




APPLICANT ACTIONS 
SECTION 343-5(C), HRS 

PUBLICATION FORM (JANUARY 2013 REVISION)  
 
Project Name:  Souza Residence concrete deck and stairway in the 40-foot shoreline setback 
Island:  Oahu 
District:   Kahaluu 
TMK:  4-7-19: 49 
Permits:   After-the-fact Shoreline Setback Variance 
Approving Agency:  Department of Planning and Permitting,  
 City and County of Honolulu 
 650 South King Street, 7th Floor 
 Honolulu, Hawaii  96813  
 Steve Tagawa 

Phone (808)768-8024 
Applicant: Joseph and Kristen Souza 
 47-079 Kamehemeha Highway 
 Kaneohe, Hawaii  96744 
Consultant: Structural Hawaii 
 1255 Kuala Street Number 2 
 Pearl City, Hawaii  96782 
 Karen Nakagawa  

Phone (808)488-5000 
 
__DEA-AFNSI Submit the proposing agency notice of determination/transmittal on agency letterhead,  

a hard copy of DEA, a completed OEQC publication form, along with an electronic word 
processing summary and a PDF copy (you may send both summary and PDF to 
oeqchawaii@doh.hawaii.gov); a 30-day comment period ensues upon publication in the 
periodic bulletin. 

_X_FEA-FONSI Submit the proposing agency notice of determination/transmittal on agency letterhead,  
a hard copy of the FEA, an OEQC publication form, along with an electronic word 
processing summary and a PDF copy (send both summary and PDF to 
oeqchawaii@doh.hawaii.gov); no comment period ensues upon publication in the 
periodic bulletin. 

__FEA-EISPN Submit the proposing agency notice of determination/transmittal on agency letterhead,  
a hard copy of the FEA, an OEQC publication form, along with an electronic word 
processing summary and PDF copy (you may send both summary and PDF to 
oeqchawaii@doh.hawaii.gov); a 30-day consultation period ensues upon publication in 
the periodic bulletin. 

__Act 172-12 EISPN Submit the proposing agency notice of determination on agency letterhead, an OEQC 
publication form, and an electronic word processing summary (you may send the 
summary to oeqchawaii@doh.hawaii.gov). NO environmental assessment is required 
and a 30-day consultation period upon publication in the periodic bulletin.  

__DEIS The proposing agency simultaneously transmits to both the OEQC and the accepting 
authority, a hard copy of the DEIS, a completed OEQC publication form, a distribution list, 
along with an electronic word processing summary and PDF copy of the DEIS (you may 
send both the summary and PDF to oeqchawaii@doh.hawaii.gov); a 45-day comment 
period ensues upon publication in the periodic bulletin.  

__FEIS The proposing agency simultaneously transmits to both the OEQC and the accepting 
authority, a hard copy of the FEIS, a completed OEQC publication form, a distribution list, 
along with an electronic word processing summary and PDF copy of the FEIS (you may 
send both the summary and PDF to oeqchawaii@doh.hawaii.gov); no comment period 
ensues upon publication in the periodic bulletin. 

__ Section 11-200-23 
 Determination The accepting authority simultaneously transmits its determination of acceptance or 

nonacceptance (pursuant to Section 11-200-23, HAR) of the FEIS to both OEQC and the 
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__Withdrawal (explain)  
 
 

Summary:  The Applicant seeks an after-the-fact shoreline setback variance (SV) to retain an existing 5.5-foot 
high concrete deck (9 feet with posted railings) and stairway built without necessary approvals and to be allowed 
to construct a new lightweight (wood) stairway that continues to the shoreline. 
 
The deck and railing consists of a concrete masonry unit retaining wall with a coralline rock fascia and backfill in 
the 40-foot shoreline setback.  The deck extends 19 feet makai of an existing dwelling and spans the 74-foot 
width of the 9,000 square-foot parcel located at 47-079 Kamehameha Highway.  The shoreline parcel is zoned  
R-10 Residential District and varies in elevation from 35 feet at the street, to mean sea level. 
 
In August 2003, the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP) issued the applicant a citation  
(No. 2003/NOV-09-021) for the construction of the concrete deck, railing, and stairs without obtaining an SV. 
 
In November 2003, DPP issued a Notice of Order (No. 2003/NOO-223), which included an initial fine of $500 
and subsequent daily fines of $50 per day after September 3, 2007. 
 
On January 28, 2010, DPP denied the Applicant's previous SV application (No. 2009/SV-18), which included a 
proposal to add 2 new retaining walls and a seawall.  This EA is being prepared for the submission on another 
SV application without the addition of more retaining wall and seawalls. 
 
Because these improvements are accessory to the existing single-family use, they are exempt from Special 
Management Area requirements. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 General Information 

A. Applicant:    Joseph N. Souza III 

Kristen L. Souza 

47-079 Kamehameha Hwy Kaneohe, HI 

(T) 808-429-6469; 808-429-5521 

B. Recorded Fee Owner:   Joseph N. Souza III 

Kristen L. Souza 

C. Agent/EA Preparation:  Structural Hawaii, Inc. 

1255 Kuala Street, 2
nd

 Floor, 

Pearl City, HI 96782 

(T) 808-488-5000; (F) 808-454-8899 

D. Property Profile: 

- Location:   Kaneohe, Oahu, Hawaii 

- Site Address:   47-079 Kamehameha Highway, Kaneohe, Hawaii 

- TMK:    4-7-019:049 

- Lot Area:   9000 Square Feet (0.21 acres) 

- State Land Use:   Urban 

- Community Development Plan: Ko’olaupoko Sustainable Communities Plan 

- Zoning:    R-10 Residential 

- Flood Zone:   D 

- Height Limit:   25 Feet 

- Special District:   No 

- Shoreline Management Area: Yes 

- Shoreline Setback:  Yes 

- Existing Land Use:  Residential, Currently Occupied 

E. Agencies Consulted: 

- City and County of Honolulu, Department of Planning and Permitting (approving agency pursuant to 

Section 11-200-10, Hawaii Administrative Rules) 

- State of Hawaii, Department of Land and Natural Resources 

- Army Corps of Engineers 

F. Permits Required: 

- Shoreline Setback Variance 

- Building Permit 

- Grading Permit with C&C of Honolulu 



 

Structural Hawaii, Inc. 
Draft Environmental Assessment for 

Shoreline Setback Variance Application 
Kristen and Joseph Souza Residence 

47-079 Kamehameha Highway Kaneohe, Hawaii 
 

October 20, 2014 

 
 

5 
 

- Conservation District Use Permit with DLNR 

G. Special Management Area Requirements: 

- The site is in the SMA and associated with a single-family dwelling.  Therefore, The Director of 

The Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP), City and County of Honolulu will determine if 

the Project is exempted from SMA requirements. 

 
Figure 1-1: State and Island Map 

1.2 Purpose and Need 

This Final Environmental Assessment (Final EA) was prepared in conformance to the 

regulatory requirements prescribed under Chapter 343, Environmental Impact 

Statements, Hawai’i Revised Statutes (HRS), and Title 11, Chapter 200 Environmental 

Impact Statement Rules of the State Department of Health’s Administrative Rules (HAR). 

Actions which “trigger” the requirement for environmental review of a project are 

prescribed by State law. This project triggered the State environmental review process 

because it proposes a structure within the City’s shoreline setback area. Subsequently, 

the Final EA will be included with a Shoreline Setback Variance application in accordance 

with the Revised Ordinances of Honolulu (ROH), Chapter 23-Shoreline Setbacks. 

The after-the-fact concrete deck and retaining wall, towards the back of the dwelling, 

were built for the purpose of providing access to the shoreline and view. The stated 

SITE 
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were constructed without building permit which caused a notice of violation to be sent 

to property owners, Mr. and Mrs. Souza on September 23, 2003. Because of the 

steepness of the slope at the back of the house and due to weather conditions, erosion 

of the soil was foreseen and overgrown vegetation was not maintained. A geotechnical 

engineer was consulted regarding the issue and slope stabilization solutions were 

recommended. It was concluded in the report that the after-the-fact concrete deck 

actually helps with the soil stabilization and was not advised to be removed. Other 

alternatives explored by geotechnical engineer, Horst Brandes, are expounded later in 

this report. In summary, the client would like to propose retention of the after-the-fact 

concrete deck for soil stabilization and add a wooden staircase by the slope for 

maintenance purposes. 

1.3 Existing Land Use Designations 

State Land Use District 

According to HRS 205-2, Districting and Classification of Lands, there are four major land 

use districts in which all lands in the State shall be placed:  urban, rural, agricultural, and 

conservation. The project site is classified as an urban district on the State Land Use 

District Boundary Map. Figure 1-2 shows the project’s State Land Use designation. 
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Figure 1-2: State Land Use Districts 

  City and County Development & Sustainable Communities Plan 

 As required by City Charter, Development or Sustainable Communities Plans together 

with the Oahu General Plan, guide land use growth over a 20-year time span. As part of 

the annual city budget process, all capital improvement projects are reviewed to 

determine if they are consistent with the respective development plan. Development 

Plans are also intended to guide City land use approvals and permits and influence 

private sector investment decisions.  

 

Oahu is divided into eight planning areas: Central Oahu, East Honolulu, Ewa, Ko’olau 

Poko, Ko’olau Loa, North Shore, Primary Urban Center, and Waianae. Each area has a 

Development Plan which is adopted by City Council ordinance and administered by the 

Department of Planning and Permitting. 
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Figure 1-3: Development/Sustainable Communities Plan 

This project is part of the Ko’olau Poko Communities Plan. The Plan seeks to preserve 

Ko’olau Poko’s natural, scenic, cultural, historical, and agricultural resources, and to 

protect the residential environment of its neighborhoods. The Plan calls for adaptation 

of the traditional "ahupua`a" concept as a basis for land use and natural resources 

management.  

The project site and surrounding properties are designated “Low Density Residential” on 

the Ko’olau Poko Communities Plan Map. In addition, the project site is located within 

the “Rural Community Boundary”. These communities consist of smaller, more 

dispersed, less intensively developed residential communities and towns than those of 

Ko’olau Poko’s urban fringe areas. Figure 1-4 shows the project site in relation to the 

plan’s land use map.City and County Zoning Districts 

 Lands within the City are categorized, or zoned, into specific districts. The uses 

permitted within these districts are described under ROH Chapter 21, Land Use 

Ordinance (LUO), and are shown on zoning maps. The purpose of the LUO is to regulate 

land use in a manner that will encourage orderly development in accordance with 

adopted land use policies, including the Oahu general plan and development plans, and 

to promote and protect public health, safety, and welfare. The project site and 

surrounding properties are zoned R-10 Residential. This classification is intended to 

provide areas for large lot developments (10,000 square feet and more) typically located 

at outskirts of urban development where residential use is desirable. Figure 1-5 shows 

the zoning associated with the project site and surrounding areas. 
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Figure 1-4: Ko’olau Poko Sustainable Communities Plan 

SITE 
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Figure 1-5: City Zoning Map 

  Special Management Area 

-  As described in ROH Chapter 25, Special Management Area, it is the City’s policy 

to preserve, protect, and where possible, restore the natural resources of the coastal 

zone of Hawaii. Under HRS 205A, Coastal Zone Management, the City and County of 

Honolulu is given authorization to regulate land uses located within established Special 

Management Area (SMA) for the Island of Oahu. Figure 1-6 presents the project area in 

relation to the SMA boundaries. Review of the City’s SMA Map determined that the 

entire project site is within the City’s SMA. Therefore, The Director of the Department of 

Planning and Permitting (DPP), City and County of Honolulu will determine if the Project 

is exempted from SMA approval pursuant to ROH, Section 25-1.3(2)(A) and (O) 
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+ 
Figure 1-6: Special Management Area 

  Flood Zone 

The entire parcel is in Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Zone D, as shown on the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency FIRM Panel ID No. 15003C0260F, effective date 

September 30, 2004. FIRM Zone D designates areas in which flood hazards are 

undetermined.  
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Figure 1-7: Flood Insurance Rate Map 

 

SITE 
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2.0 PROJECT SITE AND DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Project Site 

The project site, with TMK 4-7-017:049, is located on 47-079 Kamehameha Highway 

Kaneohe, Hawaii, within a residential neighborhood along the shore of Kaneohe Bay.  

The site is 9000 square feet (0.21 acres) and sits about thirty feet above Kaneohe Bay. 

See project plat plan on Figure 2-1. 

 
Figure 2-1: Plat Plan 

The adjacent lot to the south of the property (TMK 4-7-019:048) currently has a 

permitted retaining seawall that extends past the property’s shoreline.  The far reach of 

the neighboring property’s seawall shows how much the shore has receded.  On the 

opposite side, TMK 4-7-019:082 is an empty lot with no seawalls along the shore or 

existing structures on site.  

A shoreline survey was completed by Gil Bumanglag and certified by the Chairman of 

the Board of Land and Natural Resources on March 20, 2009 (See shoreline survey map 

SITE 
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on Appendix B). The existing one-story dwelling sits just outside of the 40’-0” shoreline 

setback but the concrete slab and retaining wall in question is within the setback.  

A photograph from 1975 shows a home that was once located on the neighboring lot on 

the west of the parcel (See Figure 2-2). This home has since been demolished and 

removed by the previous owner. The property itself made additions and alterations to 

the dwelling and walls of the site. A list of applications and permits can be found in 

Table 2-1. 

Figure 2-2: Historical Aerial Photographs 

The existing dwelling, with total floor area of 2,069.39 sq. ft., includes an existing carport with 
area of 986 sq. ft.  
 
The original dwelling was a 256 sq. ft. army surplus building that was relocated to the site in 
1946 (Building Permit No. 56370). It was renovated and expanded to 468 sq. ft. the same year 
(Building Permit No. 56552) and was located on the mauka portion of the site, only 10 feet from 
Kamehameha Highway. The original dwelling was tripled in size by the Applicant with a 
renovation/addition of 1,984 sq. ft. in 2002 (Building Permit No. 538423). The expansion of the 
dwelling extended right up to the 40-foot shoreline setback and required obtaining a Minor 
Shoreline Structure (File No. 2000/MSS-8) to allow the 30-inch roof overhang to encroach into 
the shoreline setback.  
 
The list below shows some of the proposed work with completed, discontinued, or closed 
permit applications. The notice of violation for the subject unpermitted structures was given on 
September 23, 2003. 

 

SITE SITE 
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Table 2-1: Building Permits and Applications 

APPLICATION 
NO. 

BLDG PERMIT 
NO. 

ISSUE DATE TMK STATUS DESCRIPTION 

 56370 1946 47019049  SITE RELOCATION 
OF ORIGINAL 

DWELLING 

 56552 1946 47019049  RENOVATION AND 
EXPANSION OF 

ORIGINAL 
DWELLING 

  329065 12/23/1992 47019049- COMPLETED RODRIGUES - PL 

  344996 11/19/1993 47019049- COMPLETED RODRIGUES - PL 

A2002-07-0803 538423 8/19/2002 47019049 PERMIT 
APPLICATION 

CLOSED 

JOE & KRIS SOUZA - 
ADD BATHROOM, 
DINING, UTILITY, 

BEDROOM, 
RELOCATE KITCHEN 

A2003-08-0449 563057 8/7/2003 47019049 PERMIT 
APPLICATION 

CLOSED 

JOSEPH & KRISTEN 
SOUZA - REPLACE 

EXISTING 
DRIVEWAY 

APPROACH WITH 
NEW APPROACH 

A2008-06-0157 627598 6/4/2008 47019049 PERMIT 
APPLICATION 

CLOSED 

JOSEPH SOUZA - 
ADD NEW CORAL 

ROCK VENEER TO EX 
CMU WALL W/ 5'-0" 
MAX AT FRONT OF 

PROPERTY (EX WALL 
16" IN FROM FRONT 

PROPERTY LINE) 

File No. 
2000/MSS-8 

Minor shoreline 
structure 

    TO ALLOW 30” 
OVERHANG TO 

ENCROACH INTO 
SHORELINE 

SETBACK 
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An existing wall was built in April 2003 without the required city building permits.  The wall was 

built within the 40’-0” setback and does not block any beach access.  It is an 8” thick concrete 

masonry unit (CMU) wall with coral rock veneer at a height of 94” from the top of the wall to the 

bottom of the footing.  An aluminum railing is built atop the wall between 3’-6” high columns.  

The wall supports a 4” concrete slab that was poured at the rear of the dwelling, within the 40’-

0” setback.  The total length of the wall is 75’-3” long.  Concrete stairs were included to access a 

portion of the cliff to maintain shrubs and overgrown plants (See Appendix A for photos). 

The cliff past the retaining wall consists mostly of overgrown vegetation and bare soil.  A milo 

tree is growing at the base of the cliff and is presumably thought to be what is stabilizing the 

remaining dirt from eroding.  Weeds are also growing on the cliff and it has to be maintained in 

order for it to not spread into neighboring properties. In addition, centipedes, geckos, and 

rodents were often encountered along the cliff side. This needs to be eliminated to not cause 

issues with sanitation and neighboring properties. 

 

Currently, the majority of the site is covered with an impermeable surface:  concrete driveway 
and deck, a slab-on-grade foundation and structure.  The shoreline slope begins after the 
concrete deck and is covered with overgrown low-laying vegetation and trees, and ends within 
Kaneohe Bay.  Existing surfaces of the site slope toward the rear of the property and down the 
slope into Kaneohe Bay.  Because of its construction, there is no barrier or curb preventing 
surface water flow from running off over the edge of the deck and onto the slope 
below.  However, a gutter system has been installed at the rear of the deck to control runoff. 
There are also gutters on the existing roof of the house with downspouts that direct the runoff 
away from the slope to the rear of the property. Because of the steep gradient (approximately 
45°), water does not simply drain into the bare soil, but enters into Kaneohe Bay. 

Drawings of the existing concrete deck and wall are shown on Appendix F and the succeeding 

pages. 
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Figure 3: Project Plot Plan 
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Figure 4: Project Elevation and Details 

2.2 Project Description 

According to a soils report written by Applied Geosciences, LLC in 2008, soil on the slope 

consists of fractured, loose, and unstable materials.  The soil is presumably being 

reinforced by the existing vegetation.  Since 2004, approximately 323 square feet of the 

9000 square feet of the property has eroded.  This Environmental Assessment report is 
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in support of keeping the after-the-fact deck and placing or repairing the existing stairs 

on the slope with lightweight wooden stairs with railings for access for vegetation 

control, to prevent rodent infestation, and to monitor the state and condition of the 

slope.  

Site Plan 

Based on the geotechnical analysis made by Applied Geosciences, LLC, the existing deck 

should not be removed due to its capability to protect the slope from eroding further 

and keeping the existing house from being undermined. From the existing break in the 

wall, wooden stairs used for maintenance access begin straight down to the slope and 

stop midway down. This report proposes to retain the existing concrete deck and either 

fix the existing staircase by providing safer supports and railings or construct a new 

lightweight wooden staircase that would go straight down the slope for access to areas 

containing overgrown weeds and bushes. In addition, the staircase would make is easier 

to add vegetation in bare locations and to monitor the slope. The stairs will have 7-inch 

risers and 11-inch treads, as well as 36” high handrails at each side. 

Grading Concept 

The amount of grading would be limited to areas around the staircase within the 

shoreline setback. Besides these areas, the existing slope will be untouched.  

To create a landing area outside of the doorways at the sides and rear of the structure, 

the area was built up to an elevation close to the existing elevation of the interior floor.  

There is no area where the soil had been cut.  Approximately 140 cubic yards of fill had 

been used around the structure.  Directly behind the wall is a twelve-inch layer of gravel 

fill wrapped in geotextile fabric that allows for proper drainage behind the retaining wall 

while preventing loose soil into the filtration area.  The rest of the fill is compacted 

select borrow fill with 95% compaction with a four-inch reinforced concrete slab above. 

The proposed wooden stairs will be built on pre-cast concrete pyramid footings and 

wooden posts of varied heights allowing the structural portion to sit on the existing 

grade.  A portion of the site will need to be cut in order to maintain a required 6-inch 

minimum wood-to-earth separation distance.  The total estimated amount of cut soil is 

5 cubic yards.  No fill will be needed in the design of the stairway 

Erosion Control Measures 

The installation of these items will be done in a way that will keep pollution to the bay 

or disruption to any wildlife in the area to a minimum.  
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 Proper controlling measures will be employed to keep the surrounding 

properties free of any damage.   

 Work will be supervised regularly by the engineer of record 

 Contractor will be held responsible for following the plans and stipulations 

stated by the City and County Department of Planning and Permitting and the 

State of Hawaii Department of Land and Natural Resources.  Because of the 

severity of this project, work will be done quickly and swiftly without delay. 

Best Management Practices (BMP) during construction consists of: 

 Sand bags around the area of work located within water areas 

 Silt fences down the slope of property to prevent sediment from entering 

neighboring properties 

 Construction stabilized entrance at entry of property 

Without a proper stabilizing system for the soil, and without the deck, erosion will surely 

continue to occur into Kaneohe Bay.  Eventually, the retaining wall will be undermined 

and fail.  Because of the connection of the wall, concrete slab, and residential building 

foundation, the home will also be affected. To decrease the amount of surface flow 

entering the slope, a portion of the concrete driveway should be replaced with an 

infiltration area that can be included away from the existing concrete deck area.  The 

location of this proposed infiltration area will need to be discussed and determined with 

the geotechnical engineer to ensure that an increase of permeated water will not, in any 

way, undermine the concrete deck, cause soil instability, or erode the slope as is the 

worry with the removal of the concrete deck. 

In addition, without proper access on the hillside, necessary maintenance will not be 

possible; therefore, unwanted vegetation and animal life will continue to live on the 

slope. 

Project Plan 

The proposed lightweight wooden stairs would be constructed with shallow concrete 

pyramid footings that support a wooden post and stair stringers. Wood or composite 

decking material will be used for the treads. Please see Appendix F for Proposed Stair 

and Landing Layout for the Souza Residence. 

The stairs will start at the new concrete landing (elevation 29.5) on CMU wall and will 

continue to a new wood landing at the same elevation. From here, Stair “A” with 12 

steps continues down to another wood landing (elevation 21.0). Further down, Stair “B” 
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having 6 steps continues to an additional wood landing (elevation 16.5). Stair “C” 

continues down with 6 steps to one more wood landing (elevation 12.0). And lastly, 

Stair “D” with 15 steps stops at the bottom of the shoreline.  

As mentioned earlier, the proposed lightweight wooden stairs and retaining of the 

concrete deck are both important to provide access on the slope for maintenance of 

overgrown vegetation and to protect from excess water seepage that could erode the 

soil underneath the house. The stairs will also provide several points of access to 

maintain the hillside. Please see Appendix F for preliminary drawings on the proposed 

additions for Souza Residence. 

To stabilize the hill further the owner will plant El Toro variety zoysia grass on the hill.  

Zoysia grass has been selected for its deep root system and stabilizing properties.  This is 

also a low maintenance grass requiring little water; it is drought tolerant as well. Zoysia 

grass is also tolerant to salt, which makes it ideal for this shoreline location.  Zoysia grass 

also grows more laterally than vertically, minimizing the need to cut the grass.  The 

lateral growth will spread the grass throughout the hillside over time, and choke out the 

existing weeds as well. The planting of zoysia grass on this slope will aid in the control of 

erosion on this hillside.  In addition to the grass silt socks will be placed and staggered 

along the hillside to halt erosion and slow any runoff. 

3.0 TECHNICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

3.1 General Description 

Kaneohe Bay area was formed as part of basic geological events like the Kailua, Ko’olau, 

and Honolulu volcanic series, in addition to reef building, changing sea level, continuing 

soil erosion, and sediment deposition. Three of the volcanic ridges that separate 

streams flowing into Kaneohe Bay are present today. One of the ridges, Puu a Pohakea, 

projects into Kaneohe Bay between Kaneohe and He’eia, where the project site is 

located, and extends out to Moku o Loe (Coconut Island).  

3.2 Shoreline Characteristics 

According to the 1978 Kaneohe Bay Water Resources Study, the surface of Kaneohe Bay 

is approximately 8 miles long and 2.6 miles wide. About midway across the mouth of the 

bay, an extensive reef barrier protects the waters of the bay from the ocean. The 

fringing reef flat borders the shoreline almost continuously except for stream channels 

that extends between 1,000 and 2,500 feet off the shoreline.  
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The shoreline along the project’s location is fairly calm except for wave action when 

wind and rain occur. The shoreline is a coral reef, greatly covered by gorilla ogo, and the 

offshore adapts range from 5 feet to 225 feet. The littoral conditions between the low 

and high water marks of Kaneohe Bay are very consistent along the shoreline. The 

project does not have any public recreational resources like swimming, surfing, or jet 

skiing, etc. The only lateral access at the shoreline of the property would be from 

occasional kayaking or diving by neighbors.  

3.3 Oceanographic Characteristics 

Winds 

Winds in Hawaii can be classified into four different groups: trade winds, Kona winds, 

tropical storms, and tropical cyclones. Winds affect the direction and magnitude of the 

surface currents in the ocean, as well as the currents in shallow coastal areas. The 

project area, located on the northeast or windward side of Oahu, is exposed to the 

prevailing northeast trade winds.  

Waves 

Wave patterns in Hawaii are generally categorized in five major types: trade wind 

waves, North Pacific swell, Kona storm waves, south swell, and cyclonic or hurricane 

waves. The southwestern shore of Kaneohe Bay is sheltered from wave attack from the 

east by the Mokapu Peninsula and by the Island of Oahu from waves from the south and 

west. Waves that enter the bay from the north and northeast are greatly reduced by the 

wide and shallow reef protecting Kaneohe Bay. The project location is exposed to trade 

wind waves which occur approximately 75 percent of the time with an average 

significant wave height of 4.8 feet.  

Despite the reduced waves that enter the bay, it can still cause tremendous effects to 

the hillside. The property does not have sea walls protecting the shoreline from eroding. 

When the tide rises, red dirt disperses into the bay covering a large portion of the reef. 

The wave action can also amplify the erosion of the property on the outer lying walls 

along the shoreline. 

Animal Life 

There is a possibility of disruption of wildlife in the area due to continuous erosion and 

pollution going into the bay. Because this area of the property is unstable and eroding, 

proper maintenance was not done that resulted in overgrown trees, weeds, and pili 
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grass. In addition, rats, centipedes, and geckos have often been encountered along the 

hillside of the property. No other sea life can be found at the base of the property due 

to the gorilla ogo infestation along the shoreline. Proper mitigation is necessary to 

control the issue and minimize pollution and disruption of any animal life. 

4.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

During early consultation process conducted for this project, a few alternatives to satisfy the 

project needs were identified. The preferred alternative was selected and discussed in Chapter 

2. 

4.1 Alternative Proposals: Shoreline Improvements 

  Demolish Existing Concrete Deck Structure 

 Because portions of the wall and deck had been built within the required 40’ shoreline 

setback, not being able to acquire the proper permits will most likely force the owners 

to demolish and remove the existing wall and deck.  As the worst-case scenario, the 

option of removal had to be considered.  According to an extended analysis written by 

Applied Geosciences, LLC, removal of the concrete deck and wall would expose critical 

areas of the slope that would promote greater surface runoff and soil erosion.  This 

would cause a negative impact on the bay, and therefore, would be undesirable from an 

environmental, chemical, physical, and biological perspective. 

The area requiring surface flow mitigation is located down slope of the rest of the 

property.  A plan to reroute increased surface run-off to an onsite draining system 

would be impractical and could not be a feasible option.  Run-off from the road and 

existing concrete driveway areas along the front and sides of the house can be 

channeled to areas of drainage along the slab edges to prevent water from entering the 

rear of the property.  Because run-off is not guaranteed to be completely redirected to 

the system, the factor of safety is not guaranteed to increase. The concrete deck and 

wall in question currently prevent surface run-off from going to the steep slope. 

The depth of the structural foundation cannot be determined and no conclusive 

Geotechnical report that indicates location of foundation in relation to the grade 

elevation.  Demolishing the concrete deck to rebuild a retaining wall near the building 

will jeopardize the structural integrity of the CMU stem wall.  Demolition and excavation 

in close proximity to the building would undermine the foundation.  Although there is 
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space between the structure and the shoreline setback, the risk of damage to the 

building would remove that option. 

Demolish and Replace Existing Concrete Deck 

An extended analysis from Applied Geosciences, LLC states that replacing the existing 

deck with a sealed deck was considered and found unsuitable. Water would easily seep 

through a wood floor and reach the ground level through the sides. Similarly, a 

cantilevered structure with a sealed floor was considered inadequate unless waterproof 

walls on the sides will be included.  Even with the concrete deck in place, with the given 

overall marginal level of safety, any of the mentioned alternatives would still have 

resulted in unacceptably low factors of safety. 

Demolish Existing Concrete Deck with the Installation of Geotechnical Netting 

or Tie-back system 

From discussions with the Geotechnical Engineer from Applied Geosciences, LLC, the 

existing concrete deck may be demolished given that a geotechnical netting or tie-back 

system will be placed in lieu of the existing concrete deck. But without a stabilization 

system, possible undermining of the house can occur. Therefore, large-scale slope 

instability could also compromise the safety of individuals in the household and danger 

may be caused to the Souza family. This alternative was not a feasible option due to 

installation costs of tie-back system, and risk of danger. 

Demolish Existing Concrete Deck with the Installation of Engineered fiber 

system 

Another alternative explored is the use of geosynthetics underneath the embankment 

and soft foundation soil after demolition of the deck. Geosynthetics may prevent sliding 

failure and may increase stability of the slope. This alternative may be effective but 

would require removing the entire fill, placing the engineered fiber, and backfilling the 

slope. This option was turned down because taking out the fill would increase the 

possibility of soil erosion that could undermine and risk the existing foundation of the 

house.  

  New Retaining Walls 

 According to the Geotechnical Engineering Exploration Report by Applied Geosciences, 

LLC, a set of terraced retaining walls with proper backfill and effective drainage 

provisions, would be effective in preventing additional soil loss into Kaneohe Bay and at 

the same time provide necessary support to the porch and the house. Though it is 
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effective, it would be difficult to tie back the proposed retaining walls into the slope. 

This can be done by a reinforced concrete footing tied back to the slope but this 

alternative can be expensive. In addition, the City stated that this proposal is excessive 

and is not acceptable due to unique circumstances. Therefore, other alternatives which 

would not require large encroachments should be considered.  

Gunite Existing Slope 

Another alternative considered was to reinforce the existing slope using gunite. With 

similar reasons as installing new retaining walls, guniting may be effective in preventing 

soil loss on the slope but will be very costly. In addition to the expense, this option may 

cause an unsightly view from the ocean.  

Geotechnical Netting or Tie-back system 

Placing geotechnical netting on the slope or a tie-back system installed into the face of 

the slope was also considered. Existing vegetation on the slope must be cleared out 

before installation of the geotechnical netting. This may cause a visual impact on the 

slope when viewed from the ocean. This alternative will be very effective in preventing 

further erosion into the bay and keeping the existing one-story dwelling safe and 

stabilized. This option was also turned down because of installation costs. 

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, the preferred alternative was selected 

and discussed in Chapter 2. 

5.0 PROJECT IMPACTS 

5.1 Construction Related Jobs 

Construction of the mentioned project improvements should have a minor short-term 

positive economic impact associated with the creation of short-term construction 

related jobs. Direct construction jobs would typically consist of on-site laborers, 

tradesmen, mechanical operators, supervisors, etc. These new jobs created would 

generate additional personal income for construction workers. However, the creation of 

short-term construction jobs is not expected to generate any in-migration of workers to 

the Island of Oahu to fill these jobs. It is anticipated that qualified licensed local 

contractors on the island or within the State of Hawai’i would be used for the project’s 

construction. Consequently, the construction of this project would not have any long-

term or permanent secondary effects on the number of resident construction workers in 
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the City or State. Thus, the proposed project is not expected to change the social 

context of the area. 

5.2 Fiscal Factors 

Fiscal impacts associated with this project would primarily involve some additional tax 

revenue generated to the State due to construction costs expended for this project. Tax 

revenue sources for State government are composed primarily of general excise taxes 

(GET) on development costs and construction materials, along with corporate income 

tax, and personal income tax from construction workers. Construction related tax 

revenues would be one-time or short-term increases in revenue since they are only 

associated with construction activities. 

The improvements planned for the project should contribute to the increased property 

value of the residential site. Since City revenues are primarily derived from property tax 

revenues, there should be a small increase to the City revenues from this project. The 

project site is a privately-owned property that is not exempt from paying City property 

tax. Therefore, with the project improvements, there should be a slight increase to City 

property tax revenues. 

5.3 Social Impact Factors 

The shoreline project is not expected to significantly change the existing resident population 

in the community or surrounding region. Implementation of the project would not displace 

any residents or businesses since construction would be limited to the project site already 

designated for residential use. As a result, there would be no significant impacts on the 

existing resident population. This project would not alter or change the character of the 

community because this project does not propose changes in conflict with existing uses in 

the surrounding area or have a significant impact on surrounding land uses. 

5.4 Cumulative and Secondary Impacts 

Cumulative impacts are effects on the environment which result from the incremental 

impact of a project when added to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

The cumulative impacts associated with this project includes assessing the implementation 

of the shoreline improvements to evaluate it, and incorporating other known planned 

improvements within the area and study year that would affect or be affected by the 

project. There are no major cumulative impacts associated with this project. 

If the existing concrete deck was removed and the proposed shoreline improvement was 

denied, negative impact would result, including increased erosion of the soil and other 
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vegetative debris into the bay. This would be harmful to animal life surrounding the shore 

and would create hardship for the landowners, who would lose their soil and compromise 

the safety of their home. The alternative options discussed above would be ineffective at 

best and, at worst, would damage the environment and cause hardship to the landowners. 

Secondary impacts, or indirect effects, are effects which are caused by an action and are 

later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonable foreseeable. Such 

effects may include growth-inducing impacts and other effects related to changes in 

land use patterns, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air, water, 

and other natural systems.  

The proposed shoreline improvements are associated with residential use of a property 

within an established rural neighborhood within Kahaluu. The current condition of 

population and demography is not expected to be significantly affected by the nature of 

the project. This project is not expected to significantly affect the City’s resident 

population growth for the community and surrounding region, and thus would not 

generate the associated secondary effects on infrastructure, public facilities, and 

housing. These being said, there is no reasonable basis to expect that adverse secondary 

impacts would occur. 

6.0 General Conformance of Plans 

6.1 State Land Use District 

The project site is located within the State’s Urban District as indicated in the State Land 

Use Boundary Map for the Kahaluu region as shown in Figure 1-2. Permitted uses or 

activities within the Urban District are provided by ordinances or regulations of the 

county within which the Urban District is situated. Thus, Urban District lands on the 

Island of Oahu are regulated by the ordinances and regulations of the City and County of 

Honolulu. The single-family residential use of the project site is a permitted land use in 

the Urban District. Thus, the proposed shoreline improvements are also permitted as 

ancillary uses of the residential dwelling. 

6.2 State Environmental Policy 

Environmental Policy 

HRS Chapter 344 established this policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable 

harmony between people and their environment, promote efforts which will prevent or 
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eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the health and 

welfare of humanity, and enrich the understanding of the ecological systems and 

natural resources important to the people of Hawaii. 

The project would be consistent with this environmental policy because the proposed 

improvements would utilize existing land and open space area within the owner’s 

property. These improvements will be designed and constructed to minimize effects on 

natural resources, pollutant discharge during construction by implementing best 

management practices, and include review and approval by pertinent regulatory 

agencies. This project will conserve natural resources such as open space lands and is 

not anticipated to significantly impact the shoreline and the ocean waters beyond. 

Guidelines 

  Population 

 The shoreline project will be consistent with population guidelines because the 

proposed improvement is not expected to significantly change the existing resident 

population in the community or surrounding region. 

 Land, water, mineral, visual, air, and other natural resources 

 The shoreline project will be consistent with these guidelines because the proposed 

improvements would not impact natural resources such as watersheds, forest 

preserves, wildlife preserves, or unique ecological preserves. The project would not 

have an adverse impact on areas that are valuable open spaces since the property is 

located in an existing residential community. To minimize erosion and address drainage 

requirements to help conserve and protect natural resources, appropriate measures 

would be incorporated. 

 Flora and Fauna 

 This project will not introduce new plants or animals to the area which may have an 

ecological hazard. No known endangered plant species have been identified in or near 

the project site. Birds, mammals, reptiles, and amphibians that may frequent the site 

are expected to be alien or indigenous species that are commonly found in urban 

residential environments. Fauna species present within the project site are not expected 

to be negatively affected since development of this project should not drastically alter 

the existing environment. 
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 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 

 The project is situated within a residential lot, and will have a positive impact on existing 

public and recreational uses within the area. The project will provide protection of the 

shoreline from manmade improvements and activities. Accessibility of the open space 

will improve by allowing owner’s safe access to Kaneohe Bay. The project is not 

expected to impact significant historic properties or cultural resources and practices 

since there are no known sites or cultural resources and practices present. 

 Citizen participation 

 This project allowed for a meeting with the Kahaluu Neighborhood Board and the 

project was assured of consistency with the vision, land use policies, and guidelines 

relating to the shoreline areas in Ko’olau Poko Sustainable Communities Plan. 

6.3 Ko’olau Poko Sustainable Communities Plan 

The development of this project cannot avoid being located within a coastal area. 

However, appropriate design measures will be implemented to allow the proposed 

shoreline improvements to be compatible with the shoreline environment. 

The project is not expected to impact significant historic properties or cultural resources 

and practices as previously discussed. In the event that any iwi kupuna or cultural 

deposits are uncovered, work will be immediately stopped and the State Historic 

Preservation Division will be contacted immediately. Furthermore, the project site has 

been previously disturbed from construction of a previous residential structure. 

Therefore, the project would be consistent with these policies addressing historic and 

cultural resources. 

6.4 Coastal Zone Management Plan, Ch205A, Hawaii Revised Statutes 

The proposed project conforms to the objectives and policies of the Coastal Zone 

Management.  

Addition of the proposed wooden stairs will help maintain the slope and therefore, will 

protect and preserve the quality of coastal scenic resource. Keeping the existing 

concrete deck will not only help stabilize the slope but also reduce hazard to life and 

property from erosion due to less seepage of water to the slope. Less erosion protects 

the marine and coastal resources assuring their sustainability. 
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(1) Recreational resources; 

The proposed project is within the Applicant’s private property and is therefore, 

no recreation and public access is affected nor required. 

 
(2) Historic resources; 

The existing deck and the proposed stairs aim to protect and preserve natural 

and manmade resources in the coastal management area, by preventing soil 

erosion and accessing the slope for maintenance.  

 
(3) Scenic and open space resources; 

The proposed project will not impede visual environment along the shoreline. 

The existing deck railing at the back of the house will be of minimum height and 

the existing retaining wall holding up the deck will not exceed 6 feet in height. 

Any alteration to the natural landform along the shoreline will be kept to a 

minimum to conform to the policies of this program. 

 
(4) Coastal ecosystems; 

The project aims in the stabilization and prevention of the continued erosion 

which endangers marine animals including reefs. Retention of the deck 

minimizes the erosion by stabilizing the slope. 

 
(5) Economic uses; 

The proposed improvement and retention of the existing deck will be beneficial 

to the shoreline and coastal environment. There is no direct impact on the 

State’s economy. 

 
(6) Coastal hazards; 

Retention of the existing concrete deck and retaining wall reduces hazard to life 

and property due to erosion and other natural causes. The existing concrete 

deck reduces seepage of water into the soil, therefore stabilizes the slope. 

 

(7) Managing development; 
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The proposed project aims to improve the review process, communication and 

public participation in the management of coastal resources and hazards. 

 
(8) Public participation; 

The proposed project aims to stimulate public awareness, education, and 

participation in coastal management. 

 

(9) Beach protection; 

The proposed retention of the existing concrete deck and retaining wall helps 

stabilize and protect the slope. There is no direct impact on beaches for public 

use and recreation. 

 
(10) Marine resources; 

The project promotes the protection of marine and coastal resources to assure 

their sustainability. The proposed retention of existing concrete deck helps in 

the stabilization of the slope, reduces erosion, and protects coastal resources 

and marine life 

7.0 Justification for Shoreline Setback Variance 

The Souza family will suffer hardship if the shoreline setback variance is not granted and 

the after-the-fact concrete deck must be removed. This application is evaluated on 

three criteria for hardship set forth in the ROH Section 23-1.8(b)(3)(A). 

1. Deprivation of Reasonable Use – Section 23-1.8(b)(3)(A)(i): 

The soil on the exposed steep face of the slope is composed of fractured, loose, and 

unstable materials. Although a factor of safety larger than 1.0, indicating a stable 

condition was calculated, values less than 1.50 are deemed potentially hazardous and 

unacceptable. As explained in the soils report, in the situation where the existing 

concrete deck is removed, more soil will be exposed to infiltration from rainfall and 

therefore, would cause more erosion to the bay. In addition to this, continued loss of 

soil will begin to undermine the porch and will compromise the structural integrity of 

the house. The other alternative to include an onsite draining system will not increase 

the factor of safety without the deck because this system does not guarantee that all 

rainfall or seepage will be redirected into the drainage system. This alternative if 
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anything will make the factor of safety be less than what is current. The proposed set of 

stairways would help the homeowners access the slope to allow for proper maintenance 

from overgrown weeds that cause rodents and other unwanted animal life to live in the 

area. The purpose of this project is not only to protect the house, but to permit the 

property owners to gain reasonable access to their land. This would not be possible if 

the after-the-fact concrete deck and lightweight wooden stairs were denied.  

2. Unique Circumstances – Section 23-1.8(b)(3)(A)(ii): 

The request to retain the existing concrete deck is due to unique circumstance. 

According to the soils report prepared by Applied Geosciences LLC, the existing concrete 

deck provided an essential role in stabilizing the slope. Because of the concrete deck, 

infiltration of rainwater into the soil was minimized. This helped prevent erosion and 

landslides from worsening and happening. See Appendix D for an extended analysis 

report that explained this in detail. Other alternatives to the concrete deck were also 

evaluated and were found inadequate. Because there is no other near lateral access to 

the hill side from the house, the proposed set of stairways would be a great help to the 

homeowners. This would provide them access to the slope to monitor the slope’s state 

and condition and provide proper and necessary maintenance to vegetation 

overgrowing on the slope. If this is achieved, unwanted rodents and animal life will be 

reduced. 

Due to the unique set of circumstances, the existing concrete deck will need to remain. 

The project would not only help stabilize the slope and provide additional safety to the 

house and homeowners, but would also provide the owners access to the cliff side of 

their property for maintenance and stabilization. 

3. Practicable Alternative – Section 23-1.8(b)(3)(A)(iii): 

The proposed retention of the existing concrete deck is necessary to help stabilize the 

slope of the property. This was concluded from the report prepared by Applied 

Geosciences, LLC. The removal of the concrete deck would result in lower factors of 

safety in the slope that is considered hazardous due to large amounts of volcanic soil 

that would go into the bay. In addition, an extended analysis was prepared and found 

several alternatives to the concrete deck to be inadequate. The wooden deck on posts 

that was considered would provide insufficient protection to the slope because water 

can seep through wood and reach the soil underneath. A cantilevered structure was also 

inadequate unless waterproofing measures were done but would have visual impact on 

the existing structure. Removal of the existing deck in addition to an onsite infiltration 
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or drainage system is impractical and not feasible. This does not guarantee factor of 

safety to increase because runoff is not guaranteed to be completely redirected into the 

system. Because, there is no other near lateral access to the hill side, the best solution in 

maintaining the slope is the proposed set of stairways. This would provide direct access 

to the hillside and the homeowners would be able to maintain the slope and prevent 

weeds, grasses, and rodents from overgrowing and living on the slope. Due to the other 

alternatives to slope stabilization being expensive, unsightly, and nonconforming, the 

proposed slope stabilization measure would be the most practicable alternative to the 

erosion problem in the property. 

After evaluation of the mentioned alternatives, the most feasible alternative for the 

project is retention of the existing concrete deck to prevent increased rainfall infiltration 

and providing stairway access to the slope for monitoring and maintenance of the slope. 

The proposed project conforms to the appropriate conditions set forth in the Hawaii Revised 

Statutes Section 205A-46(c) as follows: 

1. The proposed project will provide safe lateral access within the property and to the 

shoreline by providing a stairway, designed and to be constructed to the best industry 

standards. 

2. The existing deck will minimize the hazardous impacts of beach processes. 

3. The existing deck being applied for a variance will minimize, if not stop the risk of structure 

failure of the slope and the house that will lead to becoming loose rocks or rubble on public 

property. 

4. The stairway, which acts as an access, will help in maintaining the slope. Thus, there is no 

adverse impact on public view to, from and along the shoreline but instead, improves the 

said view.    

 

8.0 Findings and Determination 

The information presented in this EA report demonstrates that legalizing the after-the-

fact concrete deck and slope stabilization system would have no significant impact on 

the environment. There are no environmental impacts related to the applicant obtaining 

a shoreline setback variance. An Environmental Impact Statement is not required for 

this action and a Finding of No Significant Impact is anticipated. 

Reasons for Supporting Declaration 
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This determination is based on an assessment of the significance criteria listed in 11-

200-12 of the Environmental Impact Statement Rules. Information related to each of the 

criteria is presented below: 

1. Involves an irrevocable commitment to loss or destruction of any natural or 

cultural resource 

The proposed improvements would not result in the irrevocable commitment to 

loss or destruction of any natural or cultural resource. Chapter 2 of this EA report 

discusses the intention of the improvements to protect the bay and the owner’s life 

and property. 

With respect to archaeological or cultural resources, there are no known historic or 

culturally significant sites within or surrounding the project. In the event historic 

resources are encountered, all work would be stopped immediately and the SHPD 

will be notified. 

The project would not restrict access to surrounding areas that may be potentially 

used for traditional native Hawaiian cultural practices. This project would not 

prevent shoreline access that may be used for traditional gathering or other cultural 

practices. 

2. Curtails the range of beneficial uses of the environment 

The project would not curtail the range of beneficial uses of the environment at the 

project site. The planned improvements would not change the existing uses of the 

land or surrounding lands and will not limit or significantly impact existing uses or 

the surrounding areas.  

This project is anticipated to improve the water quality of the bay by reducing 

continual erosion and landslides, therefore, increasing the beneficial uses to the 

environment. 

3. Conflicts with the State’s long-term environmental policies or goals and guidelines 

as expressed in Chapter 344, HRS, and any revisions thereof and amendments 

thereto, court decisions, or executive orders 

The proposed improvements would not conflict with the State’s long term 

environmental policies or goals and guidelines as expressed in Chapter 343, HRS. 

The probable impacts associated with the project are primarily associated with 

short-term construction activities. 
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4. Substantially affects the economic or social welfare of the community or state 

The project would not have any significant negative impacts on the economic 

structure of the Ko’olau Poko District, or the social welfare of the Kahalu’u 

community. The project would create a short-term, minor economic benefit 

generating construction jobs and personal income for local construction workers.  

5. Substantially affect public health 

The project is not expected to affect public health since it would involve 

improvements to the residential lot. The proposed project would address public 

health by implementing mitigation measures in the shoreline area. 

6. Involves substantial secondary impacts, such as population changes or effects on 

public facilities 

The project would not have secondary impact on the environment because no new 

construction is being proposed. The existing structure will remain in place, causing 

no population or public facilities changes. 

 

7. Involves a substantial degradation of environmental quality 

The project would not degrade the quality of the environment and is anticipated to 

improve environmental quality through elimination of debris and dirt from erosions 

and landslides to Kaneohe Bay. Necessary measures would be implemented during 

construction to minimize erosion and other short-term impacts. 

8. Is individually limited, but cumulatively has considerable effect upon environment 

or involves a commitment for larger actions 

The project would not have a significant effect on the environment. This project 

does not involve the commitment for larger actions in the Kahaluu community. 

9. Substantially affects a rare, threatened, or endangered species, or its habitat 

There are no known endangered flora and fauna present on the project area. Short-

term impacts associated with construction activity would be minimized by 

implementing necessary control measures and best management practices. 

10. Detrimentally affects air or water quality or ambient noise levels 



 

Structural Hawaii, Inc. 
Draft Environmental Assessment for 

Shoreline Setback Variance Application 
Kristen and Joseph Souza Residence 

47-079 Kamehameha Highway Kaneohe, Hawaii 
 

October 20, 2014 

 
 

36 
 

The project would not detrimentally affect air and water quality and noise levels. 

Best management practices and other necessary measures would be implemented 

to minimize short-term effects of construction activity on site. The project is 

anticipated to improve the quality of Kaneohe Bay once the slope stabilization 

measures are implemented. 

11. Affects or is likely to suffer damage by being located in an environmentally 

sensitive area such as a flood plain, tsunami zone, beach, erosion-prone area, 

geologically hazardous land, estuary, fresh water, or coastal waters 

The project area is not located within an environmentally sensitive area such as a 

flood plain, tsunami zone, or erosion-prone or geologically hazardous land. 

However, the project area is subjected to increased erosion due to its location on 

the shoreline. 

12. Substantially affects scenic vistas and viewplanes identified in county or state 

plans or studies 

The project would not have a significant negative impact on scenic vistas or 

viewplanes. Construction of this project is expected to have minimal or no effect on 

public viewing points. 

13. Requires substantial energy consumption 

The project does not include any component that requires substantial energy 

consumption. 

9.0 Public Agency Review and Consultation 

Early consultation with various government agencies regarding the proposed project for 

stabilization was conducted. The copies of these consultation efforts are included in 

Appendix B. 

 

Federal Agencies 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Honolulu District 

State of Hawaii Agencies 

 Department of Land and Natural Resources 

 Department of Land and Natural Resources, Office of Conservation and Coastal 

Lands 
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 Department of Land and Natural Resources, State Historic Preservation Division 

 Department of Land and Natural Resources, Land Division - Oahu 

 Department of Land and Natural Resources, Division of Aquatic Resources 

 Department of Health 

 Office of Hawaiian Affairs 

 Department of Transportation 

City and County of Honolulu 

 Department of Planning and Permitting 

Kahaluu Neighborhood Board Meeting 

A presentation on the proposed shoreline improvements was made to the Kahaluu 

Neighborhood Board No. 29 on August 13, 2008 as part of the early consultation efforts. 

A short presentation was done by Kristen Souza to provide background of the project 

and proposed improvements to the Board. The Board had no objections and mentioned 

that they did not have any negative comments because the project and the neighboring 

property are the only two properties without slope protection. 
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Photos of Project site and Surrounding Areas 
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STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 1: CMU wall with gutter system. 
Below this structure is dirt & weeds.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 2: West View-Existing retaining
wall with backfill and concrete deck.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 3: East View-Existing retaining
wall with backfill and concrete deck.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 4: North View-View of cliff from
retaining wall. 

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 5: View of steep slope & previous
erosion below the CMU retaining wall. 

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 6: View of cliff from half way up
to retaining wall from the water line.
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Text Box
APPENDIX A - PHOTOS



   

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 7: View of landslide on cliff from
left side of the property.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 8: View of Milo tree and shrubbery
along hillside about 20' from ret. wall.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 9: View of weeds & dirt from top 
of cliff at the center of the property.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 10: East View from existing deck
towards water in Kaneohe direction.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 11: West View from existing deck
towards water in Kahaluu direction.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 12: View from right side of exist.
concrete deck towards North. 



  

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 13: Far right view of neighbor's 
fence & wall on Kaneohe side.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 14: View of red dirt about 3/4th 
way down the hill at center of property.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 15: East view of neighboring
property along Kamehameha Highway.
Property gate visible on far left.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 16: West view of neighboring 
property along Kamehameha Highway. 
Property wall visible on far right.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 17: View of property taken from 
Kamehameha Highway.

STHI (Riza)
Text Box
Photo 18: View of project site in 
relation to neighboring sea walls.
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Early Consultation Efforts 
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Geotechnical Engineering Exploration by Applied Geosciences, LLC (September 15, 2008) 
 

  

















































 
 
 

Structural Hawaii, Inc. 
Environmental Assessment for 

Shoreline Setback Variance Application 
Kristen and Joseph Souza Residence 

47-079 Kamehameha Highway Kaneohe, Hawaii 
 

                                                                              October 20, 2014 

 

APPENDIX D  

 

Extended Analysis for Geotechnical Engineering Report (February 25, 2010) 
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Topographic Survey Map (April 26, 2008) 
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Preliminary Stair and Landing Layout for Souza Residence 
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Agency Comments & Responses 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




































