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Figure 5-23: Viewpoint 4o Existing and Simulated Views—Kūhiō 
Avenue/Kālaimoku Street Intersection, Looking Mauka 
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Viewpoint 4p shows the existing condition and the simulated view from Kūhiō 
Avenue looking mauka toward Lili‘uokalani Avenue (Figure 5-24). The guideway’s 
bulk and height would contrast with the streetscape’s scale and pedestrian-oriented 
context. The guideway’s height would also make the view seem less open. New 
light, shade, and shadow patterns created by the guideway and columns are not 
anticipated to have a substantial effect within this area due to the number of existing 
sources of light, shade, and shadow. The primary viewer groups that would be 
affected are residents, business owners, and visitors. Visual effects would be high. 
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Figure 5-24: Viewpoint 4p Existing and Simulated Views—Kūhiō Avenue 
toward Lili‘uokalani, Looking Mauka 
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Compatibility with Existing Visual Policies 

Dillingham Boulevard—policy documents affecting the Dillingham Boulevard 
section within Landscape Unit 4 include the O‘ahu General Plan (DPP 1997a), 
Primary Urban Center Development Plan (DPP 2004), and Revised Ordinances of 
Honolulu (ROH 1978a; ROH 1990). The Build Alternatives have the potential to be 
incompatible with these policy documents as follows: 

• Alter or change the integrity of setting of historic resources 
− Primary Urban Center Development Plan, Policy 3.1.2 

• Remove, move, or alter large mature trees and vegetation 
− O‘ahu General Plan, Objective A, Policy 9 
− Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Chapter 41, Article 13 

Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapi‘olani Boulevard to UH Mānoa—policy 
documents affecting the Nimitz Highway/Halekauwila Street/Kapi‘olani Boulevard 
section within Landscape Unit 4 include the O‘ahu General Plan (DPP 1997a), 
Primary Urban Center Development Plan (DPP 2004), and Revised Ordinances of 
Honolulu (ROH 1978a; ROH 1990). The Build Alternatives have the potential to be 
incompatible with these policy documents as follows: 

• Affect scenic resources and views (partially block makai views) 
− O‘ahu General Plan, Objective B, Policies 2 and 3 
− Primary Urban Center Development Plan, Objective 3.1.2 
− Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Chapter 21, Article 9, 

Section 21-9.60 

• Conflict with the existing aesthetic environment (elevated structure out of 
scale and character with the existing visual environment) 

− O‘ahu General Plan, Objective E, Policies 4, 5, and 9 
− Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Chapter 21, Article 9, 

Section 21-9.60 

• Alter or change the integrity of setting of historic resources 
− Primary Urban Center Development Plan, Policy 3.1.2 
− Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Chapter 21, Article 9, 

Section 21-9.60 

• Remove, move, or alter large mature trees and vegetation 
− O‘ahu General Plan, Objective A, Policy 9 
− Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Chapter 41, Article 13 

Waikīkī Alignment—policy documents affecting the Waikīkī alignment within 
Landscape Unit 4 include the O‘ahu General Plan (DPP 1997a), Primary Urban 
Center Development Plan (DPP 2004), and Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 
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(ROH 1978a; ROH 1990). The Build Alternatives have the potential to be 
incompatible with these policy documents as follows: 

• Conflict with the existing aesthetic environment (elevated structure out of 
scale with the existing visual environment) 

− O‘ahu General Plan, Objective E, Policies 4, 5, and 9 
− Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Chapter 21, Article 9, 

Section 21-9.80 

• Alter or change the integrity of setting of historic resources 
− Primary Urban Center Development Plan, Policy 3.1.2 

• Remove, move, or alter large mature trees and vegetation 
− O‘ahu General Plan, Objective A, Policy 9 
− Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Chapter 41, Article 13 

Construction Impacts 

Construction-related visual effects would be common to all Build Alternatives. During 
construction, the project area’s visual quality may be altered for all viewer groups. 
Construction-related signage and heavy equipment would be visible at, and in the 
vicinity of, construction sites. Mature vegetation including trees may be removed 
from some areas to accommodate construction of the guideway, stations, and park-
and-ride-lots, which would degrade or partially obstruct views or vistas. Short-term 
changes in the visual character of areas adjacent to the alignment could result from 
introducing the following construction elements: 

• Construction vehicles and equipment 

• Clearing and grading activities that result in exposed soils until replanting or 
repaving occurs 

• Erosion-control devices such as silt fences, plastic ground covers, and straw 
bales 

• Dust, exhaust, and airborne debris in areas of active construction 

• Stockpiling of excavated material 

• Staging areas used for equipment storage and construction materials 

These effects would be greatest at station locations, park-and-ride lots, flyovers, and 
the maintenance and storage facility site. 

Temporary lighting may be necessary for nighttime construction of certain project 
elements or in existing highway rights-of-way to minimize disruption to daytime 
traffic. This temporary lighting could affect residential areas, by exposing residents to 
glare from unshielded light sources or increasing ambient nighttime light levels. 

Construction staging areas would be needed throughout the project area to provide 
adequate space for construction equipment, construction materials, materials 
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stockpiling and transfer, parking, and other construction-related activities. Due to the 
Project’s size and complexity and the lack of available land along the alignment, 
potential staging areas have only tentatively been identified. 

5.2.2 Salt Lake Alternative 
For the Salt Lake Alternative, the environmental consequences for Landscape Units 
1, 2, and 4 would be the same as those discussed previously for all Build 
Alternatives. 

Long-Term Impacts 

Landscape Unit 3—Aloha Stadium to Kalihi 

The Salt Lake Alternative’s alignment would leave Kamehameha Highway just ‘Ewa 
of Aloha Stadium, cross the Aloha Stadium parking lot, and continue Koko Head 
along Salt Lake Boulevard. Aloha Stadium is at a major freeway interchange and 
surrounded by parking lots where transportation elements are already part of the 
view. The contrast between the scale and character of the guideway and columns 
and the existing environment would be low. As the guideway continues Koko Head 
to the Aloha Stadium Station, the contrast with the makai residential neighborhood at 
Kalaloa Street would be more noticeable, and some mauka views would be 
obstructed by the station, guideway, and columns. The proposed park-and ride lots 
nearby are not expected to result in a substantial change because large parking lots 
are already prevalent. Visual effects in this area are expected to be moderate. 

As the guideway crosses over the H-1 Freeway and continues beyond through 
Maluna Street, it would continue 30 to 40 feet above Salt Lake Boulevard. This area 
is a mix of one and two-story residences mauka and taller buildings that comprise 
industrial parks and schools makai. The bulk and scale of the guideway, columns, 
and station would contrast with this character. The guideway, at a height of about 
40 feet above the roadway, would also be a noticeable element that obstructs some 
views across Salt Lake Boulevard. Residents whose homes are adjacent to Salt 
Lake Boulevard would be the most sensitive to this visual change. However, many 
residences on the hillside above the boulevard have panoramic views, where the 
project elements would serve as smaller components of the larger landscape in a 
wider vista. Visual effects in this area are expected to be moderate. 

The guideway would shift to the makai side of Salt Lake Boulevard as it continues to 
the Ala Liliko‘i Station. This area is primarily comprised of one and two-story 
residences mauka and more open space, larger multi-story apartments, 
condominiums, and military housing makai. Mature trees would be removed at 
several locations to accommodate the guideway, which would vary from about 20 to 
40 feet above the roadway. The guideway and columns would be a distinct contrast 
with single-story homes. View obstructions would be greatest from the residential 
neighborhood mauka of the boulevard, where the guideway would block some views 
makai across the boulevard. However, as with other residential neighborhoods in 
this area, many residences on the hillside above the boulevard have panoramic 
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views where the project elements would serve as smaller components of the larger 
landscape in a wider vista. 

The Ala Liliko‘i Station, at about 60 feet above the Salt Lake Boulevard/Ala Liliko‘i 
intersection, would be a substantial change and a dominant element. It would also 
contrast with the two-story and taller residential character established by the 
surrounding apartments, military housing, and neighborhood shopping center. Views 
from upper-story windows of some multi-story residences would be obstructed by 
the station. These upper-story residences would also be affected by light and glare 
from trains traveling on the guideway and from station lighting. Visual effects in this 
area are expected to range from moderate along the alignment, to high in the station 
area Koko Head from the Ala Liliko‘i Station to Pu‘uloa Road where the guideway 
would generally be above the median of Salt Lake Boulevard. Businesses and multi-
story apartments and condominiums are mauka of the boulevard, with military family 
housing makai. Views from some fourth and fifth-floor windows would be obstructed 
by the guideway and columns. View obstructions would be greatest mauka of Peltier 
Avenue. However, the guideway would be similar in scale to the surrounding multi-
story buildings. Visual effects in this area are expected to range from moderate to 
high. 

The guideway would continue Koko Head through the Servco Māpunapuna Plaza 
and industrial park. Visual effects from the guideway and columns would be low in 
this area, because it contains primarily automobile-oriented businesses and high 
volumes of traffic. However, the guideway and columns would be adjacent to 
Moanalua Stream where they would be dominant elements in views along the 
stream and from the park Koko Head. Mature trees along the stream would be 
trimmed or removed. The open, natural character of the stream bank and park would 
change substantially with the contrasting bulk and scale of the guideway, which 
would be on both sides of the stream. The most substantial changes would be along 
Moanalua Stream. Visual effects in this area are expected to range from moderate to 
high. 

From Moanalua Stream, the guideway would cross over the H-1 Freeway 
interchange to the Middle Street Transit Center. The guideway over the H-1 Freeway 
and the Middle Street Transit Center would be dominant elements, visible at a great 
distance. However, they would fit with the interchange’s large scale and the 
surrounding developed urban character of the mostly industrial and commercial 
uses. Views of Honolulu Harbor from the park are already obstructed by the 
interchange and would not be substantially affected by the Project. Visual effects in 
this area are expected to be moderate. 

Significant Protected Views and Vistas 

The potential for the guideway and stations to block protected mauka-makai views 
and vistas of the following features and landmarks would vary throughout Landscape 
Unit 3. Viewpoints that are not close to the alignment would generally be less 
sensitive to changes in the visual environment because they take in a longer, more 
expansive landscape. The project elements would be noticeable but not dominant 
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features in these views, and visual effects on significant protected views and vistas 
would be low to moderate. Passengers on trains would have enhanced views of 
these areas compared to passengers in vehicles whose views are often obstructed 
by buildings, vehicles, and signage. 

• Views of Pearl Harbor and Lochs framed by the Wai‘anae Mountain Range 

• Views of Diamond Head and Honolulu valleys 

• Views of Punchbowl Crater 

• Views of Āliamanu Crater and Central O‘ahu valleys 

Changes in Visual Quality 

Viewpoints 3a through 3d are representative viewpoints for the Salt Lake Alternative 
alignment in Landscape Unit 3, and were used to evaluate changes in visual quality. 
Significant protected views and vistas were also considered. The visual simulations 
generally depict the guideway (technology) that would have a comparatively greater 
visual effect. Where stations would be visible, a typical prototype is shown. The 
viewpoint locations and view directions are shown on Figure 4-3. 

Viewpoint 3a shows the existing condition and the simulated view, where the 
guideway would be above the Aloha Stadium parking lot (Figure 5-25). The 
guideway and columns would change the composition of panoramic views with the 
high visibility of the guideway. However, these more distant views, which include the 
mountains and urban skyline, take in a wider view and would not be substantially 
affected. Viewed from this distance and with the surrounding vegetation, the effects 
of light, glare, and shade or shadows associated with the guideway are not 
anticipated to be noticeable. The primary viewer groups that would be affected 
include recreationists, commuters, business owners, and visitors. The overall visual 
effects would be moderate. 
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Figure 5-25: Viewpoint 3a Existing and Simulated Views—Aloha 
Stadium, Looking Mauka 
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Viewpoint 3b shows the existing condition and the simulated view from a residential 
neighborhood above Salt Lake Boulevard (Figure 5-26). Similar to Viewpoint 3b, the 
guideway and columns would serve as noticeable components of the larger 
landscape in a wider vista and the visual effects would not be substantial. Views of 
the mountains and urban skyline would not be affected. However, distant makai 
views from residences along Salt Lake Boulevard would be obstructed by the project 
elements and would also be affected by light, glare, shade, and shadows. The 
overall visual effects would be moderate. 
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Figure 5-26: Viewpoint 3b Existing and Simulated Views—Salt Lake 
Neighborhood at Wanaka Street, Looking Makai 
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Viewpoint 3c shows the existing condition and the simulated view for the Ala Liliko‘i 
Station and the Salt Lake Boulevard/Ala Liliko‘i Street intersection (Figure 5-27). The 
Ala Liliko‘i Station and guideway, at about 60 feet above Salt Lake Boulevard, would 
be dominant elements that would substantially change views and visual character. 
They would also be a distinct contrast with surrounding one and two story buildings. 
The overall visual effects would be high. 
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Figure 5-27: Viewpoint 3c Existing and Simulated Views—Ala 
Liliko‘i Street/Salt Lake Boulevard Intersection near Ala Liliko‘i 

Station, Looking Makai 
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Viewpoint 3d shows the existing condition and the simulated view for the Salt Lake 
Boulevard area makai of the Ala Liliko‘i Station (Figure 5-28). Although multi-story 
buildings are located within this view, the area immediately adjacent to the alignment 
mostly consists of single-story low-profile buildings. The bulk and scale of the station 
and guideway would contrast substantially with primarily these buildings and the 
tree-lined streetscape. The project elements would also be out of character with the 
surrounding area. The primary viewer groups that would be affected are residents, 
business owners, and visitors. Because residents are most sensitive to visual 
changes, visual effects are expected to be high. 
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Figure 5-28: Viewpoint 3d Existing and Simulated Views—Salt Lake 
Boulevard Makai of Ala Liliko‘i Station Area, Looking Mauka 
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Compatibility with Existing Visual Policies 

Policy documents affecting the Salt Lake Alternative’s alignment within Landscape 
Unit 3 include the O‘ahu General Plan (DPP 1997a), the Primary Urban Center 
Development Plan (DPP 2004), and the Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 
(ROH 1978a; ROH 1990). The alignment has the potential to be incompatible with 
these policy documents as follows: 

• Conflict with the existing aesthetic environment (elevated structure out of 
scale with the existing visual environment) 

− O‘ahu General Plan, Objective E, Policies 4, 5, and 9 

• Alter or change the integrity of setting of historic resources 
− Central O‘ahu Sustainable Communities Plan, Policy 3.4 
− Primary Urban Center Development Plan, Policy 3.1.2 

• Remove, move, or alter large mature trees and vegetation 
− O‘ahu General Plan, Objective A, Policy 9 
− Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Chapter 41, Article 13 

Construction Impacts 

Construction impacts would be the same as those discussed previously in the 
Consequences Common to All Build Alternatives section. 

5.2.3 Airport Alternative 
With the Airport Alternative, the environmental consequences for Landscape Units 1, 
2, and 4 would be the same as those discussed previously for all Build Alternatives. 

Long-Term Impacts 

Landscape Unit 3—Aloha Stadium to Kalihi 

The Airport Alternative’s alignment would continue Koko Head of Kamehameha 
Highway makai past Aloha Stadium and over Hālawa Stream. Aloha Stadium is at a 
major freeway interchange and surrounded by parking lots. Views of East Loch and 
the Pearl Harbor historic sites from residences near Kohomua Street would be 
obstructed by the guideway and columns. Hālawa Bridge is a historic site, and its 
appearance would be substantially changed to accommodate the guideway and 
support columns. The contrast in the scale and character of the guideway, columns, 
station, and park-and-ride lot with the existing environment would be a noticeable 
change. Visual effects in this area are expected to range from moderate to high. 

Between Hālawa Stream and the H-1 Freeway intersection, the guideway would be 
above Kamehameha Highway’s median. Six historic sites, including the Makalapa 
U.S. Navy housing and other U.S. Navy facilities, lie along this section of the 
alignment. Visual effects on these resources are expected to be moderate. Although 
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‘Ewa views of Pearl Harbor from the U.S. Navy housing would change, the project 
elements would fit within the context of the highway as a transportation corridor, so 
overall visual effects would be moderate. 

The Pearl Harbor Naval Base Station would fit with the scale and character of 
commercial development at the Kamehameha Highway/Radford Drive intersection. 
However, the guideway and columns would be noticeable changes in the visual 
environment makai of the H-1 Freeway as it intersects with Nimitz Highway. This 
area is a major interchange that includes wide paved areas and several elevated 
ramps. Visual effects would vary from low to moderate. 

Project elements, including the Honolulu International Airport Station and Lagoon 
Drive Station, would fit with the bulk and scale of other structures in the vicinity of the 
airport, which is surrounded by other transportation elements and industrial 
buildings. Although the guideway and columns would reduce the open character of 
parking lots and the streetscape and mature trees would be removed makai of the 
H-1 Freeway and ‘Ewa of the Honolulu International Airport Station, the overall 
visual effect would be low. 

The guideway would connect with Kamehameha Highway and the Middle Street 
Transit Center after passing over a portion of Ke‘ehi Lagoon Beach Park and Nimitz 
Highway. The park’s open spatial quality would be altered by the guideway and 
columns. This change would be noticeable but not substantial to park users, 
because the alignment would be along the periphery of the park and would closely 
follow Nimitz Highway and the H-1 Freeway. Views of Honolulu Harbor and the park 
are already obstructed by the interchange and would not be substantially affected by 
the Project. Although the Middle Street Transit Center would be a dominant element, 
it would fit with the interchange’s large scale and with the surrounding developed 
urban character of the mostly industrial and commercial uses. Overall visual effects 
would be moderate. 

Significant Protected Views and Vistas 

The potential for the guideway and stations to block protected mauka-makai views 
and vistas of the features and landmarks listed below would vary throughout 
Landscape Unit 3. Viewpoints that are not close to the alignment would generally be 
less sensitive to changes in the visual environment because they take in a longer, 
more expansive landscape. The project elements would be noticeable but not 
dominant features in these views, and visual effects on significant protected views 
and vistas would be low. Passengers on trains would have enhanced views of these 
areas compared to passengers in vehicles whose views are often obstructed by 
buildings, vehicles, and signage. 

• Views of Pearl Harbor and Lochs framed by the Wai‘anae Mountain Range 

• Views of Diamond Head and Honolulu valleys 

• Views of Punchbowl Crater 

• Views of Āliamanu Crater and Central O‘ahu valleys 
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Changes in Visual Quality 

Viewpoints 3e and 3f are the representative viewpoints for the Airport Alternative’s 
alignment in Landscape Unit 3 and were used to evaluate changes in visual quality. 
Significant views and vistas were also considered. The visual simulations generally 
depict the guideway (technology) that would have a comparatively greater visual 
effect. Where stations would be visible, a typical prototype is shown. The viewpoint 
locations and view directions are shown on Figure 4-3. 

Viewpoint 3e shows the existing condition and the simulated view with the guideway 
above Kamehameha Highway (Figure 5-29). The Pearl Harbor Navel Base Station 
and guideway would dominate the linear view corridor above the highway. However, 
the Kamehameha Highway is a major transportation. The primary viewer groups that 
would be affected include commuters and visitors. Overall visual effects would be 
moderate. 
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Figure 5-29: Viewpoint 3e Existing and Simulated Views—Kamehameha 
Highway near Radford Road and Pearl Harbor Navy Base Station Area, 

Looking Mauka 
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Viewpoint 3f (View 1) shows the existing condition and the simulated view with the 
guideway adjacent to Nimitz Highway and the H-1 Freeway (Figure 5-30). The 
guideway structure would be slightly more visible than the highway in the 
background. However it would not noticeably conflict with the view’s character. 
Changes associated with shade, shadow, light, and glare are not anticipated to be 
noticeable. The primary viewer groups that would be affected include recreationists 
and visitors. Visual effects would be low. 

Figure 5-31 (View 2) shows how the guideway and columns would appear looking 
mauka from the Waiwai Loop Road entrance to Ke‘ehi Lagoon Beach Park. These 
project features would be prominent features in the background of mauka views from 
the park. In addition, their bulk and scale would contrast with the open character of 
park facilities where the guideway would extend above Waiwai Loop Road and 
traverse the perimeter of tennis courts and a ball field. Further Koko Head, it would 
run parallel with the H-1 Freeway where it would be less noticeable from the park. 
The primary viewer groups that would be affected include recreationalists and 
visitors. Visual effects would be moderate. 
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Figure 5-30: Viewpoint 3f Existing and Simulated Views—Ke‘ehi Lagoon 
Beach Park, Looking Mauka (View 1) 



 

Page 5-78 Visual and Aesthetic Resources Technical Report 
August 15, 2008 Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Figure 5-31: Simulated View—Ke‘ehi Lagoon Beach Park, Looking 
Mauka (View 2) 

Compatibility with Existing Visual Policies 

Policy documents affecting the Airport Alternative’s alignment within Landscape 
Unit 3 include the O‘ahu General Plan, the Primary Urban Center Development Plan, 
and the Revised Ordinances of Honolulu. The alignment has the potential to be 
incompatible with these policy documents as follows: 

• Conflict with the existing aesthetic environment (elevated structure out of 
scale with the existing visual environment) 

− O‘ahu General Plan, Objective E, Policies 4, 5, and 9 

• Alter or change the integrity of setting of historic resources 
− Central O‘ahu Sustainable Communities Plan, Policy 3.4 
− Primary Urban Center Development Plan, Policy 3.1.2 

• Remove, move, or alter large mature trees and vegetation 
− O‘ahu General Plan, Objective A, Policy 9 
− Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Chapter 41, Article 13 

Construction Impacts 

Construction impacts would be the same as those discussed previously in the 
Consequences Common to All Build Alternatives section. 
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5.2.4 Airport & Salt Lake Alternative 

Long-Term Impacts 

With the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative, the environmental consequences for 
Landscape Units 1, 2, and 4 would be the same as those discussed previously for all 
Build Alternatives. 

Landscape Unit 3—Aloha Stadium to Kalihi 

The alignments that would serve the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative are the same as 
those discussed previously for the Salt Lake and Airport Alternatives, with the 
exception of also including a future fork in the alignment following Kamehameha 
Highway and Aolele Street at Aloha Stadium that would rejoin at Middle Street. All of 
the stations discussed for the Salt Lake and Airport Alternatives would also be 
provided. However, the Aloha Stadium Station would be relocated makai to provide 
a Pearl Harbor Memorial Station instead of a second Aloha Stadium Station on Salt 
Lake Boulevard. 

The environmental consequence of the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative would be very 
similar to the combined effects of the Salt Lake and Airport Alternatives, with the 
exceptions discussed below. The future fork in the alignment following Kamehameha 
Highway and Aolele Street at Aloha Stadium that would rejoin at Middle Street would 
not result in notable changes in the visual environment. 

Relocation of the Aloha Stadium Station makai to provide a Pearl Harbor 
Memorial Station 

Because the Aloha Stadium Station would be relocated makai, this alternative would 
have slightly greater visual effects on views of East Loch and the Pearl Harbor 
historic sites than the Airport Alternative because it would be closer to these 
resources. The station’s bulk and scale would also be a more noticeable contrast 
with the surrounding environment’s scale and character. Overall visual effects for 
this station area with the Airport Alternative would be moderate, which would likely 
increase to high with the Airport & Salt Lake Alternative. 

Construction Impacts 

Construction impacts would be the same as those discussed previously in the 
Consequences Common to All Build Alternatives section. 

5.3 Indirect and Cumulative 
The President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing 
NEPA define indirect impacts as those: 

“which are caused by the proposed action and are later in time or farther 
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may 
include growth inducing effects and other effects related to the induced 
changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and 
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related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including 
ecosystems.” 

Cumulative impacts are those impacts: 

“which result from the incremental consequences of an action when added to 
other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions” (40 CFR 1508.7) 

The indirect and cumulative effects analysis considers the full range of 
consequences of actions related to project activities. NEPA, the CEQ regulations, 
and Hawai‘i’s EIS law (Hawai‘i Revised Statutes Chapter 343) require analysis of 
cumulative issues within the context of the action, alternatives, and effects. 

Actions that were considered part of cumulative impacts for the Project include mid-
range and long-range projects listed in the Draft O‘ahu Regional Transportation 
Plan, which include islandwide congestion relief and transit projects. Other actions 
considered were projects listed in the Transportation for O‘ahu 2025 Final Report 
(O‘ahuMPO 2001), including the Kunia Road/Fort Weaver Road Corridor, Fort 
Barrette Road/Makakilo Drive Corridor, H-1 Freeway Interchange Improvements, 
Farrington Highway Corridor, and Kapolei Parkway Corridor. The development 
projects considered included the Ala Moana-Sheridan Community Plan, the ‘Ewa 
Development Plan (DPP 1997b), and projects programmed for the ‘Ewa Plain area 
(e.g., State Department of Hawaiian Homelands, UH West O‘ahu campus, East 
Kapolei area developments, and the Mehana residential project). 

5.3.1 No Build Alternative 
No construction would occur under the No Build Alternative, so no indirect or 
cumulative effects on visual resources or the existing visual environment would 
occur. Substantial visual changes would occur in the corridor including urbanization 
and development of the ‘Ewa Development Plan Area, but would not be affected by 
construction of this transit project. 

5.3.2 Build Alternatives 

Consequences Common to All Build Alternatives 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Build Alternatives, in conjunction with other large transportation and urban 
development projects, could potentially change the existing visual environment as a 
result of developing open spaces and constructing multi-story structures. 
Urbanization and development of the ‘Ewa Development Plan Area is the planned 
goal for this area. Additional development and expansion of transportation systems 
and housing throughout Central O‘ahu and the PUC are also a City goal. 
Construction of these large transportation and urban development projects would 
alter visual resources by replacing open, undeveloped areas with housing, 
commercial, and public facility developments and increasing density in urbanized 
areas with construction of multi-story structures. The Build Alternatives would 
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contribute to changes in the visual landscape caused by the overall urbanization 
anticipated in the ‘Ewa Plain and throughout Central O‘ahu and the PUC. 
Cumulatively, these development projects would result in a denser, more urbanized 
setting. 

Indirect Impacts 

The Build Alternatives would introduce a new, elevated transportation corridor in 
areas that are currently both rural and densely urbanized. The Build Alternatives are 
not expected to result in additional growth, because the transportation and 
development projects considered in conjunction with the Project are not dependent 
on completion of the Project. However, specific land uses and development patterns 
would be influenced by the location of transit stations and the transit alignment. The 
secondary effect of the alternatives would be redevelopment and changes in land 
use patterns along the study corridor and at transit station locations, resulting in a 
change in the aesthetic character and design of these areas. If future development 
shifts from more rural portions of O‘ahu to the transit corridor, more open areas and 
views would be preserved. In consultation with developers and City, County, and 
State agencies, transit-oriented development policies and principals could influence 
station designs and shape the growth in areas surrounding the stations. 
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6  Mitigation 
The mitigation measures discussed in this section focus on preserving visual 
resources and enhancing the project design to comply with applicable policies. 
These proposed measures identify techniques or design considerations that could 
help achieve an attractive project from a viewer’s perspective and design 
components that are appropriate to the visual setting. 

6.1 No Build Alternative 
No construction would occur under the No Build Alternative. No effects on the visual 
environment would occur, so no mitigation would be required. 

6.2 Build Alternatives 
Impacts associated with the Build Alternatives could include: 

• Removal or relocation of Exceptional Trees; 

• Changes in the settings of historic or cultural sites or Section 4(f) resources; 

• Alteration of mauka-makai views; 

• Introduction of project components that are out of scale or character with their 
setting; 

• Moderate to high viewer response to project changes; 

• Introduction of new light sources in sensitive areas; and 

• Inconsistency with policy documents. 

The following design principles are based on common-theme comments received on 
the Project regarding aesthetic considerations. They are also based on previous 
studies, the reference guide for context-sensitive design, and aesthetic policies in 
governing policy documents. These principles should be considered to help 
minimize, reduce, or mitigate impacts. 

• Integrate transit-oriented development policies and principals with station 
designs, in consultation with developers and City, County, and State agencies; 

• Incorporate elements of the Design Language Pattern Book being developed 
by the Project Team; 

• Consider a contextual approach as part of final project design, so project 
elements are functional as well as aesthetically appropriate to their setting; 

• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station 
design elements; 

• Use project components to define spaces and create a “sense of place” that 
is appropriate in scale and character to its setting; 
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• Consider design components that help create a human-scale and pedestrian-
friendly environment; 

• Create opportunities for appropriate and sensitive “showcasing” of project 
components that are too large scale to apply minimizing techniques; 

• In highly sensitive settings, use design features with materials and shapes 
that fit the topography and visual setting; 

• Look for opportunities to use materials that reflect the Hawaiian culture and 
minimize the potential for vandalism; 

• Incorporate appropriate consultation, monitoring, preservation, and 
documentation measures to minimize impacts to Section 4(f), historic, 
cultural, and vegetative resources; 

• Pursue cooperative agreements with adjacent property owners to finance and 
maintain landscaping, artwork, or other design features that would improve 
the Project’s visual quality; 

• Where practicable, retain existing street trees along sidewalks and in 
medians, or plant new vegetation to help soften the visual appearance of 
project elements (e.g., stations, guideway columns, and TPSSs); 

• Use source shielding in exterior lighting at stations and ancillary facilities such 
as the maintenance and storage facility and park-and-ride lots, to ensure that 
light sources (such as bulbs) would not be directly visible from residences, 
streets, and highways and to limit spillover light and glare in residential areas; 
and 

• Integrate project elements with area redevelopment plans as appropriate, 
particularly at stations. 

Construction-related mitigation measures should include the following: 

• Removing visibly obtrusive erosion-control devices (e.g., silt fences, plastic 
ground cover, and straw bales) as soon as an area is stabilized; 

• Replacing street trees and other vegetation that must be removed with 
appropriately sized vegetation; 

• Keeping roadways as clean as possible by using street sweepers and wheel 
washers to minimize off-site tracking; 

• During dry periods, applying water to exposed soils to minimize airborne 
sediment; 

• Properly maintaining construction equipment to minimize unnecessary 
exhaust; and 

• Locating stockpile areas in less visibly sensitive areas and, whenever 
possible, placing them in areas that are not visible from the road or to 
residents and businesses. 
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