








































































 
   
 
 
August 1, 2010 
 
To: State Land Use Commission 
PO Box 2359 
Honolulu, HI 96804 
Contact: Dan Davidson 
 
Re: Comments on EISPN for Proposed Olowalu Town Master Plan  
TMK  (2) 4-8-003: 84, 98-118 and 124 
 
Aloha Kakou 
 
Maui Tomorrow Foundation, Inc. (MTF) appreciates the opportunity to offer 
comments on the EISPN for the Proposed Olowalu Town Master Plan, 
TMK  (2) 4-8-003: 84, 98-118 and 124. 
 
The Ahupua’a Model 
The EISPN notes that the project is guided by the values and principles of the 
“ahupua’a,” but that term is not defined.  The EISPN does not refer to it, but the 
DEIS should discuss whether the ahupua’a of Olowalu verifiably supported 1500 
households, who consumed 500 gallons of water a day per household?  Would 
the ahupua’a system plan dwelling units in a known flood zone, or leave it open 
for crops and aquaculture?  It would be important to know more about the 
“ahupua’a plan” for the Olowalu village and what natural carrying capacities it is 
based upon? The DEIS should provide this information.  
 
The EISPN informs the Land Use Commissioners that Olowalu was once a 
thriving plantation community, and therefore would be a sensible place for a new 
town.  A population of over 800 was noted in the 1832 census, but the 
geographical boundaries of this thriving Olowalu Community were not made 
clear. Are they the same as the proposed project area?  
 
Olowalu Village Population 
Was the 800 population in 1832 counted by how many habitations stretched from 
Launiupoko to Ukumehame, and based upon families who lived in the region and 
attended Olowalu Church? Or was it based upon dwellings in the Olowalu 



Landing and stream area?  It should be noted in the DEIS what the verified 
population for the project site was during the early Olowalu Plantation days, and 
later Pioneer Mill days. Records of these times do exist.  
 
Records in our files indicate that Olowalu Plantation, in its report to the Territory 
in the early 1900’s, had about 90 workers living on site. The manager noted that 
the crops and people ran short of water in the dry season.  Will a future town of 
up to 1500 units, plus commercial areas be viable?  
 
MTF feels the LUC should require a DEIS which analyzes a variety of unit 
counts for any proposed Olowalu village project. 
 
Smart Planning Principles 
The stated goal of this project is to be sustainable, green, use cutting edge 
technology, etc. This is all laudable, but the EISPN offers very little specific 
information to affirm the project goals, except in chosen areas such as expected 
population growth, roadways, or economic benefits.  
 
Coverage of topics in the EA/EISPN is very uneven. The document strings 
together many undefined terms, designed to give an impression of 
environmentally sound planning, with no supporting data and, in general, does 
not meet the minimum standards put forth in HAR §11-200-10 and §11-200-16. 
The EISPN is the first opportunity for the public and regulatory agencies to 
review specific plans for the project and offer input yet the document offers more 
questions than answers. 
 
Incomplete Information 
Although the project’s EISPN contains elaborate site maps and public relations 
brochures (p. 155- 176 of the pdf version of the EISPN), it puts forth little 
information about the project’s specific impacts. 
 
A number of maps provided in the electronic version of the EISPN do not 
accurately portray the 100 ft wide Government Beach Reserve as spanning the 
majority of the project’s oceanfront land, regardless of ownership. Maps do not 
indicate what plans are for “lands owned by others.”  
 
What will happen to Kapaiki Village, where land is privately owned? The maps 
give no indication how many units are proposed for each colored polygon in the 
Olowalu Master Plan, only an overall project count by acreage.  
 
A separate high-density development (Olowalu Elua) was proposed during the 
Maui Island Plan discussions on lands between Honoapiilani Hwy and the ocean 
at the north end of the project area. Would this former proposal be incorporated 
into the proposed Project District? It would be beneficial to decision makers to 
have specific information regarding what is proposed on prime agricultural lands 
adjacent to sensitive reef environments.  



 
Impact issues which should have been discussed in the EISPN, and must 
be discussed in the Draft EIS: 
 
Community Support Facilities 
Will community support facilities such as a library, parks, school, fire and police 
stations, or community center be built by the developer? If they are “provided 
space,” will it be at a cost to the public? Who will be responsible for building 
these facilities, and at what phase of the development are they expected to be 
built?  Please elaborate on how and when these support facilities will be 
sustainably built. 
 
Potable Water Supplies 
The Sustainable Yield (SY) of Olowalu aquifer is noted as being 2 million gallons 
per day (mgd) in the beginning of the EISPN and 3 mgd on p. 54, then 2 mgd 
again on p. 55. The correct figure is 2 mgd according to the state’s Water 
Resources Protection Plan (WRPP) of 2008. 
  
The WRPP assigns Olowalu’s SY value a ‘confidence rating” of “2’ meaning 
“Moderately Confident.”  The 2 rating means a moderate amount of hydrologic 
data is available about the aquifer, however, “more detailed studies are required 
to better refine the potential range of Sustainable Yields. “  The DEIS should 
provide those studies through installation and monitoring of an 
observation well in the Olowalu aquifer.  
 
The EISPN lists the development’s projected demand for potable water at .75 
mgd (750, 000 gallons a day). It indicates that the system currently has one well 
with a capacity of .36 mgd, that could possibly be boosted to .6 mgd. 
 
The EISPN does not indicate what peak system demand will be, during hotter 
months, only that use of .75 mgd would be 37% of the aquifer’s sustainable yield. 
Figures for fireflow will be provided later, even though the area has had 5 major 
fires in the last decade, and fireflow demands are very likely known. 
 
It is doubtful that any independent hydrological expert would recommend 
exceeding more than 75% of a sustainable yield figure that is not fully confirmed.  
 
The EISPN does not discuss how many wells are proposed for the system’s 
future needs, or how they will be funded, or how many units would trigger the 
need for an additional well, only that a future analyses will be provided. 
 
The EISPN does not discuss plans for backup wells for system redundancy; what 
water rates currently are in the private Olowalu system, or whether water costs 
will be the higher, lower, or the same,  as current Olowalu system rates.  
 
Will affordable housing water rates in the Olowalu project be the same as rates 



for market priced housing? 
 
What are existing nitrate levels in the project’s wells supplying the potable water 
for the proposed development?  Will groundwater quality be affected by use of 
reclaimed water? Will this be determined in the DEIS? 
 
The Olowalu water system is currently in operation. While we are given detailed 
information about the proposed roadways the EISPN contains very little 
information on a water system that would be key to the project’s viability. Current 
residents of the area have lodged complaints about the quality of water delivered 
to their homes. The LUC should ask for complete and thorough information about 
the proposed water source. 
 
Stream Water 
The EISPN states that 4 mgd was historically diverted from Olowalu stream, and 
state Water Commission records show that to be the case from 1988 to the 
closing of Pioneer Mill in 1999.  Olowalu stream is characterized in the EISPN as 
“intermittent” although no source is given for this information and no data is 
presented to note months of low, high or no flows.  
 
The EISPN refers to plans to enhance habitat for native stream life, but does not 
discuss that Olowalu Cultural Reserve volunteers are primarily concerned with 
taro restoration. Plans for preserving the stream’s function should include funding 
needs and sources of such funding.  
 
How much stream water is currently utilized by local residents with kuleana 
rights? Do they desire to use more, or are there unmet claims or needs? 
 
The EISPN states a goal to reduce use of Olowalu stream water, but no figures 
are given on how much acreage is currently cultivated and by what number of 
owners or lessees. What are current potable and total non-potable water uses 
per household, and overall. Is there currently a charge for stream water use? 
 
Do all present users want to use the reclaimed water and, if so, will there be a 
charge for such use?  Will phosphate and nitrogen levels in the reclaimed water 
be lower or the same as that in county effluent?  
 
These questions should be answered in the DEIS, in order to provide decision 
makers with sufficient information about the project’s water resources and water 
use. 
 
Wastewater 
The EISPN indicates that the expected output of the private wastewater system 
will be .5 mgd but no figures are given for the project’s water use for landscaping, 
parks, greenways and common area maintenance, agriculture, traditional taro 
growing.  Will that demand exceed .5 mgd? 



 
Information is needed as to the cost structure of the non-potable water supplies. 
Will reclaimed water costs be subsidized, as is County reclaimed water, or will it 
be full market value?  Will residents or cultural restoration projects be charged for 
delivery of stream water?  Will present residents with kuleana water rights be 
offered a choice of stream water or reclaimed water for agricultural needs? 
 
Drainage 
The EISPN has no specific information regarding drainage other than the 
comment that some retention basins will be utilized and a drainage report will be 
provided in the DEIS. The specific strategies that are being considered to 
minimize drainage impacts to the adjoining coral reefs should be presented for 
public and agency review and discussion at the earliest practicable opportunity to 
be in compliance with CH 343. That opportunity would be the EA/EISPN.  
 
It is stated that drainage improvements will meet or exceed County standards, 
but there is no indication of how that will be achieved, or whether County 
drainage standards are actually effective at preventing degradation of reefs.  
Agencies will have limited opportunity to comment on effectiveness of the 
Olowalu drainage plan and proposed Best Management Practices (BMP) 
because so little information has been provided in this EA/EISPN document.  We 
ask for this information in the DEIS. 
 
The EISPN states that Olowalu’s marine life, reefs and nearshore waters have 
had “limited” impact from human activities, therefore a water quality report will be 
prepared to address impacts. This report should consider the possibility that low-
lying areas of the project site have functioned in the past as run-off filtration 
areas during storm events. These areas are now being proposed for high density 
residential development. Will detention and retention basins placed elsewhere on 
the property provide the same capacity to protect the reefs? Who will maintain 
the basins? Will homeowners be able to afford the upkeep? Could the project be 
designed to avoid development in natural retention areas? 
 
Flood and Tsunami Hazards and Sea Level Rise 
Fig 12 Flood Insurance Map in the EISPN seems to indicate, if one reads the 
accompanying text, that the majority of the proposed project district lies in an 
area at some risk to flooding during large storm events. Lands makai of 
Honoapiilani Highway and along Olowalu stream are subject to greater flooding, 
storm wash, tsunami impacts and sea level rise. The EISPN appears to 
downplay the risks they may be offering future homebuyers and residents of 
Olowalu.  The DEIS should state whether a Flood Hazard Development permit 
will mitigate these risks and, if so, how?  What alternative project designs are 
possible to minimize risk? 
 



A map should be provided in the DEIS of the Special Flood Hazard Areas as 
well as the County Planning Department’s Sea Level Rise Maps overlaid 
with proposed housing unit locations, parks, open space etc. 
 
Shoreline Access 
This development has an entire master plan with colored maps and plans; surely, 
specific plans for shoreline access could be discussed in the EISPN. 
There is reference to a 150 ft set back along the shore, but no mention that this 
likely includes a 100 ft-wide state beach reserve along much of the oceanfront 
portion of the Olowalu of property. 
 
Coastal Zone Impacts 
The EISPN shows the SMA zone in a map, as affecting very little of the proposed 
project.  The DEIS should note that while the SMA/Coastal Management Zone 
only extends to the Honoapiilani Hwy, impacts to the coastal zone can begin on 
the slopes of the Olowalu hills.  
While the EISPN promises the project will have “minimal grading” no specific 
amount is given to qualify that statement as accurate. 
 
Project Need  
The EISPN cites 2003 housing demand numbers for Lahaina and then refers to 
numbers from 2005. It is not clear how much of that alleged “demand” is still 
expected given current and projected economic conditions.  It is also not clear 
what proportion of the demand is already anticipated to be met by projects that 
are entitled, but not built out, or undergoing the approval process. 
 
It is not discussed that the County Planning Department projected a surplus of 
almost 2500 units in West Maui after the General Plan Advisory Committee 
(GPAC) approved a West Maui map that included 1500 units at Olowalu.  The 
Planning Commission’s version of the West Maui Plan, including Olowalu, states 
a surplus of almost 3000 units. 
 
Figures were cited in the EISPN for the median price of single and multifamily 
housing units in West Maui, but no figures were given for home prices in the 
Olowalu project. This information should be provided.  
 
Police and Fire Protection 
The Olowalu area has had 5 fires in the last 10 years. Currently fire safety 
personnel are responsible for the safety of fewer than 40 homes (approximately 
100 residents).  Pre-consultation comments from the Maui fire and police 
departments should have been included in the EA/EISPN to insure full 
compliance with Chapter 343 policies.  
 
Educational Facilities  
The chart on page 49 clearly indicates that every Lahaina area public school is 
at, or over, capacity at present time. The EISPN does not give an estimate of the 



number of students the project will generate. There is no firm discussion of what 
“educational facilities” the project intends to provide. More information is needed 
for the Department of Education to evaluate impacts and mitigations. 
 
Recreational Facilities 
This section lists 220 acres of the project as open space, parks, greenways, etc. 
It does not indicate what portion of that amount is in the unbuildable lands of 
State Conservation Zone that overlays the steep slopes at the inland portion of 
the project area.  What portion is the 100 ft State Beach Reserve or lands with 
burials or other protected archeological sites which must be set aside? This 
information is needed in order for LUC members to evaluate the project design 
and the adequacy of the EIS in addressing impacts.  
 
Agricultural Lands 
Large portions of Olowalu are classified as “prime” agricultural lands yet the 
current plan appears to leave no more than 50 acres open for agricultural activity. 
Exposed rocks described in the EISPN likely mark a former riverbed indicating 
natural forces that may again flow in the area.  
 
A map should be included in the DEIS comparing Important Agricultural Land 
(IAL) areas in Olowalu shown on state and county maps with future farming 
areas set aside in the Olowalu Master Plan.  
 
Flora and Fauna 
The EISPN does not have enough current information to comment on the native 
flora and fauna in the proposed project area. The survey discussed (Hobdy, 
2005) was not done for the entire 660 acres but only a 14-acre oceanfront parcel 
(TMK 4-8-03:124) The EISPN does not describe what acreage was covered in 
the 1999 study by Char and whether the majority of land proposed in the two 
development area was at Olowalu .  
 
The DEIS summary, based upon limited and possibly outdated information, 
concluded that 16 native species documented during Char’s survey were 
dismissed as being common in “other dryland forest areas.” It fails to state that 
native nehe is rare. The EISPN does not disclose that 95% of Maui’s dryland 
forests have been destroyed, making protection of every native dryland forest 
worthwhile.  
 
The West Maui Community Plan contains language to protect habitat for rare, 
threatened or endangered species, including dryland forest remnants at Olowalu. 
The DEIS should include an updated Biological Survey with a draft preservation 
plan and a map of native species found, relative to proposed development and 
preserve areas.  
 
Planting taro should not be considered appropriate as mitigation for loss of native 
plant habitat.  



 
Nearshore Waters 
A 2003 Baseline Study of Olowalu’s marine environment (Appendix C)  
contains charts illustrating the results of the sediment testing. These charts were 
not readable in the pdf version of the EISPN and should be corrected for public 
and agency review.  
 
It would appear that Puamana, a developed site with potential runoff and 
severely altered stream terminus, had more impacts to its reefs than Olowalu. 
 
Maui Tomorrow is concerned that Olowalu’s marine water quality report will be 
prepared by a consultant who has consistently found no impacts from 
development or human activities in other nearshore areas of Maui, despite 
evidence of decline in those waters.  Marine studies consistently show Olowalu 
as West Maui’s last healthy reef.  This should not be downplayed in the 
environmental review process.  
 
Cultural Resources 
Some of the historical references in the EISPN’s Cultural Resources section 
appear to be transposed. For instance, the report refers to the Chiefess Kalola as 
living in Olowalu at the beginning of 18th century and speaks of her marriage to 
Hawaii Island chief Kalaniopu’u and their daughter, Kekuiapoiwa Liliha , mother 
of Maui’s Queen Keopuolani. Most historians have Kalola living on Hawaii Island 
with Kalaniopu’u during most of the 1700’s until Kalaniopu’u’s death in the 
1780’s. Then she married Kaopuiki and lived in Olowalu.  
 
Historians such as Christian Klieger in his book: Moku Ula Maui’s Sacred Island 
(p. 16) acknowledge Kalola and Kalaniopuu to have had a son, Kiwalalo. Kalola 
had a daughter, Kekuiapoiwa Liliha , mother of Keopuolani, with the Hawaiian 
island chief, Keoua (father of Kamehameha I.)  
 
The EISPN refers to Olowalu stream being realigned during plantation times, 
possibly to avoid flooding. Soil testing, such as the Kolb, et. al. study of the 
Waipuilani area, should determine the original boundaries of the stream and be 
included on a map in the DEIS.  
 
The cultural section of the EISPN is considerably more detailed than other 
sections since a study was prepared in1999/2000. Other topics in the 
EA/EISPN would have been well served with an equal level of detail. 
 
The EISPN announces that the Olowalu Cultural Reserve has been expanded 
from 75 to 110 acres, but no explanation or map is provided.  How are these 
reserve lands protected? Do they have a defensible conservation easement in 
perpetuity, held by a land trust; if not, what guarantees their future protection? 
 



The EISPN refers to a 2007 archaeological field inspection of 500 of the 660 
acres after a severe fire left Olowalu lands exposed.  16 of 30 previously 
documented sites were not relocated during this field inspection. The DEIS 
should clarify whether these sites have been impacted, or were located in an 
area of the parcel not surveyed in the 2007 field work. Olowalu residents are 
concerned that Kawaialoa heiau has been neglected and is becoming 
destabilized by plant growth. The 2007 field work indicated bulldozer pushpiles 
nearby the site.  
 
The Kilea petroglyph cluster is still subject to defacement and the steps to Puu 
Kilea appear neglected.  Does the Cultural Preserve receive adequate funding to 
care for the sites? The DEIS should discuss sources of funding and amounts 
needed.  
 
Noise  
The duration and impacts of noise from construction of the relocated highway 
may be significant; a study of those impacts should be provided.  
 
Viewsheds 
No discussion of viewsheds affected by the proposed development is included in 
the EISPN.  Mauka-makai views are excellent over much of Olowalu in its 
undeveloped state. The DEIS should discuss which viewsheds will remain and 
whether there are alternative designs being considered to minimize viewshed 
impacts. Views of the night sky, exceptional at Olowalu, should also be 
considered. 
 
Economics 
The economic assumptions of the viability of Olowalu Town are not presented in 
the EISPN. The DEIS, under secondary impacts, should discuss the possibility of 
Olowalu never growing beyond the economic phase described in the EISPN as 
“Initially economic input will be from highway traffic and tourists.” 
 
Alternatives 
Alternative project layouts to avoid sensitive areas are not discussed in the 
EISPN. There is only reference to future alternatives that may be discussed, but 
not what criteria will be used. In contrast, twenty-one pages of the EISPN are 
devoted to an advertising brochure describing the community planning process 
that preceded the proposed project.  
 
The EISPN refers to greater analyses given to suggested alternatives which 
arose in the above-mentioned planning process. Sensitive environmental 
features are not listed as criteria in the “Formulation of Proposed Alternatives” 
section of the EISPN. 
 
Suggestions were made to limit the size of the Olowalu project during both GPAC 
and Planning Commission Review of the Maui Island Plan.  



 
The Urban Growth Boundary for the Olowalu region, adopted by the Maui 
Planning Commission, does not include any land makai of Honoapiilani Hwy. All 
the proposed Olowalu Master Plan site maps show urban and rural growth areas 
makai of Honoapiilani Hwy.  
 
County Planning staff proposed no urban or rural growth boundaries for Olowalu. 
These planning maps should be included in the DEIS. It would be useful for 
agencies to see such maps as part of their review in order to consider what 
community input has been gathered concerning the project.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment; we look forward to being included as 
a consulted party. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

 
Irene Bowie 
Executive Director 
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