There's really two issues here. One, as applicant and
secondly the construction of the buildings. As we indicated earlier, --

I we do have a letter here from Christopher Cobb, Chairman of the Board
of DLNR which authorizes CBS to make that application. Now, I don't !!
think it's really encumbant upon the Planning Commission to begin to
challenge the legality of the actions of DLNR. Sii CHOY: I'm still exploring the area of the contribution. I would
like to make a request that you forward to the Executive Secretary

I your complete record of receiving the project the expenditure, the
amount of money that you had received from CBS. I'd also like to make
a request of Mr. Norvet that you forward the photostatic copy of both
checks to the Commission.

CHAIRMAN: Dr. Choy, it is not within the jurisdiction of this
Commission to make that re uest.

CHOY: Well Mr. Chairman, it's because an accusation or implication
has been made in open hearing. I think it's incumbent on this Commis-
sion according to Corporation Counsel that we should explore all areas.
I think this is quite a sensitive area when money has been passed.

CHAIRMAN: But this particular matter is not on the CUP use. It
is beyond. It is something that had happened prior.

CHOY: In other words, the Chair is ruling that my request is
irrelevant to what's happening. L-

CHAIRMAN: Yes.

CHO : Then I can assume that those sitting in the gallery can
assume that possible transaction of money that has been implicated
in this application would be left unchallenged..

CHAIRMAN: Based on the fact that it has no bearing on the CUP.

CARROLL: Mr. Chairman could I volunteer to send our financial
report t Dr. Choy personaily.

CHAIRMAN: (Nods .)

(There were no further questions of Mr. Carroll.1

The public hearing was closed on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
Mr. Hosaka and carried.
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I The matter was deferred for two weeks for the following, on motion
, _,

I
by Dr. Choy, seconded by Mr. Hosaka and carried:

. ;
1. Request Mr. Christopher Cobb of the Department of Land and Natural '

Resources to attend the next meeting and respond to questions.

2. Request a representative of the University of Hawaii in charge of
future planning for the Kapiolani Community College to attend the

i next meeting and respond to questions.

3. Request copies of Mr. Kazu Hayashida's letter dated March 16, 1976
to Mr. Carroll for the Commission.

4'. Request a copy of the 5-year lease concerning Condition No. 5, or
any permits, from Mr. Kono of the Department of Planning and
Economic Development for the next meeting.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5: 50 p.m.

Respectfully submitted

Henrietta B. Lyman
Secretary-Reporter

ill
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II My name is Robert Norvet. I am a Vice President with the CBS

Television Network.

E . Chairman and members of the Planning Commission, I welcome

this opportunity to present a statement in favor of the approval

I of this request for a Conditional Use Permit and certificate of

I
Appropriateness fòr the location of a temporary motion picture

production facility at the corner of 18th Avenue and Diamond Head

Road.

This facility is required for the continued production of Hawaii

Five-0.

Nine years ago when we started this enormously successful series

we rented some offices on Piikoi Street and used an abandoned

warehouse in Waiawa for a sound stage. It was soon apparent that

we would not be able to continue production in Hawaii unless more

suitable facilities become available.

With the support of the Governor and other públic officials at

both state and local levels lus the assistance of rivateP P

industry, Hawaii Studios as it now exists in Fort Ruger, was

created and the facilities were made available to us under an

annual rental arrangement.

Shortly thereafter, a dispute developed between Hawaii Studios,

the State of Hawaii, and the East Diamond Head Association

relative to the legality of the installation of this studio facility.

A settlement was reached and HAWAII FIVE-0 was permitted to continue

at this site through 1974. Subsequently we were granted an extension

of this lease through 1975 which brings us up to date.
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Beginning in April, 1975, in aspociation with the Department of

Planning and Economic Development a study was.made of the many

possible sites for a motion picture facility.

The basic requirements in the selection of such a site were that

it should not be more than 30 minutes from Honolulu• not less

than 3 acres in size,• be in a quiet area compatible with sound

recording and that we have access to these facilities for not less

than five years.

Over 20 sites were considered but all were rejected as too noisy,

too far from Honolulu, or unfeasible, with the exception of the

location at 18th Avenue and Diamond Head Road.

We considered the reasonableness of our request for this location

but concluded that inasmuch as we:were across from a cemetery,

adjacent to the National Guard Motor Pool, contiguous with the

proposed Community College and outside the residential pattern,

there would be a minium of opposition.

We explored industrial areas but generally they are located near

a Freeway ·in an air traffic pattern or include an indústry

incompatible with the sound recording required for motion picture

production. This is consistent with studio zoning patterns in

Los Angeles where Studios are not located in industrial zones but

in residential or commercial neighborhoods. For example, TWentieth

Century Fox in located adjacent to Century City in Beverly Rills

and CBS Studio Center has residential dwellings on 3 sides with

commercial on the 4th.
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In mid-July 1975, tentative accord was reached with the four state

agencies involved for the usq of the site at 18th Avenue and

Diamond Head Road. Plans were discussed openly with all involved

departments of Government as well as with members of the East

Diamond Head Association. Requested changes were made but no

opposition expressed. Therefore, in mid November, we filed for

the Conditional Use Permit.

Our understanding with the University of Hawaii provides for

access to these facilities over a period of five years. We will

purchase the present of fice buildings and sound stage from Hawaii

Studios Inc., The offices will be relocated to the new site.

Possession of the stage will be given at no. charge to the Department

of Defense in exchange for the use of a soon to be abandoned motor

pool shed. We will purchase a new 100 x 120 foot Butler building

to be used as our sound stage. At the end of the -five
years or

unless earlier terminated by CBS, we will deliver ownership of

such building to the Kapiolani Community College (KCC) at rio charge.

Our plans for the development of this area include underground

facilities, landscapingAcolor coordination as requireda As

indicated to the East Diamond Head Association last Fall, we will

direct all our heavier vehicular equipment through Fort Ruger

rather than the residential section of this area.

This will be the 9th season of HAWAII FIVE-0 . The episode that

was broadcast in Hawaii last week achieved 9th place in the

National TV rating service. It has an average weekly audience in

the United States of 33 00;OOO people and is presently distrubuted

in 66 foreign countries.
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Since the beginning of the Series, we have spent in excess of

$30,000,000 in the economy of Hawaii and this figure is probably

insignificant compared to the Tourist income that is generated

through the exposure of Hawaii Five-0 to world wide audiences .

The success of production of Hawaii Five-0 in Hawaii is the envy

of many states who have established film commissions with the

singular objective of attracting motion picture industry, an

industry which is non-polluting and generates high expenditures.

We have beerr andr are now deeply grateful for all the cooperation

we have received to make it possible for us to produce this

outstanding series. The talents of our production staff and crew

combined with the natural beauty of Hawaii and its people has

been a good partnership. We hope that it will continue and that

you will favorably consider our reques .



IISTATEMENT OF

Hideto Kono, Director

i Department of Planning and Economic Development

before the r

i . . . -=-Planning Commission .

-

of the City and County of Honolulu r -

on

Wednesday, March 17, 1976
¯¯

in consideration of
HK¯

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS FOR FACILITY FOR TELEVISION

PROGRAM PRODUCTION OF HAWAII FIVE-0

The State is actively pursuing the goal of attracting new movie and

television filming activities to Hawaii. There are numerous reasons why

this type of activity can be considered a preferred industry in Hawaii:

Film production is a "clean" industry for Hawaii.. It does not degrade

the air, destroy the quality of water or scar the land as do some industries.

An industr.y such as this would be favorable for Hawaii where pure air and

water are precious resources and the.land supply is limited. The fact that

it is an activity which does not tie up scarce and expensive land certainly
makes it a desirable activity.

An increase in employment can result from the filming industry. Most

of this will yield greater opportunities for local people possessing the

required talents or skills. Because jobs in this field require a relatively
high level of talent or skill, these are generally high-paying jobs.

Further advantages include the fact that film production in Hawaii would

naturally utilize the beauty of the State and serve as an excellent promotion

of the State's assets to those who might be interested in visiting here. This Eli

economic spin--off would be difficult to measure but its impact on Hawaii's

tourist industry would be considerable.
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II
About $32,000,000 has been spent and 100,000 man-days of employment

of Hawaii residents resulted from the just completed eight years of CBS

Five-0 production. Considering the need for expansion of our economy to

11 bring more dollars in and create more jobs for our people, it is important

that we encourage this industry.

My deparkment served as the lead agency for the State Government in

locating a suitable new site for the CBS Five-O studio. More than twenty

alternative locations were examined very thoroughly and systematically.

II We have worked very closely with the staff of the Department of Utilization,

and we have worked closely with all State agencies including Kapiolani

Community College, Department of Land and Natural Resources, Hawaii National

Guard, and the Office of Environmental Quality Control.

All State agencies concerned concur with the findings of the Director

of the State Office of Environmental Quality Control in that overall plans

for the area including the temporar.y relocations of the television operations

are "all in good order" with respect to environmental requirements.

For the reasons noted above, the State supports the granting of the

Conditional Use Permit to CBS Television Network.
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TESTIMONY: JOHN G. SIMPSON, PRESIDENT, HAWAII VISITORS BUREAU

Tourism is a vital part of Hawaii's economic base, and from a market-

ing standpoint, we at the Hawaii Visitors Bureau feel that the television
program, Hawaii 5-0 provides considerable and valuable exposure to the Islands

as a visitor destination.

Tourism is Hawaii's first and only billion dollar industry, providing

some 25% of the State's total income as well as 25% of the tax revenues generated

in the State. And, according to two different commissions, which recently studied

the future of Hawaii's economy, it was concluded that tourism was essentially the

State's only growth industry we can look to for new jobs and income needed.

It is important, therefore, that Hawaii compete aggressively in an

extremely tough market for travelers around the world. For example, travel to

Puerto Rico was up 11.7% this winter, and in 1976 they will be spending 50% more

on their print and television advertising..

With this type of competition, the .Hawaii Visitors Bureau desperately

needs all the help we can get in exposing the Islands to potential visitors.

I We believe an important part of this assistance comes from the tremendous exposure

Hawaii receives weekly from the television show Hawaii 5-0.

lt is staggering to consider that each-week some 40 to 45 million
potential visitors to Hawaii in the United States are exposed to Hawaii's scenic

beaut,y and balmy weather. Just as important are the some 300 million foreign viewers

in 72 different countries around the world. Continued growth and viability

for the visitor industry must look to foreign markets suchas Japan, our number

two visitor market, and Canada, which is number three. Ale must also continue

to nurture budding new markets such as Australia, New Zealand and various

European countries. As such this huge foreign exposure made possible through

Hawaii 5-0 is most valuable.



SIMPSON TESTIMONY -2-

Of course, television is the perfect nodium for showcasing the beauty

of these islands. An important part of the effectiveness of Hawaii 5-0 is that

it is shot live right here in the Islands -- at a cost I might add of over $300,000

every seven days of shooting. It is to the credit of CBS that they have not

just tried to trade on the name of Hawaii and do a "budget" type production from

some Hollywood sound stage.

In light of these benefits to the State's visitor industry, we urge

that ever.y consideration be given to retaining the production of Hawaii 5-0

within the State.

II
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.y. , The
Hawaii's Most litantiful Hotel

'
y ' On the beach & lagoon la9t Waikiki

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

As a hotel operator it is ry belief that everything possible

i should be done to retain the production of Hawaii 5-0 in
Hawaii. During the past years we have had an untold number
of visitors both from the mainland and Europe cournent favor-
ably on the exposure that Hawaii 5-o gives Hawaii.

All of us in the hotel industry spend a great deal of time and
money to bring additional tourists to the islands . Hawaii 5-0
not only gives us tremendous publicity at no cost, but in addit-
ion creates jobs for our people. All of us in the tourist
industry should therefore do everything possible to assist in
the continuation of this production.

Yours very truly

Fred President
Waikikian Hotel

FD:bc



h - President
Sidney E. Snyder, AIA

iamond Head -
Dr. E. Alison Kay

SOClatlOD --esas
Room 508 - 119 Merchant St. Mrs. Robert Creps
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 secreury

Eddie Tangen
Chairman, Ways & Meam Comminer

Aaron Levine, AIP

March 15, 1976

i
Mr. Randall Kamiya

i Chairman
City Planning Commission
City & County of Honolulu

i 650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

re: Public Hearing - March 17, 1976
Conditional use permit and
Certificate of appropriateness
CBS Television Network :

Dear Mr. Kamiya
and Members of the City Planning Commission:

The Save Diamond Head Association is greatly concerned about the
proliferation of new buildings proposed for the East Diamond Head
area. As we review the numerous projects proposed for that section
of Diamond Head, it becomes apparent that piece-meal consideration
of the proposed new structures in the area emphasizes the need for
an overall plan. If those lands are to maintain the integrity of
the Diamond Head State and Federal monument, it is essential to
consider carefully the total character of development.
The Board of Directors of the Save Diamond Head Association sugcjests
that interim development control measures or a partial moratorium
be instituted in the East Diamond Head area until an overall plan
is prepared, designating uses appropriate to the State's most famous
landmark .
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I g -
. Mr. Randall Kamiya ¯

and Members of the City Planning Commission
March 15, 1976 | ¯

Page 2 li -

Therefore, we recommend that approval of the conditional use
permit and certificate of appropriateness be held in abeyance -

until an overall plan is prepared for the area in which the
proposed facility for CBS Television Network is requested.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours , E -

Sidñey E . Snyder i 2
President ¯

-¯

cc: Robert R. Way
Eugene B. Connell
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THE QUTOOORC I RCLE 200 No. Vineyard, Honolulu, liawaii 96817

March 17, 1976 -

The Honorable Randell Kamlya, Chairman
and Members
Planning Commission
City and County of Honolulu
650 South King Street

- Honolulu, Hawall 96813

-
- Subject: Pubilc Hearing Regarding State-Owned Lands at

¯

Diamond Head.

Dear Chairman Kamlya and Members:

The Outdoor C1rcle would like to commend the Director and staffmembers of the Department of Land U†Itization for the thoroughnessof their treview and analysis of this request for the use of the landat the Diamond Head State Monument. We appreciate this opportunityto express our concerns.
We have been most concerned recep†ly with the numerous buildings ap-pearing on its Eastern slopes, and with the requests for more buildingsin this residentially zoned area. AI†hough we are aware that some ofthe proposed structures are termed temporary, temporary has a way ofbecomlng permanent.
To our knowledge, the State has no overall plans for the huge tractsof lands which it owns here, including no Master Plan for the Com-munity College - hence each reques† Is being considered separately,and not as a part of a total, well-conceived plan.
Because the City has no Oevelopment Plans for this area, the existingGeneral Plan ls being used as a guide for development and this aloneis not a sufficient tool for good "planning.
The Oukdoor Circle supports the position of the Save Diamond Head
Association for interlm development control measures, or a partial mor-atorium to be instf†uted in the East Diamond Head area until the Statehas an overal l plan that wil l protect and enhance this landmark.

edelleve the Department of Generai Planning shouId begin work onthe much-needed development plans for Diamond Head, which will
properly establLsh land uses compattble to, and enhancing the char-
acteristics of, the historic and scenic Olamond Head State Monument.
Thank you again for this opportunity to express our concerns.

Mrs. John T. Humme Mrs. A.J. faltzgrafPres i dant i amond Head Cha i rman

KANEOHE OÚTDOOR CIRCLE KONA QUTDOOR.ctRCLE LAMAINA OUTDOOR CIRCLE LANI•KAILUA OUTDOOR CIRCLE
2-«annon, naw . 4 AAILUA-KONA, HAWAli 95740 LANAINA, MAUI, HAWAll 06761 BON 201-MA LUA. HAWAll 06734 --

MAU UTOOOR CIRCLE WAI.MOMI OUTDOOR C1RCLE



STATEMENT
al East Diamond Head Association

Peyton Carroll, president

The staff report from the Dept. of Land Utilization compiles
information favorable to the applicant and, since it carries a

first draft City Council resolution attached, we must question

most of it. There are these points that need further study, in

our opinion, before the Commission can readily agree that the
applicant should move into Historic, Scenic & Cultural District #2.

On page two of the staff report, under "Development Plan",
- the report describes a widening of 18th Avenue. The inclusion

f that sim 1e statement implies a benefit. Reve-&e-e-eeeemt
Le44ee-feem the Lept. of Public Works that eliminates this hope

for the users of 18th Avenue at this time.
Page 3 has a short paragraph describing how Statute #343 was

technically satisfied. The negative declaration described, but

not identified, was filed by the State's Dept..of Defense --

practically speaking, one of the landlords. They are supplying
the prop s.torage structure, another steel building for the site

under discussion. Please bear in mind the applicant needs tw_o

large, steel buildings, not just one. The procedure evidently
satisfies the requirements of statute #343. We, however, hope

the questionable method of bypassing an Environmental Impact
Statement won't satisfy the Planning Commission on the vital

question of what should be in the area.
Page 4, this phrase: "The proposed facility is to be tempo-

rary in nature for the next five years." The residents have

never seen anything erected around Diamond Head that was tempe-

rary. We can' t even get a fire hazard demolished! For eight

years we've tried to gain a pLan for the area.
On page 5, the report says: "The facility is not oriented

to receiving visitors and will be used primarily for indoor
filming, storage and office operations." That was written by

someone who's never seen a studio operation; never seen agents,

actors, writers, extras, technicians, suppliers, etc. deluge
a producer. Plus public curiositv. Our neighbors report that

tour busses, one after another, stop outside 5-0. There they
sit with air-conditioning full blast, engines turning over
spewing out that diesel smell and a loud PA description going

on. Th busses can' t park anywhere on Diamond Head Road -- it' s

so narrow it's posted -- but,they will stop at the proposed



location whether they block the intersection or not.
There's also an omission. Why no report from the Board

of Education? Kaimuki Intermediate students, by the hundreds,
walk to and from school. Many of them short-cut through that
land. The location would be an attractive nuisance from that

i point-of-view.
On page 6, the Dept. of Land & Natural Resources states:

"It does not foresee any signifigant adverse impact on adjacent
state lands." To us, it appears they won't read the law of
this State that means 'All lands in the area revert to the
monument.'

On this page, there is also a comment from the University:
"CBS has agreed to turn over the sound studio to the University
at no cost after termination of the revocable (on 30 days'
notice) permit." Mr. Norvet, OBS' West Coast vice-president,
has stated on more than one occasion that the understanding is
for five years. Yes, the "30 days" is in the lease; but there's
an extraordinary understanding also.

The additional statement "studying an offer by CBS to parti-
cipate in a curriculum" should be taken with a grain of salt.
Experts in TV programming they are, professors in cinematography
they are not. Scholarships they could easily supply; any re-
cipient, however, should ask Manoa to transfer him to USC.

Now comes the Dept of Planning & Economic Development. The
first statement: "We feelthat the adjacent community will not
be adversely affected by the location of the project." Since .
this department has a planning function, we hope this Commission
will wonder why there was no interpretation of the future situa-
tion as it affects Oahu, In a few years, there will be a Crater
Park. By that time, local associations hope to see the drive
around Diamond Head a much more scenic attraction for the community,
and for visitors who will be driven to the Crater Park. It's a
treat to see the inside of a volcano...especially when it's only
ten minutes from your hotel. The area involved is supposed to
be our most important State monument...not a place for commercial
d.evelopments. This same department then makes in asinine state-
ment: "The project will indirectly contribute to the economic
welfare of our State. ' Hawaii 5-0 would make the same contri-
bution in an appropriate location.
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This Dept. of Economic Development then ind.icates its support
for the conditional use permit without comment on the lease rate
of 7/10ths of a cent per sq ft per month --no hawaiian business
enjoys a rate like that. In other words, this department is

"whitewashing" the subsidization of a mainland corporation earn-
ing millions a year.

On page seven, our City & County Dept. of Land Utilization
sums up these statements: "Public agency reviews and comments

I have indicated that the proposal can be accomodated on the sub-
ject site." We claim these public agencies haven't done their
homework and, therefore, have no right to impose on the Planning
Commission for acquiescence to their summation.

The page seven staff report continues with this statement:
"The request is for a temporary facility. That is not true.
Dr. Matsuda's letter, part of the back-up to this report, reads:
"Further, it appears that the sound stage at least -- if appro-
priately designed -- can be 'recycled' for community college use.
Senate Resolution #92 makes a gaudier statement: "Whereas, the
Columbia Television Network has committed itself to the expendi-
ture of between $300,000 and $400,000 on the construction and
landscaping of this facility primarily consisting of a sound
stage measuring 100 feet by 140 feet with a height of 24 feet,
the limit set for the Diamond Head preservation district, and will
have plans for the structure approved by the Board of Regents,
University of Hawaii,_ since the lease requires this building to
revert.to the University after five years to be used as a gym-
nasium for Kapiolani Community College..." The same kind of a

sound stage has been reported sold to the National Guard for

$23,000 after six years usage.
Another gymnasium project is about to start across 18th Ave

at Kaimuki Intermediate. That one costs 1¾ millions. This
cost comaprison labels Senate Resolution #92 .another of the
smokescreens around this application. The thought of a college

gym, which must include spectator parking, at the intersection

of 18th & 1)iamond Head Road -- both narrow, no parking streets --

is an absurd conclusîon from a planning point-of-view. Also,

the proposed college has no authority from the Legislature for

plans or construction; they are bound by legislative budget
restrictions on the number of students they can transfer from
Pensacola Street. How can they say where to orient a gym for
the needs of an imaginary student body without plans in depth?



Moving to page ten, the report continues: "Thaffic is not
expected to be a matter of concern." It is imposcible to accept
that bland statenient on a serious matter. In this case the
Dept. of Transportation hasn't run a traffic count at 18th Ave
& Diamond Head Road since August, 1971; yet, there's a traffic
signal being erected on that corner now. Apparently,qnly the
stoplight people, and us, know of the dangers of that uphill
interasection. .

Another important phase was omitted. The graveyard on 18th
Ave has permission to build two 200-seat chapels with cafeterias,
special service rooms and all the other accoutrements that go
with that commercial business...within this five-year period.
They are also desperate for parking. You only need toisee one
funeral procession on 18th Ave to realize how quickly that
secondary street can be tied up.

Additionally, there are students at the remodeled dwellings
on the Ruger site. The newspapers have said that the school
can grow to 7,500 students. Our assessment shows there are now
twelve active, or proposed, non-residantial operations in the
East Diamond Head area. The Commission's denial of appropriate-
ness of this application will help avoid the area having at least
10,000 extra people by 1980. Today, Waikiki has some 19,000
transients daily. Should a residential area have that load on
narrok, secondary streets?

The Commission knows that CBS is a large corporation. This
is how big: they have over 33 million shares of stock quoted
at about 58; they are worth some 1.8 billions; for the last 12

months, the corporation earned $100 millons. They could have
bought anything they required on Oahu. We know the history well.
Into court and out with a consent decree; one delay after another.
Even a letter from the Governor that the majority of last year's
Board felt must be respected. You have to wonder what was the
purpose in needling so many people by pursuing a location in a

residential rea?
Our research also shows that Hawaii 5-0, in the first 13-week

segment last fall, was rated 45th out of 66 shows. CBS then
changed the show.to a softer time spot, and it has ranked 20th
three or four times, one of hose times it ranked eleventh.
The show was a perennial leader in its first seven years. But
styles in shows change. What happens if CES doesn t pr
this show aßer 19



It's been reported that Nephi Hannemann is .about to be cast
às a doctor in a medical series with Hawaii as the locale by ABC.

I Do we then come before you and oppose another application? NBC

may have something in the wings. How about the major studios?

The major independent producers? If one gets favorable treatment,
why not the others? Of course , the City Council will be "great -

guys" for okaying all these leases at 7/10ths of a cent.
In conclusion, our research emphasizes many frailties in the

planning for this area. The subject today is more important than
the addition of another monolithic steel building...we are deal-

ing with the State's most important visual asset. This Commission

cam, with a denial of the viability of a certificate of appropriate-

ness and a conditional use permit for this commercial use in the

monument .area,

promote community betterment for years to come.



II
Meeting of the Planning Commission

Minutes --

March 31, 1976 pgg

The Planning Commission held a meeting on Wednesday, March 31, 1976
at 1:46 p.m., in the Conference Room of the City Hall Annex. Chairman --

Randall Kamiya presided.
PRESENT: Randall Kamiya, Chairman

i Sylvia Sumida, Vice-Chairman
Dr. Wilbur Choy
Charles Izumoto

i Ned Wiederholt i iii
Harriet Wikum i Ë|i

ABSENT: Donald Hosaka i 3ÑÑ

I Yuklin Kuna

STAFF PRESENT: Robert R. Way, Chief Planning Officer

i Eugene B. Connell, Executive Secretary
William Ducheck Assistant Director Desi n, , gDepartment of Land Utilization
Robert B. Jones, Assistant Director, Zoning

Department of Land Utilization
Lorrie Chee, Staff Planner
Henry Eng, Staff Planner
Gerald Henniger, Staff Planner

MINUTES: The minutes of February 18, 1976 were
approved, on motion by Mrs. Sumida,
seconded by Mr. Izumoto and carried.

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
0NING CHANGE a request for a zoning change ffom B-1

B-1 NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS TO Neighborhood Business to B-2 Community
B-2 COMMUNITY BUSINESS DIST. Business District on approximately
MAKIKI 57,018 square feet of property situated
RICHARD Y. SAKIMOTO, M.D. in Makiki--corner South King, Victoria,
(FILE #76/Z-1 LC) and Young Streets (Medical Arts Building),

Tax Map Key: 2-4-02: 6.

Publication was made in.the Sunday Star-Bulletin/Advertiser on March
21 1976

Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the Director's report recommending '

approval of the.request.

There were no questions of staff regarding the Director's report.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

Mr. Arnold Abe, Attorney for the applicant, concurred with.the
comments contained in the Directoris report. Questioned by the
Commission, Mr. Abe acknowledged receipt of a letter from DLU



apprising the applicant of the proposed Thomas Square HCSD äg
ordinance. Since he did not review the ordinance and Dr. Sakimoto,
due to emergency reasons, could not be present at today's hearing,
Mr. Abe stated that they would submit their comments concerning
the proposed ordinance as it affects their proposal, in writing.

I TESTIMONY AGAINST

Mrs. Kay Landrum, Chairman, Committee for Thomas Square HCSD,
The Outdoor Circle (Submitted letter dated Mar. 29, 1976, copy
attached)

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by

i Mrs. Sumida and carried.

The Commission deferred the matter until it acts upon the Thomas

i Square HCSD ordinance, on motin by Mrs. Wikum, seconded by Dr. Choy
and carried.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS The public hearing held on February 18,
PROPOSED ORDINANCE FOR 1976 was closed and deferred to March 3, ¯

ESTABLISHMENT OF HISTORIC, 1976 for further study by DLU and Corpora- -

CULTURAL, 4 SCENIC DISTRICT tion Counsel. At its meeting on March 3,
NO. 5, THOMAS SQUARE/ 1976, the Commission deferred action to
ACADEMY OF ARTS DISTRICT March 31 1976 for further study by.the
INITIATED BY DEPARTMENT OF Executive Secretary.
LAND UTILIZATION (GH)

At the request of the Commission,
representatives from the following
organizations presented architectural ..

scale models of their proposals:
1. Mr. Sheridan C. F. Ing, Architect, First Methodist Church
2. Mr. Robert A. Short , Clinic Administrator, Fronk Clinic
3. Messrs. Tom L. Battisto, Executive Administrator, and Patrick

J. Duarte, Associate Administrator., Straub Clinic and Hospital

Each representative referenced their previous submitted testimony
concerning the impact of the ordinance on their proposed
developments (see Feb. 18, 1976Minutes).

Concern was expressed regarding MTL's Bus Yard Diamond Head of Alapai -
Street of views from Thomas Square on buses traveling back and forth
on Hotel Street between the parking lot and the maintenance area.
Staff pointed out that bus yard is proposed for inclusion within the
Hawaii Capital District. The Develophent Plan which indicates amall on Hotel Street ends at Alapai,

Regarding the impact of the 30-story Makiki Cliff Apartment Building
mauka of the Lunalilo Freeway and immediately adjacent to the Thonias
Square HCSD, the structure will be visible to Thomas Square and to
the interior court of the Academy of Arts . A Building Permit already
issued for that project could not be rescinded. Legislation was
initiated by City Council recently regarding an expanded Punchbowl
District which woul take into account review of all buildings mauka
o the freeway'.
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The Commission deferred action to April 21, 1976 for a walking field
trip through the Thomas Square District, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mr. Wiederholt and carried. ¯¯

UNFINISHED ßUSINESS The public hearing held on March 17, 1976
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 4 was closed and the matter deferred for
CERTIFICATION OF additional information.
APPROPRIATENESS
DIAMOND HEAD HISTORIC, Representatives requested to appear from
CULTURAL, SCENIC DISTRICT Kapiolani Community College, State Depart-I NO. 2 ment of Land and Natural Resources and r.
CBS TELEVISION NETWORK the State Department of Planning and Ë T..
(FILE #75/CUP-19 HE) Economic Development were questioned by say

I the Commission. r =mr

1. Kapiolani Community College - Messrs. Robert Hara, Planning Office, Ë¶
Office of the Chancellor for Community Colleges, and George Higa, EE
Administrative Assistant to the Provost, Kapiolani Community
College 2¯=

a. Is there a master plan available for KCC and when will TV
facilities be integrated into KCC's educational system?

Rresented for the Commission's perusal was a land use map plan
of the subject area. Existing.KCC facilities are presently
being used by 750 students with a projected enrollment of
5300-- 1980, and 5600 - 1981. Integration of CBS' facilities
into KCC's educational.system has much to do with financial
support from the legislature because of the extent of develop-
ment, the time involved in design and construction to accom-
modate proposed academic facilities. Target completion date EEof the academic area is set for 1980-81. Development may
necessarily have to include areas other than the academic
facilit".

b. Will 5 years give enough time to implement their educational
program? 25

It would be difficult to respond definitely because the inter-
collegiate and intramural programs are presently being studied
on a state-wide basis for all community colleges. Development
of athletic facilities in anticipation is being provided and
will become part of the community college. The existing Butler
building with some modification could accommodate a basketball
cour t. The new Butler build ing .propos ed by CBS, when vaca ted ,could be utilized for indoor sports.. Outdoor play courts for
tennis could be part of the PE facilities in this area.

c. What curriculum will be implemented at KCC?

Community colleges have three major programs.
(1) Liberal Arts which essentially provides requirements for

the first two years, transferable to a 4-year college.



(2) Vocational which presently consists of business education,
food service, nursing, and health service programs. KCC
has the largest community college business education program -

I state-wide as well as the only health service program state-
wide.

(3) Para-legal training program.

2. State Department of Land and Natural Resources - Mr. Jack Kaguni,
Land Management Division

DLNR owns the subject 51.6-acre property leased to UH effective
July 1, 1975 for 65 years. The Board in December '75 granted apermit to CBS issued under state statute for one year, renewable
annually with the Board's consent. The Board's decision to
issue CBS a permit was based on whether or not UH could accommodate
such activity for a short-term period of 5 years.

- 3. State Department of Planning and Economic Development - Mr. Henry
Wong, Economist

Realizing through TV ratings that the currently popular Hawaii 5-0 -

TV series could eventually be discontinued, what justification isthere for a short-term change of land use in a Residential area?
Inasmuch as temporary structures often become permanent, what is
the possibility of this facility becoming a permanent studio for UH?

With Hawaii 5-0 currently rated 9th in TV ratings, DPED has a
favorable projection of that program for the next 2½ years. If
the series is discontinued, the facilities are there for KCC use
so that nothing is lost. Whether the UH decides to use the
facility for some cinema educational program or PE is their
prerogative. Even though athletic use is proposed, if need indi-
cates a high demand for technicians, use of those facilities could
change.

4. Mr. Peyton Carroll, President, East Diamond Head Association

In view of the University's plans, their association is now
considering filing suit claiming that the lease made in July 1975
is improper because Statute 615 was amended in February 1975.
Mr. Carroll stated: "We don't believe the UH should have had
that lease handed to them without an EIS. They submitted only an
environmental assessment report. This, of course, is a sublease
and the Department that made the negative declaration is the
Department of Defense and they're part of the sublease."
To another question, is the college consistent with the intent to
retain a resource like Diamond Head, Mr. Carroll stated: "To put
it bluntly, some of the members of our Board consider that $11½
million dollar potential piece of property, if it becomes a commu-
nity college is a rape of the taxpayer's assets. These huge
beautiful pieces of land are being used without enough people
having any say about it."

There was no further discussion.



I MOTION: AmotionbyMrs. Wikum, secondedbyMrs. Sumida, to:Lncorporate ? -the suggested changes into the proposal (copy attached) , was tunanimously carried.
AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Kamiya, Sumida, Wiederholt, WikumNAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kuna

Following is an excerpt of the Commission's action. On the first vote,the motion failed to carry . Due to the impasse , and the hope thatI absent commissioners might attend the evening session, the matter was -deferred to the end of the agenda. Upon reconvening, Mr. Wiederholtmade his same motion for denial for the reasons so stated, secondedagain by Dr. Choy, which carried unanimously.

EXCERPT

WIEDERHOLT: Mr. Chairman, I would like to move that thisresolution be denied on the basis that it is truly inconsistent withthe long term management and use of a vital resource that faces theState of Hawaii.
CHOY : I' 11 s econd.

CHAIRMAN: Discussion?
- g CHOY: Yes . Ned mentioned the incons is tency of the nature of theuses of the proposal. I hate to be redundant that whenever the govern-ment does anything on a temporary basis, I still feel there is always

a tremendous possibility that it becomes a permanent fixture. Myquestion to that extent has not been answered. I have nothing against
CBS and the temporary facility neither am I overly fond of the seriesHawaii 5-0 because I think there's too much violence to that. But, Ibelieve that's beside the point.

I think many of the ques tions that have been asked were not addressedto completely and under those conditions I would agree with CommissionerWiederholt's motion.
WIEDERHOLT: I think the reason that I've given here applies to anumber of things , a. number of the ques tions we 've been asked to addressthe past two months that I've been here. It's also at the heart at thekind of complaint and comments you read continuous ly in the newspapersand you hear it from other citizens , good heavens why didn' t they do



something about that. Now being on this board, I'm one of those. I'm
really a bitcher from way back and I've tried to find a point at which
they operate. I'm beginning to think that we are a small part of those
days and that this kind of questions that we raise concerning agricul-

E tural lands, the use of resources that are State resources belong to all
the people are the very subject that these complaints address. In a

I situation like this where the national figure, image of the State of
¯

; Hawaii is being nibbled away by the apparently monolithic governmental
- i forces, I think it might be reasonable for us to say, hold it for a

T I while.
WIKUM: I would like to speak in favor of the motion and respond MF

to one fact which kept appearing at our hearing two weeks ago and that ut
is the need of the State in the economy for some kind of good, clean EE
industry. That's a concern to me and I'm sure it's a concern to
everybody on this table. I plan to vote against the application and
for the motion inspite of the fact that I want to see movie industry
in Hawaii. If Hawaii 5-0 is so popular, I cannot believe that they
will not find someplace appropriate to film it the next year.

CHOY: I would like to remind the Commission for us to be consistent, ggg
this Commission quite some time ago had denied a studio proposal by äga
Oscar Nichols also in a residential area. The present proposal before
us is also in a residential area. I believe that to be consistent, we
must deny the CBS application.

WIEDERHOLT: I have to speak to what Harriet just said. Somehow
in this monolithic governmental process, we're placed in a position of
having to choose between two mutually exclusive good things. There's
no question that all of the arguments dramatized at the last meeting
do represent a benefit. I think it's something that we might question

- N why governmental processes that are suppose to be guarding the interest
of the State on both sides, throw up to us this kind of a dilemma
in which any choice is a loss and in which case then the only question
left is which is the lesser of the losses. Diamond Head is an irreversible
total loss to the whole State. Hawaii 5-0 unfortunately will have to
have a little trouble but it is made up of humans with some capabilities
that possibly, I hope, resolve their problems.

CHOY: I call the question.

CHAIRMAN: The question has been called for. All in favor, raise
your right hand.

Ist VOTE
AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Wikum, Wiederholt
NAYES - Kamiya, Sumida
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kuna --

2nd VOTE
AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum
NAYES - None
ABSENT Hos aka, Kuna Kaäiya (abs ent a:t 8 : 90 ..m.



. UNFINISllED BUSINESS The public hearing held March 17, 1976
ZONE CHANGES was closed, and action deferred for lack
MAKIKI of a quorum vote.
(1) R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO

A-2 APARTMENT Commissioner Sumida who had questioned the i
1821 KEEADMOKU STREET need for more apartment development in the
IKAZAKI, DEVENS, LO, area made a recheck of various condominiums ¯

-;

- YOUTH 4 NAKANO and apartments she had questioned and y(FILE #75/Z-22) found that approximately 80%-90% were i '

(2) R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO either sold or occupied. | -

A-2 APARTMENT i ¯

1815 KEWALO STREET ACTION: The Commission accepted the ! lii
GAH, INC. Director's recommendation and
(FILE #75/Z-23) recommended approval of the

proposal, on motion by Dr. Choy,
seconded by Mrs. Sumida and
carried.

AYES - Choy, Izumoto, Kamiya,
Sumida, Wiederholt, Wikum

NAYES - None
ABSENT - Hosaka, Kuna

PUBLIC HEARING A public hearing was held to consider
ZONE CHANGES zoning requests for two parcels of land
HAWAII KAI in Hawaii Kai--Hawaii Golf Course Subdi-
(1) R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO vision 4 (R-6 Residential District to

A-1 APARTMENT* A-1 Apartment District) and Marina 7-E
KEALOHOU ST. (GOLF (R-6 Residential District to A-2 and -

COURSE SUBDIVISION 4) A-3 Apartment Districts), Tax Map Keys:
(2) R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO 3-9-10: portion of 1, 3-9-08: portion of

A-3 APARTMENT* 10 4 16.
CORNER WALLUA ST. 4 -E
LUNALILO HOME RD. Publication was made in the Sunday Star-

-;(MARINA 7-E) AREA 1 Bulletin/Advertiser on March 21, 1976.
(MAUKA) Comments either for or against the_project

(3) R-6 RESIDENTIAL TO are included in testimony in support or
A-2 APARTMENT* in opposkion to the proposal.
CORNER WAILUA ST. 6
LUNALILO HOME RD. Staff Planner Lorrie Chee presented the -

(MARINA 7-E) AREA 2 Director s report recommending approval -

(MAKAL) of the proposal as enumerated in the
*CONDITIONAL ZONING IN report.
ACCORDANCE WITH ORD. 4300

¯

KAISER AETNA - Conceras exþressed by the Commission are: Mi
(FILE #74/Z-88-LC) EË

1. Impact of the proposed development on
Kalanianaole Highway, that Kal. Highway
Is-presently serving beyond.its load
capacity.

Staff indicated there would be no
immediate impact since development
would occur incrementally. Conditional
zoning in this development will place
controls on density.



il
2. Rationale for Department of Transportation Services ' commentB that the impact on traffic is not expected to be significant.

g 3. The State Department of Transportation's comment that the proposeddevelopment should have no serious impact on road improvementsexpected to be completed in 1980.

4. Discrepancies in travel time from Hawaii Kai into Honolulu.
Staff indicated that these times were used to show that travel timefrom Hawaii Kai to Honolulu are comparable to other travel corridorsto-HonóŒulu throughoutitholislanded.

5. Whether thefëUafe policies by the State DOT regarding water taxisand highwaydwidening which would affect development of Leeward andWindward Oahu.as well as the Hawaii Kai area.

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT

EB1. Mr. Barry Okuda, Kaiser Aetna gg2. Mr. Charles Coupe Kaiser Aetna EU3. Mr. Robert Cort, Hawaii Kai Resident 22
--IReasons in support:

1. All A-1 and A-3 zoned areas are fully developed.
2. The subject parcels are not agriculturally or otherwise productiveland. Marina 7-E is reclaimed, filled land for which large expen-ditures were made for fill, marina walls, access, grading andutilities.

3. The request is in accord with the DLUM.

4. No immediate impact will be caused by zoning of the parcel.Occupancy of the units will not occur within the next two years.Time will be needed to prepare a detailed master plan of theparcels and construction financing only after zoning is obtained. ¯¯¯

5. They agree 'with the recommended conditions which would provide more -open space, greater setbacks, and less density which would otherwise be granted by the Comprehensive Zoning Code. =m

6. Residents will know in advance what the intended uses are for allfuture development.
7. The proposal adds a variety of units, and is within walking --distance of the mass transit system.
8. Development of highrise units provides architectural characterto the development by creating some vertical relief to an other-wise monotony of low-rise development across the project.
9. The project will provide employment and assist the St'ate's economy.

332
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I...

10 . Traffic can be satisfactorily accommodated and the corridor is M
less congested than other major corridors leading into Honolulu.

11. The proposal provides needed housing.
12. Based on their record of good performance, their proposal should

be approved.

TESTIMONY ŒNi OPPOSITION

1. Mr. Charles Clark, Neighborhood Board No. 2 (Submitted testimony
dated Mar. 31, 1976, attached)

2. Ms. Karen Bond, East Oahu Communities Council (Submitted testimony
dated Mar. 31, 1976, attached)

3. Mr. Erik Soderholm, Legislative Aid to Rep. Donna R. Ikeda (Submit-
ted testimony dated Mar. 31, 1976, attached)

4. Mr. KennethK. Nishibun, President, HawaiiKaiCommunities Council
(Submitted testimony dated Mar. 31, 1976, attached)

The public hearing was closed, on motion by Dr. Choy, seconded by
¯¯ Mrs. Wikum and carried.
-- Action was deferred to the next Commission meeting on April 21, 1976

for a field trip to the site, and for representatives from both the
State and City transportation departments.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 10:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Henrietta B. L man
Secretary-Reporter
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Ne l p:h horhood Ik,:n d Ñ2
Kuliouau to Kalani Iki

l'a T?ox 706
Honal al.I, Mi, 31

y nurne is Char leo Clark. I have resided at 10 1 Ci 1.<>Po traet fot'
1 Vel') geo.rs, .! t.Un DPDl G.C i.

l'DOT'hor¯>d
: n:Ir'd //2 welich T't ny'tisentsI ppTOX.ifilMÌOly (26Û Ì\ousehol.d be D.raen KLil on ind H.ni l i..

e F1 nning und ania OnmFni t Lee of our ei barbond Mon.rci , o
¯¯

I whi ch Ï æn a merrnber, epi?LRYrci LN.h i¯he follow g statement con-::ernin.:the pronosed Hawaii Kai zon:ina: chang;es, ¯-

I We have not studied nor have we ing coment on the nroposed Apartrient
zoning: limitations and condit:ions.

We note that the apropriate agencies and departments have assurerl
the Department of Land Utilization that there is water, sewers. Police
protection, fire protection ,. parks and schools. These facilities
are already in place .

TRÁFFIC 00RSIDERATÏ0NS:

Once one passes this heading in the. report, assurance disappears to
be replaced by disclaimers, a few inaccuracies and what appears to
be wishful hinking. Let us examine a few.

The repant assumes there viill be no change in the auto-carrying
capacity of the highway during iahe report period, lell. -- durin
the period 19TTISO., . Kalanianaole .j.ghway Corridor our only access

a dono:ltown Honolui.u, will he completely rebuilt, 8.4 miles of it,
at an...expetiditure of over $20,000,000 for conátruction alone.

Those of us who Avitnessed the ,tra:ffic tie .ùns
as ou:r' freeway systein -

was exie d out to Aina Koa recáilin hât every in h of..:thai co strue-
on ivas paralfeled by neveral alternate. Toutes - and hat commuter

r*Jfic has g;pown-- do not agi'ee hät theie will be "fyi change in
to carTying capacity ",.

awaii Kai had 6,.635 occupied alita as of July 1 1975 te ombina-
o units alrenòy zone plus this ezonigg bring total oc-

cugie tulits to 10 , 108 at he end of 1 80- Tha hoppi increase
to he carried over a road unde construc ion withno parallel'roads
ofher tha narrow resi ential side stréets hypassign only. part of the
distance



COY)C ril th Lt 1. i.'avei eriirl wi l no 1 iet, w tr Li ow

I 1 e \., 0 ey . V a ri c ,

e wp.tgeh nn ryh u3 been studied evtens vely by the DOT.- Doing crafi: pr eser%l.y available the system has a present costof $28,900,000 wii h capabilit.y to move orily 1,750 corrunuters between ¯

:30 and 8:30 AN assuming e. full load every; trip.
The fixe(( gg.iß :Syay obviously will not useable durinn; theconsi uction cheuze. There are serious doubts that, if implernented

,it would ever be extended to Hawaii Kai. Ligh.t rail or busesseem logical occupants of the medial expressway. Neither couldoperate in a medial under construction.

What will happen- to the express bus-carpool lane during construction .
is anyone a guess .

So much for solutions. So much for Park Enginee ing's drivingtiimes given in Appendix E. 74 -+;

,e

The report gese.pts statistics poin ting to a trend ay from single
family

.p
ig ences to vari us configuratiöns-of-egndo apartments.

We ag e. Els.ewhe e étátes tiga reëent purchaspre of Hawaii Kai
ca 6;ot don't joi; in the peak hpur commuter traff c. The iñierencethat a condo buye becomes ¿á different sort o§ person 1;y virtueof his purchase does not, we assure you extend to his driying habits

he report e of 1 faily. to deal realisti cally ith the fatof rush hour tiaffic on Kalanianacle Highway Corridor over hethree ye-ar perion 197 ‡980 . During this period the majo ty of th
units subject to the proposed resoning will become occù

e :necommend resoning a:t this time be denied



60 27 Ainioku
Honolulu, HI. 96821
March 31, 1976

The Honorable Randall Kamiya, Chairman, and
Members of the Planning ConTaission

- City and County of Honolulu
Honolulu City Hall Annex

i Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Subject: Request for zoning changes in Hawaii Kai

Gentlemen:

We feel strongly that the zoning request being considered tonight on -

parcels of land in Hawaii Kai (Golf Course 4, Marina 7-E, areas 2-Makai
- and 3-Mauka) are insupportable at this time.

Our concerns are mainly concentrated on the transportation needs ofthe comunities served by Kalanianaole Highway. The Kalanianaole High-
way Transportation Evaluation is in progress at this time and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement was published in November, 1975. Since
this area is geographically linear and is limited to one highway, consid-eration and study were given to possible alternate routes -- the Mauka
Corridor tunneling through the ridges of the Koolau Mountains .and bridg-
ing the valleys and the Makai Corridor better known as the "Reef Highway".
Both bave been rejected as being excessively costly, presenting engineer-
ing concerns and creating severe adverse impacts on the natural environment.
Thus since we are confined to one artery to serve these comnunities, trans-portation and population become irrevocably linked in planning the future
of this area.

We feel that because of the necessarily long time needed to develop a
study of the magnitude of the Draft EIS the population projections used
were developed at a time of vigorous economic growth and commensurately were
based on a land holding model -- that is, taking land available for resi-
dential use as. outlined in the 1964 Oahu General Plan and multiplying it by
density factors allowed by the Comprehensive 2oning Code. We feel however
that the assumptions and reconnendations predi ed on these projections must
be carefully reconsidered in tenns of present economic predictions and cur-
rent policies being developed to plan for their effect. For further discus-
sion see enclosure Report on the Draft EIS on Kalanianaole Highway.

Therefore we oppose increasing zoning density until the Kalanianaole
Highway Transportation Evaluation has been completed and a plan accepted,
and until the Revised General Plan which contains current, directive policy
has been adopted.

We thank you for this opportunity to express our views.

Bob McGlone, Acting Chairman
East Oahu Comuunities council

en Bond
For the Acting Chairman
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i REPORT ON THE DRAFT EIS ON KALANIANAOLE HIGHWAY

by Charles B. Sarber

i Chairman, Transportation Committee -

East Oahu Communities Council

i January 16, 1976

Since receipt of the draft the Council has met in three
successive monthly meetings on this subject'. In addition to

i Council members, attendance has included from time to time
Senators and Representatives within the district, interested
faculty from the University of Hawaii, members of the Neigh-
borhood Board and concerned residents. In between, membersI have caucused with their boards, transporation committees,
and individual residents for additional·input.

The initial result of these efforts was a preliminary
statement presented at the December 17th public hearing.
Since then the Council has considerably broadened its agree-
ment regarding the draft proposals.

Underlying Assumptions ¯ me

The highway proposals encompass a complex planning pro-
cess with far-reaching implications on land use development
and population growth. To adequately assess these proposals
it is essential to identify the relevant underlying assump-
tions on which they are based. This task is not aided by
the very size of.the report and the fact that no single sec-
tion is devoted to assumptions. However a number of relevant
assumptions have been identified as follows:

1. The existing corridor is barely adequate to serve
existing much less future travel demands. The

¯¯

proposed action is based on a projection of
greatly increased travel demand in the future
(II-5).

2. Travel demand is a function of population growth.
An upper limit to population growth can be deter-
mined through a land holding model - that is,
taking land available for residential use as out-

. lined in the 1964 Oahu General Plan and multiply-
ing it by density factors allowed by the City's
comprehensive zoning code (Table 8, III-6).





It is not consistent with policy to not substantially expand
auto capacity and it is not consistent with a mass transit
solution. Most important it creates a known imbalance through
the funnel effect. This effect - that traffic becomes in-
creasingly heavy as you travel inbound - is well known to
everyone involved in transportation planning and negates any
real.advantage to the 6/6 unless the State is prepared to
widen the highway at Aina Haina to 8 lanes and to double deck
the H-l. In view of this it would seem a tragic decision to
displace 60 more people from their homes. At the public hear-
ing the State itself was lukewarm on the 6/6 and essentially
down.played it in favor of the 6/4.

¯¯

Unfortunately, the 6/6 proposal has caused widespread con-
fusion. Our experience indicates many well meaning people with-
out adequate information could well conclude that if 4 is good,
6 must be better and surely the state wouldn't have recommend-
ed it if it weren't sound. .

Likewise the Council found little to recommend the pro-
posed supplementary marine bus system. This system is an
excessively expensive diversion from the main problem. It
would add less than 10% to the peak capacity of the corridor
at a cost of 29.8 million dollars or approximately 55°/o of the
cost of the whole project. we are not opposed to a marine
transit solution per se. On the contrary we welcome further
study to determine if a technology exists that would provide
a true alternative to highway transit. Perhaps the SSP (Semi
Submersible Platform) represents such a possibility.

Comparison to Other Alternatives

If the 6/4 proposal is consistent with the assumptions in
how then does it stand the .challenge of comparison with the ÑAË
next best alternative.

Unfortunately the report does not identify a next best
alternative. Of the five examined: namely, the mauka route,

¯¯

the makai route, the do nothing approach, controls on auto- ilE
mobile use, and controls on travel; the first two are elimi-
nated on the basis of excessive cost, engineering uncertainty, ggg
and severe environmental impacts; the last two are dismissed

55¯E

as unrealistic, leaving only the do nothing approach.

The do nothing alternative is defined as one that would
maintain the approximate level of service of the existing
highway (VII-2) . However and paradoxically it is also defined
as including improvements which could significantly improve
capacity. For example, it assumes contra-flow bus lanes could
be reserved for express buses and Figure 3 on II-19 indicates
that alone would increase capacity by more than 50Vo.



I IIIIt is unfortunate this alternative was labelled as a do 1 m

I nothing approach despite its assumption that improvements can ¯ïl

be made. There is in fact overwhelming sentiment within the
Council that a Do SomeEhing approach be thoroughly explored.
Its objective would be to improve the level of service to the
maximum extent through improvements to the existing highway.These would include signalization, intersection improvemenLs

¯¯¯

to accommodate turns, over and under passes, change in Kalani
High school hours and contra-flow lanes for express bus and

- carpool vehicles. When these improvements are translated in-
to increased capacity we then have an alternative to compare
to the 6/4.I
Reviewing the Assumptions

An EIS takes months in the making and the draft obvious-
ly began in the economic and social climate prevailing till
recently - that is, one of boundless confidence in Hawaii's
ability and desire to grow. Within this climate the assump-

- tions seem eminently reasonable. With run away economic .growth in the late 50's and 60's and with a construction in-
dustry unable to keep up with housing demand it was not illog-
ical to assume that population is simply a function of avail-
able housing and that dwellings will be occupied as soon as mi

mmthey are built. gg
But is this assumption reasonable today. Within the --

last 60 days we have had two warnings to the contrary. In a ggspeech to the Maui Chamber of Commerce as reported in the ""

November 28th Honolulu Advertiser, Thomas Kl. Hitch, First ..

Hawaiian Bank Economist said he expected t:he state's economy
to expand much more slowly than in the past. "In terms of
growth we have now become an average State. I say tlhis be-
cause the forces that moved us in the past no longer have
the potential for expansion that they had before". Again as
reported on December 10th by same newspaper; at a House
Finance Committee hearing on economic conditions, the law-
mäkers were told it will be a long time before the islands
see economic growth similar to that experienced in the late
50's and 60's. ùà article further quoted Joshua Agsalud,
Director of the Labor Department as saying "Until we come out
of the recession we are over built fui expensive homes and
condos "

. This statement comes as no surprise to the develop-
ers of unsold units in Èawaii Kai and elsewhere today. In
view of these conditions does it seem reasonable to project
the growth rate from 1975 to 1980 to continue at the same
rate as 1970 to 1975 its was done in the report (V-10 and
Figure 18).



I
Similarly the report states the proposed action would

I promote development and this is consistent with State and city
objectives on growth. However, in an address November 6th to B i
the Cement and Concrete Products Industry, Lt. Governor Nelson

i K. Doi stated: "because of increasing public concern about the ' ¯

impact of over development, the state Administration has adopt-
ed what it calls a "slow growth" policy for the next 10 years"• b
He went on to say that the plan is not yet complete but the -

preliminary indications are that it will include a slow down
in Oahu's population growth from the present 2.7% to l or 1½%
a year, that there will be a limited development of mass tran-
sit system and no new freeways on oahu; and that in housing the

- supply of urban land will be constrained.

I Bus report also assumes the 14 miles fixed guideway system
will be in operation by 1980 and it underscores the importance
of this assumption. Is this still a reasonable assumption?
The legislature is giving indications it will take a very care-
ful look before any decision is made. Estimated costs exceed
500 million dollars and it is known that mainland systems have
cost double their original estimates.

In view of the above we feel the assumptions should be
carefully reviewed based on current facts and either reaffirmed
or modified. If the results are to modify the demand prójec-
tions, the "do something" alternative could well become the re-
commended decision. Or alternatively if more capacity is re-
quired a new option is.opened of adding a conventional 11 foot
lane as the contra-flow bus lane rather than the dedicated 34
foot lane.

simmanar and Conclusions

In summary we recommend the following:

1. That the question of travel disruption raised in
our December 16th statement be adequately dealt

. with. As the single most significant short term
adverse impact it should be described in detail
and quantified.

2. That the 6/6 be eliminated on the basis it is un-
necessary, inconsistent with the assumptions,
and negated by the funnel effect.

3. That the supplementary marine bus system be
. eliminated as excessively expensive and a diver-

sion from the main problem. We welcome, however
any study that would lead to a true marine alter-
native to highway transit.



4. That the "do something" alternative be thoroughly

I explored. Ob jective would be to improve the ser-
vice level to the maximum extent through such im-
provements as signalization, intersection, over .
and under passes, change in Kalani High school
hours and contra-flow lanes for express buses and
carpools.

5. That the underlying assumptions on growth and
housing development be thoroughly re-examined in
the light of current forecasts of the state ' s
economy and the current slow growth policy of
the administration.

. =a-

6 . That the dedicated busway concept be re-examined ¯ g
in comparison to a conventional (and smaller) con- : M
tra-flow lane in the light of possible modified
projections and uncertainty regarding the fixed
guideway system.

-6-



REP. DONNA R. IKEDA (R-7th District)
March 31, 1976
Position Statement on Zoning Requests in Hawaii Kai

I am opposed to further development in the district at
this time due to our critical traffic congestion problems.

There is no immediate relief in sight; and I seriously

question the validity of some of the data on transportation

that is included in the memorandum on this request.

For example--

1. The State Department of Transportation has stated

that the information attributed to them which is contained

in this memorandum is at least a year old.

2. Although the Department of Transportation alludes

to several plans which are being considered for improvements
within the Kalanianaole Highway Corridor, both Houses of the

¯3i

Legislature this Session have deleted funding for a proposed
marine bus system for Hawaii Kai.

3. Several alternatives have been considered to

improve the Kalanianacle Highway Corridor; yet at this

point and time no definite, specific plan for improvement
has been adopted.



R

4. The City Transportation Of fice has stated that

increased express bus service in the area could adequately -

handle the increase and population which these units would

generate. However, the present system does not adequately

service our present needs.

Therefore, I would like to go on record in opposition

to this zoning change until such time that traffic can be

i adequately handled in the area. ¯¯
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March 31, 1976

To: Planning Commission

From: Kenneth Nishibun President: Hawaii Kai Communities Council

Subject: TESTIMONY IN REGARDS TO 'ZONING REQUESTS FOR TWO PARCELS
OF LAND--HAWAII KAI GOLF COURSE SUBDIVISION 4 (R-6
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT TO A-1 APARTMENT DISTRICT) AND

· MARINA 7-E (R-6 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT TO A-2 AND A-3
APARTMENT DISTRICTS) .

My name is Kenneth Nishibun. I am President of the Hawaii Kai

Communities Council which represents 25 community, service, and

business drganization in Hawaii Kai.

The Hawaii Kai Communities Council at its most recent meeting

held on March 22, 1976 vot zoning requests by Kaiser

Aetna for Hawaii Kai Golf Course 4 and,Marina 7-E. Furthermore, the

Council voted to oppose any new issuance of building permits on these

parcels until two very critical conditions are met. First, that the

capacity of the Kalanianaole Corridor be increased combensurate with
the increase in population. Secondly, that a primary care or emergency

care medical facilty be provided in the Hawaii Kai area.

The Hawaii Kai Communities Council is in complete agreement with
the statement made on page 26 of . the Director of Land Utilization's

report that: "The major concern is t·he transportation network, the

Kalanianaole Corridor. The corridor is already flowing at service

level E(congested and over capacity)." It should be remembered that
there are proposals for alternate modes of transportation such as a

water borne system and a fixed guideway system. There are also

proposals for expansion of the roadway capacity to six lanes from



Kirkwood Street to Hawaii Kai , which is strongly supported by the

Hawaii Kai Communities Council. There are also proposals for a

6 and 4 lane, configuration. Amid all these proposals, however, we

have yet to see a firm commitment from the City and the State.
.-

We should also be fully aware that one of the alternatives being

given serious consideration by the State Department of Transportation

is the "do nothi•ng approach" which would merely make minor improvements

to the existing highway and not offer any viable long term solution.

We, therefore, are in a situation presently of having no definite

commitment to improve the Kalanianaole corridor. Inspite of this,

.. however, there are definite plans to build approximately 2,594 units
from 1976 to 1981 en land already zoned in Hawaii Kai, as indicated
in AppÃndi F of the Director of Lan<Î Utilization's report. This

represents an increase of 38% over the 6,864 units existing at the

end of 1975. This .zoning request by Kaiser Aetna if approved, would

add an additional 1,850 units by 1983, thereby increasing the present

number of units by 70%.

It then becomes acutely evident that to even consider approval
of this zoning request at th.is time without having a firm commitment

for increasing the highway capacity would be against the spirit of

roper lannin and a detriment to the general pelfare of the community

Fut her examination of the Director's r$port indicates in Appendix

E that: "Travel time to the Central Business District has been reduced

féom 45 to 50 m nut es during eak hodre to most ecently, 15 to 20

minutes". Thes igures re misleading and in ne d f updating to
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reflect current conditions and drive times. The 15-20 minutes figures
rrpotakelanen Sep mber 75hdaurei ntl ead

u

taeld goperio 1 of tl e

ably worse. An informal survey by Hawaii Kai residents on March 29-31, --

1976 showed that it took 13-17 minutes in thë carpool lane just to travel

from Hawaii Kai Drive to Ainakoa St in Kahala. It t'ook 25-30 minutes i:=

in the non-carpool' lanes to travel the same distance during the peak

travel hour . It should be remembered that this distance is just a

little por half the distance from Hawaii Kai Drive to the Pali over-

pass as shown in the Kaiser survey. ; Our survey was not done by a -

certified engineering firm, however, they show enough of a discrepancy
-il

to indicate that t he figures in Appendix E cannot be relied upon as

being accurate for current traffic conditions.
In analyzing othér support facilities in Hawaii Kai, we find that

tliis communit:y of over 20,000 people does not have any type of medical

facility, no does it even have an ambulance. The Hawaii Kai Communities

Council is in complete agreement wiph a Queen's Medical Center study
done 1975 indicating that these facilities are greatly needed and

should be rovided. e have wüked with government and private agencies

to tr and establish such facil ties, howe er no p sitive results have

yet been realked. It is im rative that a primary care and/or emergency

care facility be provided prior to any ma or increase in popul 10n in

the area

In conclusion may we state that the Hawaii Kai Communities Council

not opposed to developmenti ' r se" however we are opposed t



approving new developments without first developing and improving

those support facilities that will service these developments. We

in Hawaii Kai, as in other parts of the State, have been subjected to

planning whereby developments have been allowed and approved to the

point that accompanying population growth has overwhelmed existing
support facilities. I believe that the time has come for us to

revise our planning procedures to make sure that adequate long range

improvements are made to support facilities prior to considering

new development proposals. .

The Hawaii Kai Communities Council, therefore, urges the members

of the Planning Commission •to deny approval on the aforementioned

zoning requests.

Respectfully Submitted,

KennetË . Nish un
Presiden Hawaii Kai Co mun es Council

ORGANIZATIONS IN SUPPORT OF THIS TESTIMONY
1. Aina Lunalilo Community Association
2. Friends of Kaiser High•,School
3. Friends of Kamilóiki Elementary School
4. Hawaif Kai United Chureli of Christ

Kalama Va11ëy Communiti s natián
. Kawaihme Crescent East Owner s Associätion

7. Koko Head Communny Assû¼Ìation
8. Kok Head Villa Associanion
94 Koko Isle Ässociatiot

0 League of Wömen Voters
11. Maunalua Triang,1e- Koko Kai Community Association
12. Portlock Community Ass ciation
1 Spi er Isle mm y esociation
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