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PREFACE

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

The introduction of a resort community involving 1,045 (sic) acres of land
and containing 1,500 hotel rooms, 3,500 condominium units, and between
500 to (sic) €00 single-family residential units into an area which is
presently uninhabited and into a district with a residential population in
1977 of 3,500 will have significant direct impacts. Additionally, indirect
effects of a potentially significant scale may be felt on regional and
islandwide levels. (Hawaii County Planning Department; n.d.: 15-16)

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

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

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

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

more noteworthy:
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o The Mahukona Resort project is only one of four large resort development
proposals for Kohala that are in varying stages of implementation. The others are
the Waikoloa Beach Resort, +he Mauna Lani Resort project (formerly Mauna Loa

Land), and the expansion of resort facilities around the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel.
Moreover, it is the smallest.

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

o If resort development proceeds at the rate that developers have indicated, very
substantial in-migration will be required in order 1o meet its labor-force require-
ments. The character of these in-migrants (i.e., their socio-economic profile and

place of origin) will play a significant role in determining the impacts of the
project, but it is difficult to predict what their character will be.

o Development plans change rapidly in response to market pressures. Hence, there
is considerable chance that the existing plans on which an assessment of impacts
must be based will be modified, delayed, or abandoned before being implemented.

The ability of the County to influence development through the permitting
process is aiso recognized.

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

boundary to Kawaihae is six miles.

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

systems.

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

ASSESSMENT BASIS

Impacts resulting from the Mahukona Resort may be classified-as primary--the effects
of on-site activities, and as secondary--the effects resulting from off-site develop-
ment stimulated by the resort. Our ability to assess primary impacts at this time:is
limited by the fact that detailed plans for the resort have not yet been drawn up.
Similarly, because there are nc plans for the secondary development that would be
spurred by the project, to assess the secondary impacts a "development scenario” that
realistically projected the growth that would occur had to be developed., Since the
impacts of the proposed project must be judged by how future conditions with the
proposed resort would differ from future conditions without it, both a "with-project”
and "without-project"” development scenario were created, The nwithout-project”
scenario outlines the large-scale growth in the impact area which would resuit from
already planned South Kohala resorts. The growth due to the Mahukona Resort is
added to the wwithout-project” numbers to create the "with-project” scenario. The
difficult task of assessing secondary impacts for each of these scenarios was rendered
even more complex than would otherwise have been the case by the lack of detailed
government plans regarding the location of this secondary growth.

PRIMARY IMPACTS
Population Growth

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

proposed Mahukona Resort are as follows:

South
Kohala Resorts Mahukona Resort All Development
visitors (average) 12,600 3,300 16,400
Residents 14,500 3,800 18,300
Households 4,850 1,250 6,100

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

are discussed below.
Physiography and Geology

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

Soils
During construction of the resort a small increase in erosion could occur, but once
landscaping is established the amount of erosion would probably be decreased in

comparison with present levels. Development of this site would not result in the loss
of any valuable agricultural land.

Biology

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

Marine Biology

Development of the resort would not involve any direct physical or chemical changes
in the near-shore environment, Since the coral reef ecosystem off the resort site is
considered highly valuable and has developed as a result of stable environmental
conditions, significant impacts could result from even minor changes in water quality.
The only possible cause of this type of change would be increased erosion and
sedimentation. However, as long as precautions are taken during grading and site
work, adverse impacts are unlikely. Another impact on marine resources would be the
result of increased access 10 the shoreline. Desirable food and commercial species
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may experience population declines. The waters fronting the Lamalcloa property are
protected from such exploitation by their inclusion in the Lapakahi Marine Life
Conservation District,

Archaeology

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

Visual Environment

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

Air Quality

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

Water Resources

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

Economics

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

SECONDARY IMPACTS

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

RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING PLANS, POLICIES, AND CONTROLS

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

County General Plan or Zoning.)

ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives which were considered in Chapter VII but not evaluated in depth included:
sale of property, alternative types of urban development, recreational use, agricultural
use, and alternative patterns of resort use. The "No-Project” and "Reduced-Scale"

alternatives were examined more thoroughly.
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CHAPTER I
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PROJECT SITE

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

" The tax map numbers of the parcels (moving from north to south), as well as their

approximate acreages, and the name of the ahupua'a in which each is located, are as
follows:

Approximate Location Relative
TMK No. Acreage Ahupua'a To Akoni Pule Hwy.
5-7-01:20 36 Lamaloloa makai
5-7-01:23 45 Lamaloloa mauka
5-8-01:11 266 Kaiholena makai
5-8-0i:16 . 262 Kaiholena mauka
5-3-01:10 63 Kaupalaoa makai
- 5-8-01:17 45 Kaupalaoa mauka
5-8-01:9 166 Kehena 2 makati
5-8-01:13 160 Kehena 2 mauka
TOTAL 1,043

As can be seen from the above list, the parcels are in pairs that are bisected by the

. Akoni Pule Highway (Kawaihae-Mahukona Highway). The portions of the four

ahupua’a mauka of the Mahukona parcels are owned by Richard Smart, from whom
Mahukona Properties purchased the resort site. The land north of the Lamaloloa

* parcels is owned by the State of Hawaii as are the lands between the four pairs of

parcels. Land south of the Kehena 2 parcels is owned by the B.P, Bishop Estate.

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

PROPOSED ON-SITE DEVELOPMENT

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

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

Access

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

provided as necessary. Internal roadways would be to County standards.

Water Supply

At present, the domestic water systems nearest 10 the proposed Mahukona Resort
project are miles away, and none of them has sufficient excess capacity to make their
extension to the Mahukona Resort site feasible. Because of this, it will be necessary
to develop a new water supply system for the proposed resort.

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

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

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

o Deep wells at Kokoiki, near Hawi, combined with a long transmission line to the
Mahukona Resort site.

I-5
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Table 1I-3. Estimated Average Potable Water Use and Sewage Generation Rates.

Estimated Average ' Estimated Sewage
Water Use Generation Rates

(in gallons/day/ (in gallons/day/
Type of Use occupied unit) occupied unit)
Resort Hotel 350/guest room 245/guest room
Med.-Density Condominium 400/unit 280/unit
Single Family 500/unit 350/unit
Recreational 4,000/acre 2,800/acre
Commercial 3,000/acre 2,100/acre
Ranch Lots 3,000/acre 2,100/acre

Source: Belt, Collins & Associates.

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

Sewage Treatment and Disposal

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

Based on estimated sewage generation rates shown in Table 1I-3, it is projected that at
100-percent occupancy the proposed project would generate approximately 1.6 million
gallons per day of sewage effluent when it has been completed. This sewage would be
collected by a series of gravity and force mains serving each of the sites. It would
then be carried to a single conventional activated-sludge treatment plant. No site has
been selected for the sewage treatment plant as yet, but the eight to ten acres that
are needed would probably De situated in Kajholena (the largest parcel) fairly close to
Akoni Pule Highway and within the golf course. Sucha location would make it possible
to use the golf course as a buffer zone, and it would simplify use of the treated
effluent for golf course irrigation. Activated sludge has been chosen because it has
proven more economical than extended aeration when effluent volumes are in
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excess of 0.5 MGD. Installation of mains between parcels in different ahupua'a would
require easements from the State of Hawaii, owner of the intervening land.

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

hydrologic testing.
Drainage

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

towards this end.
Utilities

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

report.

PROJECT RATIONALE: MARKET DEMAND

Hawaii County Visitors

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

25 years.

The Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew resort unit demand estimates are based on
the growth rate projections officially adopted for planning purposes by the State
Department of Planning and Economic Development (March 1, 1978) and their own
assumptions regarding Hawaii County's capture rate. They are summarized in
Table [I-4. These visitor projections indicate that by the year 2005, there will be
about 3,500,000 visitors per year to Hawaii Island; this means that nearly half of the
persons visiting the State in that year will spend at least one night on the Big Island,
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Table II-#4. Tourism Estimates and Forecasts for Hawaii County: 1965-2005.
Year Westbound Eastboundl Both Direction52

Percent of Estimated Percent of Estimated

State Visitors State Visitors Estimated Visitors

Past
1965 35.8 203,000 n.a. n.a.
1970 37.1 511,000 n.a. n.a.
1975 37.3 823,000 28 174,000 997,000
Forecast
1980 35.0 1,015,000 25 275,000 1,290,000
1985 40.0 1,480,000 30 480,000 1,960,000
1990 43.0 1,978,000 35 700,000 2,678,000
1995 44,0 2,288,000 33 874,000 3,162,000
2000 45.0 2,475,000 40 1,000,000 3,475,000
2005 45.0 2,500,000 40 1,000,000 3,500,000

1 Estimates based upon surveys of Japanese visitors.

2  westbound only until 1973.

Source: Compiled by Hastings, Martin,
Visitor Bureau's Annual Research Re

Not estimated prior to 1973.

Hallstrom and Chew, Lid. from data in the Hawail
ports and Japanese Visitor Opinion Surveys.
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Forecast of Demand for Transient Accommodations: Hawaii County

The visitor arrival estimates in Table II-4 were translated into forecasted demand for
transient accommodation by applying market-segment-specific estimates of average
length of stay, average party size, and average occupancy. The resulting projections
are presented in Table II-5. They indicate (assuming the 70 percent average
occupancy rate generally accepted as the break-even poxnt is realized), that the
demand for hotel rooms will rise from 6,600 in 1980 to 15,200 in 1990 and 22,800 in the
year 2005. The rate of increase is expected to peak at an average of about 900 units
per year between 1985 and 1990.

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

Forecast of Demand for Transient Accommodations: North and South Kohala

Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (January 1979; June 1979:7-8) concluded
that the Kohala Coast Resort Region will continue to capture 70 to 90 percent of the
transient accommodation demand projected for areas outside Hilo and Kona. They
further estimate that 75 percent of the transient accommodation demand is for hotel
units and 25 percent is for resort condominium units. Table II-7 presents transient
accommodation demand projections based on these assumptions. It also summarizes
residential condominium demand estimates developed using empirical hotel room to
condominium unit ratios and combines these with the figures for transient accom-
modations to arrive at an overall hotel room and condominijum unit demand projection,

A comparison of the total demand for the North/South Kohala study area with the
planned and proposed supply in the region, including the Mahukona Resort, is shown in
Table II-8, It indicates that the planned and proposed hotel development in the
North/South Kohala study area could exceed the projected demand for the year 2005
by 1,480 rooms without the proposed Mahukona Resort project and by 1,500 rooms
more with it, The situation with respect to condominiums is quite different--for
these, demand is forecasted to exceed supply by 2,260 to 5,780 units by 2005 if the
Mahukona Resort is not constructed. If the proposed Mahukona Resort project is
developed as planned, the undersupply of condominium units could be eliminated. The
implication of the projected oversupply situation is that the rate of development in
other resorts would be slower than presented in Table II-8. If their developers failed
to make appropriate adjustments in their development schedules, this could have an
adverse impact on their profitability.
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Table [I-5. Forecast of Transient Accommeodation Demand in Hawali County: 1980 - 2005.1

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005
Westbound .
Visitors 1,015,000 1,430,000 1,973,000 2,238,000 2,475,000 2,500,000
Average Stay, Days 2.5 2.8 3.0 3. 3.5 3.5
Visitor Days 2,538,000 4,144,000 5,534,000 7,530,000 8,662,000 8,730,000
Average Party Size 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8
Occupied Rooms 3,900 6,300 9,000 1t,500 13,200 13,300
Total Rooms Required? 5,600 9,000 12,900 16,500 18,900 19,000
Eastbound
Visttors 275,000 480,000 700,000 874,000 1,000,000 1,010,000
Average Stay, Days 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.2
Visitor Days 22(,000 432,000 700,000 961,000 1,200,000 1,212,000
Average Party Size 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7
Qccupied Rooms 400 700 1,100 1,500 1,900 2,000
Total Rooms Required? £00 1,000 1,600 2, too 2,700 2,200
Local
VIshors 144,000 178,000 227,000 280,000 330,000 335,000
Average Stay, Days [.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Visitor Days 216,000 235,000 363,000 420,000 493,000 500,000
Average Party Size L.7 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9
Occupied Rooms 300 400 500 600 700 700
Total Rooms Required? 400 600 700 500 1,000 1,000
Total3
Visitors 1,434,000 2,138,000 2,905,000 3,442,000 3,805,000 3,845,000
Average Stay, Days 2.1 2.3 2.4 2.6 2.7 2.7
Visiter Days 2,974,000 4,861,000 6,997,000 3,931,000 10,359,000 [0,376,000
Average Party Size 1.8 1.8 1.2 1.8 1.2 1.8
OQccupied Rooms - 4,600 7,400 10,600 13,600 15,3800 16,000
- Total Reoms Required2 6,600 10,600 15,200 19,400 22,600 22,300
Interperiod Change 4,000 4,600 4,200 3,200 0

1
2

Source: Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (June 1979:5) for 1980-2000.

on

All numbers are rounded,

On the average, it is expected that only 70 percent of the available hotel rooms will be occupled. Hence, the total
number of hotel rooms necessacy to accommodate the specified level of demand Is; (occupied reoms) x (1/0.7) = Total

Rooms Required,

The figures in the "Total" rows are the sum of the components derived under
The figures In the "Average Party Size" row under "Total" are roundeds;

e percent increase in demand.

"Westbound", "Eastbound”, and "Local."
they are not weighted averages.

Estimates for 2005 assume a further
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Table 11-6. Distribution of Occupied Transient Accommodations in Hawaii County: 1965-2005.

- Hilo Kona Other County Totall

i % of % of % of

. Year Units County Units County Units County Units

. - 1965 293 28 .4 693 67 .3 44 4.3 1,030

‘ — 1970 928 39.0 1,183 49.7 270 11.3 2,381
- 1975 1,242 34.4 2,030 56.2 338 9.4 3,610
:—- Forecast:
~ 1980 1,150 25.0 2,760 60.0 €90 15.0 4,600
’“‘ 1985 1,480 22.0 3,700 50.0 2,070 28.0 7,400
~ 1990 1,910 18.0 4,240 40.0 4,450 42.0 10,600
; 1995 2,310 17.0 5,440 40.0 5,850 43.0 13,600
i__i 2000 2,530 16.0 6,320 40.0 6,950 u4.0 15,800

2005 2,560 16.0 - 6,400 40.0 7,050 u44.0 16,000

3 ! From Table lI-5. Forecasts for the "County Total" are rounded.

Source: Hawaii Visitors Bureau, Annual Research Reporis. Forecasts by Hastings, Martin,
Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (June 1979).
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CHAPTER I
ASSESSMENT BASIS

INTRODUCTION
General Approach

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

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

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

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

All of the physical development proposed as part of the Mahukona Resort project
would occur in the North Kohala District. However, because the project could draw
employees from other parts of the island and attract guests who would make
excursions outside North Kohala, it would affect other areas as well. For the purposes
of this report, the primary impact area has been defined as encompassing the North
Kohala (census tract 218) and Socuth Kohala {census tract 217) Districts of the Island of
Hawail. The boundaries of the area are shown In Figure [[-2, Resort development in
the Kohalas would undoubtedly have an effect on the remainder of the isiand, but an
analysis of the island's existing population distribution and likely development patterns
indicates that the magnitude of these impacts is comparatively small. Moreover, our
ability to accurately predict them is severely limited. For these reasons, impacts
outside the Kohalas will only be treated qualitatively.

PROJECTED PRIMARY SECTOR GROWTH WITHOUT THE PROPOSED MAHUKONA
RESORT

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

At present, the only significant resort development in either North or South Kohala is
the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel (MKBH) complex located about three miles south of
Kawaihae Harbor (see Figure 1I-2). The owner of the MKBH, Mauna Kea Properties,
Inc., has also proposed resort use for over a thousand acres of adjacent land which it
controls. Mauna Lani Resort, Inc, has received overall County approval for, and begun
work on, a major destination resort at Kalahuipua'a just south of Puako. A third
major Kohala Coast destination resort is under construction at Anaeho'omalu Bay. If
constructed at the densities now envisioned, these three projects would increase the
number of hotel and condominium units available in South Kohala by over 13,000, or

about 32 times. Brief descriptions of these three projects are presented below.
Mauna Kea Properties, Inc.

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

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

Mauna Lani Resort, Inc.

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

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

Transcontinental Corporation

The Waikoloa Beach Resort (WBR) is planned as the major employment center for the
31,000-acre Waikoloa Community that is being developed by the Transcontinental
Corporation. The resort site encompasses approximately 1,360 acres of land between
Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway and the ocean. Of that total, 500 acres are within the
Phase I development area for which County zoning has already been obtained. The
WBR is approximately 17 miles southwest of Waimea and 24 miles north of Kailua-
Kona. It is immediately south of the proposed Mauna Lani Resort and about ten miles
from Kawaihae. Significant site features include a white sand beach at Anaeho'omalu
Bay and extensive lava fields. Two ancient Hawaiian fish ponds, Kahapapa and
Ku'uali'i are situated immediately mauka of the sandy beach. Petroglyphs, burial
caves, a segment of the King's Trail, and other remnants of ancient Hawaiian culture
are located throughout the site.
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There are six hotel-zoned parcels ranging in size from 1l acres to 19 acres. All have
ocean and/or lagoon frontage. Four of the hotel sites are clustered around the ancient
fish ponds; these will be maintained as salt water pools and will be surrounded by
tropical gardens. Recreational facilities available to all sites include a new 18-hole
golf course designed by Robert Trent Jones that is now being constructed immediately
mauka of the hotel sites.

The Waikoloa Beach Resort master plan includes about 3,100 hotel rooms and about

" 2,600 condominiums. Current development is limited to the 460-room Sheraton Royal

Waikoloa Hotel, which is now under construction, and the golf course and club house.
These will all open between June and September 1981. A phasing plan for the WBR is
shown in Table Ili-1.

Other Planned Kohala Development

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

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

PROJECTED PRIMARY SECTOR GROWTH WITH THE PROPOSED MAHUKONA
RESORT

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

Table II-2 summarizes the amount of resort development that is projected between
the present and the year 2005 at the planned South Kohala resorts, the amount that is
planned for the Mahukona Resort project, and the total for all projects over the next
25 years. As can be seen from the information contained in that table, while the
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Mahukona Resort is a relatively large project, it represents only a small fraction of
1995, for example, Mahukona would account for only 14
rooms and new condominium units that are now planned,

the total that is expected. In
percent of both the new hotel
Comparable figures for 2005,

when all presently planned proje

completed, are 18 and 30 percent respectively.
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CHAPTER IV
SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

INTRODUCTION

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

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

precise estimates on which specific program or construction decisions should be based.’

In this respect, it may be useful to re-emphasize a point made in the preface t0 this
document. The primary purpose of this EIS as defined by the naccepting authority”,
i.e., the Hawali County Planning Department, is t0 examine the major regional growth
issues that are raised by the proposed Mahukona Resort project, to determine what
effects the project would have on the achievement of public goals, and to identify
mitigation measures that could be used to minimize any adverse environmental
impacts, Because the physical development plans for the proposed resort project are
at the conceptual stage, detailed site plans and engineering studies have not yet been
undertaken, Similarly, specific plans for the accommodation of secondary growth have
not been formulated by either the public or private sectors. In the absence of more
concrete plans, site-specific impacts resulting from both the Mahukona Resort itself
and associated secondary growth have been dealt with in only a generalized fashion in
this report. Should the Hawaii County General Plan amendment allowing development
of the Mahukona Resort that is now being sought be approved, either in whole or in
part, more detailed site planning and engineering will be undertaken. Environmental
studies based on these site-specific plans will be conducted and supplemental environ-
mental impact assessments or statements prepared as deemed necessary by responsible
County and/or State agencies.

The two regional growth scenarios described in the preceding chapter were formulated
in order to provide a practical framework for impact analysis. While they go a
considerable ways towards defining the probable future of the North/South Kohala
impact area both with and without the proposed Mahukona Resort project, they do not
specify the following two aspects of the projected change that will be very important
in determining its socio-economic and physical impacts:

Iv-1




e e b £ T T e T [

o the location and nature of the residences, businesses, and public support facilities
(schools, utility systems, libraries, etc.) that constitute the resort-related

secondary growth; and

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

These two factors are far too variable to predict with any certainty at this point in
time; on the other hand, they are far 100 important to neglect. Therefore, while we do
not deal with these factors in discussions of the two regional growth scenarios, the
impacts of the secondary growth that are dependent upon the geographic distribution
of in-migrants are discussed in Chapter VI of this report.
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EXISTING SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

KOHALA COMMUNITIES (Refer to Figure 11-2)

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

development scenarios can be measured.
North Kohala

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

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

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

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

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

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

South Kohala

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

Unlike North Kohala, most of whose residents have generally similar backgrounds and
where differences in the social makeup of adjoining settlements are not great, South
Kohala's low base population (only 1,500 in 1960) and relatively larger amount of
recent development (2,300-person increase in the population between 1970 and 1980)

have resulted in the emergence of rather distinct residential communities in Waimea,
Kawaihae Village, Puako, and Waikoloa Village (see Tables IV-1 and 1V-2 and Figure

11-2).
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Table 1¥-2. Geographical and Historical Factors Shaping Present-Day Kohala.

Factors Affecting All Kohaila

=]

-]

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

Blasting of deep.draft harbor at Kawaihae (19603 and early 1970s) creates potential for
Industrial activities and employment there; this potential remains largely unfulfilled.

Early tourism development (mid 1960s and early 1970s) at Mauna Kea Beach Hotel and
Waikoloa provides new jobs, real estate configurations, and small settlements (Wailioloa and

Kawalhae Village) on "dry side.”

Opening of Queen Ka'ahumanu Highway (1975) connects Kohala to Kailua-Kona and Ke-ahole

Alrport by two-lane, high-speed road.

Lalamllo Water System {1980) opens door for new and expanded resort development In South
Kohala coastal areas from Kawaihae to Honoka'ape Bay.

Factors Primarily Atfecting North Kohala

[+]

Sugar plantation history: waves of immigrants settling in ethnically segregated ncamps;"
social organization determined first by paternalistic sysiem and later by interplay of
rnanagement and union; concentration of mast social and economic activity on "wet side.”

"End-of-road" community--decades of physical isolation from rest of island and limited

accass to "dry-side” |and.

Halawa, and Niuli'i, 50 that these areas have had

Early closure of sugar mills In Makapala,
pulation has been in Hawi,

sharply reduced population in recent years; most remaining po
Kapa'au, or Hala'ula (nearer to "dry side").

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

Plantation sale of houselots and old plantation homes t0 workers at very low prices {1960s)
leads to high home-ownership rate but aging and limited stock of housing.

Closure of all Kohala Sugar Co. activities in 1975, foilowing 1971 announcement; failure of
Kohala Task Force to generate many new agriculture-based industries; lease of most old
sugar lands to ranchers and macadamia nut growers, empioying iew peapie; government
employment programs at Lapakahi State Historic Park and eisewhere to ease economic

transition.

Population shifts in mid 1970s: out-migration of young and of some old plantation families;
in-migration of some young Mainlanders; total effect is slight population loss between 1970

and 1930.

Factors Primarily Atfecting South Kohala

o

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

Principal community is Waimea (Kamuela), straddling nwet” and "dey" sides and situated on
major raute between Hile and Kona.

Dry coastal area becomes weekend refuge for East Hawail recreationalists, leading o
development of Puako community in late 19508 and early 1960s.

Waimea hecomes attractive as <acond-home area for affluent Qahu residents in late 1960s
and 1970s; begins growing more on "dry side" of town.

Establishment of international telescope operation base camp and a second large private
school contributes to population boom of 1970s, which is marked by large increases in
numbers of professional-class residents in Walmea.

Source: Coemmunity Resources (September 1930).
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Waimea. The South Kohala community of Waimea (sometimes called Kamuela) is
situated in the cool, mauka grasslands on the southern flank of the Kohala Mountain.
The town is headquarters of the parker Ranch and, as a result of its location on the
major crossroads of the area's highway network, the major commercial center of the
region as well.

Kawaihae Village. The developers of the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel and the Hawalii
Housing Authority originally constructed this project for hotel employee housing. But
when units went on sale in 1971, it became apparent that few of the current hotel
employees needed andfor wanted homes in the dry, warm subdivision overlooking
Kawaihae Harbor. Buyback provisions on the leasehold single-family units were then
dropped, and resale values for the townhouse units (on 99-year leasehold from Queen's
Medical Center) have risen shar ly in recent years. According to the president of the
Kawaihae Village Association personal communication), of the 5l leasehold units,
about 30 are inhabited by owner-occupants and the other 21 by renters paying about
$500 per month for three-bedroom units. There are also 16 apartment units still
owned by Mauna Kea Beach Hotel and rented to employees (or others when there is no
employee interest in them). Most Kawaihae Village residents are working people, but
about a third of the owner-occupied units are taken by Mainland retirees.

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

Waikoloa Village. This is part of the development originally proposed by Boise Cascade
for 31,000 acres of South Kohala land in the late 1960s. It grew very slowly in the
early 170s. Houses have been built on some 200 of the 1,000 lots, and 101 condominium
units were completed as of October 1980, with 117 more nearly completed. As of
spring 1980, according to the president of the Waikoloa Village Association, the
village's population was somewhere between 400 and 500, including approximately 100
children. Roughly 40 percent of the population is now thought to consist of retirees
(predominantly from the Mainland) and the other 60 percent of younger people with
jobs (many of these employed at Waikoloa itself). For some years, Waikoloa land
prices were among the cheapest in South Kohala, but recent price surges suggest that
Waikoloa's future population growth may be weighted more heavily toward relatively
affluent retirees., Waikoloa has a goli course and clubhouse restaurant, plus a few
small convenience stores, but residents still rely on the shopping facilities in Waimea
for most needs.

Puako. Puako consists of a single street along the coast. Formerly Territorial land, it
was subdivided and auctioned off by the State in the late 1950s to Hawaii residents,
who were required to build some structure within three years. Most purchasers were
Hilo residents who built smali, plain beach cottages. The Puako population today is
257, according to preliminary 1980 census figures. Homes on the makai side have been
somewhat improved and house 2 number of owner-cccupants, but the mauka lots still
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predominantly hold the original rough cottages--many of which are rented to young
people. One condominium development containing 48 units has already been con-
structed. Socially and politically, the Puako community today remains isolated from
other communities in the region.

EXISTING RESORT DEVELOPMENT

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

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

EXISTING ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC CONDITIONS

Population

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

Although the comprehensive data that is available from the 1960 and 1970 Censuses is
now somewhat dated, it does provide general background information and an indication
of the historical characteristics of the region. Furthermore, the information is helpful
in identifying distinctions between the two districts. Table 1V-4 summarizes demo-
graphic data for the two districts and for Hawaii County for 1960 and 1970.

North Kohala's primary dependence on the sugar industry is reflected in the decline in
the district's population from 3,386 in 1960 to 3,326 in 1970. This was principally the
result of both increased mechanization in the cultivation and processing of sugar cane
and the lack of a more broadly-based, diversified regional economy capable of making
up for this shift in labor requirements. In fact, Hawaii County's resident population
increase of only 2,136, or 3.5 percent, between 1960 and 1970 is, in part, a testimony
to the Big Island's heavy dependence upon the relatively stagnant sugar industry
through the 1960s. The lack of growth of the North Kohala communities is further
reflected in the low incidence of in-migration and a higher incidence of persons in the
older age groups.
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Table 1V-3. Existing North/South Kohala Hotel and Resort Condominium Units:
October 1930.

tj Name of Facility Location No. of Units Type

Kamuela Inn Kamuela 19 Hotel

Luke's Hotel Hawi 23 Hotel

Mauna Kea Beach Hotel Kaunaoa Bay 310 Hotel

Paniolo Club Waikoloa 24 Condo

Puako Beach Apartments  Puako 24 Condo

The Lodge Kamuela 10 Hotel

Waikoloa Village Waikoloa 22 Condo

i Waikoloa Villas Waikoloa 53 Condo
Total Hotel Rooms 362
Total Condo Units 125
Total Units 487

Source: Hawalii Visitors Bureau (October 1980).
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The data shown in Table IV-4 indicate that, demographically, North Kohala is very
similar to the average for the entire Big Island. In contrast, the ethnic mix, average
educational attainment levels, and resident mobility of South Kohala's population all
vary significantly from the County-wide average. The ethnic mix is heavily weighted
toward Caucasians, Hawaiians, and part-Hawaiians. This mix traces its history back to
the ranching operations that dominated the Kamuela area. South Kohala experienced
a population increase of over 50 percent betweeen 1960 and 1970.

Based upon very preliminary results of the 1980 Census, North Kohala's resident
population in the spring of 1980 was about 3,250 (Cavanaugh, August 1980). This is
two percent less than the 3,325 persons who were reported as residing there in 1970.
The decline appears to be the result of very limited new employment opportunities
combined with the closing of the Kohala Sugar Company. In contrast, the preliminary
1980 Census estimates show that the resident population of the entire island rose from
63,500 in 1970 to 92,200 in 1930, an increase of 45 percent. Population in the South
Kohala District grew from 2,300 in 1970 to ,600 in 1980, a 100-percent increase. On
the Big Island, only the North Kona District underwent a more dramatic change.

Housing

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

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

Employment

Impact area employment data for the 1960 and 1970 Census periods is presented in
Table IV-7. Again, the usefulness of the data in terms of making meaningful
comparisons or identifying relevant trends is quite limited because of its age. This is
particularly true of North Kohala since the major economic dislocations associated
with the closing of the Kohala Sugar Company did not fully manifest themselves until
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Table IV-5.

Selected Housing Characteristics for the North and South Kohaia Districts:

1960 and 1970.

Total Housinog Unita
Qwner Occupled
Reater Occupied
Vacant, Available
QOther Vacant

Perscns Per Household

Age of Housing
0 - 10 yrs. old
11 - 20 yrs. old
21 - 30 yrs. old
31 yrs. and older

Peraons Per Room,
Dccupied Units
1.00 or Less

1.01 to 1.50

1.51 or more

Unics Lacking Some or All
Plumbing Facilities

Units in Structure

50 or more

Gross Rent, Specified
Rencer Occupied Units

Under 540
$ 40 to § 59
§ 60 to § 79

$ 80 to § 99
5100 to 5149
$150 to $199
$200 to 5249
5250 or more

~ No Cash Rent

Value, Specified Owner
Occupjed Units )
Less Than $5,000

5 5,000 - $ 9,999
510,000 ~ $14,999
515,000 - 519,999
$20,000 - 524,999
525,000 - $34,999
. $35,000 - $49,999

$50,000 or mote

(1) 21 years and older.
(2) 1.01 or more.

(3) 525,000 or more.

North Kohala fistrict

1960 1970
Nuymber Percent Husber Percent
1,020 100.0% 941  100.0%

205 20.1 585 62.2
700 68.6 294 3l.2
39 3.3 17 1.8
16 1.5 45 4.8
3. 72 - 3,75 -
64 6.2% 218 23.0%
53 5.2 64 6.8
912(1) a8.6 64 6.8
- - 600 63.4
905  100.0% 879 100.0%
732 80.9 659 14.9
173(2) 19.1 135 15.4
- - 85 9.7
611 59.9% 155 16.5%
974 95.0% Bg3 93.4%
4k 4.5 18 1.9
5 0.5 24 2.5
e - 21 2.2
344 47.8% X ] 14.0%
207 28.8 6% 27.7
48 6.7 39 16.6
-~ - 32 13.6
8 1.1 14 6.0
112 15.6 52 22.1
44 30.1% 23 4.3%
50 34,2 82 15.%
36 24.7 126 23.6
16 11.0 128 24.0
- - 93 17.4
- - 54 10.1
-~ - 19 3.6
- - 8 1.5

Souprca: U.S. Bureau of the Census,

Census of Population and

South Kohala District

1960
Number Perceat
644 100.0%
189 29.4
2035 31.8
15 2.3
235 36.5

3.84 -
272 46,2%

394 100.0%
318 80.7
76(2) 19.3
286  4b4.4%
600 96.6%
é 1.0
15 2.4
32 16.9%
12 6.3
8 4.2
5 2.6
132 70.0
25 18.1%
37 26.8
16 1.6
20 14.5
20 14.5
20(3) 14.5

Housing, 1960 azd 1970.

1970
Number Percent
798  100.0%
317 39.7
333 41.8
16 2.0
132 16.5

3.51 -
322 37.1%
230 26.4
115 13.2
203 23.3
650 100.0%
505 17.6

92 14.2
53 8.2
100 12.5%
170 97.1%
10 1.3
5 0.6
] 1.0
-- - %
1 3.2
4 1.2
33 9.5
39 11.2
58 16.7
35. - 10.1
13 3.7
154 119
2 o.8%
17 6.4
22 8.3
33 12.4
32 12.0
40 15.0
59 22.2
61 2.9
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Table IV-7. Selected North

and South Kohals Employment Characteristics by Place of Residence:

1960 and 1970.

Employment Status

1960

North Kohala Distriet

1970

Number Percent

Number Percent

South Kohala District

1960

1970

Number Percent

Number Percent

Civilian Labor Force 1,216(1)100.0% 1,355(2)100.0% 565(1) 100.0% 951(2) 100.0%
Male 987 81.2 856 63.2 401 71.0 624 65.6
Female 229 18.8 499 3.8 164 29.0 327 4.4
Employed 1,148 94.4 1,330 98.2 526 93.1 912 95.9
Unemployed 68 5.6 25 1.8 39 6.9 39 4.1

Esployment By Industry
Agriculture 353 30.7% (3) -2 259 49.2% (3) -~
Construction 45 3.9 34 2.6 25 4,8 124 13.6
Hanufacturing 468 40.8 389 29.2 8 1.5 21 2.3
Transportation, Commun-

ications, Uctilities &

Sanitary Services 28 2.4 18 1.4 12 2.3 37 4.1
Wholesale Trade 4 0.3 10 0.8 9 1.7 8 ‘0.9
Retail Trade 46 4.0 39 2.9 69 13.1 145 15.9
Finance, Insurance, .

and Real Estate (3 - 15 1.1 (3) -- 32 3.5
Business and Repair

Service 16 1.4 - Lt 4 0.8 14 1.5
Personal Services 43 3.7 344 25.9 33 6.3 163 17.9
Health Services 41 3.6 58 4.4 4 0.8 18 2.0
Educational Services 57 5.0 114 8.6 57 10.8 92 10,1
Other Services 12 1.0 23 1.7 0 0.0 17 1.9
Public Administration 19 1.7 73 5.5 25 4.8 28 3.1
Other Industries 16 1.4 213 16.0 21 4.0 213 23.4

E_mg' loyment Bv Occupation
Professional and

Technical 73 6.4% 164 12.3 as 7.2% 99 10.9%
Managers and Adminige

trators (Non-farm) 30 2.6 29 2.2 24 4.6 94 10.3
Sales Workers 20 1.7 14 1.1 28 5.3 63 6.9
Clerical 76 6.6 92 6.9 39 7.4 20 9.9
Craftsmen and Foremen 202 17.6 236 17.7 36 6.8 150 16.4
Cperatives (Non-Transport) 139 10.5 56 6,1
Transport Operatives 243 21.2 71 5.3 46 8.7 17 1.9
Laborers (Non=Farm) a8 3.3 64 4.8 42 8.0 47 5.2
Farm Workers 345 30.1 176 13.2 228 431.3 151 16.6
Service Workers 86 7.5 328 24.7 19 3.6 126 13.8
Private Household Workers 23 2,0 17 1.3 21 4.0 19 2.1
Hot Reported 12 1.0 - -- 5 1.0 - -

—_—
(1) 14 years and older.
(2) 16 years and older.
(3) Reported elseuhere.'
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing, 1960 and 1970.
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after 1970. Less comprehensive employment data for the impact area, as compiled by
the State Department of Labor and Industrial Relations (DLIR), is presented in Table

1v-8. This datais presented for qualitative purposes only.

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

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

growth has exceeded the County-wide average.

Income

Family income data Is presented in Table IV-9. As indicated by the figures, gross
family income levels in 1969 for North and South Kohala were not radically different

from one another even though there was a significant difference in employment mix
between the two districts.
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Table 1\}-8. Estimates of North and South Kohala Labor Force Distribution by Place of

Employment: 1975.

North Kohala

Category Number Percent
Agriculture & Forestry 203 32.3%
Manufacturing 178 28.3

Transportation, Communication, - -
and Public Utilities

Wholesale Trade 31 4.9
Retail Trade ' 77 12.3
Finance, [nsurance and 14 2,2
Real Estate
Services B ¥ 2.7
Government
Federal 7 l.1
State 102 16.2
Local —_— —_
Total 629 100.0%

|

South Kohala

Number Percent
142 9.2%
29 1.9
67 4.3
15 1.0
303 19.6
3 2.2
803 51.9
5 0.3
66 4.2
84 5.4
1,548 100.0%

Source: State Department of Labor and Industrial Relations, Labor Force Distribution by

Employer Site and Industry Category (March 1978).
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PROJECTED LABOR FORCE REQUIREMENTS AND POPULATION IMPACTS OF
T

PLANNED AND PROPOSED DEV!ELOPMEN

WITHOUT-MAHUKONA SCENARIO
Labor Force Requirements Generated by Planned Resort Development

Table IlI-1 summarizes the known visitor-related development plans (excluding the
Mahukona Resort) for the impact area. As can be seen from the table, impending
development, represented by projects under construction or with existing development
agreements, will have the most immediate impact. Projects in this category include
+he 460-room Sheraton Royal Waikoloa Hotel that is now under construction at the
Waikoloa Beach Resort, the #50-room luxury hotel planned as the flagship of the
Mauna Lani Resort, and the 120-room expansion of the Mauna Kea Beach Hotel.

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

resort-oriented commercial space.

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

Population Impact of the Planned Resort Development

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

65 percent higher.

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

population in such areas.

As discussed in Appendix A, it is expected that there will be a 2.2-person population
increase for each additional person employed. However, it is extremely unlikely that
all of the workers and their families would relocate to the North/South Kohala study
area. Since employment mobility is generally greater than residence mobility, a lag
between the creation of new jobs and employment-induced resettlement is expected.
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Resulting from Planned South Kohala Resort

Table 1V-11. Estimated Visitor Po‘mlation

Development: 1990-2000.
Visitors Present2
1590 1995 2000
Average Peak Average Peak Average Peak
Resort Hotels 4,000 5,400 6,650 9,030 8,850 12,000
Resort Condominiums _1,730 4,200 2,800 6,750 _ 3,730 9,000
TOTAL 5,750 9,600 9,450 15,800 12,600 21,000

1 All figures are as of January | of the year noted.

2 pased on factors developed in Appendix A (see Table A-2) and development scenario
summarized in Table liI-1, Rounded to nearest fifty (50).

Source:  Comptled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on soutces referanced in footnotes above.

Table IV-12. Estimated Additional North/Scuth Kohala Resident, Population by Supported Planned
South Kohala Resart Development.

1935 1990 1993 2000 2003
Cumulative Increase in Resident 3,950 10,000 15,300 19,450 18,150
Poputation
Percent of Persons Residing in . 40 80 80 . 80 20
N./S. Kohala Study Area’ ,
Additional Resident Population 3,150 8,000 12,250 15,530 14,500
Residing in Study Area
Growth {Decline) Over Preceding 3,150 4,850 4,250 3,300 (1,050)*
Five Years {in persons)
Cumulative Increase in Resident 1,050 2,630 4,100 5,200 4,350

Householdss

L All figures are rounded to the nearest fifty.

2 pased on employment estimates for both construction and operational employment that are
given in Table 1V-10 and employment 10 population relationships discussed in Appendix A.

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

% pecline is due to end of construction.
S pased on an assumed average of 3.0 persons per household.

Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on sources referenced in footnotes
abave.

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

secondary growth which will occur there.

Applying these factors to the employment estimates given in Table IV-10 results in the
population projections shown in Table IV-]2. These indicate that employment gener-
ated by the proposed resort projects and related secondary development could support
an increase in the resident population of North/South Kohala of 8,000 by 1990 and
14,500 by 2005. Based on Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd.'s (September
1980:32) estimate of labor force growth brought about by natural increase (see Table
IV-13), at least 65 to 75 percent of this increase in the resident population would have

to come from in-migration.

There are two ways of assessing the population impacts of the planned South Kohala
resorts. As Table IV-13 shows, the projected "natural increase" of the North/South
Kohala population is expected to be 5,000 by the year 2005. Counting these 5,000
Persons as a population impact of the resorts assumes that if resort employment was
not available, they would out-migrate rather than g0 on welfare and ‘'unemployment
roles. However, if it is assumed that these 5,000 persons would remain in the area
regardless of the presence or absence of job opportunities, then the year 2005
population impact in the North/South Kohala study area attributable to the planned
resorts would be 9,500, or 5,000 less than the 14,500 projected under the first

assumption,
Comparison of Projected Labor Force Requirements with Forecast Availability

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

The cohort-survival technique is a population projection model which recognizes and
incorporates three components of change. These components are: (1) change
attributable to natural increase (i.e., the net effect of births minus deaths), (2) change
attributable to non-economically induced net migration, and (3) change attributable to
economically induced net migration, A comprehensive cohort-survival model measures
each of the components on as detailed an age and sex basis as is possible and projects
the combined effect of these components on a specified base population to a given
future date,

For this analysis the 1970 Hawaii County population census delineation was carried
forward in two five-year periods to 1980 using the comprehensive cohort-survival
technique; the resulting estimates were then compared to preliminary 1980 census
data. The overall County projections for this ten-year period are nearly identical to
those contained in the State Tourism Study (Hawaii, State of, Department of Planning
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and Economic Development, 1978); but adjustments were made to reflect the State's
official II-F population forecast (Hawaii, State of, Department of Planning and
Economic Development, March 1978) and the preliminary field counts from ‘the 1980
census (Cavanaugh, 22 August 1980). Projections over the ten-year period were
estimated at either individual or combined Big Island district levels. The result was an

estimated age-and-sex population profile for the individual or combined district

_ delineations, one of which corresponds to the North/South Kohala impact area.

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

tion.

Projections for various sub-regions of the Big Island, made using the modified cohort-
survival approach, are presented in Table 1V-13. These figures represent a 25-year
aging of an immobile resident population. They indicate that the majority of growth
(in absolute terms) would be focused in the existing major population centers, i.e., the
South Hilo District of East Hawaii and the North Kona District in West Hawail. It is
estimated that South Hilo's population would increase from approximately 40,300
residents in 1980 to 48,900 in 1990 and to 62,300 by 2005 under this "natural aging"
scenario, Using the same assumptions, North Kona's population is projected to

increase from 13,300 in 1980 to 17,400 in 1990 and 22,600 in 2005.

Under the "natural aging" scenario the resident population in the North/South Kohala
impact area is projected to increase from a 1980 base year estimate of 7,800, to 8,800
by 1985, 9,900 by 1990 and 12,800 by 2005 (see Table 1V-13). Applying average Hawaii
County age- and sex-specific labor force participation rates to the projected
population profiles yields the estimates for potentially available additional labor force
in the impact area shown in Table IV-14. Because the unemployment rate in the
North/South Kohala study area is essentially the same as that for the island as a
whole, it has been assumed that the proposed projects would not result in a significant
reduction in the unemployment rate among current residents. If the opposite were
assumed, (i.e., that new development would draw first and substantially from the ranks
of the unemployed), then the projected labor force deficit for 1985 would be
approximately 200 lower than shown in the table. A comparison of the labor force
expected to be available from natural increase in the impact area with the estimated
labor needs generated by planned economic development shows that there will be a
need for significant in-migration during each five-year period in which resort
expansion is underway. The magnitude of the migration necessary in each five-year
period ranges from 1,030 to 1,700 workers. The labor force in the impact area in 2000
is estimated to be more than two times higher than it is today.
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Table IV-14. Comparison of Estimated North/South Kohala Labor Force Needs

Without the Mahukona Resort with Projections of the Available Work
Force: 1985-2005.

Estimated Cumulative Increase (in persons)

1985 1930 1995 2000 2005
Available Work Force 400 900 1,300 1,700 2,100
Over 1980 Levell
Resort-Related Employment 1,430 3,630 5,560 7,070 6,600

of N./S. Kohala Residents2, 3

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

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

Calculated by subtracting the "Base Year (1980)" labor force in North and South
Kohala from the projected labor force (see Table 1V-13) for each future year (1985,
1990, etc.). In interpreting these figures, it is important 1o remember that they
assume that all of the projected labor force increase is "available" for resort-
related employment. To the extent that this is not the case, the projected labor
force deficit would be higher.

Assumes that eighty percent of the needed work force (see Table 1V-10) will reside
in the North/South Kohala study area. ~ : ‘

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

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

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

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

accept resort-related employment.

The East Hawaii region stretching from Hamakua to Ka'u and centered around South
Hilo appears to be such a possible labor surplus area. Based upon the modified cohort-
survival projection, unabated "natural aging" would result in a resident population of
69,300 persons by 1985 and 76,600 persons by 1990. Corresponding labor force
estimates total 29,600 persons and 32,800 persons by 1985 and 1990, respectively.
Over this time period, East Hawaii's share of total Big Island employment is forecast
by DPED to decline from approximately 72 percent in 1980 to 68 percent in 1985 and
63.5 percent in 1990. The declining capture rate reflects the relatively faster growth
rate anticipated for West Hawaii (North Kohala to South Kona) as result of planned
visitor industry growth., Utilizing the DPED's 1I-F employment forecast for the Big
{sland results in a total East Hawaii employment forecast of 27,700 jobs by 1985 and
29,000 jobs by 1990.

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

WITH-MAHUKONA SCENARIO
Mahukona Resort Project Labor Force Requirements

Labor force requirements for the proposed Mahukona Resort project have been
estimated using the phasing plan presented in Table II-1 and the employment factors
derived in Appendix A. These projections, which are summarized in Table IV-15
indicate that the proposed development would generate approximately 1,265 new jobs
by 1?93. By 2005, when the resort is completed, it will have added a total of 2,165
new jobs.

Total Labor Force Requirements

Table [V-15 also combines the labor force requirements projected for the Mahukona
Resort with those forecast for other planned developments to arrive at an estimate of
the region's total labor force requirements. These figures show that by 2005, when all
of the projects are expected to have been completed, the work force for the planned
and proposed resorts will be over 10,000 persons. It is expected that 80 percent of this
work force will reside in the North/South Kohala impact area.
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Table IV-15 also shows the Mahukona Resort's effect on employment as a percent of
total employment increase in the study area. When measured in this light, it is
apparent that the project's impact on employment is moderate, with it accounting for
approximately one-fifth of the projected 2005 total for the impact area.

Expected Population Impact of the Proposed Mahukona Resort

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

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

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

750 and 1,250, respectively.

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

Comparison of Projected Labor Force Requirements With Forecast Availability

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




Table 1v-15. Estimated visit
Planned South K

or Population
ohala Resort D

Resulting From the Pro
evelopment: 1995-2005,1

posed Mahukona Resort and

Mahukona Resort2

Resort Hotels

Resort Condominiums

Resort-Residentiajt
Subtota!

Other Planned Development3 -

Resort Hotels

Resort Condominiums

Resort Residentia4
Subtota!

All Deﬁelopment

Resort Hotels

Resort Condominiums

Resort Residentja|4
Total

Mahukona Resort as %
of All Development

Visitors Present

1995 2000 2005

Average Peak Average Peal Average Peak
1,200 1,600 1,500 2,050 1,900 2,550
450 1,100 950 2,300 . 1,600 3,850
100 300 200 500 300 750
1,750 3,000 2,650 4,350 3,800 7,150
6,700 9,050 3,850 12,000 2,350 12,000
2,800 6,750 3,750 92,000 3,750 92,000
0 0 0 0 0
9,300 15,800 12,600 21,000 12,600 21,000
7,900 10,650 10,350 14,050 10,750 14,550
3,250 7,850 4,700 11,300 5,350 12,850
100 300 200 500 300 750
11,250 18,800 15,250 25,850 16,400 28,150

15.6 16.0 17 .4 18.8 23,2

1 an figures are based on units completed as of December 31 of the preceding year,

2 Based on factors developed in Appendix A (see
contained in Tabfe II- ], Rounded to nearest fif ty (50

3 From Table Iv-11.

they were to be occupied instead
population would be lessened,

25.4

;I‘ab!e A-2) and development phasing plan

Source: Compiled by Belt, Coilins & Associates from sources referenced in footnotes above,
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Table IV-17. Estimated Additional North/South Kohala Resident Population Supported by
the Proposed Mahukona Resort and Planned South Kohala Resort
Development: 1985-2005.1

Estimated Cumulative Increase (in persons except as notad)
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

Mahukona Resort2

Additional Resident - 1,150 2,250 3,350 3,800
Population

Additional Resident -— 400 750 t,100 1,250
Households

Growth (Decline) in No, of - 1,150 1,100 1,100 450
Persons Over Preceding
5 Years

Other Planned Resorts3

Additional Resident -3,150 8,000 12,250 15,550 14,500
Population )

Additional Resident 1,050 2,650 4,100 5,200 4,850
Households

Growth (Decline) in No. of 3,150 4,850 4,250 3,300 (1,050)
Persons Over Preceding
5 Years

All Development

Additional Resident 3,150 9,150 14,500 18,900 18,300
Population

Additional Resident- 1,050 3,050 4,850 6,300 6,100
Housaholds

Growth (Decline) in No. of 3,150 6,000 5,350 4,400 (600)
Persons Over Preceding
5 Years

Mahukona Resort as % of 0.0 12.6 15.5 7.7 20.8
all Development

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

2 pased on employment estimates given in Table IV-15 times 2.2 persons per worker
(factor derived in Appendix A) and assumption that 30 percent reside within the
North/South Kohala study area. .

3 From Table IV-12.

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates from sources referenced in footnotes
above,
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Table IV-13. Comparison of Estimated North/South Kohala Labor Force Needs With

the Proposed Mahukona Resort with Projections of the Available Work
Force: 1985-2005.1

Estimated Cumulative Increase (in persons)

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005
Available Work Force 400 900 1,300 1,700 2,100
Over 1980 Level 2
Employment of North/South 1,450 3,650 5,550 7,050 6,600
Kohala Residents Not Related
to the Mahukona Resort 2
Employment of North/South - 500 1,000 1,500 1,750
Kohala Residents Resulting '
from the Mahukona Resort 3
Total Employment 1,450 4,150 6,550 8,550 8,350
Labor Force Surplus (Deficit) (1,050)% (3,250) (5,250) (6,850}  (6,250)
Projected Surplus (Deficit) (1,050) (2,200) (2,000) (1,600) 600
Arising During Five-Year
Period
1

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

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

Based on employment estimates given in Table 1V-15 and the assumption that &0
percent of the needed work force will reside within the North/South Kohala study
area. : :

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

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates from sources referenced in footnotes

above,
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IMPACTS ON HOUSING

INTRODUCTION

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

increase.
DEMAND FOR ADDITIONAL HOUSING

In 1970, there were a total of 1,739 dwelling units in Kohala (793 in South Kohala and
946 in North Kohala). By 1976, the total had jumped over fifty percent to 2,654, Most
of the increase (816 or 90 percent) was in Ssouth Kohala. Based on preliminary
population estimates from the 1980 census and other data, it is estimated that in 19230
there were approximately 1,700 dwelling units in South Kohala and 1,100 dwelling units
in North Kohala, a total of 2,800 for the entire study area.

The number of additional households that would reside in Kohala with and without the
proposed Mahukona Resort has already been calculated (see Tables 1V-17 and 1V-12,
respectively). Table 1V-19 translates these figures into housing demand estimates for
the next 25 years.

Based on the assumptions that have been used, it appears that (assuming supply keeps
pace with demand) the number of housing units in the study area would rise by 5,100
from approximately 2,800 at present to nearly 8,000 in 2005 as a result of already
planned resort development. This is an increase of over 180 percent, or 4,2 percent
per year compounded annually. If the proposed Mahukona Resort is constructed as
well, 6,400 additional housing units would be needed between 1980 and 2005. (These
figures do not include replacement housing which would atso be needed). This amounts
to an increase in the housing stock of over 225 percent in 25 years (4.9 percent/year
compounded annually).

A comparison of the construction rates necessary to achieve such an increase in the
housing stock with the rates that have prevailed on the Big Island in recent years is
instructive (see Table 1V-20). Between 1970 and 1976, the number of housing units in
North Kohala increased an average of 15 per year; during the same period the number
of residential units in South Kohala rose an average of 120 per year. The average
annual increase for the entire study area was 135, which is about double the
approximately 70 units per year that would be needed as a result of the proposed
Mahukona Resort. However, when the needs of the Mahukona Resort are combined
with the demand for additional residential units generated by already-planned resort
development, the average annual demand increases to the 300 to 400 range, two to
three times the current level. As a basis for comparison, this is about the same as the
construction rate recorded in the North Kona District during the highly active 1970-
1976 period.

Achieving such a growth rate will not be simple. First of all, it will require a
substantial expansion of the construction labor force that is available and of the
construction equipment as well. When it is realized that the residential construction

[pree
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Table IV-19. Projected Additional Housing Demand in North/South Kohala Study Area.

1985
Planned South Kohala Resorts
Cumulative Increase in Resident 1,050
Households 2
Cumulative Increase in Housing Units 3 1,100
Change Over Preceding 5 Yrs. +1,100
Average Annual Change Over +220

Preceding 5 Yrs.

Proposed Mahukona Resort

Cumulative Increase in Resident -
Households #
Cumulative Increase in Housing Units3 -
Change Over Preceding 5 Yrs. -
Average Annual Change Over --
Preceding 5 Yrs.

All Planned + Proposed Development

Cumulative Increase in Resident 1,050
Households 4

Cumulative Increase in Housing Units 3 1,100

Change Over Preceding 5 Yrs. +1,100

Average Annual Change Over +220

Preceding 5 Yrs.

1990

2,650

2,800
+1,700
+350

400

420
+420
+85

3,050

3,200
+2,100
+420

1995

4,100

4,300
+1,500
+300

750

800
+380
+75

4,850

5,100
+1,900
+380

2000

5,200

5,450
+1,150
+230

1,100

i,150
+350
+70

6,300

6,600
+1,500
+300

2005

4,850

5,100
-350
-70

1,250

1,300
+150
"~ 430

6,100

6,400
-200
40

| Estimate of housing units present in North and South Kohala in 1980 is 2,800. This is based on
preliminary 1980 Census population estimates and Hawaii County Department of Research and

Development (1979) data.
2 From Table IV-12.
3 Assumes five percent vacancy rate,

4 Prom Table IV-17.

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates from sources noted above.
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Table 1V-20. Housing Construction for Selected Areas of Hawaii County: April 1970

to December 1976.
District No. of Housing Units Change in Units
April 1970 December 1976 1970-1976  AVE. Annual
North Kohala 946 1,045 +99 +15
South Kohala 793 1,609 +816 +120
North Kona ‘ 1,977 4,451 +2,474 +365
County Total 18,933 27,943 +9,010 +1,335

Source: County of Hawaii Planning Department as reported in Hawaii, County of,

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

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

an order-of-magnitude estimate that is sufficient for our purposes.

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

-district during the 1970-1976 period to a maximum of over 1,800 acres if the densities

are those observed in North Kohala during the same period.

A recent inventory of vacant State Urban-designated land in the study area (Belt,

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

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

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

situation--housing costs.
HOUSING COSTS

Introduction

As evidenced by Kohala residents' responses to a household survey conducted by the
Public Affairs Advisory Service (PAAS) in 1980, housing, (the shortage and high price
of housing--as well as the possibility that further resort development in the region
might make the situation even worse in the future), is a major concern of area
residents. (See, for example, the survey results summarized in Table 1V-38 of this
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Table IV-21.
(MF) Unit Ratios.

Range of Estimates for Amount of Additional Land Required for Housing in

North/South Kohala Assuming Different Single-Family (SF) to Multi-Family

Assuming SF:MF Ratio
of New Residential Con- SE:MF
struction Is the Same as:

North Kohala:1976 100:0
N. & S. Kohala:1976 89:11
Hawaii Island: 1976 84:16
S. Kohala:1976 82:18
N. & S. Kohala Additions:

1970-76 75:25
N. Kona:1976 66:34

N. Kona Additions:
1970-76 61:39

No. of Units

family.

SF

6,400
5,700
5,380
5,250

4,800
4,220

3,900

ME

0

700
1,020
1,150

1,600

2,180

2,500

Land Required (in acres)l

SF

1,830
1,630
1,540
1,500

1,370
1,205

1,110

MF Total

0 1,830
70 1,700
100 1,640
115 1,615
160 1,530
220 1,425
250 1,360

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

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on data contained in Hawail,
County of, Department of Research and Development

(September 1979:229).
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Table IV-22. Estimate of Major Parcels of Vacant Urban-Zoned Land in North/South Kohala
Districts. i
-
Approximate Area (in acres) of Vacant State Urban il
District Land in Parcels of at Least Three Acres -
County i
County Urban County Unplanned
Geographical Area Total Zoning Ag Zoning Zoning =
SF ME  Other 4
Hawi-Kapa'au 145 92 -- - 53 - :'I
| s
Waimea 239 49 - 45 145 --
Waikoloa 2,575 2,130 337 108 -- -- b |
Kawaihae Harbor 437 - - 15 210 72 140 - ‘
Kawaihae Village 361 - 23 -- 338 -
Q!
Source: Belt, Collins & Associates. -
, o
Lo
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Table IV-23. County Urban Zoning Classification by Zone and Section in North and South Kohala
Districts: 1978.
Zoning Designation {in acres)

i Tax Zone Total
North Kohala +Section Resid. MF Resid, Resort Busin. Indust. Urban
Niuli'i 5 35.7 - - 0.4 -- 86.1
Hala'ula 5:3 32.5 - - 0.7 56.5 139.7
Kapa'au 54 209.8 —— - 11.5 - 221.3
Hawi 5:5 180.7 - -— 12.6 2.9 196.2

ALL North Kohala = 558.7 - -- 25.2 59.4 643.3
South Kohala
Kawaihae Harbor 6:1 - 23.7 -- 24.0 217 .4 . 265.1
Kawaihae Village/

MKBH : 6:2 216.9 57 .6 23.3 R - 297 .8
East Waimea 64 118.6 - - 20.2 -- 138.8
Central Waimea 6:5 163.0 - 13.3 96.0 - 272.3
. Waimea/N. Puako 6:6 192.1 12.2 30.7 15.9 -- 250.9
So wai.ﬂ"lea :7 ‘\"5-5 - - 18.7 600 70-2
Waikoloa 6:8 2,244.,7 364.3 108.0 2,717 .0
WBR/Mauna Lani

Resort/Puako 6:9 59.8 277.5 216.3 43.3 4.6 606.5

ALL South Kohala = 3,040.6 735.3 283.6 331.1 228.0 4,618.6
Total NorthlSouth Kohala 3,599.3 735.3 283.6 356.3 287.4 5,261.9
North Kohala as % of Total 15.5 0.0 0.0 7.6 20.7 12.2
Sources Hawali, County of, Departmént of Research and Development (Sept. 1979:20).
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report.) This section explores some of the implications that the proposed Mahukona
Resort has for the housing market in the study area.

General Considerations

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

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

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

A third factor, the relative difficulty and cost of constructing and marketing new units
comes into play over the long-term since it determines whether or not an increase in
the effective demand will result in the construction of new f{i.e., additional) housing
units or will simply produce a rise in prices. If the additional families have the
financial ability to pay for housing given the prevailing construction costs, if sufficient
vacant land suitable for development is present, if financing is available, and if
required government approvals are granted, one would expect that housing will be
developed (i.e., the supply expanded) sufficiently to accommodate the higher popula-
tion. If, on the other hand, wages in the area are so low relative to prevailing
construction costs that new housing is too expensive, if the amount of vacant
developable land is severely constrained, if financing is unavailable or too expensive,
or if public approvals are not readily available, then increased demand for housing such
as would be generated by the planned South Kohala resorts and/or the proposed

 Mahukona Resort may be expected to produce a sharp increase in housing prices. The
result will be increased crowding as families double-up, longer commuting times as
employees try to find less costly housing in adjoining areas, and, quite possibly, a labor
shortage.

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

Supply/Demand Relationships

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

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

minimum.

Assuming a mortgage rate of 13.5 percent, a 30-year term, a 20-percent down
payment, and 20 percent of the monthly payment allocated to insurance, taxes, and
additional expenses other than principal and interest, monthly payments for the
purchase of such a minimum home would be on the order of 5650 to 800 per manth;
with a 10 percent down payment they would be $700 to $900 per month.

Present visitor industry wages average about $10,000 per year, and the great majority
of jobs pay less than $15,000 per year. With an average of 1.45 workers per household,
average household income for families with both persons employed in the visitor
industry would be less than $15,000 per year, too little to break into the housing
market if we assume that mortgage payments cannot exceed 35 percent of income
(i.e., about $440 per month), In fact, households would have to earn nearly 50 percent
above the visitor industry average in order to afford the least expensive monthly
payment postulated above. For a $70,000 unit and 10 percent down payment, the
monthly mortgage would be about $900 per month. To afford this, an annual household
income of over 530,000 would be necessary or twice the visitor industry average.

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

This conclusion is based on present income/construction cost relationships and on
prevailing interest rates on conventional home mortgages. Since it would be altered if
incomes were to rise more rapidly than construction costs, historic data on income and
costs were examined for this study. Relevant time-series data on several income and
cost indicators are presented in Table IV-2&. They indicate that housing costs have
increased at a faster rate than income since 1974, a trend which seems likely to
continue and which means it has become increasingly difficult for families to enter the
housing market. It should be noted that the data shown reflects only a small portion of
the rapid escalation in financing costs that has occurred over the past two years. The
jump in typical home mortgage interest rates from 9 percent in 1978 to 13.5 percent
or more today has had the effect of increasing monthly mortgage payments by over 40
percent. In terms of its impact on the housing market, this is even worse than if
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housing prices had increased by that amount because its full impact is felt not only by
persons entering the housing market, but by present homeowners who are changing
their residences as well. In view of these factors, it appears as though new housing
may be increasingly costly (both absolutely and relative to income) in the coming years
rather than less so.

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

In the case of the North/South Kohala impact area, a relatively large percentage of
the present residents own their own homes. In fact, the 7l-percent home ownership
rate reported in the 1975 OEO Census Update Survey makes it among the highest
districts in the County in that respect. South Kohala's reported rate of 55 percent was
considerably lower, but has probably increased somewhat since then as a result of new
construction. Except for possible increases in property taxes, these homeowners will
benefit from any increase in home values that may occur.

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

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

well) in the form of capital gains when the unit is sold.

Mitigation Measures

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

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

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

Another means of limiting housing cost impacts of the projected resort growth is to
relax County development standards with respect to such things as roadway cross-
sections, utilities, and lot sizes. There is a relationship between the stringency of
these standards and the cost to developers. Relaxing them, as was done, for example,
in the Pa'ala'akai development in Hale'iwa, Oahu, can result in markedly lower
construction costs without a concomitant decrease in the usefulness or desirability of

the housing product.
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Finally, utilization of available governmental housing assistance programs can drastic-
ally lower borrowing costs and, therefore, the monthly mortgage payments that are
required. Being able to finance a purchase with a "Hula Mae" loan at 9.5 percent
annual interest rather than a conventional mortgage loan at a 13.5 percent interest -
rate would reduce the monthly payments by a quarter. Other innovative financing
arrangements such as graduated payment mortgages, the Hawaii Housing Authority's
Opportunity Allowance Program, and interest-only mortgages, as well as tax measures
could also be used to lower housing costs below what they might be on the open
market. It should be noted, however, that none of these programs is without hidden
costs. In the case of Hula Mae, the cost is t0 other borrowers who must compete
against the State for the limited available capital. In the case of tax measures, the
cost falls on other taxpayers who must make up the revenues needed to operate the ;

government.
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IMPACT ON INCOME AND RETAIL SPENDING

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

INCOME

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

Applying the average annual wage rates shown in Table IV-25 to the employment
projections presented previously in Tables IV-15 gives the income estimates sum-
marized in Table 1V-26. They indicate that already-planned resort development is
expected to boost personal income by over $70 miilion (in 1978 $§) by 2005. The
proposed Mahukona Resort would raise this @ further $19 million to a total of $83%.5
million. Eighty percent of this figure would go 1o residents of the North/South Kohala
study area.

RETAIL SPENDING

For a relatively rural area such as North/South Kohala, actual retail spending Is
expected to amount to approximately 35 percent of gross income (Hastings, Martin,
Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd., September 1980:37). However, a large amount of leakage
in the form of retail spending outside of the impact area is expected to occur. There
should be a significant impact on established retail centers located in Kailua-Kona,
Waimea, Hilo, and off-isiand (primarily Honolulu). The resident retail expenditures
anticipated to be retained within the impact area will probably be those purchases
related to convenience items such as groceries and other selected non-durable goods.
Since these retail expenditures typically represent about 20 percent of gross income
(Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd., September 1980:38), resident retail
spending within the impact area is expected to be closer to that figure. Retail
expenditure estimates based on these figures are also summarized in Table 1V-26.

As can be seen from Table IV-26, retail spending under the without-Mahukona scenario
is expected to rise by about $8 million by 1990 and $14 million in 2005 as a result of
already-planned development. The proposed Mahukona Resort would boost this by
about $1 miilion (12 percent) in 1990 and $3.7 million (25 percent) by 2005. With a
ratio of about one square foot of retail space per $130 of gross annual sales, by 2005
the proposed Mahukona Resort is expected to add nearly 30,000 square feet to the
109,000 square feet of off-site convenience retail space that would be generated by
already planned Kohala resorts. It is expected that 80 percent of this retail
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Table 1V-25. Average Wages by Industry in Hawaii County: 1978. l

Industry

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries

Mining and Contract Construction

Manufacturing
Transportation
Communication and Utilities
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate
Services
Hotels, Rooming Houses, etc.
Non-Hotel
Government
Federal

State
County

Average

Annual Wage
$10,233

14,803
12,952
13,699
17,631
10,506
7,390
10,191

8,580
8,624

N.A.
13,785
10,875

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

Source; State De'partment of Labor and Industrial Relations, 19

and Payrolls in Hawaii.

78 Employment
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spending and retail space resulting from the planned and, proposed resorts would occur
in the North/South Kohala impact area. This amounts to $14.3 million in retail
spending for convenience goods, and over 110,000 square feet of retail space for this
type of good by 2005.

In addition to increased resident spending, there will be an increase in retail spending
associated with the visitor population at the planned and proposed resorts. To serve
this market, retail space will be incorporated into the design of the proposed hotel
facilities themselves. A general guideline of 25 square feet of commercial space per
guest room and 10 square feet of commercial space per condominium unit is used to
estimate on-site retail area. Thus, the proposed Mahukona hotel developments could
feature approximately 10,000 square feet of on-site commercial space by 1990 to
serve hotel guests. This total could increase to about 37,500 square feet by 2005.
Other retail development on the Mahukona site, serving condominium and residential
occupants, could total 4,000 square feet in 1990 and up to 37,000 square feet by 2005.
If there is extensive on-site commercial development and if the planned and proposed
resorts are, in fact, relatively self-contained destinations, the impacts of visitor
spending on established retail businesses could be limited.
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FISCAL IMPACT - GOVERNMENTAL BENEFIT:COST ANALYSIS

COUNTY OF HAWAI FISCAL IMPACT

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

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

Revenues

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

R = (VE) x (Q) x (R/Y)
Where: R = increased government revenues

VE = increased visitor expenditures
Q = visitor expenditures to resident income conversion factor
R/Y = revenue to income ratio.

Increased visitor spending levels (VE) can be measured on either a daily or annual
basis. The "Q" conversion factor may be adjusted based upon the desired degree of the
multiplier effect to be measured. The revenue-income ratio (R/Y) may be adjusted for
exhibited elasticity over time. For this analysis, VE will be based upon an average
daily spending estimate subsequently converted into an annual estimate. Two values
for "Q" are employed: 0.63, which is applicable to the measurement of a direct and
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indirect multiplier effect, and 0.38, which is applicable to the measurement of a
direct, indirect, and induced multiplier effect (Hawaii, State of, Department of
Planning and Economic Development, December 1975). Based on historical data (Tax
Foundation of Hawaii, 1970-1979) the nR/Y™ ratio for Hawail County is estimated by
Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:40) at 0.043.

Hawaii Visitors Bureau data for 1977 indicates that expenditures by visitors staying on
neighbor islands averaged approximately §50 per person per day. Because the planned
and proposed resorts are aimed at the high side of the visitor market, it is expected
that they would attract persons spending more than the Neighbor Island average, but
the extent of their superiority in this regard is conjectural, Hence, as a basis for
comparison, Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:40) also
prepared alternative estimates assuming average daily visitor expenditures of $75 and

$100 per person. Using their estimate of 5.2 days for the average length of stay, the

three alternative spending estimates correspond to expenditures of $§260, $390, and
$520 per total visit per person {in 1977 dollars).

Using the factors described above, increased revenue estimates were developed for
Hawaii County with and without the proposed Mahukona Resort (see Table 1V-27).
They indicate that already-planned development would increase County revenues in
the year 2005 by from $6.9 to $19.4 million depending on which average daily
expenditure estimate is used and whether or not induced effects are considered,

Expenditures

Governmental costs are measured on an annual per capita basis. County functions
relating to public safety, highways, health and sanitation, recreation, and capital
improvements are allocated on a de facto population basis which includes a calculation
for the average daily visitor census. All other functions are allocated on a straight
resident population basis. The resulting per capita costs for the County of Hawaii in
1977 are presented in Table IV-28. As shown in the table, annual direct cost per
visitor is estimated at $282.76, and annual cost per resident is estimated at $472.95.

The direct fiscal cost impact of the proposed developments can be measured by
multiplying their projected average daily visitor census by the annual cost per visitor
estimate of $282.76.

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

County Government Fiscal Benefit: Cost Ratios

The benefit-cost estimates presented in Table IV-30 indicate that if the marginal costs

“and revenues of the planned and proposed resort development are the same as their

present average values, both planned and proposed Kohala Resort developments will
produce more County government revenues than costs. The only situation where this
would not be true is if visitor expenditures remain at their present levels {i.e., $49.97
per person per day), rather than increasing as expected.

AP pnaepspet TS EER SR BEH
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Table 1V-27.
1980-2005.

Estimated Increase in County Government Revenues From Projected North and
South Kohala Development With and Without the Proposed Mahukona Resort:

Avg. Visitor

Avg. Daily
Expenditures
Per Visitor

Annual Revenues (1977 $)3

Revenue Source Census! (1977 8) 2 = 0.63 = 0.88
Planned S. Kohala 12,600 49.97 6,950,000 9,708,000
Development 12,600 75.00 10,431,000 14,570,000
12,600 100.00 13,907,000 19,426,000

Proposed Mahukona Resort 3,300 49.97 2,096,000 2,928,000
3,800 75.00 3,146,000 &,394 ,000

3,800 100.00 4,194,000 5,858,000

All Development 16,400 49.97 9,046,000 12,636,000
16,400 75.00 13,577.000 18,965,000

16,400 100.00 18,101,000 25,234,000

' From Table IV-16.

2 $49.97 is actual 1977 figure. Average daily expenditures of $75 and $100 per day are shown

to indicate the effects that high-quality resorts such as are being planned would have.

3 Annual Revenues were calculated using the formula R = VE x Q x R/Y

B
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where: R = increased government revenues (in 1977 $)
VE = (average daily expenditure per visitor) x (average daily visitor census) x (365

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

revenue to income ratio for Hawaii County of 0.048.

R/Y

Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on relationships derived by Hastings,

Source:
Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:38-44).
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Table IV- 28, Hawaii County Government Annual Per Capita Expenditures: 1977.

1977 1977 !
1977 1977 Population Per Capita Per Capita j
Expenditures! Estimates2 Annual Annual j
Function (In $1,000) (Residents/De Facto)  Resident Cost Visitor Cost i
i
General $ 5,605 79,200 S 70.77 $ - ;
Government 3'
] Public Safety 11,090 85,700 129.40 129.40 ’
4 Highways 3,761 85,700 43.89 43.89 /
| Health and 1,205 85,700 14.06 14.06 '
N Sanitation |
. Public Welfare 506 79,200 6.39 - |
‘ i
—' Public Schools 226 79,200 2.85 - :
‘| Recreation 3,128 85,700 36.50 36.50 |
" Interest 2,122 79,200 26.79 - |
—~ I
! Bond Redemption 2,247 79,200 28,37 ~
— |
Pension and 3,330 79,200 42.05 - {
:I Retire_ment 7 |
Cash Capital 5,049 85,700 58.91 58.91 (
-I Improvements
o Miscellaneous 1,027 79,200 12.97 —

1 Expenditures are for the fiscal year ending in 1977, as reported in Government in Hawalii,

i

|

1 tovas | $39,295 $472.95 282.76 i
!

|

1979, published by the Tax Foundation of Hawaii.

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

J
J
] B
]
J

Source: Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and Chew, Ltd. (September 1980:42).
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Table IV-29.  Estimated Hawaii County Expenditures Resulting from the planned and Proposed

Resort Developments (in 1977 dollars).

Increase in

Development Increase in Visitor Costs
Assumptions Resid. Pop. (in $1,000)
Planned South Kohala

Development

o Assumption A 18,150 3,563

o Assumption B 13,150 3,563

Proposed Mahukona Resort 2

o Assumption A 4,750 1,074
o Assumption B 4,750 1,074

All Planned and Proposed

Development
o Assumption A 22,900 4,637
o Assumption B 17,900 4,637

Projected
Increase
Increase in In County
Resid. Costs Expenditures
(in $1,000) (in $1,000)
8,584 12,147
6,219 9,782
2,247 3,321
2,247 3,321
10,831 15,468
8,466 13,103

l  Assumption A supposes that the 18,150 persons supported by South Kohala resort employment
(see Table IV-12) should all be considered in calculating fiscal impacts of the planned and

proposed resorts, pecause if employment was not aval

lable to the 5,000-person projected

"natural increase" in North/South Kohala's population (see Table IV-13), these persons would
out-migrate rather than go on welfare and unemployment roles. Assumption B is that these
5,000 persons would remain on the island regardless of the presence or absence of job
opportunities and should therefore not be considered in calculating fiscal impacts of the

planned and proposed resorts. See text for discussion.

2 pased on employment estimates in Table IV-15 times 2.2 persons per worker. Note that under.
vAssumption B", the South Kohala resorts are assumed to have absorbed all the labor force

available from North/South Kohala population's rnatural increase.

Source: Belt, Collins & Associates.
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Table I¥-30. Comparison of Projected County Benefit/Cost Ratios With and Without the Proposed
Mahukona Resort; 2005.

(1} (2) &) (4} (3) () ¥}
Increased Increased' County
Increased Revenues®  Costs Fiscal
Situation ADE! »Qv2  Res.Pop.}  (51,000) (§1,000) B/C Ratiof
Without Mahukona Resort
WOMR | 49 .97 0.63 18,150 6,950 3,563 1.95
WOMR 2 49 .97 0.63 13,150 6,950 3,563 1.93
WOMR 3 49,97 0.38 18,150 9,707 12,147 0.80
WOMR & 49 .97 0.88 13,150 9,707 9,782 0.99
WOMR 5 75.00 0.63 18,150 10,431 3,563 2.93
WOMR 6 75.00 0.63 13,150 10,431 3,563 2.93
WOMR 7 75.00 0.83 18,150 14,570 12,147 1.20
WOMR 3 75.00 0.33 13,150 14,570 9,782 1.49
WOMR 9 100.0¢ 0.63 18,150 13,907 3,563 3.90
WCOMR 10 100.00 0.63 13,150 13,907 3,563 3.90
WOMR 1L 100.00 0.38 18,150 19,426 12,147 1.60
WOMR 12 100.00 0.338 (3,150 19,426 9,782 1.99
With Mahukona Resort
WMR 1 49.97 0.63 22,900 9,045 4,637 1.95
WMR 2 49,97 0.63 17,900 9,043 4,637 1.93
WMR 3 49.97 0.88 22,900 12,635 15,468 0.82
WMR & 49 .97 0.88 17,900 12,635 £3,103 0.96
WMR 5 75.00 0.63 22,900 13,576 4,637 2.93
WMR 6 75.00 0.63 17,900 13,576 4,637 2.93
WMR 7 75.00 0.38 22,900 18,964 15,468 1.23
WMR 8 75.00 0.33% 17,900 18,964 13,103 1,45
WMR 9 100.00 0.63 22,900 18,102 4,637 3,90
WMR 10 100.00 0.63 17,500 18,102 4,637 3.9
WMR il 100.00 0.38 22,900 25,283 15,468 1.63
WMR. 12 100.00 0.8 17,500 25,285 13,103 1.93

1 Average daily experiditure per visitor in 1977 dollars.

2w = visitor expenditures to resident income conversion factor. The 0.63 flgure takes into
a;:;:ount direct and indirect eifects; the 0.8 figure accounts for direct, indirect, and induced
effects. . -

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

% Equal to (ADE) x (average visitor census from Table 1V-16) x (365) x ("Q" [0.63 or 0.88]) x
(R/Y [0.048] )

5 Increased costs are equal to:
Fg 0.6:;"]Q“ factor--(Average visitor census from Table IV-16} x (Average cost per visitor
282.76]1 )
For 0.88 "Q" factor--{Average visitor census from Table IV-16) x (Average cost per visitor
%E;g;g} ; + (Increase in resident population) x (Average annual cost per resident

6 (Column 5) + {Column 6).

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on factors in Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and
Chew, Ltd. {September 1980:33-44),
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(Note. As used here, the term "marginal cost" is defined as the increase in
expenditures that would result from the addition of a unit of visitors or
residents to the existing population of those persons. In other words, it is
the cost of responding to a specified change in the demand for govern-
mental services. Similarly, "marginal revenues" refers to the amount by
which government revenues would change in response to the addition of the
specified unit of visitors and residents. Marginal costs and revenues can be

(and frequently are) different from the average per capita cost of serving
the existing population, but they are extremely difficult to calculate with
reasonable accuracy. Because of this, average values have been used in

this analysis.)

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

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

impossible at this time,
STATE OF HAWAII FISCAL IMPACT

Revenues

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

ally:

o Average daily expenditures per visitor were the same as in the County analysis,
i.e., $49.97, $75.00, and $100.00 for each of the three cases.

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

County-level] analysis.

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

of Planning and Economic Development, 1978).

When these factors are combined, it is apparent that State government revenues, in
any of the three cases, will increase 2.8125 times as much as revenues to the County

government,

Expenditures

State governmental costs on an annual per capita basis for visitors and residents for
1977 are shown in Table 1V-31. Annual per capita cost per visitor is calculated at
$243.74, and annual cost per resident estimated at $1,540.20. As before, the direct
fiscal cost impact can be estimated by multiplying the forecasted average daily visitor
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census by the annual per capita visitor cost. The overall total cost impact is measured
by adding on associated resident costs; these are calculated by multiplying the
population increase attributable to the projected growth by the annual per capita
resident cost.

The average annual per capita cost to State government per visitor is only about 83
percent as much as the cost to the County government. The average annual State
government expenditures per resident are approximately 225 percent higher than the
County expenditures reported previously.

State Government Fiscal Benefit:Cost Ratios

Table 1V-32 presents benefit-cost ratios for State government calculated using the
revenue and expenditure factors derived above. The data shown therein indicate that
the average benefit-cost ratios for the planned and proposed development are greater
than 1.0 for nearly all of the scenarios considered, The only instances in which
increased State expenditures would appear to exceed increased revenues would be if
visitor expenditures do not rise and nearly all of the projected population increase is
considered "additional," 1.e., over-and-above what would be there without it, In fact,
much of the projected population growth would result from natural increase in the
existing population that would occur semi-independently of economic growth. Hence,
there is considerable reason to believe that higher-than-average unemployment and
welfare costs would be incurred by the State government in the absence of the resort
development. If this is true, it ‘means that the use of average expenditure figures
would seriously understate the relative benefits of the development.

MITIGATION MEASURES

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

Second, both the County and the State benefit far more from visitor-oriented
development aimed at the top end of the visitor market than from accommodations
that attract the middle and lower end of the market. Since the top end is limited in
size, it behooves the County to avoid overdevelopment that might lead resort

operators to draw heavily on the budget market in order to maintain satifactory
occupancy rates.

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

Mahukona Resort: 2005.

(s} {7)
Increased State
Costs? Fiscal

{51,000) B/C Ratio®

) (2) {3) (%) 6}
Increased
. Increased Revenues
Sttuation ADE! "Q"2  Res.Pop.3 (51,000
Without Mahukona Resort
WOMR | $49.97 0.63 18,150 19,547
WOMR 2 49,97 0.63 13,150 19,547
WOMR 3 49,97 0.83 18,150 27,301
WOMR 4 49.97 0,38 13,150 27,301
WOMR. 5 75.00 0.63 18,150 29,337
WOMR 6 75.00 0.63 13,150 29,337
WOMR 7 75.00 0.88 18,150 40,973
WOMR 8 75.00 0.38 13,130 40,978
WOMR 9 1G0.00 0.63 18,150 39,113
WOMR 10 100.00 0.63 13,150 39,113
WOMR 11 100.00 0.88 18,150 54,636
WOMR 12 100.00 0.38 13,150 54,638
¥ith Mahukona Resort
WMR | 49,97 0.63 22,900 25,438
WMR 2 49,97 0.63 17,900 25,439
WMR 3 49,97 0.38 22,900 35,53
WMR & 49,97 0.38 17,900 35,536
WMR 5 75.00 0.563 22,900 38,183
WMR § 75.00 0.63 17,900 38,183
WMR 7 75.00 0.38 22,900 33,336
WMR 8 75.00 0.88 17,900 53,336
WMR 9 100.00 0.83 22,900 50,912
WMR 10 [00.00 0.63 17,900 560,912
WMR L1 10G.00 0.38 22,900 71,114
0.83 17,900 71,114

WMR 12 100.00

! Average daily expenditure per visitor in 1977 dollars.

2 "Q" = visitor expenditures to rasident income conversion factor.
account direct and indirect effects; the 0.38 figure accounts for di
effects,

2,957 6.61
2,957 6.61
30,853 0.33
23,169 1.18
2,957 . 992
2,957 9.92
30,855 1.33
23,169 1.77
2,957 13.23
2,957 13.23
0,355 1.77
23,169 2.36
3,349 6.6!1
3,849 6.61
39,050 0.91
al,364 1.13
3,849 9.92
3,849 2.92
39,050 1.37
il,3s4 1.70
3,849 13.23
3,349 13.23
39,050 1.82
31,364 2.27

The 0.63 figure takes into
rect, indirect, and induyced

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

% Equal to (ADE) x (average visitor census from Table 1V=16) x {365} x ("Q" [0.63 or 0.88]) x

(R/Y [0.135]).

3 Increased costs are equal to:

For 0.63 "Q" factor--(Average visitor census from Table iV-16) x {Average cost per visitor

[5243.74)),

For 0.88 "Q" factor--(Average visitor census from Table IV-16) x (Average cost per visitor
(5243.74] ) + {Increase in resident population) x (Average annual cost per resident

[51,51}0.20] )
6 (Column 5) + (Column 6).

Source: Compiled by Belt, Collins & Associates based on factors in Hastings, Martin, Hallstrom and

Chew, Ltd., (September 1980:38-44),
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SOCIAL EFFECTS OF PLANNED AND PROPOSED RESORT DEVELOPMENT

INTRODUCTION

As part of this study, Community Resources, a Waimanalo-based firm specializing in
survey research, community planning, and social impact analysis, was commissioned to
analyze the social changes that are likely to occur within the North/South Kohala
study area over the next 25 years both as @ result of the proposed Mahukona Resort
project and as a result of the large-scale resort development that is already planned

tential Social Impacts and Social Management Issues
ex At Mahukona North Kohala

for South Kohala. Entitled Po
Arising From Development of a Proposed Resort compl : :
Tsland of Hawaii, Community Resources' report Torms the basis for the summary of
social impacts presented pelow. The length of the report (nearly 250 pages) prevente
us from including it in its entirety here, but readers wishing to read the complete
documnent will find it on file with the Environmental Quality Commission in Honolulu
and at the Hawail County Planning Department in Hilo.

The report concluded that the planned and proposed resort development is likely 1o
generate significant social impacts by:

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

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

o inducing large-scale in-migration and rapid population growth; and
o expanding the demand for (and market price of) Kohala land and housing.

These social impacis would occur at two levels, primary and second-order. The
primary impacts include changes 10 such things as employment, pusiness activity,
income, population, housing, and land values. For the most part, primary impacts are
more readily subject to quantiﬂcation than are the second-order effects, and are
discussed in detail in other sections of this report. Second-order social impacts stem
from the primary effects of development and involve variables related to community
cohesion or disruption. Included in this category are impacts associated with:

o Social organization (ethnic/class relations and power);
o Social activities (other than family life);
o Attitudes towards tourists;
o Social functions of outdoor life;
o Family life;
o Crime;

o Mental health; and

o Community security and services.

The primary focus of this section is on the second-order social impacts listed above.
In addition, however, W& have also included a summary (see Table 1v-33) of the most
important social implications of the primary economic and demographic effects
covered in previous sections.
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In analyzing the aspects of the planned and proposed resort development likely to
cause social change, it became evident that in many instances it is difficult to predict
social impacts. It is even more difficult (and often impossible) to distinguish between
social change that would resuit from the proposed Mahukona Resort and that which is
expected to occur as a by-product of the large-scale resort development that is
already planned for South Kohala. A number of factors contribute to the difficulty,
but the most important is the fact that a large number of private and public policy
decisions, which will do much to determine the nature of the secondary growth that
will occur, have not yet been made. Among the most important of these decisions are

" the following:

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

o The disposition of a number of large agricultural subdivision proposals in North
Kohala, e.g., Castle and Cooke, Inc.'s proposal involving 1,700 acres and the
proposed Kohala Estate subdivision {over ,000 acres).

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

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

o The willingness and ability of the State and County to make necessary infra-

structure improvements (highways, water systems, etc.) in advance of the resi-

dential growth that is expected.

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

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

The figures in Table IV-34 show that the increment of increase in resident population
due to the Mahukona Resort is relatively small compared to the total resident
population that is expected to result from the planned South Kohala resorts. Although
the 3,800 residents it is expected to add to the study area by 2005 is not a small
figure, given the near tripling (by 2005) of the population (from 7,900 to 22,400) due to
planned South Kohala resort development, most of the significant changes due 1o
increases in the resident population would occur even if the proposed Mahukona Resort
project is not implemented, The Mahukona Resort's effect on the size of the visitor
population would be similarly limited in comparison with the effects of already-
planned resort development. In short, implementation of existing resort development
plans will result in major social changes within the study area; the addition of the
proposed Mahukona Resort to the resort development that is already planned would
marginally increase the magnitude of the social change that may be expected, but,
except insofar as it Is allowed to affect the geographic location of the secondary
growth which occurs, it would not alter the fundamental character of those impacts.
Because of this, distinguishing between the with- and without-project scenarios
appears to be relatively unimportant. What is called for instead is a clearer

understanding of the kinds of techniques that may be used to mitigate the effects of
North/South Kohala resort development in general.
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Table IV-34.  Comparison of Projected North/South Kohala Resident and Visitor Populations

With and Without the Proposed Mahukona Resort.

Existing
(1930)
Average Dally Visitor Census
Existing & Planned Kohala 600
Development 1,2
Proposed Mahukona Resort 3 0
All Development 600
Resident Population
Total w/ Existing & Planned 7,900
Kohala Development %
From Proposed Mahukona 0
Resort 7
Total Average De Facto Population
Without Mahukona 8,500
With Mahukona 8,500
Visitors As Percent of De Facto Population
Without Mahukona 7.1
With Mahukona 7.1

1990
6,350

750
7,100

15,900
1,150

1995

10,100

1,750
11,850

20,150
2,250

30,250
34,250

2000

13,200

2,650
15,850

23,400
3,350

36,600
42,600

36.1

2005

13,200

3,800
17,000

22,400
3,800

! Estimate of existing (1980) numbers based on Table IV-3 unit estimates, and factors in

Appendix A.

From Table IV-16.

LY T A VA

From Table IV-17,

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

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

Estimate from Table IV-17 plus existing population from preliminary 1980 Census results.
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SUMMARY OF EFFECTS
Social Organization

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

situation in North and South Kohala.

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

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

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

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

political Power. Population growth expected to result from resort development in
South Kohala will increase West Hawaii's political power vis-a-vis the existing
population centers in East Hawaii. Development of the proposea Mahukona Resort
would contribute to this trend. As a result, political power will become more evenly
balanced between the two halves of the island. It should be noted, however, that to
the extent that the expected in-migrants have different political goals than the
present residents of the study area, these nold-timers" could experience an actual
decrease in their own political influence at the same time that the political power of
the region as a whole is growing.

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

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

as well.
Social Activities

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

d A 1971 survey of North Kohala residents (Hawaii, State of, Department of Planning

and Economic Development, 1972) provides the only quantitative data concerning

social activities in Kohala, Results of the survey indicated that informal social

- activities such as parties and luaus were far more prominent than relatively formal

N ones such as church attendance and club membership. This is consistent with Chang's

- (1973: 58-62) observation that residents preferred to spend time with their families
rather than at club activities.

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

A number of changes in the mid- and late-1970s affected social patterns and
o activities. Among these were the completion of the County sports complex in
, Kapa'au; a long series of seminars (Project LEARN) that generated increased com-
= munity interest in civic affairs and meetings; the strengthening of the Senior Citizens
Club; development of a community center at the Hala'ula annex of the Kohala School;
- and the establishment of a community newsletter, Family activities and informal, less
w organized, social activities (e.g., picnics, fishing, hunting, surfing, gatherings in public

parks, luaus, after-work drinks, etc.) probably still remain at the core of social life in
o North Kohala. However, the changes listed above--possibly combined with shrinking
o family size--appear to indicate that clubs, sports, and other relatively formal and
- organized social activities are more important in North Kohala today than ten years

ago.

- North Kohala still has little in the way of either "night life" for adults or organized

activities for teenagers. Waimea has clearly emerged as the entertainment center of
7 the region. The town now has three major restaurants with bar or night club facilities,
1 and all feature various types of musical entertainment--predominantly Hawaiian or
- rock. (There is also a restaurant in Kawaihae and of course the facilities of the Mauna
—~ Kea Beach Hotel, although few residents patronize the hotel frequently.) Waimea's
o public sports facilities are more antiquated than those of North Kohala, but Parker
- Ranch has just constructed a stage and theater complex in Waimea which may prove to

be the major cultural facility for the entire Big Island.

N

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

The addition of the proposed Mahukona Resort would increase the number of visitors
present and, therefore, the demand for entertainment facilities. Because of the
project's location, it seems probable that most of these needs would be met on-site, in
Waimea, or at the South Kohala resort sites.

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