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Abstract
Mass transit will not only relieve congestion and provide access to the traditionally

underserved on the Leeward Coast; it will influence grovetiid transform our urban

landscape. Uncertainty surrounds the project because tram@nhted development
(TOD) is a new concept to Hawaiand the City & County of Honolulu is learning how

to plan for and influence potential development along the alignment. This project can

have vast implications and therefore gover

must be proactive.

Communityworkshops have been held in WaipaHearl Ridge, Kapolei, and Leeward
Community Collegeto gather input for planning purposes. Developments are being
planned in larger suburban areas and in the primary urban core where large land owners
are located. Theséold the greatest promise because single private entities will be able

to coordinatelandu s e and planning to ensure TODOS

Areas such as lwilei, Chinatown, and Kalihi are more difficult because ownership of land
is spread among many individualtiges. Planning for TOD in these areas is more
challenging and will likely require government assistance. Not much has been done in
such areas to improve their decaying urban situation and yet they have the highest
populations of lowincome resident whaide public transportation. These are the areas

in most need of revitalization and the people who live in these locations could benefit

the most from transit and TOD.

Given this need, my research will focus dmilei station, an inner city TODwith

fragmented land ownership. This location has fragmented land ownership, but it also has



the neighboring public housing projects within a quarter mile walk from the station,
which can provide immediate ridership. The surrounding light industrial areas and vacant

or underutilized parcels are ideal for redevelopment.
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Introduction
Many or gani z adrei asking questions ldmowt aur éhanging way of life and

most of them center on the notion of sustainabilidyls our economy diversified? Are we
protecting the natur al beauty of Hawai 61 ?
enabling seduffciency?T h e Hawai 0i 2050 Pl an created
Sustainability Task For@temptto address some of these issues at a statde level.

Hawai Oi 2050 asks oOWhat i s our carrying
Hawai 6i 6s p2ovhelreetHafvat Gr e2050 doesndt mak
in terms of answering these questions, it did launch these-emgs concerns into the

consciousness of policymakers and residents alike.

On Ob6ahu, we have a pr oj e cand ptatticat i mpachgn h av e
sustainability and quality of life, yet it is primarily being looked at as transportation
infrastructure for the purpose of alleviating traffic. But it is thecadled secondary

i mpacts of this proj ectuintamach mereg ddamétiowag d t o
than a standard road or rail endeavor. The Honolulu High Capacity Transit project
presents an opportunity to manage our i sl
devel opment so that we <can sflifefThasicanreauttd I mp
in more affordable and workforce housing in the city within walking distance to

amenities and services, and a more holistic approach to our island and its economy.

! State of Hawaii- Sustainability Task Force. "Hawaii 2050 Sustainabibiy: Zharting a course for Hawaii's
sustainable future." (Report, Honolulu, 2008.), 6.
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Figure 1. Honolulu Rail Transit Alignme nt
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Source: Data from City & County of Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services,
http://www.honolulutransit.org/library/ (accessed October 28, 2008).

Honolulu Transit Will Change the Urban Landscape and the Way We
Live

The Honolulu High Capacity Bmnsit Poject (HHCTP) the largest public works project

in Honoluluds history, wildH@ break ground
2008 election ballot and the public voted 52% in favor of rail. There is discussion and
speculation currently svounding this issue, most of which focuses on budget concerns,
politics, location of the transit stations and alignment, real estate speculation, and the

type of transit technology to be used. Very little conversation is taking place beyond

platitudes abat how transitoriented development will affect the livability of Honolulu.

13
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There is little evidence that current city officials are making a proactive and early
connection between transit and land use. The city has identified this issue to be
addressed hutheir process in determining changes in land use near transit is unclear. If
we are to increase density at stations w
understand this i mpact. I f we dondt increa

of theisland look like as we continue to convert agricultural land to urban land?

Transit is not just a means of mitigating traffic congestion. It provides access to
opportunities that arendt easily attained
Access ©® employment, shopping, education, civic spaces to engage in community
activities, culture, and social services will be within reach for a small transit fee. The City

is planning the same fare structure as the current bus fare with transfers between
modesto be free? It gives mobility to the young, old, and disabled in our society and it
provides an additional transportation mode to automobile owners who would never

ride the bus. Today, residents in our bedroom communities outside of the urban core
travel a long distance to reach services and job opportunities. Current travel time from

Ewa to Downtown is 88 minutes by bus and é4Figure 2)

2 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration and The City and County off Honolulu
Department of Transportation Services;6

3 U.S. Department ofTransportation Federal Transit Administration and The City and County off Honolulu
Department of Transportation Services;5l
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Figure 2. Existing A.M. Peak -Period Travel Times

Table 1-1 Existing AM. Peak-Period Travel Times (in Minutes)
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Source: Graphic from U.S. Departmeott Transportation Federal Transit Administration and The City and County of

Honolulu Department of Transportation Services, Honolulu H@apacity Transit Corridor Project City and

County of Honolulu, Ob6ahu, Ha wal/Sdttion4(fDEvauation, (HanelulurGityn me nt a l
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services, 2008), Tallle 1

Convenient access to employment, healthcare, recreation, retail, and other communities
for hundr eds of t housid rahsformodur ci@0 alturally,r e s i d
economically, socially, and geographically. It is critical to understand that we will not
achieve maximum benefits of transit unless we carefully integrate transportation, land

use, and development. At present, therelittle evidence that the stakeholders from

these areas have had the opportunities to work together to achieve this.
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Redirecting Growth from Suburbs to the Primary Urban Core
In the next 25 years there will be 85,000 new homes added to the Ewa regidrihe

Primary Urban Centef. Most of them will be developed by markdtiven forces.
Preventing additional sprawl on agriculture land is vital for the ecological and agricultural
sustainability of our island state. Therefore redefining zoning for hidgeesity, mixed

use, and improving uses of existing vacant or underutilized sites within the urban core is
a necessity as our population grows. Transit will influence where many of these new
85,000 units will be located, and we must consciously try to moeg growth to
development nodes along the alignment. The placement of each transit station in the
urban fabric must acknowledge that transit and housing have a mutually reliant
relationship. Ridership is dependent on resident demand and housing withihatine

mile of each transit station.We must also be conscious in understanding that transit
doesnot create new growt h; It redirects

development nodes.

Our present zoning laws force us to have automofmiéntric panning and development.

For example, many projects arendt approvec
per square foot are provided. Shopping centers in particular are required to provide
parking stalls that ensure that the surrounding neighborhoods n 6 t have to c«
with shoppers during the busiest periods of the year. This sounds like community
friendly zoning, but the fact is that only slightly more than half of all parking stalls are

being used at most shopping centers, which means that wesing valuable urban area

land for parking, and we are creating a regulatory environment that virtually ensures

4 City and County of Honolulu Department of Planning and Permitting, 6.
5 American Planning Association Hawaii Chapter, 20.
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that people do their errands in their automobiles. Transit requires a total rethinking of

city land use, and while the City asserts that theyll wreate a transkoriented
development overlay zofiemuch of this has yet to be articulated or explained publicly.

The city must be careful to not take a set of zoning ordinances from another city and
apply it to Hawai 60i &i tbhbutreoasddwayngf ol
overlay zone is proposing to focus on intensifying uses surrounding transit stations
following Smart Growth principles. Community and business input needs to happen
concurrently to minimize opposition and ensure thhis zoning is in alignment with

market conditions and demand. Zoning should regulate in order to meet the needs of

affordable housing but they should al so be

We must also strongly consider incentives to red&p infill projects in the PUC.
Tougher restrictions should be applied to development that uses agricultural lands
where city and state resources must be redirected to create infrastructure for master

planned communities while urban areas are left to geca

6 American Planning Association Hawaii Chapter, 20.
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Societal and Economic Trends Influencing Transit
Major trends influencing transit stem from modernization and our dependency on

automobiles. Robert Cervero, a U.S. authority on TOD and mass transit, classifies them
into four categories- economic restucturing of our cities, motorization, changing
nature of travel, and problems with automobile dependehtiese trends are creating

large investments in mass transit projects and TOD.

Immigrants
Cities during the 700s an dantobtmigratighniiotheh e 9 0 €

suburbs. Demographic and lifestyle changes are now redirecting growth and
reinvest ment back to Americads metropolita
Foundation have shown that this ofpeompdg h i n
moving back into the city and immigrants choosing to live in urban &réhas.Center

for Immigration Studies shows a steady increase in immigrants in the United States
(Figure 3). Il n Hawai 6i , as of 20 0Ouareal most
immigrants including their U.S. born children (Figure 4). Immigrants often come from
cultures that wuse mass transit where auton
usually lowincome families that would benefit from the access and affordatlsing

choices that mass transit could provide. People of-loeome and minorities make up a

significant share of daily ridets.

7 Robert Cervero,The Transit Metropolis: A Global In§dashington D.C., Island Press, 1998)}537

8 Dena Belzer and Gerald AutlefransiOriented Development: Moving from Rhetoric to(Réadiingon, D.C.: The
Brookings Institution Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy and The Great American Station Foundation, 2002),
Foreward.

° Robert T. Dunphy et alDeveloping Around Transit: Strategies and Solutions Tlfg¢asfbirkgton D. C.: UkLUrban

Land Institute, 2004), 13.
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Figure 3. Number of immigrants living in the u.s. from 1995 to 2007

Figure 1. Number of Immigrants Living in the U.S., 1995-2007
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Source: Center for Immigration Snudies analysis of March 1995 through 2007 Current Population
Surveys (CPS). The CPS does not include persons in group quarters, such as prisons and numsing
homes. Figures for 1995 to 1999 have been re-weighted to reflect the larger number of immigrants
revealed in the 2000 Census.

Source: Data from Steven & a mar ot a, Ol mmi grants in
Popul ation, 6 Cent e rhttpf//@aww.cik.ongfartigles/ad07/back10F hiadtdassed Qctolre?8,

2008).

Figure 4. Immigrants by state d0Hawai 6i 6s
the population is 22.2%

the Unitedm St at es,

mmi grants and thei

Table 1. Immigrants by State, 2007 (thousands)
Share of Immigrants  Immigrants and Their 1.5.-
MNumber of Pop. thar Is Who Arrived Bom Children (Under 18)
Immigrants Immigrant 2000 to 2007 as a Share of Population®
1 California 9,980 76 % 2,022 379 %
Los Angles County 3.629 6.6 % 602 50.0 %
2 New York 4,105 216 % 877 27.9%
Mew York City 2,918 36.0 % 593 46,7 %
3 Flonda 3453 19.1 % L.068 23.8 %
4 Texas 3.438 14.8 % 1,071 21.0 %
5 Mew Jerscy 1865 216 % s01 27.5%
6 Illincis 1.702 135 % 491 18.3 %
7 Georgla 953 10.2 % 383 13.3%
&  Massachusctts 897 14.2 % 203 17.4 %
9 Arizona 291 14.2 % 284 19.7 %
10 Virginia 856 11.4 % 276 14.8 %
11 Maryland 731 13.0 % 276 16.3 %
12 Washington 722 11.4 % 239 14.7 %
153 Morth Caralina 623 7.0 % 282 9.4 %
14 Pennsylvania 581 47 % 154 6.0 %
15  Michigan 493 4.9 % 113 6.9 %
16 Mevada 457 18.0 % 105 23.2%
17 Connecticut 443 12.8 % 134 15.9 %
18 Colorado 433 9.1 % 124 121 %
19 Chio 421 7% 139 5.2%
20 Minnesota 37s 73% 135 9.8 %
21 Orepon 3s7 9.6 % 107 13.3 %
22 Tennessee 286 4.8 % 144 5.5 %
23 Wisconsin 257 47 % 8l 6.1 %
24 Utah 239 9.4 % 79 141 %
25 Indiana 236 37 9% 03 3000

[ 26 Hawaii 226 18.0 % 47 22% | |
27 Misouri 208 36 % 77 44 %
25 Alabama 190 4.2 % 99 51 %
29  MNew Mexico 179 9.2 % 68 125 %
30 Kansas 148 5.4 % 66 7.8%
31 South Carolina 144 3.4 % a7 4.5 %
2 PRhode Island 140 13.3% 21 17.7 %
Source: Data from Steven A. Camar ot a,

0 | mmkogeigrBorm s

Popul ation, 6 Cent e rhttpf//aww.cik.ongfartigles/adN7/baak10F hiaitaessed Qctober 28,

2008).
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http://www.cis.org/articles/2007/back1007.html
http://www.cis.org/articles/2007/back1007.html

The Growth of Kapolei
As Americads s ubugglete become thair ®ywn tawhseKapolsitisra

prime example of these growing pains. They are facing traffic congestion and the
inconveniences of separated land uses. As a result, there is a growing demographic that
desires TOD products. These people destransit villages to improve their quality of

life and lower their household expenditures by minimizing automobile costs and allow
them to spend more time focusing on their
significant popul aEwapKapolgirandWaiawaa(Figure 8 Jhesed a k o
areas do not have residents who are heavily dependent on transit. Most transit

dependent riders are located in the urban core. (Figure 5)

Figure 5. Concentration of Transit -dependent Hou seholds (2000)
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Figure 6. Popul ation Distribution for O6ahu
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Baby Boomers and The Creative Class
Americads demographic | andsc apeare nafamihh angi n

households which according to the 2000 Census make up 31.9% of our population
compared to married couples with kids at 29.5%9. hese nonfamily hous
require large homes, which is ideal for compact, fdghsity developments likEOD.

Within these growing demographics we see an overlap of baby boomers and young

professionals seeking the same lifestyle.

Another demographic trend that is feeding the popularity of cities is a growing class of
people called the Creative Classand@au | t ur all Creati ves. Ri ch
the Creative Class has shown that people desire to be at the center of places where

they can be part of intellectual and creative endeavors. These people are moving to
cities that have very distinct placesamk per i ences. FIl orida write
in communities are abundant higiality amenities and experiences, an openness to
diversity of all kinds, and above all else the opportunity to validate their identities as
creati veél pe Hmlvemaredtolerant, wliverse, and the experience of our

culture and natural environment is unique. Signs of a growingtéaphand biotech

sector and a thriving arts scene show that we are able to attract this Creative Class.

Paul H. Ray and Sherry Ruth Andmms authors of The Cultural Creatiyesy their

lifestyles focus on the desire for authenticity, are jmavironment, believe in

10 Hank Dittmar and Gloria OhlandThe New Transit Town: Best Practices in-Orésied Developméitashington
D.C., Island Press, 2004),-1Q.
11 Richard FloridaThe Rise of the Creative C{&&swv York, Basic Books, 2002218.
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sustainability, choose voluntary simplicity when possible, and they want to rebuild their

neighborhoods and communiti&s.

Mot orization
Motorization is seen as a sign of prosperity. In 1981 -fifye of the poorest countries

in the world with 60% of the population owned fewer cars than Los Angeles residents.
In the U.S., our auto ownership rates are 750 vehicles per 1,00®itatmts. Compared
to other developed countries our mode split is unbalanced towards the automobile.

(Figure 7).

Figure 7. Mode split as a percent of total trips by country

90% ¢

United Great France West Switzer- Nether- Sweden
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MODE SPLIT AS PERCENT OF TOTAL TRIPS

Source: Data from Peter Calthorpe, The Next American Mugdlis: Ecology, Community, and the American Dream
(New York: Princeton Architectural Press, 1993), 47.

Motorization provides great social benefits by giving people economic and social
choices. But the direct and hidden subsidies for car ownership arerising. It is
estimated that the dollar amount in subsidies range between $300 billion to $2,400

billion annually. Motorists only pay 60% of the total cost of roads, maintenance,

12 Paul H. Ray, Ph.D. and Sherry Ruth Anderson, Pt Cultural Creativ@dew York, Three Rivers Press, 2000.),
29, 3537.
13 Cervero, 2731.
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administration, law enforcement, etc. In 1990, The World Resources InstiNaéyral
Resources Defense Council, Transportation Policy Institute, and the U.S. Transportation
System Center did a study showing hidden subsidies between $370 billion to $780

billion annually’

What was once an invention to save time and provide us \th#h means to get access
to better homes, schools, and jobs is now creating traffic congestion and harming our

environment.

Figure 8. Same number of people on a bus and on the road impacts traffic dramatically

Photograph by Cath Dunn.

Changing Nature of Travel
Our travel patterns have changed since the invention of the automobile and recently

our trips have become more frequent and longer in sirgieupant cars. We perceive
parking to be ofr ee, 0thewdostafthe godds we buy orfthe e n

rents we pay. Families now have two earner households and many people often have

14 Cervero, 3536.
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more than one job requiring them to travel from job to job in a timely manner. Women
for the last few decades have high numbers in the kimce and have more
complicated travel patterns because they often have the responsibility of doing the
family errands and picking up the kids from school. Gasoline was relatively cheap and

singleuse zoning made it basically mandatory to have a car.

This has all taken a toll on society. Over the last year we have seen gas prices sky
rocket to more than $100 per barrel, and back down again. We see traffic congestion
getting worse by the month and hurting our pocketbooks and our quality of life. The
majority of travel creating traffic is from Ewa to Honolulu. The number of jobs by 2030
on Ob6éahu wil!/| be | argely in the PUC.

Problems with Automobile Dependency
|l ncreased traffic congestion affects socie

35% of allbuilt space. Comparatively, in Europe it is-2%%, and in the developing
countries it is 10%. ltds been calcul ated

as high as 2 to 3% of the U.S. GDBP.

Air pollution due to auto emissions can be loweredy t r ansit but we <ca
benefits of reduced air pollution unless we align development patterns to transit nodes

to reduce trips by internalizing them. I n
yet we produce nearly a quarter of allnergyrelated carbon dioxide emissioffs.

Compact, mixeeuse development along rail lines substantially reduces travel. It has

15 Cervero, 40.
16 Cervero, 45.
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lowered travel as much as 84% in Asia cities like Hong Kong, Tokyo, and Sintfapore.
U.S. energy consumption in comparison to othmyuntries is alarming. We consume

25% of the all the petroleum that is produced with only a small fraction of the
population. We consume 10 times as much as Japan, 20 times as much as a European
city-dweller. Not only is this bad for the environment butup goods on the
international market absorb this high cost of energy and we become less competitive as
exporters’® Some argue that expenditures to construct rail systems could make them
inefficient overall in saving energy. This would only be true if gneetbpment and new
growth were not strategically planned along transit lines to yield the maximum

benefits'®

Social inequities are made worse by our ad&pendent country. The poor, young, old,
and the disabled are often shut out of what communities heweffer for a lack of
mobility. For instance, can the kids from Ewa Beach Elementary visit the State Capitol or
the Bishop Museum? Can children living in Waipahu find healthysatfieol activities
when their parents are still working? The rail can hédp connect people to the
amenities, public and private, of city life, regardless of their economic status.

Increasing Interest in Transit & TOD
Cities around the U.S. are seeing increases in ridership due to traffic congestion, the

high price of gasolinggnd the desire to take back several hours in the day to more

productive tasks. The wait for federal mass transit funding for a new project is now

17 Cervero, 79.
18 Cervero, 46.
19 Cervero, 47.
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approximately fifty years because the demand is so great. Every major city in the United

States is planning s type of mass transit project. (Figure 9)

Figure 9. Current New Starts projects that are in the process of being funded
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The Promise of TOD

TODOs definitions are often described accc
function. They are ofterdescribed in terms of its design, density, and diversity. A unit

per acre measurement does not tell us whether or not a place is more or less
pedestrian friendly. Belzer and Autler identify six performance areas that try to focus

on the core principlestiat make TOD a way to create authentic communities. The six

reasons should be adapted to our island and unique way of life. The six performance
areas are®

Location efficiency
OLocation efficiency convert s*Rddudingautmg f r on

dependency is a key component and is achieved by convenient and efficient
transportation | inks and the ability to t
Other factors that encourage location efficiency are net residential density, transit
frequency and quality, access to community amenities, and a good quality pedestrian

environment. Mobility choices such as car sharing can also improve location efficiency.

Value Recapture
When everyday functions are located close to a residence, people saneynamd time.

Traditional development is usually atdependent because everyday functions cannot
be done within walking distance; uses are generally separated. Measurable outcomes for

Value Recapture are as follos:

20 Belzerand Autler, 9.
21 Belzer and Autler, 9.
22 Belzer and Autler, 12.
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¢ Increased homeownership rates oradergiate housing, especially among borderline
income groups. This can be accomplished through:
0 Increased use of location efficient mortgages.
o Creation of housing units with ldvessaverage parking ratios where the cost
savings from parking reductiomgassed on to consumers
e Reduced individual and community spending on transportation and therefore greater
discretionary individual and community spending. This can include spending a portion of
the collective savings on enhanced public amenities saekseapmg, parks, or
better transit.
Livability
Livability is one of the more important performance measures to focus on because it
encompasses the other five measures. The
subjective and difficult to quantify. Gawment entities believe it has to do with health,
safety, and the webeing of its citizens. Private businesses emphasize the need to have
economic stability. The average person when asked about livability just wants their basic
needs met and a decentya ng | ob. We must acknowl edge

well-being without financial stability and vice versa.

Livability issues that Belzer and Autler note are:

e Improved air quality and gasoline consumption
¢ Increase mobility choices
e Decreased congestiomicmte burden

e Improved access to retail, services, recreational, and cultural opportunities
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e Improved access to public spaces, including parks and plazas
e Better health and public safety
e Better economic health

Financial Return
Public and private investors calate and project their financial return when determining

what to build and how. |l tds reasonabl e
analysis to determine how to maximize profit for each of the parcels they own. But in
order to make TOD work, the public sector must insert itself and change the equation
in order to enable a more holistic approach. This can be accomplished in the form of
land assembly, incentives, zoning restrictions,-tfask permitting, or fees from

developers at thddepartmentof Planning and Permittirigvel.

Belzer and Autler suggest these financial outcofhes:

e For local governments: higher tax revenues from increased retail sales and property

values
e For the transit agency: increased fare box revenues and potential grandd leas
other joint development revenues

e For the developgreater development opportunitiehigier return on investment

e For employers: shorter and more predictable commute times, easier employee access

A balance between financial return and otherfd&@ so that projects are not judged

purely on their monetary return

23 Belzer and Autler, 14.
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This requires a balance between the financial return and other goals of TOD. For
example, a 30% affordable housing requirement often sounds good to government
decision makers but stopall development, and is counterproductive. Jack Wierzenski,
director of economic development and planning for Dallas Area Rapid Transit has said,
O0Big bureaucracies are not in tu¥fe with ho
Choice

TOD provides more choies in housing types, places to shop, and modes of

transportation. Belzer and Autler argue that enhanced choice incfides:

o A diversity of housing types that reflects the regional mix of incomes and family
structures

e A greater range of affordable housimanspt

e A diversity of retail types

e A balance of transportation choices

Efficient Regional Land -use Patterns
Pleasant Hill BART station in suburban San Francisco is an ideal example of a TOD

station that has maximized benefits. It generates 52% fewer peaddpeuto trips than
typical residential development. Trips are also shorter because services are readily

available. Office development creates 25% fewer trips then typical office development.

24 Choi, Amy S. "Gridlocked: Trans@riented Projects Both Accelerate & StallCdmmercial Property
News March 16, 2004), 10.

25 Belzer and Autler, 15.
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oWhen a significant number gianfare wallinkgdtmas and

station, transit becons a much more viabl

TOD can be used as a tool to create efficient lasmgke and channel growth. Belzer and

Autler cite these results from efficient regional lanske patterng?

e Less loss of farmdand open space

e More suitable regional andigghional balance between jobs and housing
e Shorter commutes

e Less traffic and air pollution

e Station areas that can serve as destinations as well as origins

This performance measure will be difficult to achielecause twethirds of our

al i gnment i's in buildt up areas of our [
fragmented by small landowners or owned by a handful of large landowners. Our
opportunity to create TODs at station areas is limited unless aggredand assembly is
achieved. While large land owners plan for development it is unclear that anyone is
currently reviewing how the system acts regionally. Not all transit stations should end

up like shopping malls or strictly residential in nature.

26 Belzer and Atler, 16.
27 Belzer and Autler, 16.
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Capture Zones and Land Values
It is widely accepted that the immediate impact zone is-quarter mile radius from the

station area, or roughly a teminute walk. Studies have been done of the impacts in

these areas but the residual impacts throughout the meighood will go well beyond

this boundary. Traffic will be redirected to other areas beyond the quarter mile radius.
Our current road capacity may not be able to efficiently meet those changes. National

data has shown that significant premiums can talieepin properties within the impact

Zone.
T

Philadelphia 6.4%

Boston 6.7%

Portland 10.6%

San Diego 17%

Chicago 20%

Dallas 24%

Santa Clara County 45%

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff. The Effect of Rail Transit on Propelig$aA Summary of Studies.

The problem with these figures is that they are derived from different methods of
analysis and therefore a totally valid and equal comparison is difficult. But through all the

research it is understood that generally propertyues will go up.

Nuisance effects like noise and vibration do not affect property values because they can
be minimized by good system desf§Rapid and commuter rails create an increase in

property values more so than light rail because of its speed agibnal reach. But

28 parsons BrinckerhoffThe Effect of Rail Transit on Property Values: A Summary ofChudliand:
Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2001), 1.
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generally the transit systembs arekeyitoabi | it

improving value.

However, buil ding transit doesnot guar ant
conditions must exist in order for this to happeA supportive policy and government
environment, a growing real estate market, and a good economic climate must all be in

pl ay. Il n Hawai 0i , we face challenges with
several years, and an elevated rail may makedagigan friendly system more difficult.

The choice to elevate the rail way may mean less use of eminent domain but in the end

it raises the risks that we may not achieve a seamless walkable environment from transit

stop to destination.
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TOD Stakeholders /Players

TOD projects are more complicated than traditional development because they require

more parties to coordinate and collaborate, an integration of transit and land use,
compact development, and mixed uses. TOD experts believe that transit agencies
should take the | ead in ensuring TOD proj e
around their transit stations, yet only 1 out of 5 transit agencies currently devote their

time to this activity.

In the public sector there are three roled redevelopnent agencies, transit agencies,

and local governments. Cervero states that transit agencies should promote TGD by:

e Using agency held lands

e Underwrite land costs

e Assisting in land assembly
¢ Provide financial incentives

¢ Working out sharedparking agreements

State and federal agencies are important because of funding. For example the Federal
Transit Administration considers transit supportive land use important criteria for

making capital investment funding *ecision

DPP and DTS are the two City and County departments that are working on transit and
TOD. There are no current plans for a transit authority because no consensus on roles

and responsibilities could be agreed upon by the Mayor or the council. The Final TOD

29 Hess, 28.
30 Hess, 28.
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Bill suggests that DPP will assist in two of the five items Cervero suggests transit
agencies should do to promote TOD. They suggest possible financial incentives in the
form of tax incentives, development code amendments, public infrastructure investment,
and favor shared parking arrangements; however they do not mention that they will
assist in arranging shared parking. They have expressed that through the community
workshops and planning they will identify vacant land and underutilized sites ripe for

devdopment.

The development community feels largely left out of the planning process. Many
developers believe that the city will build transit and build it from an engineering
standpoint. With the recent hiring of a TOD Coordinator at the Department of
Planing and Permitting, the City has begun to engage developers and land owners in the

TOD process.
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Density
Density has beeperceived asn undesirable feature of developments for communities

because itds often associ at ebad architettiurecr i me,
However, it is one of the key elements to successful TOD and needs to be executed
through good design. Arlington County in Virginia is a good example of creating higher
densities t hrough good design. s ntheirt h e 1¢
devel opment along two rail | i nes .-dehsgys s t ha

development but it generates a third of their real estate taXes.

In urban areas, 15 units per acre on residential sites would be appropriate for a TOD
project. U.S. residential projects are an average density of 4 to 5 units per®acre.
Section 3.2.2.3 of the Primary Urban Center Development Plan specifically calls for

densities within this range and greater.

Density. Areas close to transit lines and the eagbvest arterials should be zoned

for mediundensity residential, which may range from 13 to 90 units per acre, or high
density residential mixed use, which may range up to 140 units per acre.
Neighborhoods in these zones would also include reirdescimtiah support

resident lifestyle and livelihood choices, such as convenience or neighborhood store:

dining establishments, professional and/or business services, or other similar activities.

A study was done by the National Resources Defense Coum@000 that showed vast
differences between a higlensity community and a low density suburban

neighborhood in Sacramento, California. (Table 1)

31 Local Government CommissioriCreating Great Neighborhoosl Density in Your Community." (Washington,
D.C.,National Association of Realtors, 2003.), 2.
32 Hess and Lombardi, 26.
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Table 1. Walkability Indicators in Higher vs. Lower Density

Distance to: Metro Square (20 du/acre) North Natomas (6 du/acre)
Convenience store 815 ft. 15,388ft.

Supermarket 1,941 ft. 14,458 ft.

School 1,962 ft. 17,181 ft.

Bus Stop 666 ft. 11,055 ft.

Parks 347 ft. 702 ft.

Jobs in 1 mile 29,266 0

Source: Local Government CommissioriCreating Great Neighborhoods: Density in Your Community."
(Washington, D.C.,National Association of Realtors, 2003.), 4.

Cervero recommends these residential density thresholds taken from case studies

across the nation shown in Figure ¥0.

s Cervero, Robert, et al.TransiOriented Development in the United States: Experiences, Challenges, and Prospects.
(Research, Washingto D.C.: Transportation Research Board, 2004), 67.
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Figure 10. Recommended Residential Density Thresholds for TODs

Minimum
City/ Residential
Source TOD Type Densities
(Dwelling
Unils/Acre)
Urban TOD 25
San Diego (light-rail served) (18)
TOD
Guidelines Neighborhood
TOD 18
(Bus served) (12)
Washington L*.'rbm{ TOD ) 15
. < (light-rail served) (7)
County,
Oregon Noioh b e
(Land Use f‘md ;é)tghborhzmd o
Transportation (Bus served) (7
Air Quality
Study)
Light-Rail Served | 30:0-1/8 mi
Portland Tri TOD 24 1/8-1/4 mi
Met, TOD 12: 1/4-1/2 mi
Guidelines Bus Served
TOD 24: 0-1/8 mi
12: 1/8-1/4 mi

Source: Graphic from Cervero, Robert, et al. TrarGitiented Development in the United States: Experiences,
Challenges, and Prospects. Research, (Washington, Dahsportation Research Board, 2004.), Table 4.1.

For commercial densities minimum FAR of 0.35 for nonresidential activities in TODs
and 0.5 to 1.0 without structure parking and at least 2.0 for developments with
structured parking. For employment, 500i® per gross acre will support light rail transit

(30,000 jobs within a ¥nile radius of a station.

34 Cervero, Robert, et al., 69.
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Mixed -use
Mixeduse i s already a very difficult real e s

difficult because the mixedse projects are riskieand banks are not as familiar with
them, 6 said Gerritt Knaap, Executive Direc
Research & Education in Marylandven if mixeeuse is difficult to develop, it is gaining

more traction. In a joint research studyy National Real Estate InveatatRetail Traffic
magazines they performed a survey of developers and 52% say they are planning to

develop mixeelise projects, but not necessarily with residentfal.

Il n Hawai 6i , we face an edoeot hagetreamiedise c hal | ¢
projects. We have retail or commercial tied to residential units as a necessary zoning
requirement for developers to meet but not at the scale TOD stations will command.
Many Hawai 0i resi dent s h aeduwse prnogetts arddr@aenoti e n ¢ e

understand the benefits it can bring to a neighborhood.

A mix of wuses doesnd6t have to be in one st
stations and especially in Hawai Oiapati nce o
in the urban core. Residents can live at one station, work at another, and shop at
another station. This not only provides opportunities for each station neighborhood to
develop its own unique character and offering but also sets the stage for stiholi

regi onal devel opment plan that | everages t

potential.

35 Choi, 12.
36 Cassidy, Robert. "Timing It Right in Mixade." Building Design + Constructlanuary 2007), 62.
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Since mixeeuse is another complicated component in addition to urban infill and
development around transit, | will focus on mixade as it relates tahe Iwilei station.

The combination of uses will be particularly different from other stations located in the
PUC because of the big box retail surrounding the area. Theus& scale may be
limited or in certain areas near affordable housing and alonkfifyy Street maximized.
Even though we all would like to see mixade in our neighborhoods because they
minimize the automobile and provide a stage for a pedesfriandly environment, it
may not be dominant in all stations. Mixade and TOD have becoenbuzz words that
developers want executed, but we also must recognize that in some station locations,
there will never be the market demand féarge scalenixeduse retail and finding the
balance between internalized trips and leveraging the entire itraystem and its
stations i S critical. Cervero has been C
development around transit everywhere. Given market realities, we have to accept that
wholesale shopping the WalMarts and the Costco$ is going to be here foa long

time, so we have to give up in c¥rtain dis

37 Hudnut I, William H. "Blurring Boundary Ufban Landay 2004), 76.
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Proposed O6ahu Land Use Regul at

Il n reviewing the City and County of Hono
regulations will be developerf individual transit stations. The city acknowledges that

the regulatory framework that governs land use and development must also have
community input and address their needs. There is a suggestion of potential incentive
programs to help facilitate TODThey believe it will help manage urban sprawl and
maintain the use of agricultural land and open space. The Land Use Ordinance will be
amended to achieve these goals. Special districts will be identified around each station

and the Neighborhood TOD plan sees as the basis of the TOD regulations.

In the TOD BIll there is no solid definition of what TOD is. They are careful to point
out the objectives of TOD but whether or not developers must meet all or some of
these objectives is to be considered TOD isalear. A clear definition by all
stakeholders must be agreed upon in order to work towards a focused unified goal of

developing TOD. The objectives noted in the TOD Bill are:
Sec. 29.100 Transibriented development (TOD) special districts.

Special distts shall be established around rapid transit stations to foster more livable
communities that take advantage of the benefits of transit; specifically, reducing
transportation costs for residents, businesses, and workers. While taking advantage of
more #icient use of land, TOD can provide more walkable, healthier, economically
vibrant communities, safe bicycling environments, convenient access to daily househol
needs a s well as special events, and enhancement of neighborhood character, while

increasmp transit ridership.
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In the general objectives noted above, there is no mention of workforce or affordable
housing. One of the main benefits of TOD is the opportunity to provide a mix of
housing choices and different price points in one compact locatioredlity it is difficult

to say that all station locations will provide some form of affordable housing but some
mention of mixing price points and product types should be considered. The bill does
say,0 Pot enti al opportuni t aseappropriate, with fsdipportidea b | e
s e r v butteissdoas not require any level of affordable housing in station areas nor
will we know if providing affordable housing will reward developers with financial
incentives or density bonuses. The problem mayrli¢ghe fact that they must provide a
TOD Bill in order to release funding for transit and have written the bill to be flexible in
order to allow more specificity in TOD special district provisions. They have noted that
they will address affordable housimgthe neighborhood plans since each station has its

varying degree of demand for affordable housing.

A quick review of the comments sent in by public and private entities show that TOD
zoning will be added to special district provisions where each tragtation resides.
However TOD zoning will not override subdivision ordinances and rules. In the bill it
states,s0o Where a transit station is | ocated wi
provisions for TOD shall be added to the existiagdsgeiat provisions, as recommended by
t he nei ghborlhacwality, Thi® Beenpsltoabe anéadditional layer on top of

the current LUO and special district provisions that developers will have to deal with.
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Concerns with the TOD Bill
The first concern is the notion of encouraging housing choices is not apparent in the

TOD Bill.

Second, there is no mention of any intention to ensure planning is being developed to
analyze and ensure that each TOD station leverages each other in the entienregi

There are only small mentions of the mechanics that need to be dealt with such as
acknowledging that not all stations would benefit from affordable housing requirements

and mixeduse development.

Thirdly, lack of any mention on design of the actuatieh, which is considered to be a
DTS responsibility, is a problem. How the physical station is integrated with the

surrounding services, retail, commercial, and residential is critical.

The fourth concern is the lack of describing the neighborhood plamprocess. DPP is
concerned with any specificity in terms of how they do their planning because it may
ignore other methods of participation, but the other side is that it allows a level of
expectation that the public can count on from the City & Courtty get community

input on these plans. It leaves a clear understanding that these neighborhood plans will
be executed in a consistent manner that meets their own goals of an inclusive

communitybased approach to planning.
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Mixed -income Housing
Mixedincome housing near and along transit lines is critical. People who would qualify

for affordable and workforce housing will ride transit and will benefit from the
transportation savings that will allow them to be able to afford a home. Reviewing the

list of comments by the public regarding OO6aht
communities may become gentrified appears frequently. Dunphy has clearly stated that,
oLocal agencies should Ilink transit fundir
thattrans t and housi ng c a%ltseems to make moee sensedhat ot h e
the TOD Bill should note some minimum of affordable and workforce housing at each

station area that currently includes what exists to be preserved.
Shoemaker cites three main ap@ahes to encouraging mixédcome TOD

e Zoning and planning
e Financing
e Joint development and partnerships

Zoning and Planning
Zoning should be used to create value capture for mixetbme housing by being

flexible and provi di ordable housiaghapponugitees willFbe r Ha\
identified in Neighborhood Planning as noted in the TOD Bill. Currently, there is no
intention of requiring affordable housing because DPP believes that certain areas on
Obahu woul d b e-rae hausingStoensaker notasrthHatehte most effective

plans have a timeframe and a strategy for implementation. This strategy often addresses

38 Dunphy et al., 21.
39 Shoemaker, 4.
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the improvement of infrastructure with identified funding sources. To ensure success,
plans should be implemented along with otheols like tax increment financirfg.

When plans are done early it provides certainty to all parties.

Some potential zoning tools used in the past are:

o A floating TOD zone, which only applies when the market is ready for TOD
rather than prezoning a statio which can cause speculation.

¢ Incentivebased zoning like density and flemmrea bonuses are awarded if
affordable housing objectives are met by the developer.

e Inclusionary housing requires a percentage of development projects to be
affordable to people @&ning less than the average median income. Inclusionary
zoning often benefits government agenci
land assembly, or acquisition. Generally it produces very little units and therefore
doesndt make a kdtelemandi n meeting mar

¢ Inlieu fees are sometimes allowed to give the developer flexibility but may be a
bad idea of the |1 ocal government doesndd
area.

¢ Inclusionary credit transfers, which work like transferable developmentsigh
allow developers to pool their credits together and give them over to a non
profit developer to create lowincome housing within the area.

e Parking ordinances or the flexibility of parking ordinances is also key in

supporting mixeencome projects.

40 Shoemaker, 5.
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e Rentls should be accepted by the government if the developer will provide
deeper affordability. This option allows developers to apply for -ioeome
housing tax credits. Usually in these instances developers joint venture with non
profits to develop these uts.

Financing

Financing is one of the major challenges to TOD because the nature of ased
requires complicated financing structures. Traditional underwriting practices cannot be
used in this type of development because such things like parking siimdd be

different than traditional developments.

Robert Cervero suggests financial assistance mechanisms that encourage TOD which

are used in Californi&.

e Income tax credits for development who build in designed station areas
e Tax abatements to underwriteost of development
e Waive local development impact fees

e Strategic use of enterprise zones

Within the TOD BiIll there is mention of using financial incentives to encourage TOD
among developers, but no specifics. Recently, Senate Bill 3165 in the 20G8ivegisl|
session allowed a general excise tax exemption for projects that provided affordable
rental housing or community health care facility within a mixed transioriented joint
development project. Senate Bill 3165 did not pass and received mixesliue¥iom

various rapid transit and TOD supporters. It remains to be seen whether or not the

41 Hess, 27.
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City and State will take an aggressive approach at providing financial incentives to
developers to help direct growth along the transit line.

Parking

There is ovewhelming agreement that parking is one of the barriers to successful TOD
projects. The City & County has acknowledged that parking requirements should be
relaxed in TOD special districts. Currently parking costs $30,000 to $35,000 per stall in
Ha wa i 6 is one fhdtor that can lower their financial risk in developing and make

their pro forma work.

Some of the barriers are:

e Requiring to build parking at ratios that meet traditional development guidelines,
which take away from affordable housing and thelgof building compact
developments

e Free parking, which encourages people to drive more

e Parking is bundled in the cost of a home and the cost could be the difference

between qualifying for a mortgage or not

Flexible parking standards are required for TODe every project is locally specific
and unique. Four ways to deal with parking are suggested by the Urban Land Institute

and mentioned by Belzer and Autl&r:

e Move itd parking should be a 5 to 7 minute walk to the station
e Share it parking needs shouloe coordinated according to surrounding uses

e Deck itd lowers the foot prints cost, but costly

42 Belzer, 28.
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e Wrap itd provide ground floor retail

Joint Development and Partnerships
Transit joint development occurs when a transit authority or other public entity owns

land that surrounds a transit station that they can develop, lease, and build on. These
entities can benefit from higher ridership and lease income and developers benefit from
higher occupancy and sales volurffeSurrently, the City does not have any plats
acquire land for TOD. They do not necessarily view small lots as an obstacle to TOD as
noted in Exhibit B of the TOD Bill. They have expressed that they will consider
incentives for the private sector to assemble land if it is necessary for TOD to be

successful.

43 Hess, 27.
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Todayds TOD Chall enges

0To pull off a TOD, you need patience,
--Robert Dunphy, Senior Resident Fellow, Urban Land Institute

Presentl vy, many TOD®&6s that have be¢the devel
promises and maximum benefits that this type of product has to offer. In Dena Belzer
and Gerald Autlerds O0OTransit Oriented Deve

the following challenges were identifiéd:

e There is no agreed upon definition ohat TOD should be

e Projects donot satisfy the notion that
regional framework and a oplaced to e
community

e There are no guidelines for designers and planners to follow that demonstrate
how places work

e The regulatory and policy environment is often fragmented and there are many
stakeholders with competing goals

¢ Market conditions may not support TOD

The City ought to view each station as a node within the regional framework. Immense

emphais is being given to the notion of place through community workshops but it

44 Dena Belzer and Gerald AutlefransiOriented Development: Moving from Rhetoric to(R&sdfington, D.C.: The
Brookings Institution Center odrban and Metropolitan Policy and The Great American Station Foundation, 2002),
37.
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seems that these exercises are a means of alleviating community fears more than
determining the future of development within the realities of our economic climate. In

the Final T® BIill, Henry Eng, the Director of the Department of Planning and
Permitting expresses t hat t he bill oprov
neighborhoodspecific regulations (and incentives) for TOD. The difficulty is that the
proposed zoning codamendments precede the prerequisite planning. While the City

has embarked on TOD planning for two (2) transit station areas in Waipahu, it cannot
complete the entire neighborhood planning for almost two (2) dozen stations in the first

phase of the transit i ffe . 6

The current market conditions are volatile given a U.S. recession, increasing

unemployment across the nation, and a slow tourism and real estate market at home in

Hawai 060i . We have not had an economic cri si

the timing 1sndt favorable for i mmediate
on public policy and private initiatives that will develop transit adjacent employment

centers and transit based housiffg.

TOD developments take years to come to fruitionThere are indications that
developers and landowners are planning TODs but unless economic conditions are ripe
and city planning accelerates and becomes more aggressive, we are likely to see a slow

start.

4%Henry Eng, FAI CP, Directords Report, 1.
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The factors that affect the success of TOD candrganized at the station level and the

regional and metropolitan levél.
Regional and Metropolitan Level:

¢ Includes station area factors
e The number of TODs

e Transit quality

e Transit technology

e Retail criteria

¢ Regional market structure

e Consumer activity pattens

e Travel behavior

e Zoning flexibility

Housing type preference

Station Level:

e Legible street patterns
e Pedestrian accommodation
e Employment and housing density

e Commercial mix

We currently dond6ét have a clear picafture fr

EI'S it is noted that, OTOD planning woul d

46 Hess and Lombardi, 28.
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c o n st r*uThis is encairaging, but development and implementation of the first

construction phase, from East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands, starts in the latter fhalf o

20009, whi ch means

t hat i f

TOD planning

within a matter of months, it will not be completed in time for the launch of the project.

(Figure 10 and 11)

Figure 11. Project Construction Phases
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Source: Graphic from U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration and The City and County of
Honolulu Department of Transportation Services, Honolulu H@apacity Transit Corridor Project City and

County of

Ho n o | :uDraft Envi©Oromertial impadt Stateamiend/$ection 4(f) Evaluation, (Honolulu: City

and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services, 2008), Figdr 2

Within less than six monthsve will begin construction on seven stations. The only

communityworkshops were completed in Waipahu and a draft for public review should

be available early next year. The most ideal situation would be to have outreach and

47 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration and The City and County off Honolulu

Department of Transportation Services;18.
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community input before construction of the stations begins. The council is requiring it
to be doneby 2010 and DPP believes there is no reason to rush this process and have
requested an extension. The reason to place a sense of urgency on outreach and
planning is to prevent a misalignment of constructing each station as a node in the
transit system andhe potential investment in development to create places within the

regional framework.

Figure 12. Project Schedule

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Planning and Environmental Analysis
Preliminary Engineering _
Design and Implementation of First Construction Phase
Opening of West Loch to Pearl Highlands A
Opening of East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands A
Final Design of Remaining Construction Phases -
Construction Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium
Opening of East Kapalei to Aloha Stadium A
Construction Aloha Stadium to Middle Street
Opening of East Kapolei to Middle Street A
Construction Kapalama to Ala Moana Center

Opening of Entire Project A

Source: Graphic from U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration and The City and Cbunty o
Honolulu Department of Transportation Services, Honolulu H@apacity Transit Corridor Project City and

County of Honol ul u, Obahu, Hawai 6i : Draft Environment al
and County of Honolulu Departmerdf Transportation Services, 2008), Figurd 2

Cervero points out that the decisions to develop are based on supportive-lesed
designations and whether or not the community has undergone the community planning

process? The degree of integration is itical to the longterm success of rail. Without

8 Cervero, Robert, et al.TransiOriented Development in the United States: Experiences, Challenges, and
Prospect®esearch, (Washington, D.C.: Transportation Research Board, 2004.), 86.
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proper holistic planning and community engagement we might have stations planned and
built by engineers with development adjacent to transit that ignores the notion of place.
Getting community input is not reugh. Timing all these moving facets is critical in

securing support and investment to maxi miz

TOD Models

Fruitvale San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit, Oakland
Fruitvale is the most extensive inner city TOD in the United Statesated 4.5 miles

south of Oakland, California. There is a lot of research information on Fruitvale due to

the fact that it is a noble attempt by a ngumofit community development corporation

to take a blighted area and develop a transit village. For tHeilstation, there is much

to learn about the process in how this project got started. Usually developers control

the vision and then go into the community to communicate the vision and garner
support. This development model was turned upside down by aprofit community

group called the Unity Council. With an established history in the community they were
reacting to BARTO6s desire to develop a par
station. They held a series of meetings and forums in the conignia develop
alternatives. They were able to get a Community Development Block Grant of $185,000

to initiate planning and design.

The project focused on a mix of social services, offices, and minaane residential.
Phase 1, which is the core of the ¥&re project, comprises of 37 market rate loft
apartments, 10 affordable housing units, office space, retail space, seniors center, a
HeadStart child development center, public library, and health clinic. Over the years

this area experienced a growingtLa no and Asian community.
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neighborhood characteristics mirror Iwilei and provide an ideal model of how the
residents and the local ngprofit community of the neighborhood can proactively
develop a vision for their community before th@ity or private developers come to

them.

Figure 13. Fruitvale Village, Oakland, California

Source: Graphic from Google Maps

Source: Graphic from Google Maps
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Los Angeles Blue Line
The Los Angeles Blue Line is a@e light mil system that goes through South Central

Los Angeles to connect Los Angeles and Long Beach. The alignment is incompatible with
the Centers Concept Plan, which is Los Ang
future growth. To gain support for theile, many supporters pointed out improved
access, mobility, and economic potential for the iroity. Currently the land along the

line remains abandoned because it lacks a few fundamentals. It lacks a population base
and a concentration of activities. ydical amenities that make an area livable are also
not available like parks, restaurants, convenience stores, and other businesses. There
are also signs of abandonment and disinvestment, which encourage high crime rates and
an extremely bad perception dhe area. The property values along the line are also
high?® Just like in Iwilei, the problem lies in the difficulty in assembling parcels and
prospective house buyers who currently live in the community cannot meet credit

requirements.

49 LoukaitouSiderisAnast asi a, Access, OThereds No There Thered (Los
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Critical Factors i n Determining the Success of TOD in Honolulu
1. Ridership

Ridership matters for three reasons. First, the project needs the revenue.
Second, high ridership will increase public support for additional lines. Finally,

higher ridership can deliver critical mdss the purpose of TOD.

2. Large Parcels for Redevelopment

These large parcels can be assembled from smaller ones, but however they are
found or created, a successful TOD project depends on the ability to master
plan a large enough piece of property to intatg various uses and create a

pedestriarfriendly destination.

3. Flexible Zoning

Zoning is always seen as a means to regulate for the safety, health, afbewegll

of the citizens but it should also be
point of view. For example, the current 30% affordable housing requirement

i mposed by the City and County is a
perspective it is difficult to carry on this financial burden, especially when there

are also extreme parking requirementsdainefficient permigpproval processes.

At about $3Q000 per parking stall it could make a project unprofitable.

4. Government Initiated Land Assembly

The government must be in the business of assembling land. Stations such as
Kalihi and Iwilei all have sihiandowners and require the government to take a

proactive role in assembly of land. It is part of the process to set up the area for

58



redevelopment. In our harsh development climate, it can be difficult for any

developer to assemble land.

5. Incentives

Incentives such as density bonuses and reduced parking requirements should be

available for developers who provide a minimum amount of affordable housing.

6. Integrating Department of Transportation Services and Department of

Planning and Permitting

DTS and DPRire two silos that were meant to act independently of each other,
but the success of transit and TOD requires an integrated look at both systems.
Transit exists to serve development but currently transit is being planned as if

development was an afterthgit.

Getting TOD to Work Will Take Government Leadership
Government candt be squeamish about gettir

political pressure to keep cost low and regulation and incentives to a minimum from
those who are concerned about theost and scale of the rail project. These forces will
continue to make the case that all decisions should be subject to abewstfit analysis
strictly measuring the level of traffic reduction per dollar expended. If they prevail,
taxpayers will have spemillions of dollars on a rail system without reaping the benefits

of TOD.
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If we leave the market to its own devices TOD will happen where the largest land
owners ar e, but to reorganize a city arou
regulatory framewok. We must not build transit but be afraid to direct growth along

the line. Because land assembly is so difficult the areas with the largest land owners are

the most ripe for successful TOD. This is not good enough. If you want Kalihi and Iwilei

to be rewtalized the government has to be aggressive.

The United States Supreme Courtds Kel o De
municipalities how aggressively they want to utilize eminent domain. Since the highest
court in the land now says that it B matter of public policy rather than the constitution

whether or not a government can condemn land for private purposes, we have a tough

decision in front of us.

If the City wants to use eminent domain for land assembly, they need to start saying so,
andarticulating the reasons for this, otherwise they will have a fight on their hands that

could further jeopardize public support for the overall project. If they decide that they
dondét want to use eminent domain, etaiden t he
assembly without it.

Assessing the Likelihood of Public Sector and Private Sector Land

Assembly
Therefore the question of land assembly may depend on two factors:

1. The economics of private sector land assemhlyther words, is this doable
without government intervention?
2. The willingness of the government to, either through eminent domain or

financial, or permitting incentives, to make land assembly a priority
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Il f itdéds not doable without the government,
act, then we will not see welplanned TOD projects except in those areas where large
parcels of land are owned. This model can work, but it ends up being happenstance

(some would call this the free market) that determines where people live, work and

play.

A Less Controversial Land Assembly Policy
Time is money, so if the government is squeamish about using eminent domain, then

here the two most viable tools for policymakers:

1. Fast-track permitting for developers who assemble land in specific target

zones for T OD.

This will no doubt precipitate complaints among some in the community who will
view this as a step towards crony capitalism, but this is the lowest cost way to make

TOD in the urban core viable.

2. Financial incentives.

This can come in several forms.irdt, tax abatements including future tax
abatements can work in tweaking a financial analysis towards profitability. For
instance, if projects of a certain size, and built within specified TOD zones, were to
have all property taxes waived for the first chde, this could jumpstart a project.
Second, in limited circumstances the conveying city or state property to a private

developer, either through land swaps, or for cash, could be explored.

3. Underwriting government owned land.
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To help with concerns on cds and encourage redevelopment proposals the
government should purchase available land and assemble properties where
opportunities arise and provide under wri

developers to build on government owned land rather tlpanchasing land outright.

Advantages and Disadvantages of Urban vs. Suburban TOD
Whil e the parcel I chose 1s in lwilei, t h

summarized the advantages of both urban core redevelopment and suburban

developmentas model for Ob6bahu TOD

Why Iwilei and Lower Kalihi?
Public Policy: TOD can revitalize these neighborhoods. They are already densely

populated, but underserviced in terms of economic, recreational, and commercial

activities. TOD can change that.

Economics: Because of the population base and the close proximity to the major
employment centers, critical mass can be built relatively quickly. Many of the most

successful TOD projects are planted in the middle of urban areas.

Planning: Much of our other transporation, sewer, and other infrastructure is already
paid for in Kalihi. TOD with a strong residential component in the urban core will not
strain the resources of the government in quite the same way that a similar project

would in the Ewa Plain.

Why Weasahu? 00
Public Policy: The City and the State have long targeted Kapolei as the Second City on

Ob6ahu, and it stild]l struggles to meet thos

and Kapolei, there wil!/l be | ess théirciy r easo
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and go to downtown Honolulu. These projects would likely not require the level of
government intervention required for TOD in the PUC, because the parcels are larger

and less expensive, and land assembly will be easier.

Economics: Less expensiviand, larger parcels, and proximity to the first part of the

transit line make this area more attractive.

Planning: This will distribute growth across the island, and would allow TOD to occur
where the market allows, not where planners direct. Therefovehere TOD occurs
should not be viewed as an either/or proposition, but a both/and opportunity. We

ought to be doing both.
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A Broader Vision for lwilei, Kalihi
Inner city areas such dwilei and lower Kalihhave strong potential to benefit the most

from TOD. For example, while Dillingham Blvd. is not currently a prime place to live,
when the rail is built it will be two stops from downtown Honolulu, and only a few
more to Ala Moana Center, which may create a different kind of energy and investment

in thiscommunity.

Inner city areas are the most challenging locations for TOD compared to suburban or
greenfield locations, but without growth in the inner city TOD cannot happen. Cervero
has said, oOoTransit i nvest ments tfandtihat ri but
there must be growth to r ed?7?Gantrified) affluent f or
nei ghborhoods are seeing TOD projects haprg

district and Kapolei.

According to Hess and Lombardi there is sparse infolioraregarding TOD as a tool

for urban infill and revitalization, particularly in the inner city. Most inner city TODs are

single building projects and not transit village developments because urban areas are
often built out andndiThe@dvanthgefisfthatanpdn tareas lbavea s s e
the current density to make TOD successful. The only inner city transit village

developed within the past decade was Fruitvale Village in Oakland.

Barriers to creating TOD in the inner city have been studied at@wtumented by
Anastasia Loukaite8ideris, the Department Chair and professor at the UCLA

Department of Urban Planning. These barriers listed below came from a study that was

50 Hess, 16.
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done on the Blue Line that runs through South Central Los Angeles. The Blue Line
lacked activity near stations, neighborhood amenities, public sector commitment to

development, and a strong local economy. The barriers she notes'are:

o Disinterest of private sector to invest in the inner city
e Lack of market demand because mixezk isexpensive
¢ Competitive disadvantage of inner city

e Stigma of inner city location

e Lack of finance for inner city locations

e NIMBY-ism

Barriers to TOD are often discussed and often times a project is considered a success
because it is built not by how it funotis and performs. The barriers discussed are
often similar to higdensi ty infil!] projects that hav

difficult to say if these barriers are truly because of TOD.

Throughout the literature there are examples of developmeatgacent to transit that

took advantage of the allowed highéensity but kept the number of standard parking
stalls typical of suburban development. The mix of uses is often skewed in the direction
of offices reducing the effect of location efficiency vehgou can live, work, and play in
one area. The i mprovements are marginal
TOD based on whether it looks like TOD but whether it functions and performs like
TOD should by reducing autase, increasing mode splitsyeating internal trip

captures, and providing location efficiency.

51 oukaitouSideris, 91.
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Obahu may experience slwiwié na Comptdneasdewhilehh al | en
is a lowerincome area, it presents nowhere near the cultural, economic, and crime
challenges that Sttu Central Los Angeles habwilei is ripe for redevelopment because

it is the last remaining affordable land in the PUC.

Iwilei Station
The station is located on two parcels, one owned by HECO, which is currently used as

a car lot. The other parcel is Kaaahi St., which is owned by Nuuanu Auto Company
Ltd. It will run from Kaaahi St. through the intersection of Kaamahu St. and Kaaahi St. It
will then go through two parcels owned by the State at the corner of N. King St. and

Iwilei Road.

Figure 14. lwilei Station Diagram from the Draft EIS
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Source: Graphic from U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration and The City and County of
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County of Honol ul u, Obdahu, Hawai 6i : Draft Environment al
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services, 2008), Figi32 2
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The rapid transit line then ras towards Nimitz Hwy. where it will continue to the
edge of downtown. There will be two platforms approximately 300 feet long and a

minimum of 12 feet widé&. The station entrance will be located at Dillingham Blvd.

Figure 15. Iwilei Station Diagram Superimposed Over Aerial
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Nuuanu AutoCoany Ltdd The Iwilei station
will be located on this site.

Photo by: Linda Schatz

Source: Graphic altered from U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administrationhendity and

County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services, Honolulu H@gpacity Transit Corridor Project City

and County of Honol ul u, O6ahu, Hawai 0i : Dr aft Environmen
City and County ofHonolulu Department of Transportation Services, 2008), Figu822

My criteria for choosing this station were not purely economic. In fact, if it were pure
economics, itds I|ikely that I woul d have
locations aremore straightforward to execute from an entittement and development

standpoint. But they have less potential to transform the city of Honolulu. The Iwilei

52 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration and The City and County off Honolulu
Department of Transportation Services;2D.
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station presents certain challenges, and may require government intervention to get off
the ground,but in terms of fulfilling the promise of TOD, this area has the highest

upside.

Imagine a low income community that currently experiences high rates of crime and
drug use, being turned into an attractive place to live. Imagine what the developers saw
when t hey created HCDA and wanted more for
Times Square in New York saw. There is no reason that Iwilei has to continue to suffer
economically, and with a relatively small investment of political and economic capital it

can change.

| ve chosen eitoiamlyze forahe folmwinggasonst wi |

1. Existing high ridership

Mayor Wright Housing and Kukui Gardens are within a quarter mile of the station.
In addition, these extremely dense public housing developmamtspopulated by
people who currently use public transportation. Kukui Gardens currently has 857
affordable housing units and sits on 21.3 acres. Mayor Wright has 364 affordable
housing units. This area has among the highest rates of bus ridership itythehes

means a buHdin market.

2. Area in need of revitalization

These areas are generally in need of revitalization, so this project is promising from
two standpoints. First, economically, the land in this area is generally not considered

premium propety, and therefore could be acquired more inexpensively. Second,
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this area is ripe for a pubklprivate partnership that could serve economic purposes

as well as planning and public policy purposes. In other words, government, which

has an interest in theugcess of public housing projects, in urban revitalization, and

in providing economic opportunity and mobility for the working poor may prioritize

public investment in the area. This would require leadership at the political and
private sector level, but lyor Hanneman has already taken a strong interest in

Kali hids economic devel opme nboynd extendiont hi s ¢

of the revitalization work that has been done in Waikiki, HCDA, and Chinatown.

Proximity to downtown

This point ought to be emphasized. Instead of thinking of this is a decaying
neighborhood, it can be rebuilt to become an attractive, mixed use, urban area,
similar to parts of San Francisco, where hipsters, recent immigrants, professionals,

service industry workers, studesitand young couples all live.

. Large landowners

A closer look at the area within a quarter mile of the Iwilei Station shows
opportunities for land assembly and for underutilized government land to be
transformed to revitalize the area. Some of these p&g@e more than an acre and
have adjacent parcels that can be reasonably assembled. There are also a
proportionately large number of noeprofit organizations that own parcels in the

area.
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Neighborhood Characteristics
At first glance, one would see Iwilas a light industrial area that has been converted to

commercial,retail and office uses. At close examination, there are many-profit
organizations that provide social services to the poor, mentally ill, elderly, disabled, and
young. Some of the neprofit organizations that exist within the quarter mile commute

shed are:

e Institute for Human Services

e The Salvation Army

e Independent Living Housing

e Big Brothers Big Sisters

e Hawai 6i Center Independent Living
¢ Winners at Work

e United Cerebral Palsy Associatio

¢ Pubuhonua Nonprofit Corporation

e Senior Residence at lwilei

e Hospice Hawai 0i

Many of these noiprofits are located in buildings owned lilge Harry and Jeanette
Weinberg Foundation. The government, particularly the state, owns a significant amount
of land n the area that is currently vacant or underutilized. Parcels are noted in the map

on the next page.

Parcels 15 and 16 located on the map are the most ripe for redevelopment because

they remain vacant. Parcel 16 is located along N. King St. and incled®&tiu Railway
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& Land Ter mi nal buil ding which is consi

and Community Development Corp. was planning a senior residential development.

Since the state is planning to build senior housing a few hundred taattfre station a

more integrated and aggressive effort seems to be required with the approval or rapid

transit. Adjacent to the O'ahu Railway & Land Terminal building is the Tong Fat Co.

building which is also on the National Register of Historic Places.

Figure 16. O'ahu Railway & Land Terminal Building

Photo: Linda Schatz
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Figure 17. Tong Fat Co. Building
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Redevelopment plans are happening at the Kapalama Station. Iwileatesdigust one
stop away and the Chinatown station follows just after the Iwilei station. The close
proximity to these stations, about half a mile apart will create pressure and incentive for
Iwilei to be redeveloped. During the early stages after thissphaf the line is built, the
Iwilei station will most likely be a station with few arrivals. Its purpose currently is to
provide a node on the line for its current resident population. But because of the
significant concentration of social services avi)abcould offer community services to

the rest of the urban community.

Kukui Gardens and Mayor Wright housing are currently going through a planning phase.

Initially Kukui Gardens was to be sold to San Franelsgeed Carmel Partners, but the
Stateof AR wa i 0 i now owns half of the project
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half is owned by Carmel Partners. They plan to redevelop their portion of the project

into office, retail, and lowwncome housing. Mayor Wright is also going through a
planningphase and is in need of major repairs and overwhelmed with crime. In the 2008

|l egi sl ative session a Senate Resolution w
Finance and Development Corporation convene a working group and create a
redevelopment masteplan for both housing projects. Once these two housing projects

are redeveloped, there will be immense pressure to redevelop what lies across the

street along N. King St. If mixddcome is part of the redevelopment strategy for these

two housing projectghan it only encourages more redevelopment.

Figure 18. King's Gate Plaza (591 N. King St.)

Photos by: Linda Schatz
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Figure 19. Pfleuger Car Dealership (477 & 499 N. King St.)

Photos by: Lind Schatz

Potential Parcels for Land Assembly
Potential parcels for land assembly have been noted on the map on the next page.

Parcels located across from Mayor Wright and Kukui Gardens will most likely feel the
effects of redevelopment because of trareitd the redevelopment of Kukui Gardens
and Mayor Wright. Their property values will go up and the sites will be underutilized
based on an increase in resident population, improved commercial and retail, and
proximity to transit. Fortunately, the parcels emot literally adjacent to the elevated

rail way but far enough away to create proximity and be buffered from the massive
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transit structure and columns. These parcels are included in the following table that

demonstrates potential parcels for land assgmbl

Other potential parcels are listed in the following table are initial candidates for

assembly based on single-f@ener, size of parcel being close to an acre or greater, and

position relative to the transit station.

617 N. King St. 40,878 $3,073,800 $3,707,600 BMX-3
IslandWest

Investment Corp.

591 N. King St. 51,252 $3,487,600 $4,445,800 BMX-3
Kingds Gat

Total 121,701 SF $6,561,400 $8,153,400

525 N. King St. 20,934 $2,035,500 No building BMX-3
Higgins Properties,

LLC

477 N. King St. 8,810 $1,030,800 $637,800 BMX-4
Pfleuger Group LLC

499 N. King St. 16,737 $1,650,300 $347,100 BMX-3
Pfleuger Group LLC

Total 46,481 SF $4,716,600 $984,900

536 Kabaah 20,832 $1,568,200 $720,100 IMX-2
Property Invesinents

LLC

906 Kabdaah 13578 $1,337,000 $225,600 IMX-1
TSR Partners

Total 34,410 SF $2,905,200 $945,700

Harry and Jeanette 23464 $1,839,100 $644,900 IMX-1
Weinberg Foundation

TMK: 15015005:000C

735 Dilingham Blvd. 60256 $3,724,200 $1,184,100 IMX-1

Harry and Jeanette
Weinberg Foundation
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Harry and Jeanette 33168 $2,039,600 No building IMX-1
Weinberg Foundation
TMK: 15015003:000C
Harry and Jeanette 11172 $1,014,700 No building  IMX-1
Weinberg Foundation
TMK: 15015004:000C

Total 128,060 SF $8,617,600 $1,829,000

322 Sumner St. 57689 $3,984,400 $4,256,800 IMX-1
The Salvation Army

835 Iwilei Road 10180 $1,240,100 $2,407,800 IMX-1
State of F

835 lwilei Road 8942 $1,162,500 No building  IMX-1
State of F

350 Sumner Street 14477 $1,506,000 $14,477 IMX-1
State of F

Total 91,288 SF $7,893,000 $6,679,077

Harry and Jeanette 52711 $2,979,700 $1,638,000 IMX-1
Weinberg Foundation

TMK: 15008014:000C

305 N. Nimitz Hwy. 44525 $2,430,800 $1,830,700 IMX-1
Harry and Jeanette

Weinberg Foundation

373 N. Nimitz Hwy. 33333 $2,380,000 $1,202,200 IMX-1
Harry and Jeanette

Weinberg Foundation

Total 130,569 SF $7,790,500 $4,670,900

Data from: City & County of Honolulu Degrtment of Planning and Permitting, http://gis.hicentral.com/
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Figure 20. Island-West Investment Corp. (617 N. King St.)

Photos by: Linda Schatz

Figure 2. Property I nvestment)s LLC (536 Kabdaahi St

Photos by: Linda Schatz
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735 Dillingham Blvd.)

Figure 22. Harry and Jeanette Weinberg Foundation (
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Photos by: Linda Schatz
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Figure 23. The Salvation Army (322 Sumner St.)

Photos by: Linda Schatz
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Key Variables for Success in 006
1. Public support for Transit
The greatest concern is not that the transit project was approved by a narrow
margin, but that public opinion appears to remain volatile in this area, and the
project has aditional political hurdles to jump through. While the success of the
ballot question was a threshold moment, it is now up to city officials and their
consultants to begin to paint a vision for a more liveable, sustainable Honolulu, and

not allow the discusion to get trapped in pure transportation terms.
2. Public understanding of TOD

People do not understand TOD, and even when it is explained to them in words, it
remains confusing or uninteresting. The picture must literally be drévaitizens
must be ablgo visualize what they will get. TOD cannot remain a technical term

used by city planners, or it will not gain public support.
3. Revenue Streams

Senator I nouyeds ascension to the Senate
for the federal share of the pregt, but that is money for the building of the line. In

the long run, it is City taxpayers who will be footing the bill for the projects
operating cost. Right now, there are three proposed sources of moddye feds,

the City, and riders. Through publfivate partnerships, revenue may be generated

for the City for land development through lease rents, land sales, or other business

arrangements.
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4. Ridership

Ridership in the first phase will be critical in gaining further support and funding for

rapid transi construction of additional phases. The line currently starts in Kapolei

and Waipahu and ends up at Pearl City where, compared to the urban core, there

are few riders and far fewer residents who depend on transit. Choice riders must

make up a significapbrtion of transit users in the early stages. They are riders who

have a vehicle but prefer to ride transit instead. But with many more people working

in the primary urban core, it will be difficult to get the sufficient amounts of riders

needed to createsuccess. Currently 23,400 people are employed in the Pearl-City
OAiea area and 63,400 are employed in Do

you consider areas such as Kakabéako, Al a

5. Federal Funds

In a survey of TOD projects across ¢hation, it is clear that some form of federal
funding was necessary for initial planning and subsidizingnémme housing. Given
Hawai 6i 6s extreme |l and costs it wild/l pl a

any TOD project locally.

6. Cost of land con demnation for easements

The cost of land condemnation could be considerably more than expected and also

create negative community relations, which could stall the construction of stations.
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7. Private sector leadership and investment

Non-profit groups like WlI, AIA, APA, Chamber of Commerce, and many others
have taken a position to support rapid transit and realize the potential it could have
on our economy. Whether or not the investment will be there remains to be seen
and to a degree out of our control becae it depends on how markets are doing

and whether or not we see growth and active lending for development projects.

8. Place-making

The City is focusing on community workshops to develop special TOD zoning
overlays that focus on plageaking, understandintpat each station has a unique
community. This is also important because it allows each station to develop its own
unique identity and service offering that can be spread over the urban region. It
allows residents to live, work, and shop at different sia§ leveraging the use of

transit.

9. Flexible and streamlined zoning ordinances

The proposal of a TOD overlay must not be another layer of ordinances that

creates more hurdles for development. We currently have the Land Use Ordinance

and special district grvi si ons. Kakabako was able to
redevel opment success partly because of
HCDA, which created its own devel opment g
It is this streamlined process thancourages developers to look at areas such as

Iwilei.
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Key Variables for Success at the Iwilei Station

. Use of government lands

The developments of key parcels located near the station could jumpstart a trend to
revitalize the area. The unique opportunityere is not only the redevelopment of
Mayor Wright and Kukui Gardens but on smaller parcels located near the station.
The sites 888 lwilei Road and 315 N. King St. is where a proposed senior living
residence is being developed by the State. It is an idsalsince seniors will ride
transit, but convenience retail should be added to service HCC and the residents
who will no doubt find it convenient to be able to do their errands on their way to
and from work. It is unclear whether they have worked with tléy in creating a
TOD since the site is just a few hundred feet away from the actual station. There
are many families in the leimcome housing area where a degre center might

make sense.
. Government investment in master planning

Because the governmemwns a number of key parcels, a master plan may be a
useful investment. Currently all locations except the O'ahu Railway & Land Terminal
building are vacant or underutilized. Accessing Community Development Block
Grants and HOPE |V grants to initiate phamg seems viable given the critical mass

of low-income housing in the area.
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3. Private investment

The private sector has already shown significant signs of interest, most notably the
partial purchase of Kukui Gardens by San Frandissed Carmel Partnerfeor $80
million. It is also important to note that Costco, Home Depot, andMart have
recently been introduced into the community because of the inexpensive, large
parcels of land available and the close location to Downtown and current low

income populdbn in the area who consume their products.

More private investment will flow into the area, especially if the government starts
to consider a master plan and negotiate joint development partnerships on their

current land holdings.
4. Investment of civic spac es and pedestrian -friendly streetscapes

If the government initiates joint development partnerships, this would provide an
opportunity to negotiate for improved civic spaces, amenities, and pedestrian
friendly streetscapes. For example, the government caquriovide the land that
would minimize land costs and some of those saved dollars could be spent on this

key investment to make the neighborhood more walkable.

Improvements to Aala and Beretania Park should be made to create a safe
environment for the commnity. These two parks service the large community and

are vital assets to creating a safe residential environment.
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5. Reinvestment in Mayor Wright and Kukui Gardens

The reinvestment in Mayor Wright and Kukui Gardens is critical to the success of
the area. hey are the two largest parcels of land and are ripe for redevelopment

with a builtin population for ridership and patronage to services in a TOD project.

6. Integration of affordable and market -rate housing

The Kalihi, lwilei area has a disproportionati&lyge amount of lowincome housing
and would benefit from a mix of workforce and markette housing in the area to
revitalize and reap the social benefits of a mik@tbme neighborhood. In reviewing
the land holdings and the future development of thand| there are opportunities

to create both workforce and marketate housing here. Carmel Partners initially
wanted to redevelop Kukui Gardens into a high density mined village that
includes 3,375 residential units of mixedome housing, 108,000 SF retalil,
123,000 SF of office, and a 300,000 SF Rbldey have demonstrated that there is

a strong interest in reinvestment in the area if we can ensure that we meet the
current needs of the community and government can take a proactive role in

plannng rather than a reactionary one.

53 Kukui Gardens, Ecologically Conscious Urban Infill and Revitalization
http://www.vmwp.com/projects/pdfs/kukui_gardens.pdf (accessed 11/19/2008)
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Demographics
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lwilei falls within thelarger 96817 zip code with a total population df47,076".
According to the City and County of Honolulu DEIS, Iwilei is projectedgimw in
population by 34%. This projection is probably due to the increase in units projected in
redevelopment in lowincome projects such as Kukui Gardens and Mayor Wright. The
population in this area has a larger proportion of seniors 65 years and @atl2di.6%
compared to the island average of 13.3%. Over 80% are over 18 yearshack is a

notably a demand for senior housing in the area.

Asians make up more than half the population at 66.8% made up mostly of Japanese and
Filipino descent. Whites makup 9.1% and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander is

at 8.2%.

54 2000 U.S. Census Datdncludes population data for census tracts with at least-balé of the tract withina 2.5 mile radius.
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The average household size is 2.73 compared to the island average of 2.95. The average
family size is 3.42 compared to 3.59 for the island average. Smaller numbers in
household and familsize may be due to the aging population and larger population of

seniors concentrated in this area.

Housing Statistics
Based on the City and County of Honolulu Department of Planning and Permitting 94%

of housing units are occupied. Only 38.8% are owoerupied housing. This is
significantly low compared to the islamdde percent of 41.2% and the national figure of
66.2%. Many who live in Iwilei rent, which comprise of 61.2% compared to the-island
wide percentage of 41.2%. lwilei is a lowome area comgred to nationwide

percentages that are reversed at 66.2% owoecupied and 33.8% rent@ccupied.

There are 4,783 singlamily owneroccupied homes in the 96817 zip code. In this area
there are more renters than owners because of lower average incovasancy rates

are at 6% compared to the island average of 9.3%. In this area it is more difficult to find
a rental and there are signs that supply is low and demand could be strong particularly

for low-income housing.

Social Characteristics
The populationin this area tends to be less educated. Only 71.8% have a high school

education or higher compared to the island percentage of 84.8%. Only 22.4% have a

bachel ords degree or hiwglher compared to 27

Iwilei has always been seen as a gateway usecaf the high concentration of

immigrants. Nearly half (47.2%) of the population speaks a language other than English
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compared to the entire island of Oahu, which has a rate of 28.9% speaking another

language.

Economic Characteristics
Employment is lowethan the islanevide average 55.1% are employed compared to

the entire island at 64.7%. Median household income in 1999 dollars was $38,792
compared to the islanavide median of $52,280. The median family income for this area

was $48,776, almost 20% $ethan the island median of $60,142.

Due to the high concentration of immigrants poverty levels are higher than the island
wide percentages:

e Families below poverty levél11.7% iSlandwide 6 7%)

e Individuals below poverty levél15.1% (islangvide 8 9.9%)

Recommended Primary Markets
DBEDT projects that by 2035, 22% of our population will be 65 and older because there

are less births occurring. By 2035, Hawaii will also have a 1% increase in population per
year at 1,685,200. The county of Honolulu alondlvave a 0.7% annual rate of
increase. The makeup of our households are also changing with 29.5% never having
married, 10% separated, divorced, or widowed, and 56.7% now married. Based on
current and future demographic trends, primary markets for Ilwilend to be bw-

income seniors, middiaged couples and singles, fstedome empty nesters, and young
professionals who want to live close to the Central Business District but cannot afford

to buy from neighboring locations such as Downton, Kakaako, anpiokeni. The
primary market is located in Kalihi, Iwilei, Palama, Sand Island, Mapunapuna, Salt lake,

Aliamanu, Stadium, Foster Village, and Halawa Valley.
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The population in this location that is defined as the primary market is a total population

of 101,33.

Figure 24. Primary market age breakdown

W 25-65 years old
W 65-84 years old
M 5-14 years old
W 0-5 years old

Almost half of the population is Asian with most being Filipino. The second largest

ethnic groups are whites at 20%.

Figure 25. Primary market ethnic breakdown

W White

W Filipino

@ Japanese

W Chinese

M Korean
mVietnamese

[ Hawaiian

There are more opportunities for lowncome rentals because supply is low and there is
no new product out to meet this demand. This opportunity should be considered

carefully since there is currently a critical mass of doeome housing and the area
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would benefit from market rate housing which will bring along employment and improve
property values by diluting such a high concentration of government assisted affordable

and senior housing.

Secondary Market for Residential Development in lwilei
The secondgy market is comprised of young professionalsd empty nestergrom

West and Central Oahu. This demographic tends to desire the urban lifestyle and values
gual ity of 1life that mi ni mizes commute tim
so they are eseking rentals that provide the option of walking to work, primarily in
downtown, and the option to park their car and drive to entertainment or recreation

destinations after work and on the weekends.

Seniors on fixed incomes from the West and Central Oare also a secondary target
market. They desire being near urban areas and may be looking at a potential location
near downtown and Ala Moana but cannot afford to buy. These individuals may sell their

existing home in order to free up cash and downsizetf@ir retirement.
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Financial Feasibility of Transit -oriented Development in

Iwilei
The high cost of land, constructionpw house hold incomeand onerous parking

requirements make it difficult to redevelop urban Honolulu. Redevelopment policies
that arecreated due to transit may help to overcome current hurdles. But the question
is what kinds of policies will work and what kind of redevelopment would create a

livable city?

One way to test the viability of transt r i ent ed devel opme rlt i n H
hypothetical real estatdevelopment scenarios on parcels located near proposed station

areas. ldentifying components that are hurdles to redevelopment can help to determine

which tools will work best for private developers. Thebardleswill give a pespective

on the financial gap that needs to blesedfrom a policy standpoint.

There are four major variables today that local developers have brought to my

attention. They are:
1. Extremely high construction costs compared to the rest of the nation
2. High land costs due to scarcity of large parcels of land for redevelopment
3. Onerous parking requirements
4. Theneed for allowing mordighdensity

Identifying the financial gap and redevelopment implications of these four variables will
help to determine specific pigy recommendations that can be implemented when TOD

overlays are being developethe specific steps performed in this analysis are:
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Determine workable building typologies that are found in successful TODs

Develop and testresidual property valuedor each typology using local

construction costs

Develop a hypothetical master plan within a quarter mile radius of the transit

station

Identify how large thdinanciajaps are based on the four major variables

Identify potential policy initiatives that cammsé these gaps

Determine work-
able building
typologies

Test residual
property values

Determine
development
capacity by parcel

Master planning
land uses

Create masterplan
- suggested TOD
overlay
& public policies
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TOD Typologies
Reconnecting America, a national mprofit organization that works to integrate

transportation and communities, have identifeight general TOD typologi€es:

Regional Centers
Typically regional downtowns have densexesi of housing, employment types, retail

and entertainment. Some examples are San F

Manhattan, and downtown Denver.

Proposed Hawaiitations that fit this typology are Downtown Station aWda Moana

Center Station

Urban Center

Urban centers have the same mixes that regional centers do but at slightly lower
densities. These areas typically serve as commuter hubs for the larger region. Some
examples are RosshBial | st on Corridor, downt own Bal

Center, and Pasadena in California.

Proposed Hawaii stations that fit this typologye Aloha Tower Station andlla Moana

Station

Suburban Center

Similar to urban centers in termsfdhe mix of uses and densitiesyldsirban centers
serve as origins and d@sations for commuters. Development in these areas are more

recent than in urban centers and generally have more single use areas for employment

» Reconnecting America and the Center for TranSitiented Development. TOD 202 Station Area Planning: How
to Make Great TransiOriented Places. Oakland, CA: Reconnecting America, 2038, 4
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and residential. Some examples are Lindbergh City Center, Atlanta; Evanston, lllinois;

Addison Circle, Dallast a mf or d , Connecticut ; Denver 0s

Proposed Hawaii stations that fit this typologse Ho@pili Station andapolei Station

Transit Town Center

This is typically a locakerving center of economic and community activity. They lsua
attract fewer residents from the rest of the region. There is a mix of origin and
destination tripsd primarily commuter service to jobs in the region. There are less
secondary transit services serving the area. Residential densities are lower than the
typologies previously mentioned, but there is still a good mix of retail, employment, civic
uses, and muliamily residential. Some examples are Prairie Crossing, Chicago; Suisun

City, San Francisco; Roslindale Village, Boston; Hillsboro, Portland, ®©rego

Proposed Hawaii stations that fit this typologyPearl Ridge Station

Urban Neighborhood
These are typically residential areas that are swelinected to regional centers and

urban centers. Densities are moderate to high, and housing is usually mittetbeal

serving retail. Commercial is limited to small businesses and some industry. This
typology usually has a wskrved secondary transit network like a bus feeder system.
Transit is often | ess of a f ootheltypplagiesnt f o
They are often located at the edge of two distinct neighborhoods. Some examples are
Fruitvale, Oakland; Greenwich Village, New York City; Pearl District, Portland; and

University City, Philadelphia.

Proposed Hawabstationthat fit this typologyis the lwilei Station
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Transit Neighborhood
Typically these are residential areas that are served by transit. Densities are low to

moderate and economic activity is not concentrated around the station. The station

may be located at the edge of twddi st i nct nei ghbor hoods. Usu
density to support local retail, but there are retail nodes. Some examples are Ohlone
Chynoweth, San Jose; Plano, Texas; Barrio Logan, San Diego; Capitol Hill, Washington

D.C.

Special Use/Employment Digtti
These districts are often single us® either they are low to moderate density

employment centers or are focused around a major institution such as a university, or
an entertainment venue such as a stadium. Transit stations are not a focus of economic
activity. If these stations are wetbnnected to other parts of the region there could be
opportunities for mixeduse development and there could be demand for housing.
Densities are distributed evenly through the dfflle radius. Some examples are South

of Market, San Francisco; Camden Station, Baltimore; South Waterfront, Portland.

Proposed Hawaii stations that fit this typologyr e Mo &6 i | i &lbhla iSadi@t at i on

Station

Mixed-Use Corridor
Mixed use corridors are a focus of economic and communityivdy but have no

distinct center. Typically a mix of moderatiensity buildings that house services, retalil,
employment, and civic or cultural uses characterizes them. These corridors usually have
BRT or streetcars running down them rather than massngid These offer

opportunities for infill and mixedise development and densities are greater within the
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Y mile radius. Some examples are International Boulevard, Oakland; Washington Street,

Boston; University Avenue, Minnesota.

The suggested developmegtui del i nes for an oUr ban Nei gl
lwilei area mix of housing units that comprise of rmde, lowrise, and townhomes.

Total number of units around the station area should be 2,500 to 10,0@hsity in

new housing is recommended 40-100 du/acres. It is also recommended that there be

a minimum FAR of 1.for commercial use¥®

Based on the DEIS the current population size of Kalihi and Iwilei is 25,300 and will
increase 34% to 34,000 residentecurreithat 0s
household size is 2.73 people per household, whichaess to 3,187 additional units.

This does not includenits that will need to beeplaced due to aging inventory

The only recommended adjustment that would be made to densities suggestadin t
TOD typology would be the addition of higiise towers minimally in strategic areas of
Iwilei. Since Hawaii is so land constrained and most parcels are of unique dimensions
and sizes what may be spatially feasible are-risghtowers to provide the lgel of
density in the immediate area within the quarter mile radius.

Building Typologies
Based on the mentioned station typologies, Iwilei can be consideredJrdnan

Neighborhoodew housing dwelling units per acre are-200 du/acre. The housing mix

is characterized by midise, lowrise, and townhomes with commercial useslad FAR.

56 Reconnecting America and the Center foransitOriented Development. TOD 202 Station Area Planning: How
to Make Great TransiOriented Places. Oakland, CA: Reconnecting America, 2008110
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Given these densities we can start to narrow the study of building tygiek that would

work in lwilei to be tested in the pro formalhe typologies that will be studieder

1. Townhome (1240 du/acre, averagé0 du/acre)

2. Low-rise multifamilywith surface parking20-75 du/acreaverage5 du/acre)

3. Mid-rise multifamilywith parking structurg(50-150 du/acreaveragel10 du/acre)

4. Highrise multifamily with podium parking struge (75+ du/acre)

5. Mid-rise residential over commercial (42D du/acre)

6. Highrise residential over commercial (60+ du/acre)
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Figure 26. Recommended Building Typologies for the "Urban Neighborhood"

12-40 du/ac 2-4 stories with attached units, Type IlI/V (maximum 4 Tuckunder

(30 du/ac) direct entry from street, units  stories or 50 feet) garage/driveway
can be paired with flats for andon-street
increased density

20-75 du/ac 2-4 stories with Type Il (maximum 4 Tuckunder

(55 du/ac) apartments/condos, singler stories or 50 feet) garage or surface
doubleloaded corridors lobby parking lot,
entrance, offstreet parking in potential for
surface/structure structured parking

50-150 4-6 stories with Type I/lll (maximum 5 Ground floor

du/ac (110 apartments/condos, singler stories or 65feet) podium/subgrade

du/ac) doubleloaded corridors with or elevated
lobby entrance, offtreet structure
parking structure/below grade

75+ du/ac 7+ stories, usually with base ar Type I/l (maximuni2 Off-street parking
tower, single and double stories or 120 feet; no in structure or
loaded corridors with lobby limits on Type I) below grade

entrance, offstreet parking in
structure or below grade

40-90 du/ac 3-6 stories with apartments, Type /Il (maximum 6 Ground floor
single or doubleloaded stories with building code podium or
corridors with lobby entrance, modification or 65 feet)  subgrade or
off-street parking in structee elevated structure

or below grade
60+ du/ac 7+ stories, usually with base ar Type I/ll (maximum 12 Off-street parking
tower, single or doubleloaded stories or 120 feet; no in structure or
corridors with lobby entrance, limits on Type I) below grade
off-street parking in structure
or below grade
Type 18 structures of concrete and/or steel
Type 110 structures of loadbearing masonry and/or steel
Type 1118 structures of loaebearing masonry, steel and/or wood
Type V0 wood structures
Adapted for Hawaii from: Reconnecting America and the Center for Tra@siénted Development. TOD 202
Station Area Planng: How to Make Great TransiDriented Places. Oakland, CA: Reconnecting America, 2008, 12
13.

Construction Types and Cost
There is a strong relationship between increasing densities and inherent rising cost due

to construction type on highdensity projets. When projects require concrete
construction or Type | costs increase dramatically. ffere to keep the construction
costs downType Il or Type Wvill be used, but ialso minimizes the amount of floors

one can go up which thereby also limits the ambof density.
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The other disadvantage to Type lll is the possible sound transmission between

residential floors and issues with rust in our tropical climate. Type V construction has

another host of issues with Formosa termites being the major concerndtoability,

but wood is readily available and cheap, which means constructi¢s a@sdramatically

low. For Hawaii, 2009 construction costs per square foot for wood structures is

approximately $20/sf and structures in Type lare approximately $300/sf, which

equates toa 330 differenceBelow is a table of information based on construction type

adapted fom Baldridge & Assoaies Structural Engineering, Inc. The table provides a

clear overview of the advantages and disadvantages of each construcgon typ

Figure 27. Construction Types

Characteristics
Concrete For larger
structural residential
systems buildings where
Type V cannb
be met

Structural Steel
Framed Systems

Chosen for large
size residential
buildings where
Type V
construction
requirements

Structural Fire
System Rating
Floor framing 1-hour
system: pst- rating

tension concrete
floor system

Optimum floor
span: 2@5 feet

Roof framing
system: similar to
floor system, or
pre-engineered
metal trusses with
metal roof deck

Vertical framing
system: concrete
columns or
structural steé¢
columns

Lateral system:
concrete or
masonry shear walls

1-hour
rating

Floor framing
system: concrete
topped metal pan
deck supported on
structural steel
beams and girders

- Advantages & Disadvantages

Advantages

Can be used for Type |
or Il non-combustible
construction without
using structural steel.

Maximum design
flexibility to create large
open spaces and large
windows and door
openings.

Thin floor system (68 6 )
enables higher ceilings
and more floors. Solid
of eel 6 of «ci

Commercial type
construction with long
term durability benefits.

Can be used for Type |
or Il non-combustible
construction without
using structural steel

Fast speed of structural

Disadvantages

Expensive cost. Slow spee
of structural frame
construction.

Requires a contractor that

is capable of commercial
type construction.

High-cost

Cost of fire protection for
structural steel

Cost of cladding and nen

57 Construction costs were derived from several local sources including architects, developers, and tcositrAn
Average was used in the land residual valuation pro forma in this research.
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cannot be met

Optimum by size:
30 feet X 30 feet

Roof framing
system: similar to
floor system, or
pre-engineered
metal trusses with
metal roof deck

Vertical framing
system: structural
steel columns

Lateral system:
structural steel
braced
frames/moment
frames, or
concrete/masonry
shearwalls

frame construction

Maximum design
flexibility to create large
open spaces and large
window and door
openings

Solid feel of concrete
floors

Commercial type
construction with long
term durability benefits

loadbearing wall system

Requires a contractor
capable of comercial type
construction

Thickness of floor system
173106)

ERECERVEE] Commonly Floor framing 1-hour Can be used for Type |  More costly than all wood
HEERESYAENE chosen for system concrete ratings or Il non-combustible construction.
with Concrete medium to large  topped metal pan construction without
Floor System size residential  deck using structural steel. Uncommon building
buildings where system.
Type V Optimum floor Thin floor system (less
construction span: 1€15 feet than 606) eni Fewcontractors with
requirements ceilings or more floors.  experience with this
cannot be met Roof framing structural system
system: similar to Has potential to support
floor system, or mid-rise construction up  Limited ability to create
pre-engineered to 6 stories. very large open spaces
metal trusses with
metal roof deck Solid (feel Limitedabilityto create
floors. large window and door
Vertical framing operings
system: light gage More similar to
framed load bearing commercial type
walls construction with some
of the longterm
Lateral system: durability benefits.
sheet steel
sheathed shear Less fire rating assembly
walls, or issues and penetration
concrete/masonry issues because floor fire
shear walls rating is acteved via
concrete topping
Light Gage Commonly Floor framing 1-hour Can be cost competitive  Limited ability to crate
Metal Frame chosen for small system: light gage  rating with all wood structural ~ very large open spaces

Systems

residential

cost of the

critical

to medium size
buildings where
structural is of

consideration

floor joists with
plywood
subflooring

Optimum floor
spans: 122 feet

Roof framing
system: pre
engineered wood
trusses, ply wood
sheathing

Vertical framing

system: light gage
framed load bearing

100

systems

Common building system
Has potential to support
mid-rise construction up
to 6 stories

Range of competent and
experienced contractors

Many structural
components are locally
stocked

Lightweight building

Limited ability to create
large window and door
openings

Hollow bouncy feel of
floor system; can be
squeaky or drummy

Limited allowable floor
areas and development
density due to
requirements for Type V
construction

Thickness ofloor system



walls material 121 80¢6)

Lateral system: Lower longterm durability
plywood sheathed
shear walls, sheet
steel cross bracing

Wood Framed  efelylnlell\% Floor framing 1-hour Low-cost compared to Limited ability to create
SYAENS AR chosen for small  system: floor joists  rating other construction types very large open spaces
VAL SiiEie)N to medium size  with plywood
residential subflooring. Joist Very common building Limited ability to create
buildings where  options include system large window and door
cost of the dimensional lumber openings
structure is of or engineered-| Range of competent and
critical joist products experienced contractors Hallow bouncy feel of floor
consideration system
Optimum floor Most structural
spans: 2X10 (X0 components are locally  Limited to 23 story
146), 28D stocked buildings
I-Joists (1& 2 0 )
Light weight building Limited allowable floor
Roof framing materials areas and development
system: pre density die to
engineered wood requirements for type V
trusses, plywood construction
sheathing
Thickness of floor system
Vertical framing (1218 06)
system: wood
framed load bearing Lower longterm durability
walls
Some perceived termite
Lateral system: issues
plywood sheathed
shearwalls

Source: Adapted from Baldridge & Associates Structural Engineering@068.

In the last few decades we have shiedagvirom lowrise residential and have gone to

highrise, Type | structures with parking podiums and retail liners. Most of this type of
product can be seen in Kakadako in projec
Kapiolani, Moana Pacific, and evea tinsuccessful Moana Vista. At a time when real

estate prices were at their highest in decades and giigm was unrealistithis building

typology was profitable. It was only profitable because most of these units were sold to
speculators. These peoplad discretionary income to buy these units and flooded the

rental market with higkend luxury condos. Currently in our economic downturn it is

difficult to make this building typology pencil. There are no more speculative investors

to absorb units. The onl people who are currently buying are those who are actually
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looking for a place to live and with the median household incomeapgiroximately
$65, 000. Thi s demographic canot afford

constructions prices came down sificantly.

Therefore looking at lowrise products with construction Types at Ill and V make
considerable sense. It may be the means to keep housing costs down and provege a

to sell homes to those at a medidmuseholdincome of $2,613per year® Floa plan

sizes are also shrinking in recent years to create affordable projects. Family sizes for 2
bedrooms, 2 baths are below 800 square feet and sometimes below 750 SF to keep
parking ratios below 2 per unit to minimize costs on parking structures. Ihtmgean

the difference of reducing 1 floor of a concrete parking structure which could make a

project feasible when concrete parking costs are $30,000 to $35,000 per stall.

Smaller Unit Sizes in Hawaii
Recently projects such as Holomua have floor plaessfrom 354 to 546 square feet for

1 bedroom, 1 bath; 693 to 705 square feet at 2 bedroom, 1 baths; and 701 to 752
square feet for a 2 bedroom, 2 bath. The Plantation Apartments have units at 390
square feet for 1 bedroom, 1 bath and 694 square feet f@ l@edroom, 1 bath. These

sizes are considerably small for nationwide standards because land is so valuable. In
Japan and Hong Kong they have even smaller residential layouts and have realized that in
order to also provide housing they must come up withawative ways to deal with cars

and provide public transportation. In Hawaii and the United States, we still focus a lot of

our land use ordinance and building codes in accommodating for the use of a car and

58 U.S. Census Bureau, State & County Quick Fdutiq:/quickfacts.census.gov/gfd/states/15000,hfAdaessed:
November 29, 2009).
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sometimes two cars per family, which create th@lplem of higher construction costs

for higher density based on the need for structured parking.

Parking Requirements and Hidden Cost
Unless we start to devise a plan to unbundle parking from the cost of housing, reduce

parking requirements, use innovaiyparking solutions like mechanized parking, or
educate people that they can begin to aff
required this solution will never be solved. We cannot solve the high cost of land in
Hawaii because it is a free market buewan affect and influence how the automobile
have become a large part of our society that has inhibited the affordability of housing for
the average workforce in our community. National and City figures cite costs at $8,000
to $12,000 per year to maintaiand use a car in the Ueitl States, but no one has ever
calculated the affect it has on our building codes and land use ordinance and how these
regulations have put huge cost hurdles on developers who want to provide gap group or
workforce housing. It ha indirectly in large part created a situation where we are
unable to maximize density in the urban core for the average person to live in town.
And now we find them living in our bedroom communities like in Ewa and we are
building a $5.4 billion dollar efated railway system to bring them to work every day
because traffic is so bad and parking your car downtown now costs slightly less than

$300 per month.

TOD successes usually occur when there are more relaxed parking requirements and
higher densities. Hs r el axed parking requirements wil
been suggested in various documents from the City that they may reduce the

requirement to 1 parking stall for an 800 SF unit from 2 parking stalls. This will no doubt
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help, but it may be wen more advantageous to consider more relaxed parking
requirements for projects that meet a percent of the average median income. Certain
areas such as Iwilei may not need even 1 parking stall per unit since there is a large
population of lowincome housig. If the market will accept a unit without parking

attached to it, the City should allow for such developments to occur.

Comparative Land Residual Values by Building Typologies
In order to develop a menu of policy options that could have an impact orbtreers

to development in TOD projects, hypothetical financial scenarios must be part of the
analysis. Developing land residuals that comparatively look at costs in general
components can help to identify potential areas where policy or subsidies ¢aenicé

the likelihood of development to occur.

Land Area and Dwelling Units/Acre
Two pro formas were developed that comparatively tests the proposed building

typologies A 1l-acre and 3acreswastested to see ifan increase in density due to a
larger pacel size would lead to better land residuals. Total units for the project based
on building typology is calculated based on the assigned dwelling units per acre and

parcel size.

Figure 28. Comparative Densities by Typology (1-acre)

Comparative Land Residuals by Building Typologies

Mid-rise High-rise

Townhome Low-Rise Mid-rise High-rise Residential Over Residential Over

(surface Multifamily Multifamily Multifamily Commecial Commercial
parking) (surface parking) (structured parking) (structured parking) (structured parking) (structured parking)

Land Area and Dwelling Units/Acre

Total Land Acres 1.oo 1.00 .00 1.oo oo 1.oo
Total Land Square Feet 43.560 43.560 43.560 43.560 43.560 43.560
Densities (DU/AC) 30 55 o 140 65 o
Total Units 30.00 55.00 110.00 140.00 65.00 110.00

Source: Linda Schatz
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Figure 29. Comparative Densities by Typology (3-acre)

Mid-rise High-rise
Townhome Low-Rise Mid-rise High-rise Residential Over Residential Over
(surface Multifamily Multifamily Multifamily Commecial Commercial
parking) (surface parking) (structured parking) (structured parking) (structured parking) (structured parking)

Land Area and Dwelling Units/Acre

Total Land Acres 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Total Land Square Feet 30,680 130,680 130,680 30,680 30,680 130,680
Densities (DU/AC) 30 55 1o 140 65 1o
Total Units 90.00 165.00 330,00 420,00 195.00 330.00

Source: Linda Schatz

Development Plan and Project Value
Average size of units in terms of net square footage, which does not include common

space is baskon local average in recent development projects for a 2 bedroom, 2 bath.
The price per square foot amounts were obtained by studying current sales prices of
neighboring multifamily and condominium projeicishe area The total residential and
commercidvalues were calculated separately and then added to create the total project

value if the typology was a mixee scenario.

Figure 30. Development Plan and Project Value

Development Plan and Project Value

Residential

Residential average unit size (nsf) 1,200 750 750 750 750 750
Price per square foot ($/sf) $400 $450 450 §450 5450 $450
Total price per unit (base price} $480.000 $337.500 $337.500 $337.500 $337.500 $337.500
Common areas (% of gsf) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.15 0.15
Total residential SF 54.000 47.438 94875 120,750 56.063 94.875
Total residential value 514,400,000 $18.562,500 $37.125,000 $47.250.000 $21.937.500 $37.125.000
Commercial

Total commercial SF o 10,000 10,000
MMM §/57 50 50 50 30 $30 $30
MNOI (net operating income) 30 30 30 30 $300.000 $300,000
Cap rate 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00%
Total commercial value 50 20 50 50 $4.285.700 $4.285.700
Total project square feet 54.000 47.438 94875 120,750 66,063 104.875
Total project value 514,400,000 $18,562,500 $37,125,000 $47.250,000 $26.223,200 341,410,700

Source: Linda Schatz

For the townhome typology $400 pesguare foot was used and for the other typologies
$450 per square foot was useilarket comparables are based on nearby projects in

the Downtown, Kapalama, Dillingham, and Liliha areas. The projects were typically mid
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to highrise condominiums except fathe Kapalama area, which had a large number of
low-rise multifamily products. The comparables in Kapalama also tend to be 40 or
more years old and the neighborhood generally has light industrial surrounding it, which
created a much lower price per squafeot at an average of $275 per SF. Liliha had an
average price per SF of $44Downtown highrises had an averagd $504 per SF. The
downtown project built in 2005 by Downtown Affordables at 215 North King St. had an

average $589 per SF.

Figure 31. lwilei Market Comparables

Market Comps (Price/SF)
$700.00
$595.57
»600.00 513.94
2 QM%
$500.00
470.87 $426,80
442 .86 4 Downtown
L 5400.00 5405-32— —
2 > %ﬂ,uu B Kapalama
8 $400.00
a $300.00 A Dillingham
W 272334
Liliha
$200.00
® lwilei
$100.00 Linear (Downtown)
50.00
0 200 400 600 800 1000
Interior SF

Source: Linda Schatz

To test feasibility with realistic price pesquare foot, a $450 per Swas used in
comparing residual land valuations for each typology, which falls significantly above the
older Kapalamdow-rise product but within range of the Liliha higise re-sales. Due to

the Iwilei area being a community that needs much rehabilitation having comparable
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prices to Downtown or a fairly new produc:

realistic.

Project Costs
Project costs were based on local figures from builders such as Pankow and Swinerton

Builders. General cost per square foot was given based on construction type and
typology. For Typéll and TypeV constriction a cost of $220 per Swas used andor

Type | construction $325%$350 per Skvas used to calculate cost.

Hard and soft costs were broken out separately to determiwhat the large cost
variables are. For example, parking was broken out into a separate component because
for some typologiesuch as a lowise multifamily situation one can design a building
with surface parking or as a wrap with the parking in a different construction Type than
the residential component because they are separated structures. A wrap would have
higher densitis because typically the parking structure is in Type | to accommodate for

more residential wunits that owrapo6 the par

Another component is site development costs. For lose structures, site
development costs are considerably less since smalleinig®and potentially the use of
a mat slab can accommodate a toge surface parked structuréds a structure that
goes up in heightpiles would be required with larger footings to accommodate the

higher structural loads which increase cost.

Soft costsikted here are typicalor any forsale residential development project. The
figures were based on percentages through interviewing several local developers. Total

project costs are hard and soft costs combined.
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Figure 32. Project Costs (Hard/Construction Costs and Soft Costs)

Project Costs
c ) i

Residential building costs/sf (nsf) $220 $220 £325 $325 $350 %350
Commercial building costs/sf (nsf) $0 g0 50 $0 $350 £350
Site development costs/sf §25 $40 $50 £50 $50 $60
Construction costs
Residential building costs $11.880.000 $10.436.250 $30.834.375 $39.243.750 §19.621.875 $33.206.250
Commercial building costs 30 $0 $0 30 $3,500.000 £3,500.000
Site development costs $1,089.000 §1.742,400 22.178,000 $2,178.000 £2,178.000 L2.612.600
Parking stalls 66 9l 182 231 138 210
Parking cost/stall §5.000 $5.000 $30.000 $30.000 $30.000 §30.000
Parking costs $330.000 $455,000 $5.460,000 $6,930.000 $4,140,000 £6,300.000
Total construction costs $13.299.000 $12.633.650 $30.472.375 $48.351.750 §29.439.875 $45.619.850
Soft costs
Development fees % of valus S.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5
0.0% 00% 00% 00% ]
Design fees (architectural & engineering) % of hard cost 0% 80% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0%
Marketing % of value 5.0% 50% 50% 50% 5.0%
Construction management % of hard cost 3.0% Jo% 30% 30% 3.0%
Finance (based on construction & absarption period) 5% 85% 85% 85% 85%
Taxes % of hard cost 47% 47% 7 47% 47% 47%
Contingency % of hard cost 10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%
Development fee cost $720.000 $928.125 $1,856,250 $2.362.500 S1311,160 $2.070535
0 30 S0 J0 50 30

Dlesign fee cost §1.063.920 1,010,692 £3.077.790 £3.868.140 §2.355,190 $3.649,588
Marketing cost $720.000 $928.125 $1.856.250 £2.362 500 SI1311.160 $2.070535
Construction management cost $398.970 $370.0400 51154171 €1.450.553 §883,196 $1.368,5%
Finance cost {applied to B0% of construction) $678.249 F644316 $1.962.09 £2.465939 S1.501 434 $2326612
Taxes $626.649 $595.298 $1.812818 $2278334 $1.387.207 $2.149,607
Contingency £1.329.900 $1.263.365 $3.847.238 4835175 82943938 $4.561.985
Total soft costs §5.537.688 $5.748.930 §15.566.608 §19.623.141 $11.693.334 §18.197.458

Total Project Costs (Hard + Soft) §18836.688 $18.382 580 £54.038.983 $67.974891 $41.133.209 63817308

Source: Linda Schatz
OResi dual |l and value is the price

will result in sufficient return to attract investors and provide prafimmensurate with

r i $°KTo @alculate residual land value the financial analysis took the supported
investment and subtracted the development costs without land to determine the
residual land value. Based on the assumptions made the current land resideal
calculated to show valuatidoy price per acre, price per square feet, and price per unit.

In Iwilei we must get a land residual value of at least $75 per SF to $100 per SF in order

to have a feasible project.

59 Charles A. Long. Public Private Partnerships to Achieve Transit Oriented Development. Honolulu, HI: The Urban

Land Institute, March 17, 2009, 40.
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Figure 33. Residual Land Valuation

Residual Land Valuation ($5.625.679)
$lacre ($5.625,679)
$isf (312%)
Funit (3187.523)

(51.352.764)
i$1,352,764)

(322.577.119)
(522.577.11%)
(3518)
(5205.247)

(518.910.158)
($18.910,158)
(3434)
($290.926)

($28.723.495)
($28.,723,495)
(3659
(3261.123)

Source: Linda Schatz
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Figure 34. Comparative Land Residuals by Building Typology for 1  -Acre Site
Comparative Land Residuals by Building Typologies
Mid-rise High-rise
Townhome Low-Rise Mid. High-rise Residential Over Residential Over
(surface ifamil i ifamil C ial C fal
parking) (surface parking) (structured parking) (structured parking) (structured parking) (structured parking)
Land Area and Dwelling Units/Acre
Total Land Acres 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total Land Square Feet 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560
Densities (DU/AC) 30 55 1o 140 65 1o
Total Units 30.00 55.00 110.00 140.00 65.00 110.00
Development Plan and Project Value
Residential
Residential average unit size {nsf) 1,200 750 750 750 750 750
Price per square foot ($/sf) $400 $450 $450 $450 $450 $450
Total price per unit {base price) $480,000 $337,500 $337,500 $337,500 $337,500 $337,500
Common areas (% of gsf) 05 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
Total residential SF 54,000 47,438 94,875 120,750 56,063 94,875
Total residential value $14,400,000 $18,562,500 $37,125,000 $47,250,000 $21,937,500 $37,125,000
Commercial
Total commercial SF 0 0 0 0 10,000 10,000
NNN §/sf $0 $0 $0 $0 $30 $30
NOI {net operating incom e} $0 $0 $0 $0 $300,000 $300,000
Cap rate 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00%
Total commercial value $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,285,700 $4,285,700
Total project square feet 54,000 47438 94,875 120,750 66,063 104,875
Total project value $14,400,000 $18,562,500 $37,125,000 $47,250,000 $26,223,200 $41,410,700
Project Costs
Construction costs/sf
Residential building costs/sf {nsf) $220 $220 $325 $325 $350 $350
Commercial building costs/sf (nsf) $0 $0 $0 $0 $350 $350
Site development costs/sf $25 $40 $50 $50 $50 $60
Construction costs
Residential building costs $11,880,000 $10,436,250 $30,834,375 $39,243,750 $19,621,875 $33,206,250
Commercial building costs $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,500,000 $3,500,000
Site development costs $1,089,000 $1,742,400 $2,178,000 $2,178,000 $2,178,000 $2,613,600
Parking stalls 66 9l 182 231 138 210
Parking cost/stall $5,000 $5,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000
Parking costs $330,000 $455,000 $5,460,000 $6,930,000 $4,140,000 $6,300,000
Total construction costs $13,299,000 $12,633,650 $38,472,375 $48,351,750 $29,439,875 $45,619,850
Soft costs
Development fees % of value 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Design fees (archite ctural & engineering) % of hard cost 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0%
Marketing % of value 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Construction management % of hard cost 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Finance (based on construction & absorption period) 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5%
Taxes % of hard cost 4.7% 4.7% 4.7% 4.7% 4.7% 4.7%
Contingency % of hard cost 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%
Development fee cost $720,000 $928,125 $1,856,250 $2,362,500 $1311,160 $2,070,535
d $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Design fee cost $1,063,920 $1,010,692 $3,077,790 $3,868,140 $2,355,190 $3,649,588
Marketing cost $720,000 $928,125 $1,856,250 $2,362,500 $1311,160 $2,070,535
Construction management cost $398,970 $379,010 $1,154,171 $1,450,553 $883,196 $1,368,59%
Finance cost (applied to 80% of construction) $678,249 $644316 $1,962,091 $2,465,939 $1,501,434 $2,326,612
Taxes $626,649 $595,298 $1812818 $2,278334 $1387,207 $2,149,607
Contingency $1,329,900 $1,263,365 $3,847,238 $4,835,175 $2,943,988 $4,561,985
Total soft costs $5,537,688 $5,748,930 15,566,608 $19,623,141 $11,693,334 $18,197,458
Total Project Costs (Hard + Soft) $18,836,688 $18,382,580 $54,038,983 $67,974,891 $41,133,209 $63,817,308
Supported Investment
Hurdle rate 9% P 18% 18% 18% 18%
Supported investm ent $13,211,009 $17,029.817 $31461,864 $40,042,373 $22,223,051 $35,093,814
Residual Land Valuation (§5,625,679) ($1,352,764) ($22,577,119) (§27,932,518) ($18,910,158) ($28,723,495)
$/acre ($5,625,679) ($1,352,764) ($22,577,119) ($27,932,518) ($18,910,158) ($28,723,495)
$/sf ($129) ($31) ($518) ($641) ($434 ($659)
$/unit ($187,523) ($24,596) (§205,247) (§199,518) ($290,926) ($261,123)

Source: Linda Schatz
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Figure 35. Comparative Land Resi duals by Building Typology fo r 3-Acre Site

Comparative Land Residuals by Building Typologies

Mid-rise High-rise
Townhome Low-Rise Mid-rise High-rise Residential Over Residential Over
(surface i ifamily ifamily [of ial C cial
parking)  (surface parking (structured parking) (structured parking) (structured parking (structured parking)
Land Area and Dwelling Units/Acre
Total Land Acres 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Total Land Square Feet 130,680 130,680 130,680 130,680 130,680 130,680
Densities (DU/AC) 30 55 1o 140 65 1o
Total Units 90.00 165.00 330.00 420.00 195.00 330.00
Development Plan and Project Value
Residential
Residential average unit size (nsf) 1,200 750 750 750 750 750
Price per square foot (§/sf) $400 $450 $450 $450 $450 $450
Total price per unit (base price) $480,000 $337,500 $337,500 $337,500 $337,500 $337,500
Common areas (% of gsf) 0.5 0.15 0.15 015 0.15 015
Total residential SF 162,000 142313 284,625 362,250 168,188 284,625
Total residential value $43,200,000 $55,687,500 $111,375,000 $141,750,000 $65,812,500 $111,375,000
Commercial
Total commercial SF 0 0 0 0 10,000 10,000
NNN §$/sf $0 $0 $0 $0 $30 $30
NOI (net operating income) $0 $0 $0 $0 $300,000 $300,000
Cap rate 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00% 7.00%
Total commercial value $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,285,700 $4,285,700
Total project square feet 162,000 142313 284,625 362,250 178,188 294,625
Total project value $43,200,000 $55,687,500 $111,375,000 $141,750,000 $70,098,200 $115,660,700
Project Costs
Construction costs/sf
Residential building costs/sf {nsf) $220 $220 $325 $325 $350 $350
Comm erdial building costs/sf (nsfy $0 $0 $0 $0 $350 $350
Site development costs/sf $25 $40 $50 $50 $50 $60
Construction costs
Residential building costs $35,640,000 $31,308,750 $92,503,125 $117,731,250 $58,865,625 $99,618,750
Comm ercial building costs $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,500,000 $3,500,000
Site development costs $3,267,000 $5,227,200 $6,534,000 $6,534,000 $6,534,000 $7,840,800
Parking stalls 189 264 528 672 346 562
Parking cost/stall $5,000 $5,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000
Parking costs $945,000 $1,320,000 $15,840,000 $20,160,000 $10,380,000 $16,860,000
Total construction costs $39,852,000 $37,855,950 $114,3877,125 $144,425,250 $79,279,625 $127,819,550
Soft costs
Development fees % of value 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Design fees {architectural & engineering) % of hard cost 8.0% 8.0% 8.0%
Marketing % of value 5.0% 5. 5.0%
Construction managem ent % of hard cost 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Finance (based on construction & absorption period) 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5%
Taxes % of hard cost 4.7% 4.7% 4.7% 4.7% 4.7%
Contingency % of hard cost 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%
Development fee cost $2,160,000 $2,784,375 $5,568,750 $7,087,500 $3,504,910 $5,783,035
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Design fee cost $3,188,160 $3,028476 $9,190,170 $11,554,020 $6,342,370 $10,225,564
Marketing cost $2,160,000 $2,784375 $5,568,750 $7,087,500 $3,504,910 $5,783,035
Construction managem ent cost $1,195,560 $1,135,679 $3,446,314 $4,332,758 $2,378,389 $3,834,587
Finance cost {applied to 80% of construction) $2,032452 $1,930,653 $5,858,733 $7,365,688 $4,043,261 $6,518,797
Taxes $1,877,826 $1,783,772 $5,413,010 $6,805,318 $3,735,656 $6,022,857
Contingency $3,985,200 $3,785,595 $11,487,713 $14,442,525 $7,927,963 $12,781,955
Total soft costs $16,599,198 $17,232,925 $46,533,440 $58,675,308 $31,437,458 $50,949,830
Total Project Costs (Hard + Soft) $56,451,198 $55,088,875 $161,410,565 $203,100,558 $110,717,083 $178,769,380
Supported Investment
Hurdle rate 9% 9% 18% | 18% 18%
Supported investment $39,633,028 $51,089,450 $94,385,593 $120,127,119 $59,405,254 $98,017,542
Residual Land Valuation (616,818,171) ($3,999,426) ($67,024,972) ($82,973,439) ($51,311,829) (680,751,837
$lacre ($5,606,057) ($1,333,142) ($22,341,657) ($27,657,813) ($17,103,943) ($26,917,279)
$/sf ($129) ($31) ($513) ($635) ($393) (5618)
$/unit ($186,869) ($24,239) ($203,106) ($197.556) ($263,138) ($244,703)

Source: Linda Schatz
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Findings
Of the six scenarios the lowise multifamily surface parking at 55 dwes has the

smallest gap to makep in current market conditions at a sales price of $450 per square
foot. The second building typologyg the townhome at 30du/adf the price per square
foot was increased to $620 per square foot than the tage multifamily surface parking
typology has a land residual value of $101 per square foot, which isetieual land

value that must be met faa feasible project to be developed.

Figure 36. Comparative Land Residual by Building Typology ($620 per SF)

Mid-rise High-rise
Townhome Low-Rise Mid-rise High-rise Residential Over Residential Over
(surface Multifamily Multifamily Multifamily Commecial Commercial

parking) (surface parking) (structured parking) (structured parking) (structured parking) (structured parking)

Land Area and Dwelling UnitsiAcre

Total Land Acres 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total Land Square Feet 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560
Densities (DU/AC) 30 55 o 140 65 1o
Total Units 3000 55.00 110.00 140.00 65.00 110.00

Development Plan and Project Value

Residential
Residential average unit size (nsf) 1,200 750 750 750 750 750
Price per square foot ($/sf) 5620 $620 $620 $620 §620 $620
Total price per unit (base price) $744.000 $465,000 5465,000 $465.000 $465,000 $465,000
Common areas (% of gsf) 05 015 0.5 0.15 015 0.15
Total residential SF 54.000 47,438 94.875 120.750 56.063 94,875
Total residential value $22.320.000 $25.575,000 $51.150.000 $65.100.000 $30.225.000 $51.150.000
Residual Land Valuation $848,376 $4.379.473 {$14.590,400) (312.715,603) ($18.240,401)
$lacre $848.376 $4.379.473 {$14.590.400) (312.715.603) (518.240.401)
§isf §19 b0 ) 178) ($335) (3282) (3419)
$lunit $28.279 $79.627 (3109.946) (5104.217) ($195.625) ($165.822)

Source: Linda Schatz

Townhomes, which are also surfaparked,have a residual land value of $19 per square
foot at a sles price of $620 per square foot. The typologies with structured parking in
type | construction have negative land residual values from $278 to $419 per square
foot. These negative values create a significantly widevpape highdensity housing

over 55 du/acresseems more likelyo be developed near the lwilei transit station.
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When parking was taken out of the equation there was still a gap present in meeting
residualvaluesof $100 per square fedbr all typologiesThe only typology that hathe

smadlest negative value was the lavge multibmily surface parking scenario

Figure 37. Residual Land Value with No Parking Requirements  ($450 per square foot base
sales price)

Residual Land Valuation ($5,193,999) ($757.569) (515,434,784) (518,867,247 ($13,494,542) (520,482,339)
$lacre ($5,193,999) ($757,569) (515,434,784) ($18,867,247) ($13,494,542) (520,482,339)
$/sf ($119) ($17) ($354) ($433) ($310) ($470)
$/unit ($173,133) ($13,774) ($140,316) ($134,766) ($207,608) ($186,203)

Source: Linda Schatz

When the price per square footvas raised to $775 the townhome, lovise, midrise,

and highrise multifamilywith no parking requirement haa land residual value over
$100 per square footwhich makes the project feasible. The mide and higtrise
residential over commercial stillals a negative residual land value. It may be due to the

lower densities gained compared to the high expense in construction costs.

Figure 38. Residual Land Value with No Parking Requirements ($775 per square foot base
sales price)

High-rise
Townhome Low-Rise Mid-rise High-rise Mid.rise Residential Residential Over
(surface Multifamily Multifamily Multifamily Over Commecial Commercial
parking) (surface parking)  (structured parking) (structured parking)  (structured parking)  (structured parking)

Land Area and Dwelling Units/Acre

Total Land Acres 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total Land Square Feet 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560 43,560
Densities (DU/AC) 30 55 110 140 65 1o
Total Units 30.00 55.00 110.00 140.00 65.00 110,00

Development Plan and Project Value

Residential

Residential average unit size (nsf) 1,200 750 750 750 750 750
Price per square foot (3/sf) $775 $775 $775 $775 775 $775
Total price per unit (base price) $930,000 $581,250 $581,250 $581,250 $581,250 $581,250
Common areas (% of gsf) 05 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
Total residential SF 54,000 47,438 94,875 120,750 56,063 94,875
Total residential value $27,900,000 $31,968,750 $63,937,500 $81,375,000 $37,781,250 $63,937,500
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Residual Land Valuation 5,841,322 $10,201,118 4,606,424 $6,639,745 ($1,652,010) (5441,131)

Slacre $5.841,322 $10,201,118 $4,606,424 96,639,745 ($1,652,010) (5441,131)
$sf $134 $234 $106 $152 ($38) ($10)
$/unic $194.711 $185,475 $41,877 $47.427 ($25.4186) (34.010)

Source: Linda Schatz

Figure 39. Average Price per Square Foot

Average Price Per Sqft for Homes in Honolulu == Embed Info

[J1er {wi2Br []3Br [|4Br [v]All properties Twr | Syt Max

Average Price Per Sqft
Hanalulu, HI | 2 Br, All properties | &l years

$E00
$E75
FE00

F400

199

%0
T T T T T T T T T
Jan 2000 Jan 2001 Jan 2002 Jan 2003 Jan 2004 Jan 2005 Jan 2006  Jan 2007 Jan 2005 Jan 2009

3 2 Br @ &ll properties

Ho. Bedrooms Jul - Sep 09 V-0-y 3 months prior 1 year prior 5 years prior
1 bedroom Fr43 49350 462 F304 3

2 bedrooins F497 4250 Fa37 F483 53

3 bedrooms FE13 0 123% F479 585 304

4 pedrooins F916 -34% 517 $534 425

All properties $626  +30.0% 495 $480 $349

Source: http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/HonoldHawaii/markettrends/

The average price per square foot for two bedrooms in Honolatiof September 2009
was$497%° With high-density multifamily being financially feasiblaratinrealisti®775

per square foot with no parkingequirements other factors must come into play in

60 Trulia Real Estate Research, http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/Honblawaiimarkettrends/, accessed:
November 2009
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order to make highdensity housing along transit work. The other maj@riableshat

can change drastically to create a feasible project are construction costs.

With construction costs lowered by 20% and price per square foot at $450, land
residual value for the lowise multifamily with surface parking is at $45 per square foot.
For the townhome, midrise, highrise, and mixed use typologies land residuals are still

negative and at a degree where it seems insurmountable for the structured parking

scenarios.

Figure 40. Land Residual Values with Lower Construction Cos ts (20%)

Project Costs
Construction costs/st
Residential building costs/sf (nsf) $176 $178 $260 $260 $280 $280
Commercial building costsisf {nsf) 50 S0 50 $0 $350 $350
Site development costs/sf $20 $32 540 540 540 548
Construction costs
Residential building costs $9.504.000 $8.349.000 $24.667 500 $31.395.000 $15.697.500 $26.565.000
Commercial building costs 50 30 50 50 $3.500.000 $3.500.000
Site development costs 871,200 $1.393.920 $1.742,400 21,742,400 $1.742.400 $2.090.880
Parking stalls .1 g1 82 3 138 210
Parking cost/stall $4.000 54,000 $24,000 $24,000 524,000 524,000
Parking costs $164,000 $364,000 $4.368,000 $5.544,000 $3.312.000 $5.040,000
Total construction costs £10.639.200 $10.106.920 $30.777.900 $38.681 400 $24.251.900 $37.195.880
Residual Land Valuation (32.146,341) 51,952,502 ($12.511.822) {$15.282.540) ($12.123,685) ($17.703,931)
$lacre (52.146.341) $1.952.502 ($15.282.540) ($12.123.665) ($17.703.931)
$isf ($49) 545 7) ($351) ($278) (5406)
Flunit (371.545) $35,500 ($113.744) ($109.1861) ($186.518) ($160,945)

Source: Linda Schatz

Out of the six building typologies tested, the lavge multifamily surface parking

scenario using Type V or Type lll constructiomesar feasible ofeasible under several

conditions:
e At $450 per square foot, land residuvalue is$31per square foot

e At $620 per square foot, land residual value is $101 per square foot
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e At $450 per square foot, no parking requirement (no parking cost), land residual

value is$17 per square foot

e At $450 per square foot, and construction sts lowered by 20%, land residual

value is $45 per square foot

Figure 41. Land Residual Values for Low -rise Multifamily Surface Parking Building Typology

Price per SF Parking Requirement Construction Cost Land Residual Value

(per square foot)

$450 Parking required ($31)

$450 No parking requirement ($17)

$450 Parking required 20% lower construction ~ $45
costs

$620 Parking required $101

Sourcelinda Schatz

A combination of reduced parking requirements, lower construction costs, and the
option to increase densities in urban areas where land values are high will create an
environment where development may be feasible for-lese multifamily withsurface

parking.

For midrise and highrise scenarios where construction type requires concrete there
may be difficulty in having projects pencil in an area like Iwilei were the ability to sell
new housing product has a sales price that will be cappecighhoring low income
projects. Even if land costs were subsidized or underwriting was provided for land costs
projects still do not pencil out because of the costs in construction and inability to raise
sales prices beyond a certain point due to thaer city low-income perceptiorof

lwilei.
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Mid- and higkrise would only be feasible if there was district parking available and
market units could be sold. Given these characteristics these two typologies could
potentially be developed at later phases in thaster plan. The lowise typology could

be the first wave of redevelopment surrounding the transit station.
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Reasons for Urban Redevelopment
lwilei has been slowly evolving from a light industrial area into a commercial area with

offices and big box retiasupporting a high public transit ridership. It will continue to
evolve and at a much faster pace due to four major factors.

Kamehameha Schools 105 Acres in Kapalama
Kamehameha Schoolsd | ands surrounding the

expring leases. Major master planning efforts are underway to redevakip holdings,
which surrounds the designated Kapalamatransit station. They are considering
developing a mixedse community that serves the higgch and creative community
that wantsaccess near the CBD.

Redevelopment of Mayor Wright and Kukui Gardens
Mayor Wright and Kukui Gardens is undergoing a redevelopment process that is

currently in its initial stages of planning. These two projects fall within the % mile radius
of the Iwilei sation and currently provide high ridership for the public bus system. The
redevelopment of these two projects are projecting much higher densities, requiring

highrise towers and potentially more open space.

We st O a h u 6 ght INasivial Space Will Comp _ete with Aging
Structures in lwilei

The increase in new light industrial space in West Oahu will start to compete with the

existing old inventory in lwilei. Many of these light industrial warehouses have been

converted to support offices, retail, and nomgfit social services.

Introduction of Transit
Transit will also be a major driver in changing the urban form and land uses in lwilei. The

location of the station through Kaaahi Street will require additional side streets to be

118



created and also set the stador planning a more pedestrian friendly environment in
order for those who live along King Street to be able to access the station easily. This

alone will improve property values and influence market desire to redevelop the area.
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Proposed lwilei Master Plan

The proposed hypothetical master plan for Iwilei station takes into account
recommended densities and uni tTODlblypobgd on
The oUr ban Nei gh bdevelbpment guidepnesefsr @ mix lofeh®using
units that conprise of midrise, lowrise, and townhomes. Total number of units around

the station area would bepproximately3,187 total new units, which does not include
replacing aging residential units. Net project density in new housing is recommended at
40-100 duacres. It is also recommended that there be a minimum FAR offdr.0

commercial use%

Currently the existing zoned uses are primarily BNXocated along N. King St. and
everythingwest of this area is IMXL. Kukui Gardens and Mayor Wright parcels are
zoned A2 and will most likely be rezoned to accommodate mixed use in the future.
The Existing Land Use map also shows parcel sizes that may dictate future densities and
building typologies that can be built in Iwilei. Smaller parcels that are less Huaa dre

difficult to assembleNear the transit station there are many parcels less than an acre,
which would make large scale development more difficult. Parcels that are between 1
and 2 acres are scarc&he maority of parcels larger than-acres are zoed industrial

with the exception of Kukui Gardens and Mayor Wrigfthese larger Zacre parcels

offer opportunities to develop lowise wrap building typologies and potentially garden

homes or urban towhomes.

61 Reconnecting America and the Center for TrarSitiented Development. TOD 202 Station Area Planning: How
to Make Great TransiOriented Places. Oakland, CA: Reconnecting America, 2008110
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Figure 42. Existing Land Use and Parcel Sizes (La rger map located in Appendix C)
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Source:Graphic bylLinda Schatz
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Master Plan Goals
When a master plandoes not focuson accommodating automobiles it provides

opportunity to create more open space, bike patlasyd livable corpact developments
that can appeal to market rate buyerfhe master plan should reduce autise, increase
mode splits, create internal trip captures, and provide location efficiency for its

residents.

Iwilei is a community that is open to diversity of kihds because it is home to many
immigrants, which creates a distinct sense of place and experience that cannot be
replicated anywhere else. With such a large immigrant population, the Iwilei area has an
infusion of culture in an extremely urbandustrialcontext. The inherent characteristics

of such a multcultural society living on the outskirts of Chinatown should be
celebrated and engaged. There are moments in lwilei that capture the spirit of
immigrants and ethnic pride that can serve as a guideesgth and community in the

master plan.
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Figure 43. lwilei Master Plan (Larger map located in Appendix C)
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TOD Overlay Zone Should be Mixetlse
BEverything in the quarter mile radiushoutl be changedo BMX-4 to allow the market

to dictate where retail should be built and allow residential densities to be increase in

the area which is curret mostly zoned IMX.

Densities are concentratedalong the transit stations near Dillingham Bladd N. King
St. should be approximately 9040 du/acres.Density gradually tapers at locations
farther away with medium densities at-899 du/acres and then at lower densities of 27
55 du/acres. Product types at lower densities are typically-ise garde@ or urban

townhomes, andlats. Townhomes and garden units offer a skiigieily home feel in an
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urban setting with separatentries from the ground floor that currently do not exist

and can meet a demand that exist from young families.

Figure 44. Proposed Density and Land Use (Larger map located in Appendix C)
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Create a Pedestrian Network
Creating a pedestriaffriendly environmentthat weaves throughthe community

provides opportunities for momrad pop stores to thrive and allows mobility and access
for young and old witin the ¥-mile radius around the station is critical. It will help to
internalize trips near home and provide a pedestrian connection to Chinatown where

many of the current residegs now shop and workMany of | wi |l ei 06s
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come from countries that are pedestriariented with major public transportation

networks.

N. King St. is currently a major pedestrian thoroughfare as well as a major arterial street
in this areaThe transit linethrough Kaaahi Sshould not compete with N. King StiN.

King St.should remain a major traffic area for both automobiles and pedestrians since it
is also lined by two major lovincome housing projects and leads directly into

Chinatown ad the Central Business District

Figure 45. Pedestrian Network (Larger map located in Appendix C)

Source: Graphic by Linda Schatz
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