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6 ALTERNATIVES  
 
Under HAR Title 11, DOH, Chapter 200, EIS Rules, Section 11-200-17(F), a Draft EIS must 
contain a section discussing alternatives that could attain the project objectives, regardless 
of cost, in sufficient detail to explain why the specific alternative was rejected. Alternatives 
to Honua�‘ula, along with reasons why each alternative was rejected are described below.  
 
Honuaÿula Objectives �– As discussed in Section 2.2.1, the objectives of Honua�‘ula are 
rooted in the desire of Honua�‘ula Partners, LLC to implement the Kïhei-Mäkena 
Community Plan and create an appealing master-planned community with a variety of 
housing opportunities, village mixed uses, and abundant recreational amenities. 
Honua�‘ula will also foster preservation of natural and cultural resources while contributing 
to Maui�’s social fabric and economic diversity. 
 
The objectives of Honua�‘ula are to: 
 

• Reflect community values to create a unique and compelling community in context 
with the Kïhei-Mäkena region; 

• Emphasize community development and create a complete and vibrant community 
with a range of housing types, including single-family, multifamily, and workforce 
housing, complemented with village mixed uses primarily serving the residents of 
the community;  

• Integrate the golf course and recreational amenities with the different uses 
comprising the community; 

• Preserve the inherent beauty of the Property by incorporating a Native Plant 
Preservation Area, Native Plant Conservation Areas, parks, and open space, as well 
as through excellence in landscaping and design; 

• Make walking and biking meaningful alternatives to driving by locating 
commercial and retail establishments convenient to residential areas and 
integrating bicycle/pedestrian recreation ways throughout the community; 

• Include buffer zones between residential areas and Pi�‘ilani Highway;  
• Integrate natural and human-made boundaries and landmarks to craft a sense of 

place within a defined community; 
• Incorportate and preserve natural and cultural resources to maintain the physical 

and historic character of the Property, thereby creating a distinctive community for 
generations;  

• Provide homes near regional employment centers, thereby decreasing commuting 
and increasing quality of life and environmental stewardship ; and  

• Incorporate sustainability by design. 
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6.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Action alternative, Honua�‘ula would not be created and the Property would 
remain vacant. There would be no master-planned community embracing �“smart growth�” 
principles, such as diverse residential opportunities, village mixed uses, on-site 
recreational amenities, and integrated bicycle and pedestrian networks. The vision for the 
Property as set out in the Kïhei-Mäkena Community Plan and under Section 19.90A.010, 
MCC for Project District 9 would not be realized, and decisions regarding the use of the 
Property for residential, recreational, and commercial uses previously made by the State 
LUC, the Maui Planning Commission, and the Maui County Council would not be 
implemented. 
 
Under the No Action alternative, many of the conditions of zoning under County of Maui 
Ordinance No. 3554 that benefit the entire region would not be implemented, such as: 
 

• Upgrading Pi�‘ilani Highway to four lanes from Kilohana Drive to Wailea Ike Drive 
(Condition 2a); 

• Modifying the Wailea Alanui/Wailea Ike Drive intersection to add a signalized 
double right-turn movement from northbound to eastbound turning traffic and 
provide two left-turn lanes for southbound traffic from Wailea Ike Drive (Condition 
2e); 

• Providing a contribution of $5,000 per unit (totaling $5.75 million) to the County 
for traffic improvements (Condition 3).  

• Providing workforce housing in accordance with Chapter 2.96, MCC (the 
�“Residential Workforce Housing Policy�”) (Condition 5); 

• Providing a contribution of $5 million to the County for the development of the 
South Maui Community Park (Condition 10); 

• Providing an in-lieu cash contribution to satisfy the park assessment requirements 
under Section 18.16.320, MCC (currently set at $17,240 per residential unit) 
(Condition 11); 

• Developing formal provisions regarding cultural resources, such as access to 
specific sites to be preserved, the manner and method of preservation of sites, and 
appropriate protocol for visitation to cultural sites (Condition 13) 

• Payment of $3,000 per dwelling unit (totaling $3.45 million) to DOE for schools 
serving the Kïhei-Mäkena Community Plan area (Condition 22); 

• Providing two acres of land to the County of Maui for the development of a fire 
station and providing a contribution of $550,000 to the County for the 
development of a police station in South Maui (Condition 24); and 

• Formal protection, restoration, and propagation of native plants, including setting 
aside a Native Plant Preservation Area and Native Plant Conservation Areas 
(Condition 27). 
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The No Action Alternative would also deprive the State, County, and general public of the 
significant economic benefits associated with Honua�‘ula, including an estimated: 
 

• $1.2 billion of direct capital investment in the Maui economy during the 13-year 
build-out period; 

• 9,537 �“worker years19�” of direct on-site employment during the 13-year build-out 
period; 

• $480 million in employee wages paid out during the 13-year build-out period; 
• 518 jobs (382 directly related to on-site activities and 136 related to indirect off-site 

activities) after the build-out period; 
• $19 million in annual wages from the on and off-site jobs after the build-out 

period; 
• $513.9 million (nearly $40 million annually) in discretionary expenditures into the 

Maui economy by Honua�‘ula residents and guests during the 13-year build-out 
period; 

• $77 million annually in discretionary expenditures into the Maui economy by 
Honua�‘ula residents and guests after the build-out period; 

• $41.8 million in net tax revenue benefit (taxes less costs) to the County of Maui 
during the 13 year build-out period; 

• $1.6 million in annual net tax revenue benefit (taxes less costs) to the County of 
Maui after the build-out period; 

• $97 million in net tax revenue benefit (taxes less costs) to the State of Hawaii 
during the 13 year build-out period; and  

• $1.5 million in annual net tax revenue benefit (taxes less costs) to the State of 
Hawaii after the build-out period. 

 
Potential benefits of the No Action Alternative would include: 1) retaining the area as 
open space; 2) avoidance of additional infrastructure demands (water, wastewater flows, 
solid waste disposal; however Honua�‘ula will be providing its own private water and 
wastewater systems and so would not be impacting County systems for these needs); 3) no 
Honua�‘ula-related traffic impacts; and 4) no short-term construction-related impacts (such 
as construction noise, construction equipment exhaust emissions, and fugitive dust). The 
No Action Alternative also would not add to regional population increases or require any 
public services, such as parks and schools, to accommodate an increased population in 
the area. 
 
Honua�‘ula is a well thought out master-planned community fully consistent with: 1) the 
Kïhei-Mäkena Community Plan; 2) uses envisioned under its State Urban District 
classification; and 3) the purpose and intent of the Project District 9 ordinance, Chapter 
19.90A, MCC.  

 
19 A �“worker year�” is defined as the amount of time one full-time worker can work in one year although one 
worker year (2,080 working hours) may be comprised of many employees involved in specialized tasks of 
shorter duration. 
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In summary, the No Action alternative: 
 

• Does not meet the objectives of Honua�‘ula; 
• Would not be consistent with the designation of the Property as Project District 9 in 

the Kïhei-Mäkena Community Plan;  
• Would not be consistent with the purpose and intent of the Project District 9 

ordinance, Chapter 19.90A, MCC 
• Would not implement decisions regarding the Property made by the State LUC, the 

Maui Planning Commission, and the Maui County Council; 
• Would deny the entire region of many substantive benefits that would be 

implemented under County of Maui Ordinance No. 3554; and 
• Would not provide the State, County, and general public the significant economic 

benefits associated with the creation of Honua�‘ula.  
 
For these reasons, the No Action alternative was rejected. 
 
6.2 RESIDENTIAL LOT SUBDIVISION ALTERNATIVE 

An alternative to the current Honua�‘ula plan could be developing the Property as a 
residential lot subdivision, similar to neighboring Maui Meadows, without a golf course 
or any commercial uses. If developed with similar densities as Maui Meadows, with 
minimum sized lots of one-half acre, the Property could possibly contain up to 1,340 
lots and units. If ohana units were allowed, as in Maui Meadows, the Property could 
contain as many as 2,680 units.  
 
Typical subdivisions consisting of only residential uses usually require residents to drive 
outside of the subdivision for many daily needs (i.e. from homes to shopping centers, 
restaurants, recreational facilities, etc). Such subdivisions have been criticized for not 
fostering sustainable development and failing to foster neighborhood interaction. 
 
Honua�‘ula offers a different residential solution than a conventional residential 
subdivision. As discussed in Section 2.2.1 (Statement of Objectives), the objectives of 
Honua�‘ula are rooted in Honua�‘ula Partners, LLC�’s desire to implement the Kïhei-
Mäkena Community Plan and create an attractive master-planned community with a 
variety of housing opportunities, village mixed uses, and abundant recreational 
amenities. Honua�‘ula will also foster preservation of natural and cultural resources while 
contributing to Maui�’s social fabric and economic diversity. 
 
As opposed to a conventional residential subdivision, Honua�‘ula embraces �“smart 
growth�” principles in its design, with stores and services as an integral part of the 
community. This design will help to minimize car trips onto Pi�‘ilani Highway, since 
many establishments providing for residents�’ day-to-day needs will be within walking 
and biking distance. Therefore, unlike in a conventional subdivision, Honua�‘ula is 
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designed to be a community with services and facilities to enable residents to meet 
many of their daily needs without using their cars. 
 
Several aspects of the design of Honua�‘ula contribute to a high quality of life. The 
community will include a mix of residential and commercial uses, a golf course, parks 
and open space, biking and walking paths, and significant areas set aside for native plant 
and archaeological/cultural preservation. These components combine to form a 
community that encourages residents to build relationships with each other, rely less on 
cars for transportation, walk and bicycle more often, enjoy outdoor surroundings, and 
actively engage in civic life. 
 
The conventional residential lot subdivision alternative most likely would result in 
greater impacts than Honua�‘ula, such as increased population, increased traffic, and 
greater infrastructure demands for water, wastewater flows, solid waste disposal, and 
electricity. 
 
The conventional residential lot subdivision alternative does not meet several objectives 
of Honua�‘ula, including: 1) reflecting community values to create a unique and 
compelling community in context with the Kïhei-Mäkena region and the neighboring 
Wailea Resort; 2) emphasizing community development and creating a complete and 
vibrant community with a range of housing types, including single-family, multifamily, 
and workforce housing, complemented with village mixed uses primarily serving the 
residents of the community; 3) integrating the golf course and recreational amenities 
with the different uses comprising the community; 4) preserving the inherent beauty of 
the Property by incorporating a Native Plant Preservation Area, Native Plant 
Conservation Areas, parks, and open space; and 5) making walking and biking 
meaningful alternatives to driving by locating commercial and retail establishments 
convenient to residential areas and integrating bicycle/pedestrian recreation ways 
throughout the community. 
 
The conventional residential lot subdivision alternative also does not meet the purpose 
and intent of the Project District ordinance for the Property (Chapter 19.90A, MCC), 
which is to establish permissible land uses and appropriate standards of development for 
a residential community consisting of single-family and multifamily dwellings 
complemented with village mixed uses, all integrated with an eighteen-hole golf course 
and other recreational amenities. 
 
Because the conventional residential lot subdivision alternative is contrary to the 
objectives of Honua�‘ula and the intent of the Project District ordinance for the Property 
(Chapter 19.90A, MCC), this alternative was rejected.  
 
6.3 MORE WORKFORCE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE  

Another possible alternative could be to develop the Property with more workforce 
housing. Different master plans could be designed that could result in the provision of 
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more workforce housing. However, to subsidize the added costs resulting from 
additional workforce housing, it is highly likely that more market-rate housing would be 
required, resulting in a higher density project. The amount of recreation and village 
mixed uses may also need to be reduced and the golf course eliminated to 
accommodate more residential units, resulting in a more conventional type subdivision 
with different, and most likely greater, environmental impacts and decreased quality of 
life for residents.  
 
A higher density project with more workforce housing could keep the same buildable 
area (a positive benefit) as currently proposed, but result in a community with increased 
visual impacts (appearance of the site changing from moderate density to a higher 
density development, with more stories for the residential buildings and/or smaller lots). 
A higher density project would also result in increased traffic and infrastructure demands 
(increased water demand, wastewater generated, and solid waste produced), as well as 
increased demand for public services. Implementation of this alternative would also 
most likely result in increased construction-related impacts due to the greater number of 
units being built �– including construction noise, construction equipment exhaust 
emissions, temporary traffic disruption, fugitive dust and soil erosion. 
 
Alternatively, a higher density project could also be accomplished by reducing open 
space on the Property from what is currently proposed (currently approximately 50 
percent of the Property is proposed to be open space, including the golf course). 
However, this would reduce park, recreation, and preserve areas and would result in 
decreased quality of life for residents, increased impermeable surfaces, and increased 
runoff. Reducing open space would also not avoid the increased traffic and infrastructure 
demands that are inherent in a higher density project.  
 
Honua�‘ula already responds to the demand for housing in the Kïhei-Mäkena region by 
providing homes priced for a range of consumer groups, including workforce affordable 
homes in compliance with Chapter 2.96, MCC (Residential Workforce Housing Policy). 
All workforce affordable homes will be priced and subject to restrictions in accordance 
with the requirements of Chapter 2.96, MCC to ensure they remain both available and 
affordable for full-time Maui residents. The Honua�‘ula market-rate homes will appeal to 
those buyers seeking the location, view, and climate of the Property. Although not a 
destination resort, as it is lacking ocean frontage and will not contain transient vacation 
rentals, Honua�‘ula market-rate homes will be comparable with Maui�’s destination 
communities and are expected to attract purchasers from the same market segments. 
This inclusionary design provides for a community with social diversity, a mix of ages, 
and a range of life experiences. The market assessment prepared for Honua�‘ula 
concludes that there is sufficient demand for the range of homes within Honua�‘ula, with 
the workforce affordable homes being fully sold out within an eight year period and the 
market-priced homes within 12 years.  
 
As currently proposed, Honua�‘ula will contribute to a high quality of life for all 
Honua�‘ula residents. Honua�‘ula�’s inclusionary design provides for a complete and 
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vibrant community with a range of housing types, including single-family, multifamily, 
and workforce housing, complemented with village mixed uses, parks, and open space, 
and integrated bicycle and pedestrian networks. These components combine to form a 
community that encourages residents to build relationships with each other, rely less on 
cars for transportation, walk and bicycle more often, enjoy outdoor surroundings, and 
actively engage in civic life. 
 
As discussed in Section 2.2.1 (Statement of Objectives), the objectives of Honua�‘ula are 
rooted in Honua�‘ula Partners, LLC�’s desire to implement the Kïhei-Mäkena Community 
Plan and create an attractive master-planned community with a variety of housing 
opportunities, village mixed uses, and abundant recreational amenities. Honua�‘ula will 
also foster preservation of natural and cultural resources while contributing to Maui�’s 
social fabric and economic diversity.  
 
The alternative of a higher density project with more workforce housing is contrary to 
the objectives of Honua�‘ula. In addition, implementation of this alternative would result 
in: 1) increased demand for infrastructure (water, wastewater flows, solid waste disposal) 
and public services; 2) increased traffic impacts; and 3) increased short-term 
construction-related impacts (such as construction noise, construction equipment 
exhaust emissions, temporary traffic disruption, and fugitive dust). For the foregoing 
reasons, this higher density alternative was rejected 
 
6.4 RESORT/RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY WITH TWO GOLF COURSES ALTERNATIVE  

A previous proposal for the Property in 1988 included the development of up to 2,100 
multifamily and single-family resort/residential units, two 18-hole golf courses, a mixed 
use village center, and a 480-room resort and lodge to complement the luxury hotel 
accommodations of Wailea and Mäkena Resorts.  
 
Under the 1988 plan, a village center was envisioned within the makai 300 acres of the 
Property. The primary activities and services within the village center were proposed to be 
commercial and restaurant uses, resort lodge visitor accommodations, a visitor 
information center, and other facilities such as theaters. A church was also proposed 
within the village center as a landmark feature. The balance of the makai portion of the 
Property was proposed to contain an 18-hole golf course, a golf course clubhouse, a 
tennis center, and various multifamily and single family residential uses located along the 
golf course.  
 
A second 18-hole golf course was proposed in the mauka portion of the Property along 
with golf-oriented resort lodging and residential uses, but at lower densities than in the 
makai portion. Commercial development was proposed for approximately six acres at the 
intersection of Pi�‘ilani Highway and Wailea Ike Drive. 
 
This alternative was oriented toward the visitor industry and represents a high-density use 
of the Property. It was envisioned before the Property was designated as Project District 9 
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on the Kïhei-Mäkena Community Plan. Although the previous Property owner was 
successful in processing a community plan amendment to designate the Property as 
Project District 9�—and this designation was reaffirmed through a community-based 
process in the mid-1990s as part of the Kïhei-Mäkena Community Plan update�—this 
alternative is not consistent with the current Project District ordinance for the Property 
(Chapter 19.90A, MCC), which limits the Property to one golf course and a maximum of 
1,400 residential units. In addition, the change in zoning ordinance for Honua�‘ula (County 
of Maui Ordinance No. 3554): 1) requires affordable housing in conformance with the 
County�’s Residential Workforce Housing Policy (Chapter 2.96, MCC), which was not in 
effect at the time the 1988 plan was proposed; and 2) prohibits transient vacation rentals 
and time-share units within Honua�‘ula 
 
The 1988 plan also does not meet several objectives of Honua�‘ula such as: 1) 
emphasizing community development and creating a complete and vibrant community 
with a range of housing types, including single-family, multifamily, and workforce 
housing; 2) preserving the inherent beauty of the Property by incorporating a Native Plant 
Preservation Area, Native Plant Conservation Areas, parks, and open space; 3) including 
buffer zones between residential areas and Pi�‘ilani Highway; and 4) incorporating and 
preserving natural and cultural resources to maintain the physical and historic character of 
the Property, thereby creating a distinctive community for generations. 
 
The 1988 plan would also generate greater impacts such as increased traffic; greater 
infrastructure demands regarding water, wastewater flows, solid waste disposal, and 
electricity; and the possible need for more public services, such as parks and schools. 
However, if the level of development as proposed in the 1988 plan were warranted by 
market demand, it could have greater positive economic impacts than Honua�‘ula and 
fiscal revenues could rise faster than the cost to fund public services and utilities.  
 
The 1988 plan is not a viable alternative because it: 
 

• Is not consistent with the current Project District 9 ordinance for the Property 
(Chapter 19.90A, MCC); 

• Would not provide workforce housing in conformance with the Residential 
Workforce Housing Policy (Chapter 2.96, MCC); 

• Includes resort lodge visitor accommodations, which are prohibited under the 
change in zoning ordinance for Honua�‘ula (County of Maui Ordinance No. 3554); 

• Would generate greater impacts; and 
• Is contrary to several objectives of Honua�‘ula. 

 
6.5 RESORT RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY WITH ONE GOLF COURSE ALTERNATIVE  

In 2000, after WCPT/GW Land Associates obtained ownership of the Property, the plan 
submitted with the Change in Zoning Application proposed up to 1,400 primarily upscale 
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resort residential units, a single golf course on approximately 180 acres, and commercial 
uses at the intersection of Pi�‘ilani Highway and Wailea Ike Drive.  
 
Since 2000, in the course of planning, Honua�‘ula representatives met with concerned 
individuals, community organizations, private groups, and government agencies (see 
Chapter 8). Through this community-based process, the plan evolved to reflect community 
values and embrace contemporary �“smart growth�” planning principles, such as diverse 
residential opportunities, village mixed uses, and integrated bicycle and pedestrian 
networks. A significant amount of input was received on community impacts such as 
water, traffic, parks, and affordable and workforce housing. The input received drove 
solutions to issues such as private source development, improvements to Pi�‘ilani Highway 
in advance of any permits, money to be dedicated to park development in South Maui and 
workforce housing on site. As more investigation was done on the Property, the plan was 
further refined to integrate and preserve natural and cultural resources and maintain the 
physical and historic character of the Property. The plan was also shaped by the 
Residential Workforce Housing Policy (Chapter 2.96, MCC)�—which was not in effect in 
2000�—to include workforce housing and was further modified by the County Council to 
prohibit transient vacation rentals and time-share units within Honua�‘ula. The current 
Project District 9 ordinance for the Property (Chapter 19.90A, MCC) also specifies specific 
uses, general standards of development, and land use sub districts with allowable densities 
and acreage, which are all reflected in the current plan. 
 
With this evolution, and the desire of Honua�‘ula Partners, LLC to implement the Kïhei-
Mäkena Community Plan to create an appealing master-planned community, the current 
objectives of Honua�‘ula took shape, and the plan originally proposed in 2000 has been 
refined to the current Honua�‘ula plan. Therefore the 2000 plan is no longer a viable 
alternative and the current plan, as elaborated on throughout this EIS, is the established, 
preferred alternative. 
 
6.6 POSTPONING ACTION PENDING FURTHER STUDY ALTERNATIVE  

The alternative of postponing action pending further study is neither necessary nor 
desirable, for the following reasons: 
 

• This EIS and its related technical studies provide a comprehensive, in-depth 
evaluation of the impacts from Honua�‘ula; 

• Since 2000, in the course of planning, Honua�‘ula representatives have met with 
concerned individuals, community organizations, private groups, and government 
agencies (see Chapter 8). This extensive process has resulted in a plan that is 
responsive to concerns and reflects community values; 

• During the County Council hearings for the Honua�‘ula Change in Zoning and 
Project District Phase I approval in 2008, the County Council heard extensive 
testimony from both the public and experts in various fields of study. In response to 
concerns raised at the hearings, the Council included comprehensive conditions as 
part of the Change in Zoning Ordinance (County of Maui Ordinance No. 3554) 
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approval. These conditions address a wide range of concerns and ensure that any 
impacts of Honua�‘ula are mitigated and addressed; 

• Prior to the County Council hearings in 2008, the Council�’s Land Use Committee 
had held extensive public meetings over the course of 2006 and 2007 to consider 
the Honua�‘ula project, including an estimated ten public hearings where public 
testimony was heard. These meetings/hearings provided significant opportunity for 
the consideration of public questions and concerns prior to the Council�’s 
consideration and approval of the Phase I application;  

• Further review for Honua�‘ula will include the review of this EIS and the Project 
District Phase II public hearings by the Maui Planning Commission. Both of these 
steps provide for agency and public input and comments, as well as opportunities 
for the public and decision makers to ask for more information to address any 
additional concerns that may arise; 

• It is projected that approximately 7,000 to 10,846 new homes will be needed in 
the Kïhei-Mäkena region by 2030 (County Planning Department 2006; Hallstrom 
2009). Postponing Honua�‘ula to allow for more studies will only amplify the 
demand for housing, which could lead to increased prices; and  

• As discussed in Section 6.1 above and elsewhere in this EIS, Honua�‘ula will 
provide for a wide range of substantive benefits�—both both economic and 
otherwise�—to the County, State and general public. Postponing the Honua�‘ula 
project to allow for more studies will serve only to delay the realization of these 
important benefits.  
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