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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Final Consolidated Plan for Fiscal Years 2006 to 2010 for the City and County of Honolulu 
(City) represents a blueprint for the planning and application aspects of HUD's Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG), Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG), HOME Investment 
Partnerships (HOME) and Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA) formula 
programs. The purpose of the Consolidated Plan is to ensure that jurisdictions receiving federal 
assistance plan for the housing and related needs of low- and moderate-income families in a way 
that improves the availability and affordability of decent, safe and sanitary housing, provides a 
suitable living environment and expands economic opportunities. 
  
 
HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS 
 
Honolulu has one of the highest priced housing markets in the country, and activity and prices 
have increased significantly in recent years due to falling mortgage interest rates, housing 
construction rates that have not kept pace with short-term demand, and an increase in sales of 
new housing units to non-residents. Affordability remains low for most residents, especially for 
those families with one income. The higher demand for housing has affected the rental housing 
market, resulting in lower vacancy rates and higher prices. 
 
Figures from 2002 U.S. Census estimate Oahu's population at 876,000, which is approximately 
73% of the population of the State. Although the growth rate of the general population has 
slowed in recent years, segments such as the elderly continue to rise rapidly and represent a 
significant trend. 
 
 
HOUSING AND HOMELESS NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
 
Honolulu has a pent-up demand for housing estimated at an average of 32,580 units for the five-
year period from 2006 to 2010. Of this demand, the greatest needs are and will be in the low- and 
moderate-income households, those making less that 80% of median income. These income 
groups exhibit the highest incidence of housing problems -- cost burden, substandard units and 
overcrowding. Other sub-populations that require affordable housing are special needs groups 
such as frail elderly, persons with disabilities, persons with HIV/AIDS and persons with 
disabilities, youth and ex-offenders.  
 
A 2003 count shows just over 3,300 homeless persons in Hawaii at any given time during the 
year. In 2003, there were 29,578 hidden homeless households, households doubled-up or sharing 
accommodations with others because they could not afford their own homes. The number of at-
risk households, households who would lose their housing unit if the chief wage earner were 
without a job for three months, has declined to 36,454 households. 
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STRATEGIC PLAN 
 
The City goals for Fiscal Years 2006 to 2010 are as follows: 
 
Goals related to Housing and Special Needs Housing: 
 
Support 225 families with downpayment loan assistance for homeownership. 
Support 350 families improve the health and safety through rehabilitation loans. 
Develop 279 units of affordable rental housing.  
Develop 362 units of affordable rental housing specifically for seniors or persons with special 
needs. 
Develop 65 units of transitional housing. 
Provide emergency rent for 175 persons with HIV/AIDS. 
Provide integrated case management services for 250 persons with HIV/AIDS. 
Provide tenant-based rental assistance for 175 persons with HIV/AIDS. 
Provide volunteer coordinator services to assist 175 persons with HIV/AIDS. 
Provide housing-specific supportive services for 175 persons with HIV/AIDS. 
 
Goals related to Fair Housing: 
 
Provide training, as well as materials, to landlords, tenants, staff and the public to increase 
knowledge and awareness of federal and state fair housing laws. 
Produce a local fair housing video. 
Coordinate efforts of the State and Counties. 
Update the Analysis of Impediments to fair housing. 
 
Goals related to Homeless: 
 
Provide shelter for 7,500 persons. 
Provide support services for 5,000 persons while in emergency or transitional shelters. 
Transition 750 households from shelters or the street to permanent housing. 
Prevent 350 households from becoming homeless through emergency rental assistance. 
Maintain 3 shelters such that these facilities can provide uninterrupted services. 
 
Goals related to Community Needs: 
 
250 persons who are disabled will benefit from new or improved facilities.  
150 persons who are elderly will benefit from new or improved facilities.  
255 predominantly low- and moderate-income children will benefit from new or improved 
facilities. 
120 predominantly low- and moderate-income youth will benefit from new or improved 
facilities.  
45 persons who are abused spouses will benefit from new or improved facilities. 
45 persons who are substance abusers will benefit from new or improved facilities. 
50 persons will benefit from new or improved safe houses. 
1,000 persons will benefit from new or improved health facilities. 
250 persons will benefit from improved facilities following ADA improvements. 
200 persons will benefit from new or improved neighborhood facilities. 
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200 persons will benefit from new or improved recreational facilities. 
200 persons will benefit from new or improved facilities for persons in need. 
5000 persons will benefit from new fire protection apparatus. 
60 persons who are disabled will benefit from new or expanded services. 
150 elderly persons will benefit from new or expanded services. 
1,000 predominantly low- and moderate-income youth will benefit from new or expanded 
services. 
250 persons who are abused will benefit from new or expanded services. 
250 persons who are substance abusers will benefit from new or expanded services. 
250 persons will benefit from new or expanded life skills and/or employment training services. 
250 persons will benefit from new or expanded legal services. 
50 persons will benefit from new or expanded safe house-related services. 
500 persons will benefit from new or expanded services for persons in need. 
500 persons will benefit from new or expanded health services. 
1500 ramps will be constructed to improve access for the mobility impaired. 
4 planning studies and reports related to housing or the homeless will be completed. 
300 persons or businesses will be provided microenterprise assistance and 105 businesses will be 
started. 
32 FTE jobs for persons of low- and moderate-income will be created or retained. 
6 enterprises will be assisted, benefiting the residents of the corresponding low- and moderate-
income service areas. 
10 communities will obtain an NRSA designation. 
58 communities will update their strategic and action plans. 
38 communities will develop project plans to implement strategies. 
5 commercial properties in Chinatown will benefit by improved health and safety through 
rehabilitation loans. 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Lead Agency 
 
 
The Department of Budget and Fiscal Services, Federal Grants Branch, of the City and County 
of Honolulu (City) prepared the Final Consolidated Plan for Fiscal Years 2006-2010, and is the 
agency responsible for the administration of the City's Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG), Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG), HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME), and 
Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) programs.  
 
Consultation/Coordination 
 
The Federal Grants Branch coordinated on the format and structure of the Consolidated Plan 
with its analogous agencies in the State and other Counties of Hawaii.  The City's Department of 
Community Services assisted in this development, as the Plan places a heavy emphasis on 
housing- and community-related information and planning.  In addition, the Housing and 
Community Development Corporation of Hawaii provided much of the information on housing 
and special needs housing, and public housing.     
 
The housing elements of this Consolidated Plan rely heavily on information and data contained 
in the previous versions of the Consolidated Plans, which were approved by the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and several commissioned studies, such as the 
Hawaii Housing Policy Study - Update 2004 by SMS Research and Marketing Services, Inc., 
Analysis of Impediments, Final Report dated 2003 by SMS Research and Marketing Services, 
Inc., and the 2004 Homeless Needs Assessment by SMS Research and Marketing Services, Inc.  
Additional information was obtained from the Year 2000 United States Census, City and County 
of Honolulu and State of Hawaii agencies, and other local private nonprofit organizations and/or 
service providers.  Of note is the assistance that was received regarding homeless issues from 
Partners in Care. 
 
In preparing the Consolidated Plan, the City consults a wide spectrum of public and private 
entities and seeks to get a high level of citizen participation.  Typically the process starts in 
September with a public hearing to get citizen input on the upcoming Consolidated or Action 
Plan.  This meeting is announced by legal newspaper advertisement.  In November, we conduct a 
consultation meeting and ask private non-profit agencies and government officials who are 
closely involved in providing assisted housing, health services and social services to attend and 
provide comments on the needs of the community related to the housing market, housing needs, 
special needs housing and the priorities established by the City.  The draft Action or 
Consolidated Plan is published and made available for public comments in early April of the 
following year, and at that time a list of proposed projects is published in the legal section of a 
daily newspaper of general circulation.  We gather further citizen input during City Council 
deliberations concerning the next year’s budget and funding of projects, using three Council 
hearings for this purpose.  The final Action or Consolidated Plan is published in June and 
submitted to HUD for approval.  
 
For this Consolidated Plan the steps are similar, but the timing is different.  The process began in 
April 2004 with a combined public hearing and consultation meeting.  We published a public 
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notice in the legal section of a daily newspaper of general circulation and used our mailing list to 
invite participants to this meeting.   As described above, we consulted with City Department of 
Community Services in deciding on the goals and objectives.  The draft of this plan was 
available for public comment in August, and a public hearing was scheduled on August 27, 2004 
for citizen input.  The final Plan was in September 2004 and approved by HUD shortly 
thereafter.   
 
The Department of Community Services maintains an ongoing dialogue with the two nonprofit 
agencies in our community that provide housing assistance and supportive services for persons 
with HIV/AIDS and their families.  This ongoing dialogue is augmented with participation in the 
state-wide AIDS housing coalition meeting during which the City is able to discuss relevant 
issues with AIDS housing and supportive service agencies located on the neighbor 
islands.  The City's participation in the state-wide AIDS housing coalition process helped to 
identify as a priority need the creation of a Housing Assistance Coordinator position to help 
identify housing resources in the community to assist persons with HIV/AIDS and their 
families.  The City subsequently provided HOPWA funds for this position with Gregory House 
Programs. 
 
Institutional Structure 
 
The following is a summary description of the organizational structure through which the 
affordable housing strategies for the City will be carried out. 
 
1.  Public Sector 
 
a.  Federal Government 
 
U.S. Department Of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
 
HUD administers the major programs providing federal resources for housing, including the 
FHA mortgage programs, Section 202 and 811 capital advance programs, housing assistance 
programs authorized under the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, and the 
Community Development Block Grant and HOME Programs. 
 
Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) 
 
FmHA administers a number of grant and loan programs specifically designed to increase 
housing opportunities in designated rural areas.  These programs include direct loans for the 
development of multi-family rental projects and mortgage financing for the purchase of 
single-family homes by eligible individuals. 
 
b.  State Government 
 
Housing and Community Development Corporation of Hawaii (HCDCH) 
 
In mid-1998, the two State housing agencies, Housing Finance and Development Corporation 
and Hawaii Housing Authority, merged to create the HCDCH.  The new agency will continue 
the functions of the separate agencies prior to the merging, and is administratively located under 
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the Department of Human Services.  These functions include being charged with the primary 
responsibility of implementing the State's housing program.  HCDCH develops and provides 
financing for units throughout the State for sale or rent to qualified residents.  In addition, this 
department is primarily responsible for the management of federal and State-assisted rental 
housing projects.  HCDCH's public housing inventory includes 5,142 federal units and 1,170 
State units statewide.  HCDCH administers Federal and State programs to develop housing and 
provide services for the homeless and other persons with special housing needs and coordinates 
the State's assistance to the homeless, as well as the Section 8 Housing Choice voucher program. 
 
Hawaii Community Development Authority (HCDA) 
 
HCDA oversees public and private development activities in the Kakaako District of Honolulu. 
 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands (DHHL) 
 
DHHL administers public land set aside for the benefit of Native Hawaiians.  The agency 
provides homestead leases for residential, agricultural or pastoral purposes.  Financial assistance 
is also provided, through direct loans or loan guarantees for home construction, home 
replacement or repair, and for the development of farms and ranches. 
    

c.  County Government 
 
Department of Community Services (DCS) 
 
In mid-1998, as part of a reorganization of City government, the Department of Housing and 
Community Development was abolished, and most of its functions merged with the Department 
of Community and Social Resources, and renamed the Department of Community Services 
(DCS).  Its functions include implementing Federally-aided housing, urban renewal, special 
needs housing projects and community development programs.  In addition, this department 
conducts employment training and provides placement services for economically disadvantaged 
residents through the WorkHawaii program, which is Federally funded under the 1999 
Workforce Investment Act.  DCS also coordinates social service programs to assist the elderly. 
Special projects and task forces oriented toward human services are also administered through 
DCS, including the advisory Mayor's Committee for People With Disabilities. 
 
Department of Facility Maintenance 
 
The Department of Facility Maintenance (DFM) manages 1,348 rental units for mixed-income 
households.  In addition, the City has provided real property for long-term leases to nonprofit 
housing developers. 
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d.  Private Sector 
 

(a) For-Profit Entities 
 
Financial Institutions 
 
Financial institutions directly participate in the implementation of affordable housing strategies 
through origination and servicing of Hula Mae mortgage loans for first-time homebuyers, 
servicing of State funded low-interest loans for self-help housing projects, and participation in 
the financing of various affordable housing projects in compliance with the Federal Community 
Reinvestment Act. 
 
Housing Developers 
 
Private for-profit developers have participated in the development of affordable housing through 
their compliance with requirements imposed by the State or City as a condition of land use 
approvals.  Private developers have also participated with the State and City in the development 
of affordable housing projects and have been actively involved in the preservation of affordable 
housing through the acquisition and rehabilitation of projects with expiring affordability 
requirements. 
 

(b) Nonprofit Entities 
 
Nonprofit Housing Developers 
 
There are a number of nonprofit housing development entities in the City.  Most of these 
developers, either independently or in partnership with the State or City, have primarily been 
involved in the development of shelters for the homeless, or small-scale housing projects for 
persons with special housing needs.  Lately, several developers have been successful in 
developing larger projects aimed at the affordable housing market.  The participation by 
nonprofit developers can be important in the development of affordable housing projects, due to 
the nonprofits' abilities to access Federal housing development funds set aside specifically for 
their use. 
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Foundations 
 
Private foundations, such as the Harry and Jeanette Weinberg Foundation and the Hawaii 
Community Foundation, are potential sources of grants to support the development of affordable 
housing projects. 
 
Nonprofit Social Service Agencies 
 
Representatives of nonprofit social service agencies have functioned as effective advocates for 
affordable housing for the homeless and other special need groups. Although most provide 
supportive services and referrals, a growing number of agencies are undertaking residential 
treatment programs to serve their clients. 
 
2.  Capacity Building 
 
Although there are currently several sophisticated developers in Hawaii, the relative youth, 
limited funding and small organizational sizes of many other nonprofit developers have limited 
their abilities to undertake larger, more financially complex housing projects.  The need to 
develop the operational resources and technical expertise of these groups could be addressed, in 
part, through publicly-sponsored workshops and training. 
 
It has been suggested that the development of a proactive program would help nonprofit groups 
obtain the skills needed to develop and manage affordable housing projects.  Among the subjects 
identified as a focus for special training within the context of such an education program in the 
process for obtaining development exemptions pursuant to Section 201G, Hawaii Revised 
Statutes.  The entity responsible for coordinating this program and availability and/or desirability 
of using public funds to underwrite it are issues that need to be resolved. 
 
As part of the HOME program, HUD contracted with the Rural Community Assistance 
Corporation, a national nonprofit agency to provide technical assistance and capacity building 
training to local nonprofit community development organizations. 
 
The State Rental Housing Trust Fund also provides capacity building grants to nonprofit 
development corporation up to a maximum of $50,000.  Eligible activities include grants for 
training and professional development. 
 
Coordination 
 
In planning projects for the homeless and persons with special needs, the City works with 
participating nonprofit agencies to assure that a program of housing and supportive services is in 
place prior to the development of the project.  Typical housing plan elements include the 
development of admission criteria, house rules, rent and program fee structures, and referral 
sources.  A supportive services plan may include vocational and general education, childcare and 
health services.  In addition, the City also attends regular State and County housing directors' 
meetings to share ideas and concerns. 
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Citizen Participation 
 
The City’s Citizen Participation Plan (CPP) is attached as Appendix A.   
 
The Department of the Budget completed development of the City's Citizen Participation Plan in 
May 1995, and this CPP was approved by HUD along with the Final First Year Consolidated 
Plan.  This plan continues to be implemented.  The overall goal is to support the public in being 
part of the Consolidated Plan process by notifying the public of upcoming meetings to obtain the 
views and comments of the citizens and to keep the public informed by providing information 
concerning changes to the Action Plans.  Much of the CPP details the manner in which these 
goals will be achieved and also provides samples of the public advertisements and a project 
proposal. 
 
On April 21, 2004, the City held a working group consultation session and public hearing with 
known public and private service providers to discuss the housing and housing service needs of 
this community.  Overviews of the Consolidated Plans for the City and State were given, 
including the components of the Consolidated Plan and the planning processes that would be 
followed.  Input regarding housing needs and priorities was sought from the participants of this 
meeting, and in turn, the information was utilized in the development of this Plan.  In addition, 
this Draft Plan is being made available in August 2004 to all interested parties as a way of further 
soliciting input and comments on the Plan in total and on specific areas of concern.  Any 
comments or corrections concerning the Draft Plan will be incorporated into the Final Plan.  This 
final version is anticipated to be available in September 2004. 
 
In addition to an advertisement notifying the public of the hearing, 61 nonprofit organizations 
and government agencies that provide assisted housing, health services and social services were 
invited to the April 21, 2004 consultation meeting. 
 
Below are several issues that were brought out by the participants and discussed at this meeting: 
 
1. Housing market 

 
• Military housing will affect the housing market on Oahu.   The army currently houses 

65% of personnel on base, but would like to increase this number as well as renovate 
existing housing units.  The cost of developing and rehabilitating military homes will 
increase non-military housing construction costs on the whole island, as the scope of the 
military projects are very large. 

• In order to facilitate permanent affordable housing, the concept of a community land trust 
should be established.  A large parcel would be acquired and held in trust, and this parcel 
would be developed in phases to different components.  By keeping the land in trust, 
speculation would be eliminated and housing could be kept affordable.  Fort Shafter may 
be a candidate, since it may be considered for base closure.   

 
2. Housing needs 
 

• There is a need for housing counseling services for homeless and persons of lower-
income to get and keep housing. 
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• There is a need for housing for veterans.  Currently, veterans make up approximately 
30% of the homeless population. 

 
3. Special needs housing 
 

• Developmentally disabled and individuals with mental health needs will require housing 
assistance pursuant to the Supreme Court’s decision in the Olmstead case, which requires 
that where possible, such individuals be placed in the community.  This would require an 
increase in ADA compliant housing units.  A study was presented to Governor Lingle in 
September, and the State will have to describe how the objectives will be met.  A current 
study is trying to gather data about the number of persons that are disabled and how many 
of these could live in the community with the appropriate supports. 

• Case management is needed not only for the homeless, but also for elderly and disabled 
persons.  Case management and supportive services should be included in planning these 
types of facilities prior to development, such that this service is in place as the facility 
opens.  

• Additional housing is needed for the elderly.  By 2011, one in four persons will be over 
60 years of age.  Many will stay at home; others will need facilities more suited to their 
needs.  Support of the Olmstead case would be beneficial to these needs.  There should 
also be some type of government incentives, such as tax credits, to keep elderly persons 
at home.  

• Persons with HIV/AIDS have similar needs to the elderly, where the “Aging in Place” 
model fits well.  This population needs more permanent supportive housing. 

• Persons with disabilities need the same options as the rest of the community.  Housing 
should be in proximity to facilities. 

 
4. Priorities 
 

• There was a question about the recently changed priorities for CDBG funding by the 
Honolulu City Council.  It was explained that Council Resolution 03-343 passed in 
December 2003 rearranged the priorities, making Services Facilities and Operations first 
priority.  One participant said that advocates have been on record for a long time saying 
that permanent housing should be the top priority.  There was a discussion about public 
services, and how, per federal regulations, the City is limited to spending up to 15% of its 
CDBG allocation for this activity.  

• The Hawaii Homeless Policy Academy supplemented written testimony by reiterating its 
request that a high priority be given to the provision of permanent supportive housing 
units for the homeless and funding of affordable rental units.  The recent Housing Policy 
study states that there is a deficit of over 20,000 resident housing units in the City and 
County of Honolulu. 

• The Action Plan to End Homelessness, produced December 2003 by Hawaii Continuums 
of Care, should be incorporated into the Consolidated Plan.  The priorities of this plan are 
consistent with comments given at past consultation meetings. 

• There is still a great need for the basic human needs: food, shelter and clothing.  In 
addition, job-training services are needed. 
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A second public hearing was conducted on Friday, August 27, 2004, to obtain the views and 
comments of the public after the draft Consolidated Plan had been available for review.  As in 
the previous meeting, a legal advertisement was published notifying interested parties of this 
meeting and an array of agencies that were thought to be interested in providing comments were 
invited to attend.   
 
Following a brief introduction, the City received the following oral testimony: 
 
1. Mr. Joe Shacter opened up the discussion by saying that he is working on the data for the 

disabled.  Mr. Shacter also noted that the Olmstead Committee would meet at the end of 
September to finalize the Housing Goals. 

 
2. Ms. Lynn Maunakea thanked the City for its hard work on the Consolidated Plan and said 

that we finally have a relevant plan in place. 
  
3 Ms. Claire Tamamoto thanked the City for its support and assistance to Empower Oahu over 

the past five years, and for the opportunity to participate in the development of the 
Consolidated Plan.  Ms. Tamamoto also noted that this plan provides Empower Oahu with 
the opportunity to continue its work with the City to improve communities by fostering and 
encouraging community-based economic development.  She stated that she is in full support 
of the plan. 

 
The City and County of Honolulu received written testimonies prior to September 14, 2004 from 
three persons:  Ms. Steffi Glass, Ms. Judy Lind and Mr. Marvin Bernard. 

The comments of Ms. Glass were related to Fair Housing and the Section 8 program.  She 
advocated for City officials to take a greater role in insuring that all vacant housing units be 
open to persons with Section 8 assistance, something that she feels is not practiced by the private 
sector rental real estate industry.    She noted that actions taken by a legislative task force did not 
satisfactorily improve this situation.  She believes that most Section 8 program participants are 
not aware of their rights under the Hawaii Landlord-Tenant Code, and even when they are 
aware, are reluctant to exercise their rights for fear of retribution.  She stated that at least 15 U. 
S. states, counties and municipalities have stronger legislation regarding Fair Housing and 
requested that the City and County of Honolulu join them. 

Ms. Lind, representing the Children’s Justice Center of Hawaii, requested that abused children 
be added as a priority group for CDBG funding.  She stated that facilities and services are 
needed to address the needs of this group, and provided statistics to justify this need. 

Mr. Bernard, representing the Pacific Gateway Center, wrote mostly about issues regarding 
economic development.  These include advocating for a wider variety of economic development 
initiatives beyond loan funding be supported by the City.  He suggested that the City maintain its 
position as a lead agency for economic development, helping to facilitate and coordinate 
economic development, while avoiding duplication.  He also suggested that the plan should have 
provisions for amendments should conditions change. 

 

The City took all of these comments under advisement and will look into the feasibility of 
funding projects that address these concerns. 
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In order to broaden participation, the City has begun to utilize its website to facilitate informing 
the public.  The current and several past Action Plans and the draft Consolidated Plan are 
available at www.co.honolulu.hi.us/budget/ and information regarding the CDBG and HOME 
programs, as well as Project Proposals applications, are available at 
www.co.honolulu.hi.us/dcs/grantsforms.htm. 
 
Period of Plan / Submission Date 
 
This Consolidated Plan is being submitted to HUD in September 2004.  It will be in effect July 1, 
2005, for the following five-year period, covering City budget years of 2006 to 2010.   
 
Geographic Area 
 
The geographical area covered under this Consolidated Plan is the entire island of Oahu. 
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Low Income and Minority Concentration Areas 
 
The following table, Table 1, along with maps for reference, shows the Census Tracts of Oahu 
and the corresponding percentage of persons of low- and moderate-income within the Census 
Tracts.  HUD defines low- and moderate-income person as a member of a family whose income 
is less than 80% of the median income as determined annually by HUD.   

                 Table 1 
CENSUS TRACT PERCENTAGE 

 LOW & MOD 
 CENSUS 

TRACT 
PERCENTAGE 
 LOW & MOD  

1.02 16.70  33 27.38 
1.04 16.85  34.03 44.97 
1.05 27.58  34.04 51.41 
1.06 18.86  34.05 61.94 
1.07 18.26  34.06 55.44 
1.08 23.02  34.07 22.66 
1.09 9.65  35 59.64 
1.1 15.66  36.01 66.41 
2 20.53  36.02 66.57 
3.01 18.66  37 48.88 
3.02 27.65  38 52.36 
4.01 17.77  39 75.84 
4.02 12.65  40 47.58 
5 11.85  41 62.31 
6 18.40  42 55.88 
7 32.05  43 54.49 
8 35.49  44 38.97 
9.01 27.72  45 26.40 
9.02 23.55  46 23.39 
9.03 31.46  47 27.77 
10 35.53  48 45.58 
11 67.29  49 45.32 
12.01 46.17  50 55.26 
12.02 41.12  51 53.71 
13 44.24  52 78.25 
14 34.57  53 67.60 
15 43.21  54 90.05 
16 43.54  55 66.96 
17 34.42  56 62.69 
18.01 66.25  57 85.02 
18.02 54.74  58 72.32 
19.01 53.92  59 62.76 
19.02 48.11  60 59.41 
20.01 60.94  61 51.92 
20.02 62.57  62.01 63.19 
21 54.38  62.02 97.98 
22 51.43  63.01 49.17 
23 61.11  63.02 77.89 
24.01 53.94  64.01 44.59 
24.02 55.72  64.02 42.73 
25 59.85  65 38.73 
26 59.04  66 57.92 
27.01 43.41  67.01 25.18 
27.02 42.05  67.02 55.37 
28 26.26  68.02 43.04 
29 23.16  68.04 74.96 
30 24.69  68.05 28.53 
31.01 23.33  68.06 10.37 
31.02 22.42  68.08 54.14 
32 23.36  68.09 58.21 
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CENSUS TRACT PERCENTAGE 

LOW & MOD 
 CENSUS 

TRACT 
PERCENTAGE 
LOW & MOD 

69 62.22  89.18 18.48 
70 64.11  89.2 28.75 
71 74.35  89.21 40.02 
72 62.00  89.22 20.16 
73 57.91  89.23 33.16 
74 43.51  90 69.15 
75.02 55.02  91 50.13 
75.03 27.65  92 38.38 
75.04 64.16  93 62.35 
75.05 22.40  94 66.09 
75.06 30.53  95.01 89.63 
77.01 38.73  95.02 77.34 
77.02 20.55  95.03 76.87 
78.04 28.16  95.04 45.77 
78.05 35.10  95.05 87.89 
78.06 21.73  96.01 63.32 
78.07 47.39  96.03 47.82 
78.08 55.81  96.04 53.97 
78.09 21.69  97.01 67.18 
78.1 12.84  97.02 54.77 
80.01 58.20  98.01 61.23 
80.02 32.98  98.02 65.93 
80.03 54.47  99.01 45.24 
80.05 20.29  99.02 49.89 
80.06 26.56  100 66.39 
80.07 19.17  101 47.80 
81 73.81  102.01 57.35 
83.01 63.43  102.02 50.18 
83.02 49.52  103.02 16.08 
84.01 25.70  103.03 36.09 
84.02 39.57  103.05 26.01 
84.03 12.86  103.06 17.24 
84.04 27.19  105.03 42.54 
85 74.58  105.04 35.97 
86.03 31.06  105.05 14.84 
86.04 28.83  105.06 29.87 
86.05 42.04  106.01 32.15 
86.06 21.66  106.02 28.98 
86.07 39.29  107.01 25.47 
86.09 21.82  107.02 23.75 
86.1 100.00  108.01 72.75 
87.01 41.75  108.02 72.11 
87.02 53.75  109.01 22.27 
87.03 60.91  109.03 42.21 
88 44.93  109.04 31.41 
89.05 26.13  109.05 34.18 
89.06 19.62  110 22.19 
89.07 40.23  111.03 21.08 
89.08 18.64  111.04 20.10 
89.09 28.39  111.05 35.78 
89.12 27.04  111.06 15.74 
89.13 42.78  112.01 14.47 
89.14 66.77  112.02 27.97 
89.15 40.22  113.01 52.82 
89.16 20.53  113.02 46.88 
89.17 14.96    
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Table 2 shows the minority concentrations for the City and County of Honolulu, according to the 
2000 Census. 
 
                        Table 2 

Race 
 

Population Percent of Total 

White 186,484 21.3% 
Black or African American 20,619 2.4% 
American Indian and Alaska Native 2,178 0.2% 
Asian 403,371 46.0% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 77,680 8.9% 
Some other race 11,200 1.3% 
Two or more races 174,624 19.9% 
 
Monitoring Plan 
 
Under the auspices of the Department of Budget and Fiscal Services, the Federal Grants staff 
administers the CDBG, ESG, HOPWA and HOME programs from a broad policy prospective.  
The City's ESG, HOPWA and HOME programs are administered in accordance with the City's 
CDBG Policy and Procedures Manual.  Throughout all aspects of the administration of these 
programs, the Budget staff reviews and monitors the City's Departments' compliance with 
specific program regulations as well as other overlay statutes and Executive Orders (i.e., 
National Environmental Protection Act, Fair Labor Standards Act, Uniform Relocation and Real 
Property Acquisition Act, Fair Housing Act of 1989, as amended, and the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, as amended, etc.) as prescribed in HUD Handbook 6509.2.  On an on-going basis, 
eligibility determinations, technical assistance and guidance are provided to each City 
department implementing a project under these programs.  City departments administering 
projects under these programs are responsible for the project's compliance with all program 
regulations. 
 
CDBG, ESG, HOPWA and HOME programs' minority (inclusive of women's business 
enterprises) outreach to businesses is accomplished through the City's Department of Budget and 
Fiscal Services (Purchasing Division) by providing the General Contractor's Association (GCA) 
with a copy of all bid advertisements.  51% of the membership of the GCA is minorities whose 
minority status has been determined by the State of Hawaii, Department of Transportation 
(DOT).  DOT minority/disadvantaged determinations are based on the Federal Transit 
Administration regulations. 
 
Under the HOME program, the City's Department of Budget and Fiscal Services (Federal Grants 
Branch) annually publishes a notice in a newspaper of daily general circulation inviting minority 
and women's business enterprises to register to participate in the HOME program.  The 
implementing agencies subsequently inform registered minority and women's businesses of 
contract or subcontract opportunities and of vendor and/or supplier opportunities for goods and 
services under the HOME program.   
 
The City Fair Housing Officer reviews and approves all Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing 
Plans to ensure the process for minority outreach is effective.  The Federal Grants staff also 
monitors Federal legislation to identify regulatory changes affecting CDBG, ESG, HOPWA and 
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HOME programs to ensure the timely implementation (including program cost analyses) of such 
changes. 
 
In addition, starting in 2000 the Department of Budget and Fiscal Services implemented its Post-
Development Monitoring Plan that formally monitors subrecipient contracts to insure long-term 
compliance.  This includes on-site inspections and meetings with selected agencies that have 
open subrecipient contracts and have received CDBG, ESG, HOPWA or HOME funds through 
the City, and annual remote reviews of all subrecipients. 
 
Standards and procedures have been developed and adopted, based on HUD guidelines already 
in use.  Worksheets used as part of the information-gathering interview process with the 
subrecipient, along with the required annual audit, are used to flag potential problems and issues 
that need to be resolved.  More frequent monitoring will be undertaken where there is sufficient 
cause to justify additional action.  
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Certifications 
 
 Certifications are shown in Appendix B. 
 
Approvals 
 
The Consolidated Plan process does not include City Council approval. 
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 II.  HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS 
 

Characteristics of the housing market for the City and County of Honolulu and State 
 

Housing Demand 
In 2002, the City and County of Honolulu had a total population of approximately 876,000, 
which was close to 73% of the State population of 1.2 million.  The median age was 35.7 years 
in the City and County of Honolulu and 37.4 for the State.  Twenty four percent of the State 
population were under 18 years of age and over 13 percent were 65 years and older. (U.S. 
Census, 2002 American Community Survey Profile)  

 

 
 

In 2002, there were 292,615 households in the City and County of Honolulu, up from 286,450 
households in 2000.  The average household size in 2002 for the whole State was 2.91 people, 
down from 2.92 in 2000.  The average household sizes for each county in 2000 were as follows: 
Honolulu, 2.95 people; Maui, 2.91 people; Hawaii, 2.75 people; and Kauai, 2.86 people. 

 
Families made up approximately 70 percent of the households in Hawaii and the City and 
County of Honolulu.  This figure includes both married couple families (48.2 percent for the 
State) and multiple families (21.6 percent for the State) according to the 2003 Hawaii Housing 
Policy Study.  Table III-1 shows household composition by county in 1992, 1997 and 2003. 
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Table III-1. Household Composition and Crowding By County, 1992, 1997 and 2003 
 

    County of Residence      
 Honolulu   Maui  Hawaii Kauai Total  

Characteristic 1992 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 1992* 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 

Total Households 247,349 272,234 292,003 34,266 39,252 43,687 39,789 46,271 54,644 16,981 18,817 20,460 338,385 376,574 410,794

Household type** 
                             Single member 11.9 14.1 22.0 12.6 14.1 21.9 9.6 14.8 22.3 12.7 13.2 20.9 11.7 14.2 22.0 
                     Married, no children 24.4 25.6 28.9 24.4 25.0 29.6 27.2 27.0 30.6 26.1 27.1 26.9 24.9 25.8 29.1 
                     Parent(s) & children 26.3 27.3 18.3 32.9 27.9 21.6 32.3 28.4 20.6 31.0 30.0 21.8 27.9 27.6 19.1 
                  Unrelated roommates 1.7 4.2 6.1 1.6 5.4 7.0 0.6 3.5 7.1 0.5 1.7 8.3 1.5 4.1 6.5 
                          Multiple families 32.0 27.2 22.9 25.9 24.8 17.6 26.0 24.3 18.1 26.3 25.4 20.5 30.3 26.5 21.6 
                             Undetermined 3.7 1.6 1.8 2.3 2.7 2.3 4.3 2.1 1.4 3.5 2.5 1.7 3.6 1.9 1.8 

Percent overcrowded (1.01 
persons or more per room) 23.2 10.6 10.0 26.8 10.4 11.0 18.7 7.9 7.0 17.4 9.1 6.0 22.2 10.2 9.6 

Percent of households that 
are overcrowded or 
doubled up*** 45.7 32.7 19.0 38.8 29.5 17.5 37.6 28.5 15.0 36.2 29.6 20.2 43.6 31.7 18.4 

Percentages may not sum to 100.0 due to rounding. 

* Pre-Hurricane Iniki 

** Household type was measured differently in 1992 and 1997. 

*** Based on 1.01 persons or more per room or multiple families in one household. 
 

Comments: 
Although the decrease was not as substantial as was found from 1992 to 1997, fewer households were found to be overcrowded or doubled-up in 2003 than in 1997. 

Source:  SMS, Inc., Hawaii Housing Policy Study, 2003, Table IV-A-6, August 23, 2003 
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In 2002, 87 percent of people 25 years and over in the State had at least graduated from high 
school and 28 percent had a bachelor’s degree or higher.  Among people 16 to 19 years old, 8 
percent were dropouts.  (U.S. Census, 2002 American Community Survey Profile) 

 
 

 
 
 

The median household income in 2003 for the State was approximately $47,500 based on a 
survey conducted for the 2003 Hawaii Housing Policy Study.  Households in the City and 
County of Honolulu had the highest median income ($57,200), followed by Kauai ($47,200), 
Maui ($44,200), and Hawaii ($42,900).  (See Table III-2.) 
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Table III-2. Household Income Data By County, 1992, 1997 and 2003 
 

    County of Residence   
Honolulu   Maui  Hawaii Kauai   Total  

Characteristic 1992 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 1992* 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 
Total Households 247,349 272,234 292,003 34,266 39,252 43,687 39,789 46,271 54,644 16,981 18,817 20,460 338,385 376,574 410,794

Household Income 
                     Less than $15,000 N/A 8.6% 8.0% N/A 10.3% 9.3% N/A 14.2% 14.4% N/A 10.8% 12.6% N/A 9.6% 9.2% 
                   $15,000 to $24,999** 24.4% 8.8% 10.3% 20.2% 8.4% 13.1% 23.9% 14.3% 12.0% 19.7% 13.0% 11.8% 23.7% 9.6% 10.9% 
                   $25,000 to $34,999 12.9% 11.9% 14.0% 16.5% 15.5% 12.5% 18.5% 15.1% 16.6% 13.8% 14.6% 15.9% 14.0% 12.8% 14.3% 
                   $35,000 to $49,999 16.1% 16.3% 22.0% 19.5% 17.9% 21.6% 20.0% 15.1% 22.3% 22.4% 15.5% 21.1% 17.3% 16.3% 21.8% 
                   $50,000 to $74,999 12.3% 15.3% 17.5% 11.1% 15.1% 18.8% 10.5% 11.5% 17.3% 10.4% 15.3% 17.6% 11.9% 14.8% 17.7% 
                   $75,000 to $99,999 5.8% 8.8% 11.3% 2.2% 6.5% 13.9% 3.4% 4.0% 8.6% 4.7% 4.5% 9.3% 5.1% 7.7% 11.1% 
                      $100,000 or more 7.3% 6.1% 16.9% 3.3% 5.9% 10.6% 4.2% 4.0% 8.9% 3.0% 3.0% 11.7% 6.3% 5.7% 15.0% 
                                    Refused 21.1% 24.3% ---- 27.2% 20.3% ---- 19.5% 21.8% ---- 25.9% 23.4% ---- 21.8% 23.5% --- 

Median*** $36,974 $42,234 $57,208 $35,843 $38,908 $44,228 $34,063 $31,831 $42,907 $36,966 $34,891 $47,176 $36,289 $39,883 $47,489

Percent of HUD Guidelines 
                                30% or less N/A 7.6% 4.7% N/A 6.9% 10.1% N/A 3.1% 5.1% N/A 9.2% 6.2% N/A 7.0% 5.4% 
                     Over 30% to 50%+ 20.4% 14.9% 19.2% 19.8% 11.2% 17.1% 20.2% 19.0% 14.4% 21.2% 18.3% 22.5% 19.8% 15.2% 18.5% 
                       Over 50% to 80% 19.3% 21.2% 21.8% 18.8% 26.7% 27.8% 18.2% 20.7% 28.1% 18.0% 27.0% 26.9% 19.0% 21.9% 23.5% 
                     Over 80% to 120% 22.7% 29.7% 22.0% 23.6% 24.4% 17.5% 23.6% 23.3% 21.5% 21.4% 25.1% 20.0% 21.6% 28.2% 21.4% 
                   Over 120% to 140% 10.4% 6.5% 7.2% 9.4% 10.0% 7.0% 9.5% 9.8% 6.0% 9.4% 8.9% 6.6% 11.1% 7.4% 7.0% 
                                 Over 140% 27.3% 20.2% 25.2% 28.4% 20.8% 20.5% 28.6% 24.0% 24.9% 30.0% 11.5% 17.8% 28.4% 20.3% 24.3%  

Percentages may not sum to 100.0 due to rounding. 

* Pre-Hurricane Iniki 
** In 1992, the lowest household income category was “less than $25,000.” That category was expanded into two categories for 1997. *** Medians were derived from the 

categorical survey data, excluding refusals. 

+ In 1992, the lowest category for HUD income comparisons was “50% or less.” That category was expanded into two categories for 1997. 

Source:  SMS, Inc., Hawaii Housing Policy Study, 2003, Table IV-A-3, August 23, 2003 
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Housing Supply 
 
In 2002, there were 453,697 housing units in the State of Hawaii, of which 311,466 or 68.7 
percent were on Oahu.  Maui County and the Big Island had similar housing inventories – 58,358 
and 58,966 units, respectively.  The County of Kauai had the smallest count with 24,907 units.   

 
Of the total housing units, approximately 55 percent were single-family units, 27.5 percent were 
condominiums, 10.5 were apartments, and the remaining 7 percent were other structures (e.g., 
military, student housing, or cooperatives).  Statewide, over 95 percent of single family and 77.5 
percent of condominium units are fee simple.  See Tables III-3 and III-4.   

 
The supply of housing that is available for sale or rent has declined.  Market research consultant 
Ricky Cassiday of Data@Work notes that the best indicator of housing supply is the number of 
units that are listed for sale.  As of June 2003, listings for single-family units have fallen for eight 
straight years on Oahu.  The Honolulu Advertiser reported that in February 2004, there was an 
available inventory of 623 newly-constructed units for sale in the City and County of Honolulu 
compared to 1,117 new units in 2003 and 1,173 in 2002.  (Andrew Gomes, “New-home sales 
climb on Oahu,” Honolulu Advertiser) 
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Table III-3.  Housing Inventory by Type - 2002 
 
 

Honolulu County 
Zone          Single Family      Condominium   Apartment    Military   Student Housing   Cooperative      Total 

1                          14,682                  8,451            8,052        5,941                            0                       0      37,126 
2                          12,118                44,218          20,524                0                     3,202               1,947      82,009 
3                          28,602                  5,338            1,299                0                        128                   692      36,059 
4                          26,604                  5,026            1,582        2,274                            0                   242      35,728 
5                            4,398                      761                167                0                        940                       0        6,266 
6                            2,931                      381                153                0                            0                       0        3,465 
7                            4,864                      513            1,800        6,237                            0                       0      13,414 
8                            8,652                  2,337                458             59                            0                       0      11,506 
9                          48,106                24,888            5,567        7,332                            0                       0      85,893 

Total                    150,957                91,913          39,602      21,843                     4,270               2,881    311,466 
 

State 
County        Single Family       Condominium    Apartment   Military   Student Housing    Cooperative      Total 

              Honolulu              150,957                91,913          39,602      21,843                      4,270               2,881     311,466 
                     Maui                34,853                19,592            3,769                0                           69                     75      58,358 

          Hawaii                47,302                  7,712            3,574             68                         310                       0      58,966 
                Kauai                18,301                  5,653                866             87                            0                       0      24,907 
               Total              251,413              124,870          47,811      21,998                      4,649               2,956    453,697 

 
Source:  SMS, Inc., Hawaii Housing Policy Study, 2003, Table II-1, August 28, 2003 
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Table III-4.  Housing Inventory by Land Tenure - 2002 
Honolulu County 

Zone                                     S ingle Family                                                                 Condominium 
No Data        Fee         Leas e    Other      Total       No Data        Fee          Leas e      Other       Total 

1                       3      14,514            88          77     14,682                            7,715            714          22         8,451 
2                       1      11,622          407          88     12,118                  2      30,468       13,578       170       44,218 
3                       3      28,199          330          70     28,602                            3,838        1,457          43         5,338 
4                       3      25,029      1,235       337     26,604                            3,669        1,347          10         5,026 
5                       2        4,051          288          57        4,398                                130           626             5             761 
6                                  2,809            63          59        2,931                                348              28             5             381 
7                       6        4,760            85          13        4,864                                348           158             7             513 
8                                  6,698      1,626       328        8,652                  1        2,032            280          24         2,337 
9                       4      47,146          762       194      48,106                 1      21,416        3,322       149       24,888 

Total                 22   144,828      4,884    1,223   150,957                  4      69,964      21,510       435       91,913 
Percent                        95.94%   3.24%                                                          76.12%   23.40% 

 
State 

County                                   S ingle Family                                                                 Condominium 
No Data        Fee         Leas e    Other      Total       No Data        Fee          Leas e     Other       Total 

Honolulu             22   144,828      4,884     1,223   150,957                  4      69,964      21,510       435       91,913 
Maui                 14      32,938      1,384       517     34,853                  1      16,555        2,921       115       19,592 

Hawaii               22      44,802      1,738       740     47,302                  1        6,355        1,303          53         7,712 
Kauai                 76      17,057          827       341     18,301                            3,948        1,688          17         5,653 
Total               134   239,625      8,833    2,821     251,413                 6      96,822      27,422       620     124,870 

Percent                        95.31%   3.51%                                                           77.54%   21.96% 
 
Source:  SMS, Inc., Hawaii Housing Policy Study, 2003, Table II-2, August 23, 2003 
 
The demand for housing in the State of Hawaii is at an all-time high as exhibited by the high 
volume of home sales and rising prices. Combined resales and new sales grew by 51 percent 
from 2001 to 2003.   

 
Table III-5.  Market Growth, 2001-2003 

All Sales Oahu Maui Hawaii Kauai State 
2001 9,073 2,824 2,288 852 15,037 
2002 10,961 2,967 2,716 1,007 17,651 
2003 13,990 4,105 3,385 1,199 22,679 

 Oahu Maui Hawaii Kauai State 
2001-2002 21% 5% 19% 18% 17% 
2002-2003 28% 38% 25% 19% 28% 
Combined 54% 45% 48% 41% 51% 
Source:  Ricky Cassiday, Data@Work, May 2004 
 

This trend has continued into 2004 on Oahu as well as the Neighbor Islands.  The Honolulu 
Board of Realtors reported that in April 2004, sales of condominiums on Oahu were up 24.1 
percent over sales in April 2003.  The sale of single-family homes on Oahu increased by 12.8 
percent during the same period.  Resales prices for condominiums and single-family homes on 
Oahu also climbed by 24.2 percent and 20.0 percent, respectfully, between April 2003 and April 
2004.   
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Table III-6. Oahu Home Sales, April 2003-April 2004 
Single Family Home Resales 

 Number of 
Sales 

Compared To: Median 
Sales Price 

Compared To: 

, 2004 361  $435,000  
, 2003 320 Up 12.8% $362,500 Up 20.0% 

Condominium Resales 
, 2004 685  $205,000  
, 2003 552 Up 24.1% $165,000 Up 24.2% 

Source:  Honolulu Board of Realtors, May 5, 2004 
 

The increase in housing activity and prices in recent years is primarily attributable to three 
factors.  First, rapidly falling mortgage interest rates have spurred potential buyers to act quickly 
to enter or move up in the housing market.  Second, housing construction rates have not kept 
pace with this short-term demand.  Third, sales of new housing units to non-residents have 
increased.  According to Ricky Cassiday of Data@Work, while total sales (combined resales and 
new sales) grew by 51 percent from 2001 to 2003, new home sales grew more by 73 percent, and 
new resort sales grew the most by 160 percent.   

 
Table III-7.  New Resort Sales, 2001-2003 

All Sales Oahu Maui Hawaii Kauai State 
2001-2002 21% 5% 19% 18% 17% 
2002-2003 28% 38% 25% 19% 28% 
Combined 54% 45% 48% 41% 51% 
New Only Oahu Maui Hawaii Kauai State 
2001-2002 17% -6% -9% -10% 7% 
2002-2003 62% 63% 71% 35% 62% 
Combined 89% 53% 55% 22% 73% 

New 
Resort 

Oahu Maui Hawaii Kauai State 

2001-2002 610% 34% 108% 57% 98% 
2002-2003 63% -24% 79% 35% 31% 
Combined 1055% 1% 273% 112% 160% 

Source:  Ricky Cassiday, Data@Work, May 2004 
 

The rapid increase in sales to non-residents may be a short-run aberration generated by economic 
growth on the Mainland and major market housing costs approaching parity with Hawaii.  
However, some observers believe that the critical mass of second homes and affordability of 
second homes in Hawaii will cause a long-range increase in the number of housing units not 
available to local residents.   

 
The rental housing market has also tightened significantly.  As shown in the charts on the 
following pages, the supply of rental housing units as measured by the number of newspaper 
advertisements has decreased, resulting in higher rents. With increasing numbers of visitor 
arrivals more units are being absorbed for visitor use. Single-family rentals have also entered the 
home-ownership market as owners sell to the burgeoning number of buyers wishing to take 
advantage of low interest rates.  The same factors that caused higher activity in the home 
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ownership market have contributed to re-sales of multifamily rental projects, often resulting in 
higher rents. As a result, rents have skyrocketed in all counties.  In Hawaii, however, that has not 
translated into increased production. Very high land and construction costs make even relatively 
high-end multifamily rental projects unprofitable. Since 1990 only limited rental development 
has occurred in the state of Hawaii and that has been mostly subsidized housing for the elderly.   
 
The effect on low-end renters will be severe.  Rental housing units for households below fifty 
percent of median income are produced by government housing agencies for subsidized housing 
programs. Very slow growth in these units will force low and very low-income households into 
the private market, where availability is low and prices are high.  Increased production of 
permanent, affordable housing is needed to keep up with the rising demand.  Failure to do so 
could contribute to an even greater increase in homelessness. 
 
The following charts are from the Hawaii Housing Policy Study 2003. 
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Oahu Number of Apartment Advertisements (Quarterly)
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Vacancy Rates 
In 2000, the State of Hawaii rental vacancy rate was 8.2 percent and the homeowner vacancy rate 
was 1.6 percent.  Vacancy rates for the City and County of Honolulu in 2000 were 8.6 percent 
for rental units and 1.6 percent for homeowner units.  Vacancy rates for all counties in 2000 are 
shown in Table III-9.   

 
Table III-8.  2000 Vacancy Rates 
Vacancy Rate Honolulu Maui Hawaii Kauai State
Homeowner 1.6% 1.2% 1.9% 1.2% 1.6%
Rental 8.6% 7.2% 7.6% 6.1% 8.2%
Source:  U.S. Census, American FactFinder, General Housing Characteristics: 2000 

 
In 2002, the U.S. Census reported that the statewide rental vacancy rate dropped to 4.2 percent 
while the homeowner vacancy rate grew to 2.4 percent.  2002 vacancy rates for the City and 
County of Honolulu exhibited a similar pattern with a rental vacancy rate of 4.2 percent and a 
homeowner vacancy rate of 2.4 percent.   

 
According to the 2000 Census, Hawaii was one of the ten states with the highest percentage of 
housing stock classified as “vacant – for seasonal, recreational, and occasional use.”  These units 
are often referred to as “vacation” homes.  Based on the 2000 U.S. Census, about 5.6 percent of 
the State’s housing stock was classified vacant for seasonal use (Honolulu - 2.2%, Hawaii - 
8.1%, Kauai - 15.2%, and Maui (including Kalawao) - 17.3%). (U.S. Census Bureau, Housing 
Characteristics: 2000, Census 2000 Brief, Issued October 2001) 
 
Condition of housing units 
The condition of housing units, as measured by the number of units that lack complete plumbing 
or complete kitchen facilities, has improved between 1990 and 2000 (Table IV-10).  As shown in 
Table III-11, statewide, more households are satisfied with the condition of their housing units. 

 

Table III-9.  Housing Units Lacking Complete Plumbing/Kitchen Facilities: 
1990 and 2000 

 State Honolulu Hawaii Kauai Maui 1/ 
Percent: 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 
Lacking 
complete 
plumbing 

1.1 1.0 0.6 0.6 3.6 2.7 1.3 0.9 1.2 1.0 

Lacking 
complete kitchen 
facilities 

1.6 1.4 1.3 1.2 3.4 3.0 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.1 

1/ Includes Kalawao County 
Source:  DBEDT, The State of Hawaii Data Books 2002 (Table 21.16) and 2000 (Table 
21.17) 
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Crowding 
 
The extent of crowding (defined as 1.01 persons or more per room) has decreased from 22.2 
percent in 1992 to 9.6 percent in 2003.  The percentage of households that were crowded or 
doubled up (defined as multiple families in one household) also decreased from 43.6 percent in 
1992 to 18.4 percent in 2003.  This trend is anticipated to continue, at a declining rate, as 
household sizes decrease.i  As reported in Table III-1, there are increasing numbers of single 
member households and households comprised of persons who are married with no children.  
The table also shows the extent of crowded or doubling up by county. 

 
 

Cost of Housing 
 
In 2003, the average monthly mortgage payment for all types of units statewide was $1,433, up 
from $1,319 in 1997 and $800 in 1992.  The 2003 average monthly rent for all types of units 
statewide was $992, up from $897 in 1997 and $793 in 1992.  Table III-12 summarizes housing 
costs by tenure and county for 1992, 1997 and 2003. 

 
Due to higher housing costs, the extent of cost burden (i.e., paying more than 30% of income for 
housing) has also grown particularly among renters.  In 2003, in the City and County of 
Honolulu approximately 30 percent of homeowners and 35 percent of renters were cost-
burdened.  Table III-13 provides shelter-to-income ratios by county for 1992, 1997 and 2003. 

 

                                                 
i From 1970 to 1980, the average household size decreased by approximately 12%, from 3.59 to 3.15 persons.  From 
1980 to 1990, the average household size decreased by approximately 4%, from 3.15 to 3.01 persons.  From 1990 to 
2000, the average household size decreased by approximately 3%, from 2.01 to 2.92 persons. 
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Table III-10. Housing Unit Condition by County, 1992, 1997 and 2003 
 

    County of Residence      
 Honolulu   Maui  Hawaii Kauai   Total  

Characteristic 1992 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 1992* 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 
Total Housing Units 285,487 309,473 292,003 48,850 54,639 43,687 45,408 54,643 54,644 20,643 24,112 20,460 400,388 442,867 410,795

Owner occupied 
               Excellent condition 47.2% 31.3% 42.0% 51.7% 34.6% 44.9% 51.8% 41.7% 45.6% 49.1% 42.1% 48.1% 48.6% 33.5% 43.2% 
          Satisfactory condition 42.6% 46.7% 46.1% 37.8% 47.6% 42.0% 40.6% 41.7% 43.5% 42.1% 41.8% 41.8% 41.6% 45.9% 45.0% 
                      Fair condition 8.6% 18.3% 10.8% 9.7% 14.5% 10.1% 6.2% 12.6% 8.7% 6.8% 13.2% 8.6% 8.3% 16.9% 10.3% 
                    Poor condition 1.7% 3.7% 1.1% 0.8% 3.3% 3.0% 1.3% 4.1% 2.2% 2.0% 3.0% 1.5% 1.5% 3.6% 1.5% 

Rented 
             Excellent condition 22.5% 20.9% 22.4% 26.7% 24.9% 27.5% 28.5% 25.5% 26.5% 24.9% 26.6% 29.7% 23.5% 21.9% 23.7% 
         Satisfactory condition 51.7% 46.3% 52.4% 42.9% 48.3% 46.6% 46.1% 45.0% 46.1% 54.6% 44.3% 46.9% 50.6% 46.3% 50.8% 
                     Fair condition 20.0% 26.7% 21.6% 24.4% 21.8% 20.0% 16.1% 19.9% 22.8% 15.2% 22.4% 18.3% 19.8% 25.6% 21.4% 
                   Poor condition 5.7% 6.0% 3.6% 5.9% 5.0% 5.9% 9.3% 9.6% 4.6% 5.2% 6.7% 5.0% 6.0% 6.3% 4.0%  

Percentages may not sum to 100.0 due to rounding. * Pre-Hurricane Iniki 
 

Comments: The satisfaction with housing unit condition question was asked exactly the same way in 1992, 1997 and 2003. In general, the satisfaction ratings were somewhat higher 
in 2003. 

Source:  SMS, Inc., Hawaii Housing Policy Study -2003, Table IV-A-4.
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Table III-11. Housing Cost By Tenure and County, 1992, 1997 and 2003 

  Honolulu   Maui   Hawaii   Kauai   Total  
Characteristic 1992 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 1992* 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 

Total Households 247,349 272,234 292,003 34,266 39,252 43,687 39,789 46,271 54,644 16,981 18,817 20,460 338,385 376,574 410,794 

Average monthly 
Mortgage  
                       (all types of units) $821 $1,430 $1,546 $776 $1,210 $1,310 $651 $954 $1,072 $726 $1,151 $1,284 $800 $1,319 $1,433 
                  Average SFD Rent**  $1,369 $1,650  $1,664 $1,346  $1,069 $1,078  $1,290 $1,306   $1,488 

Average monthly rent 

                       (all types of units) $864 $928 $1,014 $730 $850 $979 $556 $697 $859 $807 $830 $983 $793 $897 $992 
        Average 2 Bedroom Rent**   $923 $1,072 $1,138 $1,072 $644 $843 $860 $885 $1,037 

Average mortgage 
payment: 
By years in current unit 
                       Less than 1 year $886 $1,431 $1,616 $824 $1,497 $1,972 $752 $1,030 $1,455 $888 $1,448 $1,673 $867 $1,387 $1,636 
                              1 to 5 years $879 $1,668 $1,729 $781 $1,519 $1,448 $707 $1,168 $1,143 $722 $1,304 $1,490 $853 $1,548 $1,559 
                            6 to 10 years $656 $1,697 $1,689 $755 $1,339 $1,436 $455 $1,122 $1,174 $559 $1,167 $1,373 $634 $1,501 $1,577 
                 More than 10 years $564 $1,241 $1,414 $609 $986 $1,091 $314 $730 $953 $552 $968 $1,089 $553 $1,135 $1,299 
By type of unit 
                             Single family $915 $1,472 $1,650 $831 $1,259 $1,346 $691 $1,038 $1,078 $773 $1,168 $1,306 $863 $1,330 $1,488 
                               Multi-family $832 $1,335 $1,239 $719 $789 $1,104 $579 $840 $919 $612 $881 $1,014 $813 $1,286 $1,213 

* Pre-Hurricane Iniki 

** Average monthly rents taken from the Housing Inventory Study, 2003. See Section III. 
 

Comments:  Average monthly shelter payments are based on payment reports by demand survey respondents in 2003. Responses were recorded in categories and midpoints were used to generate these estimates. Figures 
reported exclude responses from households who occupied their units without payment of cash rent. Across all locations and unit types, shelter payments were notably higher in 2003 than in 1997. Most of the survey 
figures are comparable to but lower than those shown in the Housing Inventory Study, reflecting the impact of non-advertised rents, which are frequently lower than advertised rents. 

Source:  SMS, Inc., Hawaii Housing Policy Study, 2003, Table IV-A-5, August 23, 2003
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Table III-12. Shelter-to-Income Ratios, 1992, 1997 and 2003 
 

  County of Residence       Honolulu   Maui  Hawaii Kauai   Total  
Characteristic 1992 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003 1992* 1997 2003 1992 1997 2003

Total Households 247,349 272,234 292,003 34,266 39,252 43,687 39,789 46,271 54,644 16,981 18,817 20,460 338,385 376,574 410,794

Monthly shelter payment 
as percentage of income 
                       Under 30 

t
55.7 55.1 52.6 59.3 47.9 52.6 70.2 51.8 56.5 60.3 44.9 56.2 58.0 53.5 53.3 

                         30 to 40 14.1 18.9 17.1 18.1 16.0 17.1 12.4 18.1 15.4 17.7 18.7 14.0 14.5 18.5 16.7
                         Over 40 20.2 18.4 15.3 15.8 19.8 16.6 11.5 20.4 15.5 13.7 24.7 16.9 18.4 19.1 15.5 
             Not enough 
information

10.0 7.5 15.0 6.7 16.4 13.6 5.9 9.7 13.5 8.1 11.7 12.9 9.1 8.9 14.4 

Percent with shelter-to 
income ratio of 30% or more 
by years of occupancy 
 Less than 1 year 61.1 40.8 42.5 47.3 41.4 52.2 51.5 49.6 42.4 46.3 61.2 43.2 57.8 42.2 43.6 

         1 to 5 years 43.7 43.2 49.6 49.8 50.0 38.3 35.8 52.5 41.7 31.1 56.5 43.2 43.3 45.6 46.2
       6 to 10 years 34.9 46.9 37.6 30.6 47.3 26.5 18.5 42.6 31.2 18.5 41.4 31.4 31.1 46.0 35.3 

       More than 10 12.7 35.1 24.9 17.0 33.7 26.0 6.7 30.8 26.8 15.6 39.6 26.0 12.6 34.7 25.3 
by tenancy 

Rented or no cash 44.6 41.4 48.9 43.8 38.6 40.5 37.8 52.0 49.0 36.9 53.4 44.4 43.7 42.4 47.7 
    Owner occupied 23.0 24.3 28.0 27.6 26.1 30.0 17.2 21.2 27.8 28.1 26.2 29.7 23.0 24.1 28.3 

* Pre-Hurricane Iniki 
 

Comments: The shelter-to-income ratio is the ratio of monthly payments for rent or mortgage to monthly household income. A ratio of .30 or less is considered by some financiers as a 
qualification for financing and housing purchase. Ratios higher than .30 indicate the household is paying more for shelter than the standard. 

Source:  SMS, Inc., Hawaii Housing Policy Study, 2003, Table IV-A-7, August 23, 2003 
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Inventory of Assisted Housing 

Government Assisted Rental Housing 
Approximately 20,000 government-assisted rental housing units are available to assist low and 
moderate-income households throughout the state.  An inventory of government-assisted housing 
is included in Appendix C.   
 
The majority of the government-assisted rental housing units are expected to remain in the 
inventory. 

Stock Available to Serve Persons with Disabilities 
See Appendix C. 

Stock Available to Serve Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families 
See Appendix C. 
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IV.  HOUSING AND SPECIAL NEEDS HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
 
Estimate of housing need for 2005-2009 
For the City and County of Honolulu, approximately 32,580 new units are projected to be needed 
from 2005-2009 to meet overall housing demand.  This estimate of housing need include the 
existing “pent up” demand for housing which is assumed to be satisfied over 20 years, as well as 
anticipated demand based on the formation of new households.   
 
Table IV-1 provides estimates of statewide housing need from 2005-2009.  The estimates are 
based on a Housing Supply/Demand Model that was formulated as part of the Hawaii Housing 
Policy Study, 2003 Update.  

  
Table IV-1. Projected Housing Need by Income Group, 2005-2009 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 
 
The U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) consolidated housing data 
from the U.S. Census 2000 and produced data tables on housing problems, affordability and 
special housing needs for the state and for each county.  The tables provide information on 
Renter and Owner households according to the following income categories:  households with 
incomes under 30% of the median, households with incomes between 30% and 50% of median, 
households with incomes between 50% and 80% of median, and households with incomes above 
80% of median.  These tables are provided in Appendix D.  In brief, the following trends 
emerge: 
 
• The lower the income, the greater the housing problem.  More specifically, 44% of all 

households in Hawaii had housing problems:  56% of households with incomes between 
50%-80% of median had problems; 68% of household between 30%-50% had problems; and 
72% of households with incomes below 30% of median had problems. 

 
• Large related households, both renters and homeowners, show the highest rates of housing 

problems.  Among large related households with incomes below 30% of median, 93% of 
renters and 90% of homeowners experienced problems.  Among all large related households 
in the City and County of Honolulu, 70% of renters and 58% of owners experienced 
problems. 

% of HUD 
Median 
Income 

Honolulu Maui Hawaii Kauai State 

<30 % 2,160 560 410 160 3,290 
30-50% 5,980 820 630 480 7,910 
50-80% 7,450 1,320 1,240 680 10,690 
80-100% 4,060 520 440 210 5,230 
100-120% 4,970 650 530 250 6,400 
120-140% 2,430 290 150 190 3,060 
140-180% 2,490 320 430 190 3,430 
>180% 3,040 380 530 230 4,180 
Total 32,580 4,860 4,360 2,390 44,190 
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• Housing affordability is a problem.  Nearly one-third (32%) of the City and County of 

Honolulu’s households were cost-burdened, with housing costs that exceed 30% of their 
income.  30% of all owners and 35% of all renters were cost-burdened. 

 
Data from the CHAS Databook was analyzed to determine if racial or ethnic groups experienced 
a disproportionately greater need for any income category in comparison to the needs of that 
category as a whole.  HUD defines disproportionately greater need to exist when the percentage 
of persons in a category of need who are members of a particular racial or ethnic group is at least 
ten percentage points higher than the percentage of persons in the category as a whole. 
 
Table IV-4. demonstrates that there is no disproportionate need between Hispanic; White, Non-
Hispanic; Black, Non-Hispanic; and “Other” households in the State of Hawaii. 
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Table IV-4.  Housing Needs by Racial and Ethnic Groups 
City and County of Honolulu 

         White,  Black,   

Households by Income Group All Hispanic Non-Hispanic 
Non-

Hispanic 
Other 

Households* 
 # % # % # % # % # % 
Households with incomes <+30% MFI 33,257 72% 2,513 78% 6,485 71% 616 61% 23,643 72% 
Number with any housing problems 23,945   1,960   4,604   376   17,005   
                      
Households with incomes >30% to <=50%MFI 29,762 68% 2,115 65% 7,770 65% 1,070 43% 18,807 71% 
Number with any housing problems 20,238   1,375   5,051   460   13,353   
                      
Households with incomes >50% to <=80%MFI 50,185 56% 2,975 58% 12,915 52% 1,845 42% 32,450 58% 
Number with any housing problems 28,104   1,726   6,716   775   18,887   
                      
All Households with incomes <80% 113,204 64% 7,603 67% 27,170 60% 3,531 46% 74,900 66% 
Number with any housing problems 72,287   5,060   16,371   1,611   49,245   
                      
           
Data Source:  CHAS Data Book, Hawaii.  http://socds.huduser.org/scripts/odbic.exe/chas/index.htm    
 * Extrapolation of "Other Households," which represent 66% of Low-Mod households, was calculated from data provided.  
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Families on the Public Housing Waiting List 
As of  June 30, 2003, there were 13,299 households on the waiting list for federal low-rent public 
housing statewide.  (Households on the public housing wait list may also be on the wait list for 
Section 8 tenant-based assistance.)  Demographic information for households on the public 
housing waiting list is shown in Table IV-2. 

 
Table IV-2.  Households on Public Housing Waiting List 

as of June 30, 2003 
Wait List for Federal Low-Rent Public Housing # of Families % of Total Families
Waiting list total 13,299  
Extremely low income  
(<= 30% AMI) 

 
10,907 

 
82% 

Very low income 
(>30% but <=50% AMI 

 
1,877 

 
14% 

Low income 
(>50% but <80% AMI) 

 
 515 

 
4% 

Families with children 7,772 58% 
Elderly families 1,884 14% 
Families with disabilities 2,222 17% 
White 2,888 21% 
Hispanic   753  5% 
Black   288  2% 
American Indian, etc.   140   1% 
Asian/Pacific Islander/Other 9,983 71% 
Characteristics by Bedroom Size   
1 BR 3,005 47% 
2 BR 2,371 37% 
3 BR   778 12% 
4 BR   178  3% 
5 BR     32  1% 
5+ BR   N/A N/A 

 
 

Families on Section 8 Tenant-Based Waiting List – The State and each of the four counties 
administer Section 8 tenant-based assistance programs and maintain waiting lists for the 
program.  Statewide, 15,221 families were on the waiting lists as of June 30, 2003.  
Demographic information for households on the waiting list by State and by counties is shown in 
Table IV-3. 
 
 



 41

Table IV-3.  Households on Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Waiting List, as of June 30, 2003 
STATE OF HAWAII HAWAII HONOLULU KAUAI MAUI 

Wait List  # of 
Families 

% of 
Total 

Families 

# of 
Families 

% of 
Total 

Families 

# of 
Families 

% of 
Total 

Families 

# of 
Families 

% of 
Total 

Families 

# of 
Families 

% of Total 
Families 

Waiting list  1,433 1,919 8,988 836 2,045
Extremely low 

income  
(<= 30% AMI) 

 
1,068 75% 1,498 79% 6,930 77% 611 73% 1,485 73%

Very low 
income 

(>30% but 
<=50% AMI 

 
303 21% 364 19% 2,058 23% 225 27% 560 27%

Low income 
(>50% but 

<80% AMI) 

 
59   4% 57 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Families with 
children 

890 68% 1,146 59% 5,334 59% 536 64% 1,132 55%

Elderly families 261 20% 91 4% 832 9% 45 5% 117 6%
Families with 

disabilities 
164 12% 269 14% 2,495 28 147 18% 423 21%

White 259 17% 1,139 59% 2,009 22% 319 38% 743 36%
Hispanic 104 7% 100 12%

Black 25 2% 5 1% 414 5% 13 2% 40 2%
American 

Indian/Alaska 
Native 

8  1% 13 1% 189 2% 11 1%

Asian/Pacific 
Islander/Other 

1,138 74% 762 39% 6,376 71% 478 57% 1,262 62%

Wait List Closed  since 4/99 Open Open Open Open  
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Priorities – Housing and Special Needs Housing 
 
Priority Housing Needs 
 
Table 3, below, identifies the priority housing needs for the City and County of Honolulu.  It 
should be noted that the designation for the Priority Need Level column is related to the 
anticipated expenditure level of HUD funds by the City, and not necessarily the overall need.  
 

Table 3 
 

PRIORITY  
HOUSING NEEDS 
(households) 

Priority Need  
Level 

High, Medium, Low 

 
    Unmet 

Need 

 
 

 
   

0-30% 
H 8,500  

 Small Related  
31-50% 

H 9,430  

   
51-80% 

M 13,629  

   
0-30% 

H 2,815  

 Large Related  
31-50% 

M 3,445  

   
51-80% 

M 4,625  

Renter   
0-30% 

H 6,592  

 Elderly  
31-50% 

H 3,295  

   
51-80% 

M 3,454  

   
0-30% 

H 8,290  

 All Other  
31-50% 

M 4,850  

   
51-80% 

M 8,310  

   
0-30% 

M 7,060  

Owner   
31-50% 

M 8,742  

   
51-80% 

M 20,167  

Special Needs   
0-80% 

M TBD  

Total Goals      

      

Total 215 Goals      

Total 215 Renter Goals      

Total 215 Owner Goals      
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Prioritization of Housing Needs 
 
The following discussion provides a summary explanation of the basis for assigning relative 
priorities among the categories of housing assistance activities and household types.  
 
It should be noted that it is not the intent of the City to target the implementation of housing 
programs to specific geographic locations.  Due to the nature of the housing market in the City, 
characterized by low vacancy rates, virtually no stock of existing units which can be rehabilitated 
so as to expand the stock of affordable housing, and premium prices for all developable land, 
opportunities to develop affordable housing must be pursued on an island-wide (City-wide) 
basis, and public and private programs available to support affordable housing activities will be 
applied wherever allowed. 
 
In assigning relative priorities for assistance among various household types, highest priorities 
were allotted to those households experiencing what was perceived to be the greatest need for 
housing assistance activities, based on ability to pay and existing housing conditions. 
 
Increasing the stock of affordable housing is a priority of the City.  Although the rental and 
owner-occupied housing vacancy rate for Oahu is 9.3% as reported by the U.S. Census 2000, this 
figure is misleading as it includes many condominium units owned by persons residing outside 
the State, more commonly known as vacation units.   One of the significant trends noted in the 
Hawaii Housing Policy Study, 2003 was that there is a surge in vacation homes being developed 
in Hawaii, either by new construction or by purchasing existing units from residents.  In either 
case, these units would be out of reach by residents, but may show up in the census as vacancies.  
SMS research believes that in the last several years availability in the housing rental and 
purchase markets have been well below 5%.  SMS considers vacancy rates above 5% to be one 
sign of a healthy housing market.  Low vacancy rates make opportunities for increasing the 
affordable housing stock through substantial rehabilitation activities difficult.  Often the most 
expeditious way of increasing the stock of affordable housing is through new construction 
activities. 
 
All homeless and very low-income renter households are designated as the highest housing 
priority for new construction or acquisition activities.  This relates to the critical need for the 
addition of substantial numbers of new affordable permanent rental units to the housing stock on 
Oahu.  This will provide homeless households currently residing in shelters with housing to 
move to once they are able to live independently, as well as to provide affordable housing 
options for the general population and those households at risk of becoming homeless. 
 
Existing low- and moderate-income homeowners and first-time homebuyers are designated as 
the next housing priority.  Existing low-income homeowners would be targeted for substantial 
rehabilitation assistance and related infrastructure as a means of removing health and safety 
hazards and extending the habitable life of even the most substandard housing units.  First-time 
homebuyers would be targeted for new housing construction. 
 
The State and City are targeting new rental housing construction activities for existing urban 
areas, such as Downtown Honolulu and Kakaako.  Substantial rehabilitation activities are also 
focused on older existing residential areas throughout the City.  New homeownership projects in 
planned communities are targeted for the Ewa district. Infrastructure improvements are targeted 
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for older residential areas in order to improve health and safety conditions and to support higher 
density residential and mixed uses, as in Kakaako.  Infrastructure improvements would also be 
targeted for new planned communities in the Ewa area, which are being developed on previously 
undeveloped lands. 
 
Priority Special Housing Needs 
 
Table 4, below, identifies the priority special needs housing needs for the City and County of 
Honolulu.  It should be noted that the designation for the Priority Need Level column is related 
to the anticipated expenditure level of HUD funds by the City, and not necessarily the overall 
need. 
 

Table 4 
 

SPECIAL NEEDS SUBPOPULATIONS 
Priority Need 

Level  
High, Medium, Low, 

No Such Need  

 
Unmet  
Need 

Dollars to 
Address 

Unmet Need 

 
 

Elderly            H 24,170 TBD  

Frail Elderly            H 25,742 TBD  

Severe Mental Illness            M   1,083 TBD  

Developmentally Disabled            M TBD TBD  

Physically Disabled            M TBD TBD  

Persons w/ Alcohol/Other Drug Addictions            M TBD TBD  

Persons w/HIV/AIDS            M   470 TBD  

Other     

     

TOTAL     

 
 
 
 
Prioritization of Special Housing Needs 
 
Special Needs subpopulations include the elderly; frail elderly; those with severe mental illness; 
the developmentally disabled; the physically disabled; persons with alcohol or other drug 
addictions; persons with HIV/AIDS; youth exiting the foster care system; probationers, parolees, 
and ex-offenders re-entering the general population; and others. 
 
The City has developed a substantial inventory of housing projects for persons with special 
housing needs, including troubled youth, persons with developmental disabilities, the frail 
elderly, persons with HIV/AIDS, substance abusers, and abused spouses and children.  These 
projects were developed in close coordination with the nonprofit agencies to whom the projects 
were leased, at nominal rates, and who operate the residential programs at the projects. The City 
will continue to work closely with nonprofit agencies interested in operating residential treatment 
programs to ensure that the housing projects developed address the special needs of their clients. 
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The basis for assigning relative priorities is similar to that which was used for housing in general: 
assisting those with the greatest perceived needs.  Also comparable are the obstacles for 
developing special needs housing, especially the section on community opposition for all 
segments except the elderly.  Also, during the past several years many of the non-profit 
organizations that operate facilities for these special needs populations have seen their operating 
budgets reduced, and as such are reluctant to pursue expanding their facilities. 
 
Consistent with general housing needs, the City does not intend to target the implementation of 
special needs housing projects to specific geographic locations.  
 
Elderly and Frail Elderly Households 
 
The City and County of Honolulu has a total of 55,372 elderly one or two person households, 
comprising 19% of the total households.  Of the total elderly households, renters comprise 32% 
or 17,764 and owners comprise 68% or 37,608 households.  51% of the renter households 
reported housing problems, while 25% of the owner households reported housing problems.  
According to U.S. Census 2000 data, approximately 20,225 people 65 or older live alone, or 17% 
of the population 65 and older (Census 2000 Summary File 3, PCT2.  Non-family Households by 
Sex of Householder Living Alone by Age of Householder).   
 
Specific numbers on the frail elderly have not been determined, and the frail elderly count is 
included in the general elderly population.  HUD provides CHAS data on elderly households 
with at least one member 75 or older (See Appendix D).  However, local area agencies on aging 
use the Older Americans Act, as amended in 1992, Sec. 102(28) to define frail elderly as unable 
to perform at least two activities of daily living without substantial human assistance. 
 
Persons with HIV/AIDS and their families 
A December 2003, report by the Department of Health stated there are 851 persons living with 
AIDS in Honolulu, representing 66.5 percent of the State’s AIDS population.  The cumulative 
number of AIDS cases as of December 31, 2003, for the City and County of Honolulu was 
2,022.1  Another report, Report on HIV/AIDS in the Hawaiian Islands notes that Hawaii 
experiences a significant immigration of persons with HIV/AIDS each year, however, they are 
not accounted for in the case reports, as only cases originally diagnosed in Hawaii are included.2 
 
Key informants in a 2002 report estimated of the 2,800 persons living with HIV or AIDS 
statewide, between 250 and 720 were in need of housing assistance.3  Since approximately 250 
persons were being served at that time, the unmet need could be estimated at 470 persons. 
 
The respective figures for Oahu include housing resources specifically for persons with AIDS in 
2002 of 137 units or slots and an unmet need estimated at 75-143.  The report noted the primary 
gap in Hawaii for this population being nursing facilities and care homes as they have refused 
clients upon finding that they have AIDS. 

 

                                                 
1 Hawaii, Department of Health, HIV/AID Surveillance Semi-Annual Report Cases to December 31, 2003. 
2 AIDS Housing of Washington for State of Hawaii and City and County of Honolulu, Report on HIV/AIDS in the Hawaiian Islands, 
June 2002, page 6 
3 Ibid.,  page14. 
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The HOPWA planning group identified the housing needs of this population which included 
permanent housing (rental subsidy), assisted living, transitional housing, emergency housing, 
long-term care facilities, care homes and hospice care.  Within each of these categories, 
appropriate supportive services to assist persons with HIV/AIDS to obtain or retain housing were 
also identified as needs. 

 
Persons with Disabilities  
 
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 defines disability as those that place 
substantial limitations on an individual’s major life activities (i.e., caring for one’s self, 
performing manual tasks, walking, seeing, hearing, speaking, breathing, learning, and working).  
The three categories of individuals with disabilities are: 1) individuals who have a physical or 
mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities; 2) individuals who 
have a record of a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more of the 
individual’s major life activities; and 3) individuals who are regarded as having such an 
impairment, whether they have the impairment or not.  Impairments include physiological 
disorders or conditions, cosmetic disfigurement, anatomical loss, and mental or psychological 
disorders. 
 
The State Department of Health, Adult Mental Health Division (AMHD) provides an estimate of 
2,900-3,000 persons statewide who have severe and persistent mental illness and low incomes, 
and are therefore in need of housing assistance.i  When multiplied by the percentage of state 
population that Honolulu comprises, 72%, the figure for Honolulu can be estimated between 
2,088 and 2,160 persons.  AMHD in 2003 controlled 473 Oahu beds for its clients and plans 
increases to the current capacity as follows: 2004 increase by 40 beds, 2005 increase by 60 beds, 
and 2006 increase of 47 beds.  In addition to dedicated beds, AMHD’s supported housing 
program provided rent subsidies for 185 persons on Oahu in 2003, with planned increases of 100 
in both 2005 and 2006.  Based on these figures, if the estimate of 2,088-2,160 persons on Oahu 
with mental illness and housing need does not change, there would remain an unmet need of 
1,083 beds in 2006.  Because of federal court oversight of the Hawaii State Hospital and related 
community based services, the state has made significant funding available to this population and 
vastly increased the housing options available.  Persons who do not meet AMHD criteria do not 
have similar resources available. 

 
No specific data is available to quantify the number of low- and moderate-income persons with 
disabilities.  Data from Census 2000 indicates that 191,100 of Hawaii’s 1,211,537 residents, or 
16%, have a disability.  Information received from the State Department of Health, 
Developmental Disabilities Council stated that the 2000 Census found that of the 1,087,490 
persons statewide over age 5, 18.4 percent was estimated to have any disability, or a total of 
199,819.ii  Of the 745,317 persons aged 16 to 64, 84,839 were estimated to have an employment 
disability.  Of the 21,757 persons on Oahu receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) in 
December 2003, 5,585 were aged, and 10,333 were blind and disabled.iii  No specific data is 

                                                 
i State of Hawaii, Department of Health Adult Mental Health Division, Community Housing Plan for Persons with Serious and Persistent 
Mental Illness, FY2002-2006, no date, page 14. 
ii United States Census, Disability Status: 2000 – Census 2000 Brief, Table 3 Disability Status of the Civilian Noninstitutionalized 
Population of the United States, Hawaii:2000 
iii Social Security Administration, Supplemental Security Record (Characteristic Extract Record Format), 100 percent data, Table 3. 
Number of SSI recipients in state (by eligibility category, age) by county, December 2003. 
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available to quantify the number of low and moderate-income persons with disabilities.  Services 
providers have indicated that approximately 3,000 are in need of supportive housing statewide. 
 
In a sobering statement on the ability of the disabled population to afford housing, Priced Out in 
2002 found that disabled individuals on Oahu, whose primary source of income is supplemental 
security income (SSI), would have to pay 130.4 percent of their SSI payment in 2002 (which in 
Hawaii is approximately $590) to rent a one-bedroom unit priced at the U. S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD’s) fair market rent.7 
 
Within the disabled population, the number of developmentally disabled/mentally-retarded 
clients statewide served by the Department of Health, Developmental Disabilities Division as of 
June 30, 2003, was 3,139 persons.  This figure is low compared to the estimated 1.8% prevalence 
of developmental disabilities in the population, resulting in an estimated 21,000 persons who 
may not be receiving services from the State of Hawaiiiv.  Applying the 72% of state population 
to derive Oahu figures, approximately 2,260 persons are receiving services while another 15,120 
persons on Oahu may not be receiving services.  Of the total that are receiving services through 
DOH, 56.7 percent were living with parents.  As their parents age, the clients would probably 
need another type of residential setting. 
 
A consultant to the Hawaii State Council on Developmental Disabilities in 2002 identified many 
barriers and challenges in attempting to provide greater housing options for persons with 
disabilities.  The 2002 report noted: 
 

…of the estimated 53.9 million with disabilities [nationwide], less than half 
(48%) own or rent their own homes.  Instead, they live in someone else’s 
home or in an institutional setting.  In comparison, virtually all adults without 
disabilities either own or rent their own homes. 
 

This disparity becomes even more significant when data concerning adults with developmental 
and other severe disabilities are considered.  Most of these adults receive residential services 
from and live in institutions, medical or psychiatric facilities, group homes, adult foster care 
arrangements, or supervised apartments.v 
 
The State Departments of Human Services and Health are currently spearheading Hawaii’s effort 
in Hawaii to develop a plan to comply with the “Olmstead” ruling, which ruling is summarized 
as followsvi: 
 

In June 1999, the United States Supreme Court, in Olmstead v. L.C., 119 S. Ct 
2176, ruled that it is a violation of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
for states to discriminate against people with disabilities by providing services 
in institutions when the individual could be served more appropriately in a 
community-based setting.  States are required to provide community-based 

                                                 
7 Technical Assistance Collaborative, Inc., Priced Out in 2002, Boston, May 2003, page 10. 
iv Personal communication with Joe Shacter, planner, Department of Health, Development Disabilities Council, July 7, 2004. 
v Klein, Jay, “Hawai’i Housing Options for Individuals with Disabilities, Final Report to the Hawai’i State Council on Developmental 
Disabilities”, November 2002. 
vi Rosenbaum Sara, The Olmstead Decision:  Implications for Medicaid, for the Kaiser Commission on Medicaid and the Uninsured: 
 Washington, DC, March 2000) 
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services for people with disabilities if treatment professionals determine that it 
is appropriate, the affected individuals do not object to such placement, and 
the state has the available resources to provide the community-based services. 
 The Court suggested that a state could establish compliance with the ADA if 
it has 1) a comprehensive, effective working plan for placing qualified people 
in less restrictive settings, and 2) a waiting list for community-based services 
that moves at a reasonable pace 

 
The State of Hawaii created an Olmstead Task Force comprised of people with disabilities, their 
family members, advocacy groups, non-profit agencies, businesses and government agencies.  In 
October 2002, Hawaii's Olmstead Plan was finalized and delivered to Governor Cayetano, who 
in turn, transmitted it to the Legislature.  In January 2004, the Olmstead Task Force was 
reconvened to identify specific actions, assignments and timelines to implement the Hawaii 
Plan.vii  As the implementation plan is scheduled for completion in the fall of 2004, its priorities 
are not yet included in the City and County of Honolulu’s Consolidated Plan. 
 
For substance abuse population 
The January 2000 Substance Abuse Treatment Plan noted a total need for 50 additional 
residential treatment beds statewide including 15 for Oahu; however, this was clarified by DOH 
staff to mean state-funded beds rather than serving as an indication of total substance abuse 
treatment demand.viii  Material provided to the 2004 Legislature indicated the following 
inventory for licensed adult residential substance abuse treatment (short and long-term 
programs)ix: 

Salvation Army Family Treatment Services – 41 beds 
Salvation Army Addiction Treatment Services – 45 beds/20 detx 
Hina Mauka – 45 beds 
Hawaii Alcoholism Foundation (Sand Island) – 53 beds 
Hoomau Ke Ola – 14 beds 
Po’ailani – 16 beds 
Habilitat – 150 beds 

 
The same material indicated 
 The 1998 Hawaii Adult Household Survey indicates there are 82,880 adults in need of treatment 
(about 9% of the adult population).  Approximately 19,062 adults will need publicly funded 
treatment.  Of the 19,062 adults, 50% or 9,531 would enter treatment if treatment were available.  
There are public resources to provide treatment to approximately 6,369 adults, leaving a gap of 
3,162 adults untreated. x  

 
During the recovery period according to providers, while there is a need for more clean and 
sober housing generally, the biggest need is for clean and sober houses for women with children.  
The second greatest need is for such houses for women.xi 

                                                 
vii Personal communication with Aileen Hiramatsu, Chief,, MedQuest Division, Department of Human Services, July 7, 2004. 
viiiHawaii Department of Health, Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division,  Substance Abuse Treatment Plan, January 2000, page 15.  
Clarification provided by personal communication with Chris Yamamoto, ADAD, July 21, 2004. 
ix Joint House-Senate Committee on Ice and Drug Abatement, Handout, from Elaine Wilson, Chief, Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division, 
Hawaii Department of Health, August 27, 2003, p.. 8. 
x  Ibid., p. 7. 
xi Personal communication with Marcus Stannard, Administrative Services Director, Salvation Army ATS, July 20, 2004. 



49 

 
Youth 
 
Although there appears to be little published data, according to Hale Kipa in 2003, a nonprofit 
agency which provides services to youth including runaway and homeless youth, 100 young 
persons in Department of Human Services foster homes will face being on their own without 
permanent familial support this year.  The City has leased three homes to Hale Kipa to serve the 
youth population; however, there appears to be need for additional resources. 
 
Probationers, Parolees, and Ex-Offenders 
According to the State Judiciary System, each year there are about 495 probationers in the state 
who have special housing needs.  Of these, 25% are drug court probationers, 10% are considered 
“high-risk,” and the remainder is general probationers.  Each year, around 375 people who are 
released from prison on parole have special housing needs (Hawaii Paroling Authority).  Also, 
according to the 2003 Homeless Point-in-Time Study, approximately 5% (300) of the homeless 
population was released from prison. 
 
This population needs additional “Clean and Sober” residences, community-based substance 
abuse programs, and the ability to immediately access social services related programs such as 
medical insurance and food stamps. 
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Below are summary figures for the State of Hawaii. 
 
   Table IV-4.  Supportive Housing Needs   

Special Needs Group Households in Need of 
Supportive Housing 

1.  Elderly   6,049 
2.  Frail Elderly Included in Elderly 
3.  Persons with Severe Mental Illness   3,000 
4.  Developmentally Disabled Unknown 
5.  Physically Disabled Unknown 
6.  Persons with Alcohol or Other Drug  
     Addiction 

Unknown 

7.  Persons with HIV/AIDS 900 to 1,500 
8.  Youth 100 to 125 
9.  Probationers, Parolees, and Ex-Offenders   1,170 
10.  Other Unknown 

Sources: 1.  Hawaii Housing Policy Study, 2003 
  3.  Adult Mental Health Division, Department of Health, State of Hawaii 
  7.  HOPWA planning group 
  8.  Child Welfare Services, Department of Human Services 
  9.  State Judiciary, Hawaii Paroling Authority, 2003 Homeless Point-in- 
       Time Study 
 
Special Needs Housing 
See Appendix C for existing facilities and services that assist persons who are not homeless but 
require supportive housing.  
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V.  HOUSING AND SPECIAL NEEDS GOALS AND STRATEGIES 
 
For the 5-year period covered by this plan, the City foresees the following goals using CDBG, 
HOME and HOPWA funds: 
 

- Support 225 families with downpayment loan assistance for homeownership. 
- Support 350 families improve the health and safety through rehabilitation loans. 
- Develop 279 units of affordable rental housing.  
- Develop 362 units of affordable rental housing specifically for seniors or persons 

with special needs. 
- Develop 65 units of transitional housing. 
- Provide emergency rent for 175 persons with HIV/AIDS. 
- Provide integrated case management services for 250 persons with HIV/AIDS. 
- Provide tenant-based rental assistance for 175 persons with HIV/AIDS. 
- Provide volunteer coordinator services to assist 175 persons with HIV/AIDS. 
- Provide housing-specific supportive services for 175 persons with HIV/AIDS. 

 
Chart 1, Housing and Special Needs Housing Goals, identifies the City's priorities for housing 
assistance over the next five years. 
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II. CHART 1 - HOUSING AND SPECIAL NEEDS HOUSING GOALS 
 

GOALS PROBLEM/ 
NEED 

INPUTS/ 
RESOURCES # ACTIVITIES 

O
U

TP
U

TY
Y

EA
R

 

O
U

TP
U

T 

OUTCOMES 

Increase Homeownership 
Opportunities 

Low and moderate 
income families lack the 
resources to acquire their 
own home 

HOME  HO-1 Provide low interest down 
payment loans and closing 
cost loans to low- and 
moderate-income 
homebuyers. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

20 Loans 
20 Loans 
20 Loans 
20 Loans  
20 Loans  
100 Loans 
 

100 families receive a down payment 
and/or closing cost loan and buy a 
home. 

 Low and moderate- 
income homebuyers lack 
the downpayment to 
qualify for a mortgage. 

American Dream  
HOME 

HO-2 
 

Provide down payment 
assistance to low- and 
moderate-income first time 
homebuyers. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

25 Grants 
25 Grants 
25 Grants 
25 Grants 
25 Grants 
125Grants 
 

125 homebuyers qualify for a 
mortgage to purchase a home. 

Increase Homeownership 
Opportunities  
 
 
 
 

Low and moderate-
income homeowners are 
unable to afford to repair 
their properties. 

CDBG HO-3 Provide low interest loans 
to low- and moderate-
income homeowners to 
correct deteriorated and 
hazardous conditions on 
their properties.   

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
Total 

70 Loans 
70 Loans 
70 Loans 
70 Loans 
70 Loans 
350 Loans 

350 homeowners are able to live in a 
safer and healthier environment. 

Increase Rental Housing 
Opportunities 

Shortage of affordable 
rental units places low- 
income families at risk 
of homelessness. 

HOME 
CDBG 

RH-1 Provide funds as gap/equity 
financing to nonprofit 
developers of affordable 
rental housing. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

124 Units 
80 Units 
25 Units 
25 Units 
25 Units 
279Units 

5,580 unit years of affordability in 
rental projects. 
 
 

Provide affordable 
housing for special needs 
populations. 

Seniors, persons with 
disabilities and other 
special needs 
populations are unable to 
find suitable, affordable 
permanent housing. 

HOME 
CDBG 

RH-2 Provide funds as grants or 
loans to nonprofit agencies 
to develop or acquire 
housing for seniors and 
special needs populations 
that will also include a 
program of appropriate 
supportive services to help 
seniors and persons with 
special needs to live as 
independently as possible. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

42 Units 
170 Units 
100 Units 
25 Units 
25 Units 
362 Units 

7,240 unit years of affordability in 
rental projects for seniors and special 
needs households. 
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Maintain affordable 
housing for low- and 
moderate-income families 
and special needs 
populations. 

Housing facilities for 
low- and moderate-
income families and 
special needs 
populations need capital 
improvements such as 
painting and roof 
replacements to remain 
in service. 

HOME 
CDBG 

RH-3 Provide funds as grants or 
loans to nonprofit agencies 
to carry out capital type 
improvements on facilities 
used to house  low- and 
moderate-income families 
and special needs 
populations.   

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

0 
1 Fac.  
1 Fac 
1 Fac.  
1 Fac  
4 Facilities 

4 facilities will be rehabilitated and 
kept in service in order to assist low- 
and moderate-income families and 
persons with special needs. 

Strengthen Communities Homeless families are 
unable to break the cycle 
of homelessness due to a 
shortage of transitional 
housing and supportive 
services. 

HOME SN-1 Promote the development of 
transitional housing 
designed to provide 
intermediate term (up to 2 
years residency) housing 
and supportive services to 
homeless persons.  
Transitional housing is  

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

45 Units 
20 Units 
0 Units 
0 Units 
0 Units 
65 Units 

1300 unit years of affordability in 
transitional rental projects - 1080 for 
homeless families and 220 homeless 
persons with HIV/AIDS. 
 

Provide affordable 
housing for special needs 
populations. 
 
 
 

Persons with HIV/AIDS 
are frequently at risk of 
home-lessness as the 
cost of medications, and 
the impact of HIV/AIDS 
on their ability to work 
make it difficult to 
maintain housing. 

HOPWA SN-2 Provide emergency rent, 
mortgage, and utility 
payment to persons with 
HIV/AIDS who are at risk 
of homelessness due to the 
impacts of the HIV/AIDS 
infection in order to prevent 
homelessness.   

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
175 People 

175 persons with HIV/AIDS will be 
able to maintain housing and avoid 
homelessness with the help of 
emergency rent, mortgage, and/or 
utility payments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Persons with HIV/AIDS 
are unable to secure the 
services they need to 
maintain their heal and 
live independently. 

HOPWA SN-3 Provide integrated case 
management services to 
assist persons with 
HIV/AIDS access the goods 
and services necessary to 
maintain their health, and 
live as independently as 
possible. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

50 People 
50 People 
50 People 
50 People 
50 People 
250 People 

250 persons with HIV/AIDS will be 
able to maintain their health, preserve 
their housing, and live independently 
to the extent possible. 

 
 
 
 
 

Persons with HIV/AIDS 
are unable to afford 
housing due to the 
impacts of HIV/AIDS on 
their health and ability to 
work. 

HOPWA SN-4 Provide tenant-based rental 
assistance to persons with 
HIV/AIDS who would 
otherwise be unable to 
afford to rent safe, sanitary, 
and secure long-term 
housing. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
175 People 

175 persons with HIV/AIDS are able 
to secure and maintain permanent 
rental housing. 
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 The debilitating impacts 

of HIV/AIDS infection 
makes it difficult for 
persons with HIV/AIDS 
to carryout daily living 
activities and isolates 
persons with HIV/AID 
from contacts with the 
community. 

HOPWA SN-5 Provide fro the services of a 
volunteer services 
coordinator to coordinate 
the delivery of services to 
persons with HIV/AIDS by 
community volunteers.  
Volunteer services include 
transportation to shopping 
and medical appointments, 
delivery of meals and other 
goods and services, and 
companionship to prevent 
persons from HIV/AIDS 
from becoming isolated in 
their own homes. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
175 People 

175 persons with HIV AIDS will 
receive assistance with daily living 
activities and companionship from a 
community volunteer that will promote 
their health and well being, prevent 
isolation and enhance their overall 
quality of life. 

 Persons with HIV/AIDS 
do not have the skills 
and ability to locate and 
secure safe, sanitary and 
affordable housing, and 
even after securing such 
housing, are challenged 
to maintain their housing 
on a long-term basis. 

HOPWA SN-6 Provide housing-specific 
supportive services 
including maintaining lists 
of available housing, 
working with landlords to 
accept clients, coaching 
clients to help them secure 
housing, and helping clients 
maintain their housing 
through follow-up services. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
35 People 
175 People 

175 persons wit HIV/AIDS are able to 
secure and maintain housing. 

Note:  Output Year refers to Federal Year
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Narrative – Housing and Special Needs Housing Goals 
 
In late 2003, the Honolulu City Council passed Resolution 03-343, which established priorities 
for the use of CDBG funds.  Housing was given second priority, behind facilities and services.  
Within the category of housing the following four components were identified, all to primarily 
benefit persons of low- and moderate-income: 1) housing for the homeless; 2) special needs 
housing such as housing for the elderly and handicapped; 3) self-help and for-sale housing; and 
4) rental housing and housing cooperatives. 
 
The housing and special needs housing goals for the City’s Consolidated Plan follow these 
priorities.  They are consistent with those used previously, where the highest priority was given 
to those with the greatest need.  This would include unassisted, very low-income renter 
households who pay more than one-half of their income for rent, live in seriously substandard 
housing, or have been involuntarily displaced.  
 
Increasing the stock of affordable housing is the most appropriate way of addressing the housing 
needs of the City.  Although the figures from the U.S. Census for 2002 show housing vacancy 
rates for Oahu of 4.2% for rentals and 2.4% for owner-occupied housing, these figures include 
many “vacation” units not available for residence year round.  This means that the housing 
market is more restricted than these figures indicate.  This makes opportunities for increasing the 
affordable housing stock through substantial rehabilitation activities difficult.  Affordability 
problems in the City are further compounded by the fact that residents on Oahu compete with 
investors in essentially an international market for housing.  Often the most expeditious way of 
increasing the stock of affordable housing is through new construction activities. 
 



56 

VI. GENERAL HOUSING CONCERNS 
 
FAIR HOUSING GOALS 

 
OVERVIEW:  CERTIFICATION TO AFFIRMATIVELY FURTHER FAIR HOUSING: 

 
The CDBG statute, since 1983, contained a requirement that a grantee “certify” that it will 
“Affirmatively Further Fair Housing,” which was reflected in the 1988 regulations (24 CFR 
570.303(d)).  The Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) statute, enacted in 
1990, required that a jurisdiction provide a similar “certification” that it will “Affirmatively 
Further Fair Housing (AFFH),” defining “certification” as: 

 
• A written assertion 
• Based on supporting evidence 
• Available for inspection by the Secretary, the Inspector General, and the public 
• Deemed accurate for purposes of this Act unless the Secretary determines otherwise after: 

 
1. Inspecting the evidence 
2. Providing due notice and opportunity for comment. 

 
However, with regards to the Consolidated Plan, the definition of “certification,” as well as the 
acceptance of such certifications, is the same for both CDBG and CHAS certifications. 
 
In 1995, HUD published a rule consolidating the CHAS, the community development plan 
(required by the CDBG program), and the submission and reporting requirements for the four 
community development formula grant programs (CDBG, HOME, ESG, and HOPWA) into a 
single plan - the Consolidated Plan.  As part of the Consolidated Plan, grantees submit an AFFH 
certification, which requires: 

 
• The completion of an Analysis of Impediments (AI) 
• Actions to eliminate any identified impediments 
• Maintenance of AFFH records. 
 
Of note is that the grantee’s AFFH obligation is not restricted to the design and operation of  
HUD-funded programs at the local level.  The AFFH obligation extends to all housing-related 
activities in the grantee’s jurisdiction, whether publicly or privately funded. 
 
In 1988, HUD developed Fair Housing Review Criteria (24 CFR 570.904c), which described the 
activities deemed acceptable in reviewing AFFH performance.  The criteria stated that, absent 
independent evidence to the contrary, if grantees conducted an AI and took actions to address 
such impediments, HUD would presume that they had met their AFFH certification. 
 
AIs would not generally be submitted to HUD for review.  Instead, as part of the Consolidated 
Plan performance report, the grantee would submit a summary of the AI and accomplishments 
during such program years.  However, HUD could request the AI in the event of a complaint and 
could review the AI during routine onsite monitoring. 
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The City and County of Honolulu, by organizing Fair Housing in the Community-Based 
Development Division of he Department of Community Services, which is the prime agency in 
implementing HUD-funded programs and projects, believes it effective to submit a summary of 
the AI as part of the Consolidated Plan.  The City, by summarizing the AI, publishing a 
solicitation for public input, summarizing such public responses, and developing the “Logic 
Model” for inclusion in the Consolidated Plan, is certifying that it is “Affirmatively Furthering 
Fair Housing.”  The public, by being offered the opportunity to comment on the Consolidated 
Plan, is thus offered a second opportunity to address the City’s efforts toward AFFH. 
 
FAIR HOUSING GOALS AND LOGIC MODEL 

 
AFFH goal setting and practices derive from four sources: 

 
• Impediments, and related “Action Plan” mitigations, and “Measures of Effectiveness” cited 

in the City and County of Honolulu Analysis of Impediments Final Report (AI), prepared on 
July 30, 2003, by SMS Research & Marketing Services, Inc. 

 
• Public input regarding the AI report.   A public notice soliciting public input regarding the AI 

was published on May 21, 2004 and received five responses, from citizens D.H., S.G., M.L., 
H. W., and K.K. (identified by authors’ initials).   

 
• “Fair Housing Planning Guide,” published by the HUD in March 1996 (HUD-1582B-FHEO) 
 
• “Logic Model,” published by the HUD (Form HUD-96010 11/2003), which cited: 

 
“Strategic Goals 

 1. Increase homeownership opportunities 
 2. Promote decent affordable housing 
 3. Strengthen communities 
 4. Ensure equal opportunity in housing 
 5. Embrace high standards of ethics, management, and accountability 
 6. Promote participation of grass-roots faith-based and other community-based 

organizations.” 
 

“Policy Priorities 
 Provide increased Homeownership and Rental Opportunities for Low and 

Moderate-Income Persons, Persons With Disabilities, the Elderly, Minorities, and 
Families with Limited English Proficiency 

 Improving the Quality of Life in our Nation’s Communities 
 Encouraging Accessible Design Features 
 Providing Full and Equal Access to Grass-Roots Faith-Based and Other 

Community-Based Organization in HUD Program Implementation 
 Participation of Minority-Serving Institutions in HUD Programs 
 Ending Chronic Homelessness within Ten Years 
 Removal of Barriers to Affordable Housing” 
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A summary of the AI’s three major impediments, remedial actions and measures 
of effectiveness, with applicable public comments (identified by the author’s 
initials), follows: 
 

1. Limited Supply of Reasonable Units for Target Population 
 

“Action:  The City and County of Honolulu Fair Housing Officer must educate County 
Administration, Council, officials, and community members about the connection 
between adequate housing supply and fair housing.  The Officer must also take the lead 
in advocating for the housing needs of the underserved.” 
 
“Measure of Effectiveness: 
An interim measure of the progress of this action plan will be an increase in the number 
of senior officials in housing-related agencies who understand the connection between 
affordable housing availability and fair housing.  These individuals will also continue to 
recognize the Fair Housing Officer as the lead advocate for the undeserved.” 

 
Public Comment: 
From D.H.: “My comment, as a mentally disabled person who receives Section 8 subsidy 
is that the report did not address the needs of mentally ill people who are eligible to such 
Section 8 government entitlements but are homeless.  They are not an “underserved 
protected class” group-  but are much worse, an UNSERVED group!” 

   
From S.G.:  “In order to qualify for the Section 8 private sector rental voucher program, 
applicant renters must be low income disabled persons or low income families with 
children or low income elderly persons.  As such, all Section 8 voucher holders are 
included by definition in Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act…My experience is that 
although there may be a sufficient quantity of rental housing units affordable with 
Section 8 rental vouchers in Honolulu, the huge majority of such offerings are not 
available to Section 8 rental applicants….This “No Section 8” policy seems to me to be a 
violation of existing federal Fair Housing law…In 2002, neither HUD nor the Hawaii 
Civil Rights Commission encouraged me to file a Fair Housing complaint about this 
systemic discriminatory business practice.  Instead I followed their advice to seek 
legislative redress…” 

 
2. Applicants are Unaware of Rights and Resources 

 
“Action:  The maximum benefit will be gained by coordinating the communications 
efforts at the State and County levels.  These efforts that involve personally interacting 
with the applicants and landlords should be left to the Counties, because they can better 
identify and provide training to their constituents.  Those efforts that are broader in scope 
and can benefit the State as a whole should be the responsibility of the HCDCH.” 

 
“2.a.  Non-English Informational Packets 
The materials will support the education of applicants as to their rights and why and how 
they should report any violations of these rights.” 
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“Measure of Effectiveness 
The measure of how well this action has been done is in the number of new brochures 
distributed each year.  The State goal is to develop one new informational packet each 
year, and the goal of the City and County of Honolulu is to facilitate the distribution of 
that packet on their island.” 

 
“2.b.  Encourage Applicants to Report Violations 
The County Fair Housing Office should work with HUD to increase awareness of the 
toll-free number by researching and developing a joint marketing campaign to promote 
the line.” 

 
“Measure of Effectiveness 
The measures for these actions will be:  Work with the State to identify and prioritize 
language needs for the City and County of Honolulu.  Identify appropriate 
communication channels to best deliver the message of the Hotline availability for the 
County.  Assuming the plan can be implemented without new funding, implementation in 
2004.” 

 
Public Comment: 
From D.H.: “My experience is that property managers make mistakes, or worse, 
intentionally act to discriminate against the disabled knowing that such tenants, due to 
their disability, do not possess the mental ability or continuity required to understand 
their rights or pursue reporting violations.  These victims desperately need skilled 
assistance to help them frame their issues and collect appropriate evidence to allow their 
pre-complaint applications to be accepted for processing by the State of Hawaii Civil 
Rights Commission and the US HUD.  This is because the current pre-complaint 
application forms do not fully allow potential complainants to describe their 
victimization, which is often done verbally, without witnesses and difficult to prove to an 
investigator….I believe reporting a fair housing violation is a “double edged sword,” 
because having once complained, I will probably need such fair housing enforcement 
services as long as I rent from the same provider-  for the property manager, now named 
as a “Respondent,” now appears to view me as a squeaky wheel.  His previous attempts 
to discard me will likely be exacerbated by the ongoing enforcement actions- which 
leaves me feeling vulnerable as a tenant under his management.  Fear of not getting my 
annual lease renewed, and resultant homelessness- all because I exerted my legal rights.” 

   
From M.L.:  “I have found that potential complainants to the State of Hawaii Civil Rights 
Commission and the US HUD are unaware of their rights.  This is an important 
constitutional issue and it is vital that everyone be aware of his or her rights, perhaps 
through increasing the quantity of fair housing seminars available to tenants. Potential 
complainants are often undereducated and need a skilled advocate to help them properly 
write about their issues by using the appropriate language, as well as advice on how to 
collect appropriate evidence.  Documentation to help with pre-complaint applications is 
the only way such complaints will be accepted for processing by such enforcement 
entities…. I have found that most discrimination is subtle, done with a “he said, she said” 
method that pre-empts garnering legal proof of such misconduct.  As a result, the 
enforcement entities refuse to accept such pre-complaints for further processing.  Further, 
once the housing provider becomes aware of the allegations, retaliation often occurs and 
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such complainers are singled out as “trouble makers” and become vulnerable, often not 
getting their leases renewed or receiving eviction notices (I personally received four 
eviction notices for standing up for civil rights issues and am still labeled a “trouble 
maker” by the City and HUD.) This very real fear of not being renewed is a definite 
threat, which many of us have seen carried out and discourages potential complainants 
from submitting pre-complaints.” 

 
From H.W.:  “As a result of the minimal information that is requested by the poorly 
drafted forms, the enforcement entities often do not accept such pre-complaints for 
further processing.  In my case, I was subjected to a series of “hate” petitions against me 
in 2002, prepared in the common area of the project, by a group of tenants bound by a 
common cause and with the encouragement, consent and assistance of the property 
manager, apparently in retaliation for my complaining that house rules were not being 
enforced.  This group had, in fact, been formed by the resident manager taking advantage 
of her position to install certain friends in units in the property.)  The contents of the 
petitions, sent to Mayor Harris and signed by dozens of West Loch tenants and their 
relatives, vilified my race and gender, as well as slandered my mentally disabled 
neighbors: these rantings, from people who did not even know me, except as “a haole,” 
did not nest properly in the “fill in the blanks” portion of the pre-complaint application.  I 
theorize that because of the forms inadequacy, the subsequent investigation failed to 
request relevant documents from the owner of the project, or from the Fair Housing 
Office which had attempted to help me with defending myself from the hatred of this 
group so clearly evident in the petitions…It was also a total shock to me to discover that 
a recipient of Fair Housing Grant monies, had assisted the promulgators of the petition to 
form and incorporate a “Tenants Association”: I later personally appealed to the Attorney 
General’s office which found that the “Tenants Association” was unlawful….Where were 
the Fair Housing entities at that point?  NOWHERE!!  More importantly, because the 
housing provider and property manager became aware of my allegations, it opened the 
door to potential retaliation because I was singled out as a “trouble maker,” and I still feel 
vulnerable with respect to the coming time for my lease renewal.  Last year, the property 
manager attempted to raise my rent very significantly…there was eventually a revision, 
but not to the previous level, and there should never had been an attempt to increase my 
rent…I believe this very real fear of not being renewed, or having the rent raised even 
more is very effective in discouraging potential complainants from submitting pre-
complaints.” 

 
“2.c. Presentations and Training on Fair Housing to Landlords 
It will be the responsibility of the City and County of Honolulu to identify ways to reach 
landlords, in particular the landlords with only one or two units who have not been well 
represented at prior training sessions.  The County will develop a plan to better identify 
these landlords and to invite them to participate in training sessions.” 

  
“Measures of Effectiveness 
The measure of success at the County level will be that by 2005, a plan will have been 
developed and implemented for identifying smaller landlords and their attendance at 
training sessions shows continued improvement.” 
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Public Comment: 
From K.K.:  “I recommend that the fair housing office must educate not only landlords, 
but also, condominium associations regarding the legal need to provide reasonable 
accommodations.” 

 
“2.d. Publicizing Outcomes of Fair Housing Discrimination Cases 
Increased public awareness of the consequences associated with failure to comply with 
fair housing laws serves as both an educational tool, as well as a deterrent.  Currently, 
very little information is available to the public regarding the penalties suffered by 
housing providers who violate fair housing laws and discriminate against certain 
protected classes.  Failure to publish this information may have the unwanted effect of 
reinforcing the notion that there are not repercussions for violating fair housing laws.  
The County will support the State’s effort to encourage the publication of case 
information by HUD and the Hawaii Civil Rights Commission.  The County will also 
identify key media to whom press releases will be provided in order to maximize the 
reach of this information.” 

 
“Measure of Effectiveness 
The measure of success will be that 2005, the County Fair Housing Office will have 
issued 5 press releases to the media detailing the infraction against fair housing laws and 
the resulting consequences.” 

 
Public Comment: 
From K.K.: “I recommend that the Civil Rights Commission and the U.S. HUD inform 
landlords, property managers, and condominium associations of the penalties for 
breaking fair housing laws.  If they knew of such penalties they would think twice and 
not treat requests for handicapped stalls and other reasonable accommodations so 
lightly.” 

 
From D.H.:  “The HCRC and the US HUD really need to PUBLICIZE THE 
PENALTIES they impose on violators!  If penalties were better publicized, particularly 
to housing providers, they would deter potential violators from creating future victims… 
In regard to informational presentations, I suspect that information can be a double-edged 
sword because if a housing provider intends to discriminate against protected classes, a 
presentation may actually give him or her clues as to what evidence is required for 
investigators and enforcement.  Thus, the landlord may choose to victimize by subtle, 
verbal harassing tactics, knowing it is not provable.” 

 
From H.W.:  “Another significant issue is the failure of the Civil Rights Commission and 
the US HUD to publicize the penalties they assess violators.  I theorize that such entities, 
despite conducting seminars encouraging victims to report violations, may –in reality- 
actually process only a very small quantity of complaints.  I believe they hesitate to 
disclose their actual caseload because it is so small.   Certainly, if I were aware that 
enforcement entities would do nothing to enforce the laws that could have helped me, I 
never would have wasted my energy to complain so fruitlessly.” 
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“2.e. Incorporate Fair Housing Information Into School Curriculum 
The Fair Housing Officer of the City and County of Honolulu will work with the 
HCDCH to coordinate with the Department of Education and introduce Fair Housing 
rights into their curriculum of life skills.  This will prepare them for the market and help 
them assist their families.” 

   
“Measure of Effectiveness 
By mid-2004, the City and County of Honolulu, in conjunction with the state, will have 
approached officials in the Department of Education with a proposal for this collaborative 
effort.” 

 
“2.f. Promote Fair Housing Awareness Among Recent Immigrants 
Recent lower income immigrants from non-English speaking countries to the United 
States and Hawaii are likely at greater risk for discrimination because of their lack of 
familiarity with the language, the housing laws and market for affordable housing.” 

 
“Measure of Effectiveness 
By the end of 2004, the City and County of Honolulu Fair Housing Officer will have 
developed a proposal for a seminar or training session and approached officials at the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) with the proposal.” 

 
“2.g. Increase Advocacy Groups’ Awareness of Fair Housing 
The City and County of Honolulu Fair Housing Officer will identify and meet with 
advocacy groups to identify ways to better work together in educating people on Fair 
Housing Laws.” 

 
“Measure of Effectiveness 
These actions will be deemed effective when the County Fair Housing Office has 
conducted five presentations before the end of 2005. Also by the end of 2005, at least 50 
percent of the Advocacy Groups’ Directors will report an increased awareness of Fair 
Housing laws.” 

   
Public Comment: 
From D.H.:  “I support this approach if it means that Section 8 case workers, State of 
Hawaii Mental Health staff, and mental health advocates, etc., would be trained in fair 
housing, particularly, in regards to assuring that their clients make “requests for 
reasonable accommodation” in writing, rather than verbally, and insist that the housing 
provider likewise respond in writing.” 

 
“3. Fair Housing Policies Lack Standardization. 

Action:  The City and County of Honolulu Fair Housing Office will begin the process of 
identifying ways to highlight fair housing policies and procedures within the county that 
are contradictory or lack standardization. As this process of standardizing policies and 
procedures related to Fair Housing has been acknowledged by the State as an important 
step in furthering Fair Housing across the State, the City and County will initiate this 
evaluation within the County and provide the results to the State if requested.” 
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“Measure of Effectiveness 
The measure of effectiveness for this action is that by 2005 the County will identify the 
various approaches to identifying the policies and procedures for which additional 
standardization efforts are needed.  Additionally, the County Fair Housing Office will 
investigate the costs involved with alleviating these disparities.” 

 
Public Comment: 
From D.H.:  “I agree wholeheartedly that the various enforcement entities need to 
coordinate their efforts and standardize their policies, particularly, the intake of 
complaints!  The current system is profoundly difficult for a mentally disabled person to 
maneuver without professional assistance.  In my case, I sought help from the State of 
Hawaii HCDCH, U.S. HUD, Legal Aid Society Fair Housing, Volunteer Legal Services, 
and the City and County of Honolulu Fair Housing Office….I received a range of 
opinions regarding my “Notice to Vacate”-  most responded that it was the landlord’s 
right to not renew the lease and that no fair housing rights were affected.  If I had agreed 
with these “experts,” and done nothing, I would now be homeless!  Only the Honolulu 
Fair Housing Office took the time to truly listen to my plight and then helped me draft 
my pre-complaint application….I believe that the City should direct the Fair Housing 
Office to not just make inquiries and suggestions, but actually supervise the actions of 
City-contracted property managers and hold them accountable for civil rights violations, 
thus standardizing fair housing policies, at least for apartments owned or monitored by 
the City….The current staff of one Fair Housing Officer is hardly enough to deal with the 
enormity of the needs of Honolulu’s population…I believe other victims of housing 
discrimination, particularly those with mental disabilities, desperately need such “hands 
on” services to be able to defend their legal fair housing rights.” 

 
In closing, the following chart, “Fair Housing Goals,” incorporates AFFH goal setting 
and practices as derived from the four seminal sources. 
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III. CHART 2 – FAIR HOUSING GOALS 
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“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“2. Promote decent affordable 
housing” 
 
“1. Increase homeownership 
opportunities” 

“AI 1.  Limited 
supply of reasonable 
units for target 
population” 
 
“D.H.  Section 8 are 
not an underserved 
group, they are an 
UNSERVED group” 
 
“S.G.: In order to 
qualify for the 
Section 8 private 
sector rental voucher 
program, applicant 
renters must be low 
income disabled 
persons or low 
income families with 
children or low 
income elderly 
persons.  As such, all 
Section 8 voucher 
holders are included 
by definition in Title 
VIII of the Civil 
Rights Act…My 
experience is that 
although there may 
be a sufficient 
quantity of rental 
housing units 
affordable with 
Section 8 rental 

$     0 
$     0 
$     0 
$     0 
$     0 
$     0 

FH-1 Participate in meetings and draft and submit 
testimony to address policies, resolutions, 
and ordinances that would increase 
affordable housing. 
 
Continue existing research regarding 
whether lawful income,  as well as Section 
8,  should be recognized as a “protected 
class”. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 
 

2-meetings 
2-meetings 
2-meetings 
2-meetings 
2-meetings 
 
10 
meetings 

Increase the awareness of policy 
and decision makers regarding the 
need to provide affordable 
housing for protected class target 
groups,  to result in 1-proposed 
legislation every two years. 
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vouchers in 
Honolulu, the huge 
majority of such 
offerings are not 
available to Section 8 
rental applicants This 
“No Section 8” 
policy seems to me to 
be a violation of 
existing federal Fair 
Housing law” 

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“3. Strengthen communities” 

“AI 2.  Applicants 
are unaware of rights 
and resources: 
a. Non-English 
informational 
packets” 

$   500 
$   500 
$   500 
$   500 
$   500 
$2,500 

FH-2 Obtain and reproduce existing non-English 
fair housing brochures published by the US 
HUD and HCRC and distribute to public 
libraries and appropriate limited-English-
proficiency (LEP) service providers 
 
Continue existing practice of using 
bilingual co-workers to provide interpretive 
services for LEP complainants 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 
 

1,000 brchs 
1,000 brchs 
1,000 brchs 
1,000 brchs 
1,000 brchs 
 
5,000 
brochures 

Increase quantity of brochures 
available in public libraries and 
service providers from 0-per year 
to 1,000-per year. 
 
Increase quantity of complaint 
applications to the US HUD and 
HCRC from non-English 
complainants from 1-per year to 
3-per year.  If needed, assist LEP 
complainants, with staff fluent in 
the complainant’s language,  in 
drafting  pre-complaint 
applications 

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“3. Strengthen communities” 

“AI 2.b. Encourage 
applicants to report 
violations” 
 
“D.H.  Disabled 
tenants do not 
possess the mental 
ability to understand 
their rights.” 
 
“M.L. I have found 
that potential 
complainants are 

$  300 
$  300 
$  300 
$  300 
$  300 
$1,500 

FH-3 Secure permission from US HUD, then 
publish notices in newspapers that cite the 
US HUD toll free telephone number as well 
as HCRC and Honolulu Fair Housing 
Office numbers to report allegations of 
illegal housing discrimination 
 
Continue existing practice of using 
bilingual co-workers to provide interpretive 
services for LEP complainants 
 
Continue existing practice of transmitting 
US HUD and HCRC pre-complaint 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

1-notice 
1-notice 
1-notice 
1-notice 
1-notice 
 
5 notices 

Increase quantity of complaint 
applications to the US HUD and 
HCRC from 2-per year to 3-per 
year. 
 
If needed, assist complainants, 
particularly the mentally disabled 
and elderly,  in drafting requests 
for reasonable accommodations 
as well as  pre-complaint 
applications, estimated at 5-per 
year. 
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unaware of their 
rights.” 

applications to complainants  

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 

“AI 2.c.  Fair 
housing 
presentations and 
training to 
landlords” 
 
“K.K. Fair housing 
office must educate 
not only landlords, 
but also, 
condominium 
associations 
regarding the legal 
need to provide 
reasonable 
accommodation” 

$  300 
$  300 
$  300 
$  300 
$  300 
$1,500 

FH-4 Solicit housing providers, as well as 
property managers and condominium 
associations, to attend training sessions, 
including emphasis on reasonable 
accommodation.  Fund the rental of such 
training rooms 
 
Continue existing practice of reviewing 
private sector rental advertisements for 
discriminatory or irregular wording  

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 
 

2-trainings 
2-trainings 
2-trainings 
2-trainings 
2-trainings 
 
10-
trainings 

Increase the trainees, estimated at 
50%  of 60-per session,  
understanding of fair housing 
laws by 80%,  based on a pre-test 
and post-test comparison  
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“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“3. Strengthen communities” 

“AI 2.d.  Publicize 
outcomes of fair 
housing 
discrimination 
cases” 
 
“K.K.  I recommend 
that the Civil Rights 
Commission and the 
US HUD inform 
landlords, property 
managers and 
condominium 
associations of the 
penalties…they 
would think twice 
and not treat requests 
for handicapped 
stalls so lightly.” 
 
“D.H.   If penalties 
were better 
publicized, they 
would deter potential 
violators.” 
 
“H.W.  Another 
significant issue is 
the failure of the 
Civil Rights 
Commission and the 
US HUD to publicize 
the penalties they 
assess violators… 
Certainly, if I were 
aware that 
enforcement entities 
would do nothing to 

$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
 

FH-5 Research the US HUD and HCRC intake 
protocol and processing of pre-complaints, 
emphasizing the type of evidentiary basis 
required for a  pre-complaint to be 
processed, whether existing capacity can 
handle projected increases in pre-
complaints from LEP and mentally disabled 
applicants  
 
Secure outcomes of fair housing cases from 
the US HUD and HCRC,  with identifying 
proprietary data redacted.    
 
Review such outcomes to understand  
whether applicants have been satisfied with 
results,  or dissatisfied, with emphasis on 
whether respondents have exhibited 
retaliatory behavior such as post hoc rent 
increases or non-renewal of leases 
 
Forensically research the background of  
H.W.’s comment to ascertain its validity.  If 
valid, research whether a reoccurrence can 
be avoided 
 
Disseminate such outcomes at training 
sessions and press releases 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 
 

10-cases 
10-cases 
10-cases 
10-cases 
10-cases 
 
50-cases 

1-curricula item for the 2-training 
sessions per year;  and 1-press 
release,  describing the 10-cases, 
per year 
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enforce the laws that 
could have helped 
me, I never would 
have wasted my 
energy to complain 
so fruitlessly.” 
 

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“3. Strengthen communities” 

“AI 2.e.  Incorporate 
fair housing 
information into 
school curriculum” 

$     0 
$     0 
$  700 
$  700 
$  700 
$2,100 
 

FH-6 Develop and reproduce a coloring/activity 
booklet describing fair housing, in a local 
context, for distribution to schools and 
children’s section of public libraries 

2005 
 
2006 
 
2007 
 
2008 
 
2009 
 

30%-
complete 
60% 
complete 
2,500-
booklets 
2,500-
booklets 
2,500-
booklets 

1-coloring/activity booklet, with 
total distribution of 7,500 copies 
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TOTAL 
 

7,500-
booklets 

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“3. Strengthen communities” 

“AI 2.e.  Incorporate 
fair housing 
information into 
school curriculum” 

$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
 

FH-7 Outreach to Honolulu Community College 
administrators regarding potential 
development of fair housing curricula 

2005 
 
2006 
 
2007 
 
2008 
 
2009 
 

20%-
complete 
60%-
complete 
90%-
complete 
100%-
complete 
Not 
Applicable 

1-curricula item for community 
college class 

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“3. Strengthen communities” 

“AI 2. f.  Promote 
fair housing 
awareness among 
recent immigrants” 

$  300 
$  300 
$  300 
$  300 
$  300 
$1,500 

FH-8 Financially support the State HCDCH 
proposed LEP trainings by providing 
conference space,  approach officials at the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
(INS) to invite their clients to attend 
 
Continue existing practice of using 
bilingual co-workers to provide interpretive 
services for LEP complainants 
 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 
10-trainings 

Increase the trainees, estimated at 
60-per session,  understanding of 
fair housing laws by 80%,  based 
on a pre-test and post-test 
comparison 

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“3. Strengthen communities” 
 
“6. Promote participation of 
grassroots, faith-based and other 
community based organizations” 

“AI 2.g. Increase 
advocacy groups 
awareness of fair 
housing” 
 
“D.H.  Section 8 
workers, Mental 
Health staff, 
advocates would be 
trained, particularly 
in regards to 
assuring that their 
clients make requests 
for reasonable 
accommodation in 
writing and insist 

$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
 

FH-9 Approach advocacy groups for underserved 
protected classes such as the elderly, HIV 
infected, disabled, and national origin to 
attend FH-4 trainings 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 
 

 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 
10-trainings 

Increase the trainees, estimated at 
50% of 60-per session, FH-4, 
understanding of fair housing 
laws by 80%, based on a pre-test 
and post-test comparison 
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O
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S 

OUTCOMES 

that housing provider 
respond in writing.” 

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“5. Embrace high standards of 
ethics, management and 
accountability” 

“AI 3. Fair housing 
policies lack 
standardization” 
 
“D.H.  I sought help 
from the State of 
Hawaii HCDCH, US 
HUD, Legal Aid 
Society, Volunteer 
Legal Services, and 
the City of Honolulu 
regarding my Notice 
to Vacate.  Most 
responded it was the 
landlord’s right and 
that no fair housing 
rights were affected... 
the City should direct 
the Fair Housing 
Office to not just 
make inquiries but 
actually supervise the 
actions of City-
contracted property 
managers and hold 
them accountable for 
civil rights 
violations” 

$  200 
$  200 
$  200 
$  200 
$  200 
$1,000 

FH-10 Financially support the State HCDCH 
trainings to housing staff and require City 
Department of Facility Maintenance and 
Department of Community Services 
Housing Assistance staff to attend  
 
Forensically research the background of 
D.H.’s comment to ascertain its validity 
and, if valid,  identify specific training 
curricula that could prevent a reoccurrence 
 
Research whether the Fair Housing 
Officer’s existing placement in the Dept. of 
Community Services should outreach into 
the Dept. of Facilities Maintenance (DFM)  
to better service DFM  tenants 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 
 

 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 2-trainings 
 
10-trainings 

Increase the trainees, estimated at 
50-per session, understanding of 
fair housing laws by 80%, based 
on a pre-test and post-test 
comparison 
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O
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“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“5. Embrace high standards of 
ethics, management and 
accountability” 

“AI 3. Fair housing 
policies lack 
standardization” 
 
“D.H.  The current 
system is difficult for 
a mentally disabled 
person to maneuver 
without professional 
assistance.” 
 

$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
 

FH-11 Fair Housing Officer, as part of Section 504 
obligations,  to be “on call” to assist City 
Section 8 clients having difficulty 
understanding housing related regulations 
 
Research whether the Fair Housing 
Officer’s existing placement in the Dept. of 
Community Services (which administers 
Section 8 clients)  should outreach into the 
Dept. of Facilities Maintenance (DFM)  to 
allow DFM  tenants to have such “on call” 
service  

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

8-cases 
8-cases 
8-cases 
8-cases 
8-cases 

 
 
40-cases 

Increase the knowledge of Section 
8 clients regarding housing 
related regulations, by preventing 
an estimated 2-evictions and 6-
Notices of Violations per year. 

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“5. Embrace high standards of 
ethics, management and 
accountability” 
 
“Encouraging Accessible Design 
Features” 

“AI 3. Fair housing 
policies lack 
standardization” 

$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
$    0 
 

FH-12 Fair Housing Officer, as part of Section 504 
obligations, to review zoning ordinances, 
particularly in regard to group homes, and 
occupancy standards, with Corporation 
Counsel and Dept. of Planning and 
Permitting;  and “transition plans” for 
housing facilities renovation with Dept. of 
Facilities Maintenance. 
Inspect physical accessibility in City-owned 
residential projects. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 
 
 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

 2-regulatns 
 2-regulatns 
 2-regulatns 
 2-regulatns 
 2-regulatns 
 
10-
regulations 
 
2 inspectns 
2 inspectns 
2 inspectns 
2 inspectns 
2 inspectns 
 
10 
inspections 

Increase the awareness of City 
officials regarding fair housing, 
by reviewing an estimated 1-
regulations per year. 

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“3. Strengthen communities” 

“AI 3. Fair housing 
policies lack 
standardization” 

$       0 
$       0 
$5,000 
$       0 

FH-13 Produce, in coordination with State 
HCDCH and other Counties, a local context 
fair housing informational video 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 

10%-
complete 
20%-
complete 

1-Year 2007 “Fair Housing 
Video” 
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$       0 
$5,000 

2009 100%-
complete 
Not 
Applicable 
Not 
Applicable 

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“3. Strengthen communities” 

“AI 3. Fair housing 
policies lack 
standardization” 

$         0 
$25,000 
$         0 
$         0 
$25,000 
$50,000 
 

FH-14 Develop scope of services, secure 
consultant, to update “Analysis of 
Impediments” 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 

10%-
complete 
 1-AI 
Report 
0% 
complete 
10%-
complete 
 1-AI 
Report 
2-AI 
Reports 

1-Year 2006 “Analysis of 
Impediments” report 
 
1-Year 2009 “Analysis of 
Impediments” report  

“4. Ensure equal opportunity in 
housing” 
 
“5. Embrace high standards of 
ethics, management and 
accountability” 

“AI 3. Fair housing 
policies lack 
standardization” 

$1,400 
$1,400 
$1,400 
$1,400 
$1,400 
$7,000 

FH-15 Increase knowledge of staff regarding new 
developments in fair housing law by 
sending staff  to HUD-endorsed fair 
housing training 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 

1-HUD 
training 
1-HUD 
training 
1-HUD 
training 
1-HUD 
training 
1-HUD 
training 
5-HUD 
trainings 

Increase the fair housing staff’s 
understanding of fair housing 
laws. 

 Note:  Output Year refers to Federal Year
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Lead Based Paint 
 
The State of Hawaii’s Department of Health provides health and diagnostic screenings for about 
one-third of the children who are eligible for the state health insurance program.  Less than 1% 
of the screened children have elevated blood lead levels.  This is a low rate. 
 
The use of lead in residential paint was banned in 1978.  Census 2000 Summary File 3, Table 
H34, shows that 300,470 of Hawaii’s 460,542 housing units, or 65%, were built in 1979 or 
earlier.  These units may contain lead-based paint hazards 
 
Anti-Poverty Strategy 
 
Most anti-poverty programs such as financial assistance, education, and health services are the 
responsibility of the State of Hawaii.  With the passage of Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, otherwise known as the "Welfare Reform Bill", the 
economically disadvantaged will be impacted, as this reform restricts eligibility and reduces 
benefits.  Those areas especially affected will be the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
(TANF), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), and food stamp programs, as well as legal 
immigrants.  It is anticipated that there will be an increased need for emergency shelters, other 
homeless programs and support services, as families have their benefits reduced or eliminated. 
 
Many families in various HUD-assisted programs have been affected by welfare reform.  
Housing agencies and owners, especially those with public housing development and Section 8 
programs, have needed to provide economic opportunities through education, job training and 
supportive services to serve its clientele and stay financially sound. 
 
The City's Section 8 Rental Assistance Program provides rental subsidies to the extremely low- 
and low-income families that are primarily elderly, disabled and those with special needs.  The 
rental subsidy is "invisible" so that households receiving rental subsidies are not identified or 
labeled as being "low income or poor," and can remain anonymous in the community that they 
elect to reside in. On behalf of the tenant, Section 8 pays the rent subsidies to landlords so they 
are assured of regular payments. Tenants also pay their share of the rent to their landlord.   The 
Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) Program is one of the key components within the umbrella of the 
Section 8 Rental Assistance Program.  This program develops and implements effective 
mechanisms for integrating participating families to make the transition from governmental 
dependency to productive employment and provide them with an opportunity to acquire the 
"American Dream" of eventual "homeownership." 
 
Some transitional housing projects provide childcare services to residents who are working or 
undergoing training or education. 
 
The City's Department of Community Services, WorkHawaii Division administers the seven 
Oahu Worklinks sites that provide employment training to economically disadvantaged adults 
and youths in the City.  Services provided by WorkHawaii include case management, 
occupational skills training, educational remediation, motivation and life skills training, job 
development and placement, and support services such as child care and transportation.  Funding 
for WorkHawaii is provided through the federal Workforce Investment Act.  The City's 
Community Economic Development (CED) strategies are integral components in this effort in 
addition to the following programs described in helping families to become self-sufficient. 
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Barriers To Affordable Housing 
 
During 1996, under the State's coordination, the City teamed up with the neighbor county 
governments and the State to fund a study on impediments to fair housing.  This study, Fair 
Housing Analysis of Impediments in the State of Hawaii was prepared by the Hawaii Real Estate 
Research Education Center and published in November 1996.  It identified these impediments 
and recommended an appropriate plan of action to overcome them.  Although the focus was fair 
housing, it had a component, Economic Impediments to Fair Housing, which is relevant to the 
issue of barriers to affordable housing.  Items from this study are included in the discussion 
below.  Although the study was completed several years ago, the findings are still accurate. 
 
The major barriers to affordable housing are 1) high costs relative to wages, 2) inadequate 
infrastructure and 3) regulatory restrictions. 
 
1.  High Costs Relative to Wages 
 
The City's high housing costs and low vacancy rate are characteristic of a housing market where 
the demand for housing exceeds the supply.  Factors such as the relatively small amount of land 
zoned for residential purposes, the added cost of importing building materials and the large 
number of investors who have bought real estate on Oahu have made this island one of the 
highest priced housing markets in the country.  In addition, on a statewide basis, the vast 
majority of job category wages were significantly below national averages, making the housing 
market that much less affordable to local residents.  High land and construction costs make the 
large-scale development of affordable rental and for-sale housing financially difficult in urban 
Honolulu.  However, opportunities do exist for the development of smaller scale affordable 
rental development on in-fill lots in the urban core.  These smaller developments could be 
targeted for the elderly or other special needs groups which must be located close to the wide 
range of supportive services available only in downtown Honolulu.  There are also opportunities 
in the urban core to provide rehabilitation loans to homeowners and owners of rental housing to 
preserve the existing housing stock.  Large-scale development of affordable rental and for sale 
housing is more feasible in the City's urbanizing second city of Kapolei where land prices are 
lower.  New master planned communities that provide a range of housing types for different 
family sizes and incomes are more easily planned in this new urban center.  However, the 
availability and cost of providing infrastructure to support a new development may offset land 
cost savings, and supportive services and transportation options for residents may not be as 
widely available. 
 
2.  Inadequate Infrastructure 
 
Many established neighborhoods in urban Honolulu lack adequate infrastructure that would 
otherwise permit higher intensity land development of vacant in-fill lots, as well as encourage 
the redevelopment of older obsolete structures.  In addition, the cost of developing new 
infrastructure in urbanizing areas of the island can be prohibitively expensive. Many regional 
infrastructure systems, including Honolulu's major transportation corridors and wastewater 
facilities are already operating at or above established capacities.  Improvements to these 
regional infrastructure systems typically require substantial capital investments, and/or changes 
in policy to manage or limit usage. 
 
3.  Regulatory Restrictions 



75 

 
The public sector in Hawaii has been accused of implementing the strictest land use laws in the 
United States that has led to an unprecedented degree of government controls over land 
development.  By and large, these regulations have been implemented to address environmental 
concerns, and to establish systematic land use review procedures. 
 
These regulations have had the benefit of protecting environmental, cultural, and community 
resources.  However, these benefits have also subjected the developer, and ultimately housing 
consumers to certain costs that can be directly attributable to compliance with these land use and 
development regulations. 
 
In general, Hawaii's land development regulations can affect the final cost of housing production 
in several ways.  First, development standards, such as requirements for underground utilities in 
new subdivisions can add significantly to the cost of development.  Second, multiple, complex, 
and oftentimes overlapping land use approvals and permitting requirements can significantly add 
to the time it takes to develop a project, which translates into higher interest and carrying and 
planning costs to the housing developer.  Claims have been made that local governments are 
inadvertently contributing up to 15% to 20% in added housing production costs due to obsolete 
and unnecessary complicated codes, regulations and procedures.  Third, vagueness of design 
standards and confusion about the permitting process adds unpredictability and risk to housing 
development.  And lastly, obsolete regulations can preclude new, innovative housing 
developments that are responsive to changing consumer needs and changing construction and 
engineering methods. 
 
In addition, the following points were added which apply to this discussion of the extent to 
which State and/or local policies, as well as other institutional factors affect the availability of 
affordable housing. 
 
4.  Tax Policies 
 
By the passage of Act 294, SLH 1990, the City must comply with the prevailing wage 
requirements of the State Labor Department for any project receiving tax benefits or other 
assistance under the provisions of Chapter 201G, HRS.  This requirement has added 
substantially, some estimate by as much as 20%, to the cost of a housing project. 
 
5.  Policies That Affect The Return On Residential Properties 
 
The City currently has a policy of requiring that developers of housing projects which require a 
land use approval (development plan and/or zoning) must set aside 10% of the housing units for 
households earning 80% or less of median income, and an additional 20% set aside for 
households earning between 81% and 140% of median income.  To the extent that the prices 
and/or rents of the set aside units are limited by government actions, the return to the residential 
developer is affected.   It should be noted that currently there is a moratorium on enforcing this 
policy.  The City does not have rent controls that would artificially limit residential rents. 
 
The City has assisted in the maintenance of the existing housing stock through its residential 
rehabilitation loan program for low-income homeowners and owners of low-income rentals.  The 
City has also provided rehabilitation loans and grants to nonprofit supportive housing providers. 
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Ultimately, many of the tax incentives to maintain housing, particularly rental housing, are under 
the jurisdiction of the Federal and State governments. 
 
6.  Community Opposition 
 
Communities are often resistant to new housing developments due to perceived impacts from 
additional traffic, increased usage of existing public facilities such as schools and parks, and the 
costs associated with increased public services such as police and fire protection.  In addition, 
developers of low income housing, and housing for persons with special needs such as the 
mentally challenged, abused spouses, and youths at risk, must often face the NIMBY (Not In My 
Back Yard) syndrome from existing communities fearful that these projects will introduce "bad 
elements" into their community and decrease property values. 
 
Strategy to Remove Barriers 
 
There are some available options and suggested strategies however, which may remove barriers 
and streamline development approvals.  Existing State statutes already authorize the State and 
Counties to bypass many of the regulatory impediments to affordable housing development.  
Pursuant to Chapter 201G, Hawaii Revised Statutes, the State and Counties can preempt various 
regulations and standards under a 45 day approval process to support the development of 
affordable housing projects, where a certain percentage of the units in the projects are 
determined to be affordable to target income groups and where the requested exemptions do not 
contravene public health and safety standards. 
 
Act 227, Session Laws of Hawaii 1992 mandates the State and City to reduce the time necessary 
to obtain all State and County approvals for a residential project to 12 months.  The City is 
required to reduce the time to receive grading, building, subdivision and other ministerial permits 
to 6 months.  The City and State have been working on preliminary recommendations to 
implement Act 227.  
 
Additional strategies that have been suggested by various interest groups as possible actions to 
remove regulatory barriers to affordable housing development are the elimination of the State 
Land Use Commission (SLUC) and increasing the acreage of land designated for residential use 
under the City's Land Use Ordinance. 
 
In Hawaii, the SLUC determines the placement of all lands in one of four State Land Use 
Districts: Urban; Rural; Agriculture; and Conservation.  All projects on previously undeveloped 
lands of 15 acres of more must first receive SLUC approval if they involve redistricting lands 
from Agriculture or Conservation to Urban.  County zoning adds a second layer of regulations.  
This first tier of State regulation has become superfluous because the Counties have established 
land control procedures and are capable of evaluating and making decisions regarding land use 
issues.  Elimination of the SLUC, however, requires action on the part of the Hawaii State 
Legislature. 
 
Another obstacle to government assisted affordable housing projects is opposition to 
development in established communities and can be a major factor in delaying and adding to the 
cost of such projects.  To alleviate/remove such obstacle, the City works directly with 
representatives of affected communities to address legitimate concerns related to proposed 
projects.   
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Pursuant to Senate Concurrent Resolution 135 adopted by the State Senate in 2004, the Housing 
and Community Development Corporation of Hawaii on August 17, 2004 convened an 
affordable housing task force to address issues constraining affordable housing development.  
Workgroups focused on financing, infrastructure and permit processing, and submitted 
recommendations that will be presented to the 2005 legislature, including any necessary 
legislation. 
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VII.  HOMELESS 
 
Goals – Homeless 
 
For the 5-year period covered by this plan, the City foresees the following goals using CDBG,  
ESG and/or HOME funds: 
 

- Provide shelter for 7,500 persons. 
- Provide support services for 5,000 persons while in emergency or transitional 

shelters. 
- Transition 750 households from shelters or the street to permanent housing. 
- Prevent 350 households from becoming homeless through emergency rental 

assistance. 
- Maintain 3 shelters such that these facilities can provide uninterrupted services. 

 
Chart 3, Homeless Goals, identifies the City's priorities for housing assistance over the next five 
years. 
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CHART 3 – HOMELESS GOALS 

 
 

GOALS PROBLEM/ 
NEED 

INPUTS/ 
RESOURCES # ACTIVITIES 

O
U

TP
U

TY
E

A
R

 

O
U

TP
U

T OUTCOMES 

Strengthen 
communities 

Homeless persons 
need immediate 
shelter 

ESG  
CDBG 

 
HP-1 

Grants to service 
providers to pay 
operating costs of 
emergency and 
transitional shelters. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
7500 

7,500 persons are 
sheltered. 

Strengthen 
communities 
 

Homeless persons 
need assistance in 
improving 
personal situation 
to allow eventual 
transition out of 
homelessness. 

ESG 
CDBG 

HP-2 
 

Grants to service 
providers allow 
provision of social 
services including case 
management and medical 
clinic services to 
improve their condition  
 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 
________ 
 
 
 
2005  
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

1000 
1000 
1000 
1000 
1000 
5000 
_____ 
 
 
 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
750* 

Short-term 5,000 
persons receive 
support services 
while they are in 
emergency and 
transitional shelter. 
________________ 
 
 
Long term 750 
households 
transition from 
homeless shelters or 
from the streets to 
permanent 
housing 

Strengthen 
communities 

Homeless persons 
need assistance in 
avoiding eviction 
or assistance in 
paying first 
months rent in 
addition to 
security deposit. 

ESG 
CDBG 

HP-3 Provide ESG and CDBG 
matching funds for 
emergency rental 
assistance to persons 
otherwise able to 
continue rent payments. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
350 

350 Households are 
prevented from 
becoming homeless 

Strengthen 
communities 

Homeless Persons 
need safe and 
modern shelters 

ESG 
CDBG 
HOME 

HP-4 Provide funds as needed 
to renovate emergency 
and transitional shelters 
to allow continued 
shelter for homeless 
persons. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

2 
1 
0 
0 
0 
3 

3 Shelters are 
maintained 
adequately and 
continue to operate. 
 

*DCS  July 04 
Note:  Output Year refers to Federal Year 
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Narrative – Homeless Goals 

GOALS:  Strengthen Communities 

This section summarizes the goals of the City and County of Honolulu to strengthen 
communities and end chronic homelessness on Oahu by providing services and emergency 
shelter, transitional housing, and permanent housing to the homeless.  This section was written 
primarily by Honolulu’s Continuum of Care Consortium “Partners in Care.”  The Partners’ 
planning committee created and maintains the “Hawaii Action Plan to End Homelessness,” a ten-
year plan to end homelessness which originated as an Oahu document that was expanded to 
include neighbor island counties by request.  The City and County of Honolulu relies on Partners 
in Care to coordinate homeless activities among its members and to serve as a resource in the 
City’s preparation of Continuum of Care homeless grant application to HUD. 

The City plans to assist nonprofit service providers and other government agencies in providing 
appropriate services and shelter and housing for all individuals and families who are 
experiencing homelessness.  Emergency and transitional shelters provide homeless individuals 
and families a secure place to sleep if only temporarily.  The City’s goals are to support the 
operation of such shelters and the provision of services to assist the individuals and families in 
transitioning to permanent housing. Maintaining the existing emergency and transitional shelters 
is essential to allow continued operation.  The city will provide funding to the extent possible to 
facilitate continued operations.  The City will also fund required planning activities to the extent 
possible. 

In summer 2003, the City and County of Honolulu and the counties of Hawaii, Maui and Kauai 
contracted with SMS Research, Inc. to prepare a homeless study for Hawaii.  The study was 
divided into six phases; the agency survey, expert interviews, HMIS database analysis, shelter 
count surveys, external fielding, and telephone interviews.    The external fielding consisted of a 
site count and homeless interviews.  In total, 894 homeless interviews were conducted all over 
the State, including 283 in Maui County, 355 in the City and County of Honolulu, 156 in Hawaii 
County, and 100 in Kauai County. The key findings of the Study were as follows: 
 

o Using a point-in-time estimate: 4,105 unsheltered homeless and 1,923 sheltered homeless 
were counted statewide for a combined total of 6,029 homeless individuals.  Examining 
the unsheltered and sheltered homeless populations by county, there were a total of 2,053 
and 1,244 respectively on Oahu. (SMS Research 2003) 

 
Goal:  HP – 1, Strengthen Communities:  Homeless Persons Need Immediate Shelter and 
 
Goal:  HP – 2, Strengthen Communities:  Homeless Persons Need Assistance In Improving 
Personal Situation To Allow Eventual Transition Out Of Homelessness 
 
Problem/Need: 

In summer 2003, the City and County of Honolulu and the counties of Hawaii, Maui and Kauai 
contracted with SMS Research, Inc. to prepare a homeless study for Hawaii.  The study was 
divided into six phases; the agency survey, expert interviews, HMIS database analysis, shelter 
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count surveys, external fielding, and telephone interviews.    The external fielding consisted of a 
site count and homeless interviews.  In total, 894 homeless interviews were conducted all over 
the State, including 283 in Maui County, 355 in the City and County of Honolulu, 156 in Hawaii 
County, and 100 in Kauai County. The key findings of the Study were as follows: 
 

o Using a point-in-time estimate: 4,105 unsheltered homeless and 1,923 sheltered homeless 
were counted statewide for a combined total of 6,029 homeless individuals.  Examining 
the unsheltered and sheltered homeless populations by county, there were a total of 2,053 
and 1,244 respectively on Oahu. (SMS Research 2003) 

 
o Many of the homeless population tended to be either lifetime or long-time residents of the 

state.  40.7% of the homeless population has lived in the Islands for their entire lifetime.  
More than half of the homeless population (53%) was lifetime residents or people who 
had been here for 20 years or more.  Only 3.3% of the homeless population has lived in 
Hawaii for one year or less. 

 
o 37% of the total homeless population is considered Hawaiian or Part-Hawaiian, which is 

well above the comparative ethnic composition of the population in the State of Hawaii. 
(SMS Research, 2003 Homeless Point-in-Time Study, page 17) 

 
o Homeless individuals cited economic, substance abuse and domestic situations as the 

major reason for their most recent term of homelessness. (SMS Research, 2003 Homeless 
Point-in-Time Study, page 17) 

 
o The number of hidden homeless has more than doubled in the last decade.  A very tight 

housing market can explain the increase.  Housing is less affordable, and it drives those 
that can least afford it out of the market. (SMS Research, 2003 Homeless Point-in-Time 
Study, page 24) 

 
 

 Sheltered Homeless Persons Unsheltered 
Homeless 

 From HMIS Records Not in HMIS Database 
County Transitional Emergency Transitional Emergency Counts Survey 

Estimate 

Total 
Homeless 
Persons 

Honolulu 824 420 - - 572 1,481 3,297 
State 1,238 623 - 62 1,267 2,839 6,029 

 
 

 
Individuals Persons in 

Families 

Persons in 
Families with 

Children 

Person in 
Non-Family 

Groups 
Total 

Sheltered      
Honolulu 506 738 495 - 1,244 
State 640 1,281 897 2 1,923 
Unsheltered      
Honolulu 470 729 346 854 2,053 
State 1,289 1,708 765 1,108 4,105 

(SMS Research, 2003 Homeless point-in-Time Study, page 7) 
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Activities 
 
Through a request for proposals process, the City will award available Emergency Shelter Grant 
and matching funds to agencies providing emergency and transitional shelter to persons who are 
homeless. 
 
Imputs/Resources 
 
Over a five-year period, the City’s award of Emergency Shelter Grant and matching funds is 
anticipated to provide 7,500 persons with shelter and 5,000 with services. The long-term 
outcome is anticipated to be 750 persons transitioned to permanent housing. 
 
Goal: HP – 3, Strengthen Communities: Homeless Persons Need Assistance In Avoiding 
Eviction And/Or Assistance In Paying First Months Rent In Addition To Security Deposit. 
 

“The most economically efficient way to end homelessness is to prevent its 
occurrence.  Financial assistance to prevent an eviction, mediation to address 
problems with a landlord or lender, and case management can all prevent 
individuals and families from becoming homeless.  A 1991 study of eviction 
prevention programs by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services found 
that the average cost to prevent family homelessness was one-sixth the average cost 
of a stay in a shelter.  Yet a recent examination of the continuum of care planning 
process found that few of the communities studied dedicate substantial resources to 
preventing homelessness.” (National Alliance to End Homelessness, Toolkit) 

 
Problem/need: 
 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and private foundations provide 
emergency rental assistance.  It is an eligible activity under the Emergency Shelter Grant 
program; however, demand has been higher for ongoing shelter operations and services. 
 
Activities: 
 
In the past emergency rental assistance has been to awarded five different agencies with different 
means of distributing assistance.  While most agencies serve all clients at risk on a first come, 
first served basis, one agency was selected to provide assistance to persons being released from 
prison as that population nationwide has been a focus of chronic homelessness. 
 
Inputs/Resources: 
 
To assist in homelessness prevention, the City will commit ESG and CDBG matching resources 
for emergency rental assistance to 70 persons annually to prevent homelessness for a total of 350 
persons for the years 2005 through 2009.  Emergency rental and utility assistance is provided to 
clients who would be otherwise able to continue rental payments in permanent housing upon 
receipt of one-time assistance. 
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Goal HP-4 Homeless Persons Need Safe and Modern Shelters 
 
Emergency shelters do not charge a fee and operations are supported by government and private 
sources. Both emergency shelters in Honolulu as well as some of the domestic violence shelters 
are facilities owned by the City & County of Honolulu and leased or contracted to nonprofit 
agencies for operation. 
 
Activities 
 
In order to achieve the goal of providing the homeless a safe and secure sleeping environment, 
the City will provide funding support for the renovation and major repair of emergency and 
transitional facilities, with priority for facilities owned by the City. 
 
Inputs/Resources 
To this end, the City will commit ESG and/or CDBG matching resources to fund the renovation, 
repainting, and facility maintenance costs of 3 emergency shelters over the years 2005 through 
2009.  
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PRIORITIES – HOMELESS OAHU 
 
Table C – Priorities Homeless Needs 

 
Table C below includes figures from the Housing and Community Development Corporation of 
Hawaii, Homeless Programs Branch.  The figures in italics are those included in Honolulu’s 
2004 Continuum of care application for homeless grant funds and are based on a June 2004 
polling of shelters.  These tables are specifically for ESG/CDBG/HOPWA funding sources. 

 
TABLE C 
 

PRIORITY HOMELESS 
NEEDS TABLE C 

Estimated 
Need 

Current 
Inventory 

Unmet 
Need/Gap 

Relative 
Priority 

Individuals 
Example Emergency Shelter 115 89 26 M 
      
 Emergency Shelter 627/126 404/100 223/26 M 
Beds / Units Transitional Housing  

512/454 
 

632/304 
 

-120/150 
H 

 Permanent Housing 1856/1017 906/705 950/312 H 
 Total 2995/1597 1942/1109 1053/488  
 Job Training  607 238 369 M 
 Case Management 3966 2029 1937 H 
Estimated  Substance Abuse Treatment  120 111 9 H 
Supportive Mental Health Care 1065 210 855 M 
Services Housing Placement 1691 1082 609 M 
Slots Life Skills Training 1781 1115 666 M 
 Other: Dental Care 122 44 78 M 
 Chronic Substance Abusers 2377 347 2030 H 
 Seriously Mentally Ill 1708 1062 646 M 
Estimated Dually – Diagnosed 1992 304 1688 M 
Sub- Veterans 800 194 606 M 
Population Persons with HIV/AIDS 480 223 247 H 
 Victims of Domestic Violence 128 80 48 M 

 Youth  82 38 44 M 
 Other: Elderly  50 34 16 M 
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TABLE C 
 

PRIORITY HOMELESS 
NEEDS TABLE C 

Estimated Need Current 
Inventory 

Unmet 
Need/Gap 

Relative 
Priority 

Persons in Families with Children 

          HUD Table 1A 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Example Emergency Shelter 115 89 26 M 
      
 Emergency Shelter 212/337 180/187 32/150 M 
Beds / Units Transitional Housing  

1552/1065 
 

852/691 
 

700/374 
 

H 
 Permanent Housing 304/1892 50/892 254/1000 H 
 Total 2068/3294 1082/1770 986/1524  
 Job Training  295 101 194 M 
 Case Management 546 340 206 H 
Estimated  Substance Abuse Treatment   

10 
 

10 
 

0 
H 

Supportive Mental Health Care 8 8 0 M 
Services Housing Placement  

234 
 

130 
 

104 
M 

Slots Life Skills Training  
600 

 
336 

 
264 

M 

 Other: Childcare 
       Dental Care 

206 
84 

48 
20 

158 
64 

M 
M 

 Chronic Substance Abusers  
625 

 
128 

 
497 

H 

 Seriously Mentally Ill  
75 

 
60 

 
15 

M 

Estimated Dually - Diagnosed 18 18 0 M 
Sub- Veterans 63 34 29 M 
populations Persons with HIV/AIDS  

240 
 

121 
 

119 
H 

 Victims of Domestic Violence  
1650 

 
750 

 
900 

M 

 Youth     n/a 
 Other:     
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Narrative – Homeless Needs 
 

1. Describe basis for assigning priority: 
The basis for assigning relative priority for homeless needs was based on a meeting of Partners-
In-Care members who met in the office of Sandra Miyoshi, The State of Hawaii Coordinator on 
Homelessness in June 2004. 
 

2. Identify obstacles: 
Obstacles to solving homelessness include the buying and selling of illegal drugs by the 
homeless, insufficient funds to service homeless with drug addictions or dually diagnosed, 
insufficient funds for outreach to the newly homeless, poverty and lack of formal education 
found in some of the homeless, and soft weather that makes it easy for some to maintain a 
“house-less lifestyle.” 
 

3. Describe general priorities for allocating $ geographically: 
The City’s general priority is to fund agencies that have a prior track record in working with 
Community Development Block Grant, Emergency Shelter Grant, and HOPWA funds.  These 
agencies are geographically found throughout urban Honolulu and rural Oahu. 
  

4. Describe general priorities for allocating $ priority needs: 
The City’s general priority is to fund emergency and transitional shelters and services, as a first 
line measure to assist persons who are homeless, as permanent housing is not immediately 
available to most homeless individuals and families.  The City also provides funds to service 
providers for prevention of homelessness, primarily emergency rental and utilities assistance.  
When capital improvements are needed the City attempts to secure CDBG funds for such costs. 
 

5. Rationale for establishing relative priority needs: 
The City’s rationale for establishing relative priority needs in table C relies upon expertise of 
Partners In Care (Partners), an Oahu membership organization of homeless service providers, 
other social service professionals, representatives of local and state governments, and consumers 
of services.  Partners In Care is a coordinating body that develops recommendations for 
programs & services to fill gaps in Oahu’s Continuum of Care, provides direction in response to 
HUD’s annual competition for homeless funding.  Partners is the lead entity that developed, 
“The Hawaii Action Plan to End Homelessness.” 
 
Footnote: 
1. Housing gaps analysis in italics from City and County of Honolulu, Department of Community Services. 
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Most Needed Services 
 
According to the SMS Homeless Study, the most needed services identified by persons who 
were homeless in 2003 were money, food, shelter, medical and dental services, clothing and 
transportation.  For nearly all the services covered by the survey, need exceeded supply as 
reported by unsheltered homeless people.  The gaps in services were highest for money, job 
training, employment assistance, and shelter. 
 

0.00% 20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 80.00%

Money

Food

Shelter

Medical or Dental Services

Clothing

Transportation Services

Employment Assistance

Job Training

Counseling

Mailing Address

Mental Health Services

Child Care Services

Gap
Supply

 
 

 Supply Gap 
Money 27.20% 70.90% 
Food 70.40% 59.90% 
Shelter 31.20% 57.90% 
Medical or Dental Services 33.90% 52.90% 
Clothing 29.60% 51.80% 
Transportation Services 19.80% 44.50% 
Employment Assistance 11.40% 40.30% 
Job Training 7.40% 35.70% 
Counseling 25.70% 29.20% 
Mailing Address 43.60% 27.60% 
Mental Health Services 14.20% 26.50% 
Child Care Services 7.00% 12.10% 

 
(SMS Homeless Survey, Page 21) 
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Needed Services Ranked 
 
The above figure shows the relationship between the services needed and received by the 
homeless population ranked in order of need as reported by survey respondents.  The gap 
analysis shows some disparity between the level of services provided and the perceived needs of 
the homeless population.  The most needed services in 2003 were money, food, shelter, medical 
and dental services, clothing and transportation.  When asked about services they had received 
from public or private agencies in the past 30 days, the homeless most often reported receiving 
food (69 percent), a mailing address (43 percent), and medical or dental services (33 percent). 
 
For nearly all the services covered by the survey, need exceeded supply as reported by 
unsheltered homeless people.  The gaps in services were highest for money, job training, 
employment assistance, and shelter.  For two services -- food and a mailing address – the supply 
seems to have exceeded demand in 2003. 
 
When homeless persons in the State were asked where they got most of their food, there were 
three prevailing responses.  About forty one percent said they obtained food from human 
services.  Approximately thirty eight percent said that most of their food is obtained from 
supermarkets, and about 34 percent obtained their food from a church. 
 
Homeless Needs Continued: 

Homeless Population 
Over the course of one year, thousands of individuals and families experience homelessness 
throughout Hawaii and on any given night, it is estimated that 6,029 persons are homeless in the 
State of Hawaii.  Over the course of one year, more than 14,000 individuals are homeless 
throughout the Islands of Hawaii. (SMS Research). The City & County of Honolulu has the 
highest homeless population in the State with an estimated 3,297 homeless on any given night 
and an estimated 9,495 persons over the course of one year. 
  
Nature and Extent of Homeless in the County of Honolulu 
In the summer of 2003, SMS Research completed a homeless needs assessment to provide 
comprehensive, up-to-date information on homelessness in the State of Hawaii.  The key 
findings of the Study were as follows: 
 

o Examining the unsheltered and sheltered homeless populations by county, there were a 
total of 2,053 and 1,244 respectively on Oahu. (SMS Research 2003) 

 
 Sheltered Homeless Persons Unsheltered Homeless 

 From HMIS Records Not in HMIS Database 
County Transitional Emergency Transitional Emergency Counts Survey 

Estimate 

Total 
Homeless 
Persons 

Honolulu 824 420 - - 572 1,481 3,297 
 

 
Individuals Persons in 

Families 

Persons in 
Families with 

Children 

Person in Non-
Family Groups Total 

Sheltered      
Honolulu 506 738 495 - 1,244 
Unsheltered      
Honolulu 470 729 346 854 2,053 

(SMS Research, 2003 Homeless point-in-Time Study, page 7) 
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o Many of the homeless population tended to be either lifetime or long-time residents of the 

state.  49.5% of the homeless population has lived in the County of Honolulu for their 
entire lifetime.  More than 67% of the homeless population was lifetime residents or 
people who had been here for 20 years or more.  Only 3.3% of the homeless population 
has lived on Oahu for one year or less. 

 
o Homeless individuals cited economic difficulties, substance abuse and domestic 

situations as some of the major reasons for their most recent term of homelessness. 
(SMS Research, 2003 Homeless Point-in-Time Study, page 17) 

 
o The number of hidden homeless has more than doubled in the last decade, while the 

number of at-risk homeless has declined by more than half.  A very tight housing market 
can explain the increase in hidden homeless.  Housing is less affordable, and it drives 
those that can least afford it out of the market.  
(SMS Research, 2003 Homeless Point-in-Time Study, page 24) 

 
o 42% of the homeless population on Oahu is considered Hawaiian or Part-Hawaiian, 

which is well above the comparative ethnic composition of the population in the State of 
Hawaii. 
(SMS Research, 2003 Homeless Point-in-Time Study, page 16) 

 
o Korean - .9% 
o Japanese – 1.5% 
o Hispanic – 1.5% 
o Chinese – 3.0% 
o Black – 3.0% 
o Filipino – 5.4 
o Caucasian – 27.9% 
o Mixed, not Hawaiian – 1.2% 
o Other – 10% 
o Don’t Know, Refused – 2.7% 

 
Characteristics of Hidden Homeless and At-Risk Homeless 
 
Table 11 presents a comparable set of estimates for Hidden Homeless and At-Risk persons and 
households in Hawaii from 1992 to 2003.  Estimates include official population and household 
counts for 1992 through 1997.  Estimates of number of persons in households have been adjusted 
for 1997 to reflect actual households sizes. 
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IV.   TABLE 11:  HIDDEN HOMELESSNESS AND AT-RISK OF HOMELESSNESS, 
1992 TO 2003 
 
 1992 1997 2003 
Households 
  Hidden Homeless 
  At-risk 
  Adequately Housed 
 
Persons  
  Hidden Homeless 
  At-risk 
  Adequately Housed 
 

375,018 
  17,618 
111,747 
245,653 

 
         1,158,613 

  90,506 
322,755 
745,352 

396,008 
  26,929 
  71,483 
297,596 

 
         1,211,640 

144,022 
220,734 
846,886 

 

410,795 
  41,007 
  50,122 
319,665 

 
         1,228,025 

228,449 
155,058 
844,518 

 
Persons per Household 
  Hidden Homeless 
  At-risk  
  Adequately Housed 
 

3.09 
5.14 
2.89 
3.03 

 

3.06 
5.35 
3.10 
2.87 

 

2.99 
5.57 
3.09 
2.64 

 
 
Source: Hawaii Housing Policy Study, 2003 
Note:  Estimates of hidden homeless and at-risk homelessness were also done as part of the 1999 
Homeless study.   Those numbers though not exactly comparable in those that come out the 
HHPS, are 76,635 hidden homeless, and 206,924 at-risk of homelessness for the State of Hawaii. 
 
The number of hidden homeless has more than doubled over the last 10 years, while the number 
of at-risk homeless has declined by more than half.  A very tight housing market can explain the 
increase in hidden homeless.  Housing is less affordable, and it drives those that can least afford 
it out of the market. 
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Nature and Extent of Homelessness by Sub-Populations 
There are many subpopulations within the homeless population.  Individuals living with different 
types of disabilities and multiple disabilities face enormous challenges when seeking services 
and housing.  Families with children also face barriers when attempting to leave homelessness. 
 

Sub-Populations

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00%

HIV/AIDS

Multiple Problems

Mental Illness or Disability

Physical Illness or Disability

Family Violence or Abuse

Substance Abuse

Individuals
Families with Children
Total

 
 

Homeless Families and Children 
 Honolulu 
Total 3,297 
Individuals 976 
Persons In Families 1,467 
Persons in Families with 
Children 

841 

Children 402 
Persons in non-family 
groups 

854 

(SMS Research, 2003 page 24) 
 
Chronic Homelessness 
 
The issue of chronic homelessness was at the top of the agenda during the 2003 US Conference of 
Mayors.  President Bush, in 2002 stated a goal of ending chronic homelessness in ten years. The 
Hawaii State Homeless Policy Academy (Academy) is on a fast track to meet this challenge. The 
Academy was initiated in 2002 in response to a joint initiative of the federal Departments of Health 
and Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, and Veterans Affairs.  The effort marked 
the beginning of a resource sharing among federal agencies to coordinate the needs of the nation’s 
chronically homeless at the local level that have not adequately been met by existing government 
safety nets by improving access to “mainstream” systems such as welfare, food stamps, Medicaid, 
social security, veteran’s benefits, etc.  Homelessness represents the very least productive 
environment in which to cope with mental illness and addiction.  

  
The Academy’s mission is to plan and develop a more comprehensive and integrated system of 
permanent housing and services for people who are chronically homeless to help them achieve their 
optimal level of health, safety and well being.  The ultimate success of that mission rests with the 
commitment and collaboration of the counties, private sector providers, governmental agencies, 
homeless persons, and people of Hawaii to a strategic plan that will eliminate barriers and achieve 
outcome-oriented coordinated care.  Although the Academy’s Plan reflects long-term goals, the 
collaboration that has started through this endeavor has already enabled benchmarks to be met.  For 
example, discussions between homeless and mainstream service providers have enabled barriers to 
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be lowered.  (Please contact Sandra Miyoshi of HCDCH for further details on the Hawaii Homeless 
Policy Academy Plan). 

 
In April 2003, the Housing and Community Development Corporation of Hawaii (HCDCH) 
conducted a survey of service providers under contract for homeless services, to estimate the 
number of individuals who are currently receiving some type of services and meet the HUD 
definition of being chronically homeless.  The agencies that were surveyed included State funded 
programs that provide emergency shelter and/or outreach to the homeless.  Following is the 
breakdown: 
 
Institute for Human Services   Oahu    214 
Kalihi-Palama Health Center   Oahu    433 
Kauai Economic Opportunity   Kauai    167 
Office of Social Ministry   Big Island   256 
Salvation Army, Maui    Maui    784 
Waianae Comprehensive Health Center Oahu      70 
Waianae Community Outreach  Oahu     393 
Waikiki Health Center   Oahu   1,309 
Raw Total       3,626 
Unduplicated Total      3,337 
 
The estimated number of chronically homeless presents a big challenge that we must meet.  
Although the chronically homeless make up approximately 10% of the overall national homeless 
population, they consume an estimated 50% of available resources.  This fact has slowed progress 
made on providing the homeless access to permanent housing. 
 
The developmentally disabled sub population is a group that often does not get counted when 
discussing homelessness.  With the closure of many facilities that provided services to this 
population, many DD individuals have been taken care of by their aging families.  As these 
caregivers continue to age, the need for more support services to prevent homelessness and other 
situations will become more apparent.  The State Council on Developmental Disabilities estimates 
that 1.8% of the overall State population have developmental disabilities.  Of this number, 
approximately 3,000 receive services from the Department of Health. (Hawaii State Council on 
Developmental Disabilities) 
 
Characteristics of Homeless Subpopulations, 2003 
 
SMS, INC. in 2003 identified and calculated the sub-populations within the larger homeless 
population residing in the State of Hawaii and determined the type and level of services that may be 
required.  It was suggested that the data might be applied toward the creation of prevention 
programs geared toward the sub-populations that have the largest number and are the easiest to 
treat.  For the State, persons with physical illness or disability exhibited the largest sub-population 
making up 40 percent of the total homeless persons surveyed.  Those suffering from mental illness 
or disability made up the second largest population (30%).  Dual diagnosed, or people that 
exhibited multiple problems, also made up 30 percent of homeless.  Responses to questions posed 
by surveyors in the SMS study varied widely due to individual clients with diminished capacity, 
conflicted personal dynamics (felons), or clients that use illegal or controlled substances. (SMS 
Inc., Homeless Point-In-Time Count Report, 2003) 
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Homeless Families With Children 
 
The Continuum of Care Gaps analysis Chart for 2003 Homeless Families with Children identifies 
1,240 individuals as sheltered (emergency/transitional) or unsheltered.  Families experience the full 
range of factors that contribute to homelessness such as poverty, low skill level, limited education, 
substance abuse, violence, and unemployment, legal and financial problems.  Dependency of minor 
children adds additional stressors.  Often in cases of domestic violence, substance abuse, instable 
housing, infrequent school attendance, child abuse and neglect, the contributing factors are 
intensified for all.  In order to stabilize the family and assist them in becoming self-sufficient and in 
obtaining and retaining permanent housing, one must provide a foundation of supportive services 
for the family unit.   
 
A multiplicity of issues must be addressed when working with families who are homeless.  Issues 
include: cultural identity, communication skills, family strengthening with emphasis on parenting, 
family bonding, conflict resolution, goal setting, time management skills, stress management, 
appropriate childcare and youth programs, family activities, basic life skills, educational plans (as 
in Individual Educational Plans or crisis support plans for troubled youth) which focus on building 
a bridge between home and school, job readiness and job skill training which help to establish a 
work ethic, identifying education as an integral to self-development and opportunity for 
employment, broad use of therapy targeting deep rooted issues arising from trauma, neglect and 
abuse of a child, by the adult and/or child.   
 
Parents in recovery, have children in recovery.  Families of trauma involve and affect all.  Often the 
family in recovery must refrain from associating with their former circle that includes other family 
members, friends, etc.  This means that the relationships and social structures must be built up.  It is 
a complex interwoven challenge to effectively provide the appropriate referrals and opportunities 
that will assist the families in breaking cycles, often generational, co-dependency, violence and 
limited options to succeed in sustaining a quality of life that provides adequate shelter, food, 
education and employment.  Outstanding legal issues, poor credit history, mental health concerns, 
physical disabilities all disable a family further.  Once a family is stabilized they have many 
challenges in securing employment that will provide enough income to support self-sufficiency.  
Childcare and youth supervision along with sick day coverage become crucial factors in the ability 
of adults to pursue education or employment opportunities.  With the Welfare Reform Act of 1996, 
many adults have reached or are soon about to reach the 60 month limit of benefits.  There are 
fewer mainstream resources for this population.  Realtors are often reluctant to rent even with 
Section 8 vouchers due to a number of reasons and finding appropriate housing within a given 
school district can be challenging.  Affordable, sustainable housing is a major challenge for even 
those individuals who are well educated and employed.  It is a greater challenge for those who have 
disabilities or other factors that further complicate their situation.  They need supportive services to 
assist them in becoming stable family members and contributing citizens, as they build the skills 
necessary for long-term success. 
 
Homeless Families often are found on the beaches and hidden away with other families.  They 
seem to form a community out of necessity in the harsh reality of homelessness.  There are very 
few programs that can meet the needs of these families.  There is only one emergency shelter for 
homeless families on Oahu, the Institute for Human Services (I.H.S.).  I.H.S.  is filled to capacity 
on a nightly basis and often must turn whole families away for lack of space.  When families are 
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homeless it is not just the adults that are going through traumatic times, it is the children, many of 
whom do not attend school or get appropriate medical care and therefore are stuck in the cycle of 
homelessness for years to come. 
 
Youth 
 
Homeless youth are individuals who are 21 years old or younger, do not live in a safe environment 
with a relative, and have no other safe alternative living arrangement.  Street youth are runaway 
youth or youth that are indefinitely or intermittently homeless, spending a significant amount of 
time on the street or in other areas that increase their risk of sexual abuse, sexual exploitation, 
prostitution and/or drug abuse.  On the streets of Waikiki, hundreds of youths can be seen walking 
about.  If you did not know it, you would never guess that a large number of these youths have 
nowhere to spend the night. 
 
Youth homelessness has often been overlooked when studying the homeless issue.  Few agencies 
provide the specialized services necessary to working with this group.  In order to get a good 
understanding of the issues around youth homelessness as well as the gaps in services, Hale Kipa’s 
Youth Outreach Program provided the following overview. 
 
Hale Kipa (The House of Friendliness) is one of the main agencies on the island of Oahu who 
provides outreach and services to youth on the streets.  Hale Kipa’s Youth Outreach Program 
provides services to runaway, homeless, and street identified youth and young adults up to the age 
of 22.  The youngest seen is usually around 11 or 12, though sometimes younger.  Most of the 
clients served are local youth on Oahu.  Travelers from the Mainland and other countries sometimes 
come through, but they don’t tend to stay around for more than a few months.  Many of this 
population have histories of abuse (physical, sexual, etc), substance use, arrest, and out of home 
placements (foster care, treatment programs, etc).  They often share that they feel safer on the 
streets than at home.  Many individuals are labeled as “throwaways” rather than runaways.  This 
means that they have been thrown out of their houses as opposed to running away.  A few are still 
involved with their families (sometimes living together on the streets as a homeless family), but 
most of the time they have been disconnected from family.  One could break the population down 
into 3 basic types.   The first type is (usually younger) and is likely a runaway/rebellious 
youth/young adult who is on the streets by choice and hasn’t been on the streets very long.   
 
The second type are youth who have been on the streets for a while and realize that being on the 
streets isn’t as fun and exciting as it initially seemed, but do not have other alternatives.  The third 
type is the chronic homeless who take their identity as street youth and for whom it is the norm.  If 
youth stay in the streets long enough, they begin to transition from one stage to the next.  The 
younger ones often get picked up by the police for status offenses, so programs only sees them for 
short periods of time (a few months usually).  There are some who are chronic status offenders 
whom are seen by providers over and over again for a few months at a time, and they often become 
long-term once they turn 18.  The Hale Kipa Transitional Living Program (for clients 18 to 22 years 
old) appears to work well for the second level clients, but is a struggle for the street identified 
youth.  Once someone accepts the street lifestyle as normal, it becomes very hard for him or her to 
leave the streets behind.  Virtually everything they do, all their friends, all their “leisure” activities 
revolve around the streets and it is difficult to give up this community, especially to try to return to 
the community that threw them onto the street originally. 
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Over the course of a year Hale Kipa probably sees between 300 and 400 separate individuals at the 
drop-in center.  Not all of these youth are homeless, some are simply at risk for homelessness or 
come in with friends and many of them only access services a few times.  There are probably about 
150 to 200 youth who are repeat clients and about half of these fall into the chronically street 
identified group.  These numbers don’t count the youth who are encountered on the streets during 
outreach.  Hale Kipa tries to target just about anyone who looks age appropriate, as you never know 
who may need the services. 
 
Severe and Persistent Mental Illness  

Department of Health, Adult Mental Health Division, State Plan for Mental Health, Fiscal-Year 
2002-2003 

The mission of the State Department of Health, Adult Mental Health Division (AMHD) is to 
promote, provide, coordinate, and administer a comprehensive mental health system for individuals 
eighteen years of age and older who have a severe and persistent mental illness.  Among those to 
whom this mission applies are persons with severe and persistent mental illnesses who are 
homeless.  AMHD continues to update its plan on a regular basis to fit the ongoing needs of the 
community.  It is also working on improvement of Division services including the development of 
24-hour access to services and capacity building measures. 
 
Persons who are seriously and persistently mentally ill and homeless are one of the most vulnerable 
populations in our society. Medical problems, developmental disability, and substance abuse often 
exacerbate schizophrenia and bipolar illnesses. In and out of jails, prisons, hospitals, this homeless 
subgroup is often at-risk for suicide, homicide, and abuse. Their housing needs include access to 
various options, with provision of integrated services. The Housing First Model, Interim Housing 
and Specialized Residential Services and Supported Housing are of particular benefit to persons 
who are homeless, providing diversion/assessment and regaining of functional skills, respectively. 
These housing models recognize housing as a right whereby admission is not contingent on the 
acceptance of services. Services are based on consumer choice. 
  
Two studies conducted recently suggest that anywhere from 24% to 41% of homeless adults suffer 
from mental illness or a dual diagnosis. Using the HCDCH estimate of homelessness in Hawaii 
(i.e., 2,827-3,515 persons), the estimated count of homeless mentally ill adults in Hawaii ranges 
from 678-1,159 (24%- 41% of 2,827) to 844–1,441 (24%-41% of 3,515 persons).  

Description of Available Activities available to persons who are homeless with a serious and 
persistent mental illness including representative payee services, array of housing choices, 
crisis services, outreach, case management, psycho-social rehabilitation and psychiatric 
treatment.  
 
The Access Line is a 24/7 standardized approach to manage calls for access to assessment mental 
health services, crisis, jail diversion, information and referral. Outreach workers can access services 
through the line statewide. Assessment services for homeless persons who are potentially severely and 
persistently mentally ill and those with problems of substance abuse are available through assignment 
of staff at Oahu’s major homeless shelter, the Institute of Human Services, as well as through 
appointments in client accessible community locations.  
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Outreach efforts, are provided through federal funding through the Project for Assistance to Transition 
from Homelessness (PATH) Program, and through AMHD funding assisting homeless consumers 
with serious and persistent mental illness on each island. Approximately 222 persons on Oahu were 
served in FY 2002 (Provided by B. Miranda, AMHD).  In addition to outreach, homeless consumers 
are also linked to ACT, Intensive and Targeted, case management teams. Rates of engagement appear 
to be more successful as a result of increased integrated treatment and the provision of housing.  
 
Psychiatric treatment for persons who are homeless with serious and persistent mental illness on 
Oahu is provided through Kalihi-Palama Health Center’s Health Care for the Homeless Project and 
other AMHD service providers including five (5) Community Mental Health Centers on Oahu and 
AMHD contracted Purchase of Services providers.  

 
Housing resources specifically designated for persons who are homeless and seriously mentally ill 
include 35 beds from HUD transitional funds and thirty-beds at Safe Haven. Seventy-two (72) newly 
renovated studios were available at Kalaeloa on Oahu in January 2004 from closure of a military base.  
Additional housing resources for this population include thirty HUD Shelter Plus Care (SPC) rental 
subsidies administered by Steadfast Housing Development Corporation.  
 
Substance Abuse 
 
The use of substances has become a very serious problem.  In September 2003, the Lieutenant 
Governors office convened a “Drug Summit” to discuss the issues and create recommendations to 
take to the legislature.  More than 300 people were invited to join in this 3-day conference.  The Lt. 
Governor developed a “Hawaii Drug Control Strategy: A New Beginning” that outlined the goals 
and mission of the summit.  The “mission is to reduce harm to the Hawaii community by responding 
to the unique prevention, treatment, criminal justice, and law enforcement needs associated with 
drug distribution, illicit drug use and underage drinking.  Drawing upon government-community 
partnerships, the Strategy will reduce the factors that put residents at risk for substance abuse and 
increase protective factors to safeguard the people of Hawaii from the negative consequences 
associated with illicit drug use and underage drinking.”    
 
A three-prong approach was advocated for many participants at the drug summit and the 
documentary film.  The three approaches include: prevention, treatment and interdiction.  Without 
focus on all three of these approaches at the same time, little may change for the future of Hawaii. 
  
Treatment Services (data reported by the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division (ADAD) of the 
Hawaii Department of Health) 
 
The data pertains to substance abuse treatment services provided to two groups, 1) homeless 
individuals and 2) all persons served by ADAD-funded substance abuse treatment programs for 
adults on the Island of Oahu during the period 3/1/02 through 2/28/03, which is the most recent 12-
month period for which such data are available:  
 
During the 12-month period, 491 homeless persons were admitted to residential treatment and 105 
homeless persons were admitted to outpatient treatment services on Oahu.  Therefore, a total of 596 
homeless persons were admitted to residential or outpatient substance abuse treatment services on 
Oahu during the period. Regarding the total number of all persons admitted to substance abuse 
treatment services on Oahu during the 12-month period, a total of 1,289 persons were admitted to 
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residential treatment and 1,779 persons were admitted to outpatient treatment. Based on the above 
data, a) the 491 homeless persons on Oahu admitted to residential substance abuse treatment 
accounted for 38 percent of the 1,289 total persons admitted for residential treatment during the 12-
month period; b) the 105 homeless persons admitted to outpatient treatment services on Oahu 
accounted for 6 percent of the 1,779 persons on Oahu who were admitted for outpatient treatment 
services; and c) therefore, the 596 homeless persons on Oahu who were admitted to either residential 
or outpatient treatment services accounted for 19 percent of the 3,068 persons on Oahu who were 
admitted to either residential or outpatient substance abuse treatment services from 3/1/02 through 
2/28/03.  Service providers estimate that the number of homeless individuals needing substance 
abuse treatment far exceeds the number of available slots. 
 
Discharge Planning 
 
A growing number of people in Hawaii who have recently been discharged from publicly funded 
institutions, find themselves homeless upon release or soon afterwards.  Discharges that result in 
homelessness must be eliminated.  Housing and Community Development Corporation of Hawaii’s 
December 2002 discharge planning data showed that the institutions are reporting that approximately 
14 percent of their discharges are occurring in this manner.  Appropriate discharge planning from all 
institutions is essential to the closure of the front door to homelessness.  Across the nation, State 
Departments of Corrections, mental health hospitals and foster care systems are examining their 
programs for gaps in follow-up care.  In Hawaii, the Hawaii Homeless Policy Academy has begun to 
work with various institutions in an attempt to decrease homelessness upon release. 
 
Homeless Strategies 
 
Following are the strategies set forth to accomplish ending homelessness in Hawaii within the 
next decade as determined by Partners In Care.  Change in the political, social and economic 
state of Hawaii is inevitable, as are the circumstances surrounding homelessness.  The Plan that 
has been developed by PIC has been created with change in mind.  The Plan will be reviewed on 
an annual basis and subsequent changes will be made at those times.  The end goal of this plan 
will remain the same:  ending homelessness. 
 
A. Describe strategy to address homeless population: 
 
1. Homeless Persons:  Access to Appropriate, Affordable, Safe and Decent Housing For All. 
 
The Continuum of housing for homeless individuals includes emergency and transitional 
housing.  Rather than increasing the supply of emergency and transitional shelter beds; however, 
providers are advocating permanent supportive housing as the solution to homelessness.    
 
The “Housing First” model has been nationally recognized as a prime example of prevention of 
homelessness.  This concept is based on the premise that housing must be attained first in order 
to gain stability and work on the underlying reasons for homelessness. “’Supportive housing’-
permanent housing with attendant social services-was in the past often considered prohibitively 
expensive, but has emerged as a good investment because it is shown to substantially reduce the 
use of other publicly funded services.  For those placed in the permanent supportive housing 
program (in New York City), the reduced use of acute care services nearly offset the costs of the 
supportive housing.”  (Dennis Culhane, University of Pennsylvania Researcher.)  Many 
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individuals who suffer from a severe mental illness have benefited greatly from this model 
program. The HUD Shelter Plus Care program has housed several hundred individuals in 
Honolulu over the last several years and has proven its effectiveness.  Individuals were given an 
opportunity to live where they chose and be assisted through supportive services.  The retention 
rate in this kind of program is very high. 
  
Partners in Care recognizes the need to support new housing development as well as preservation 
of the existing housing stock.  In addition to funding new housing development, the City’s 
housing rehabilitation loan program provides low-interest loans to homeowners and landlords to 
preserve existing housing stock. 
 
2. Prevent Individuals and Family From Being Homeless 
 
“The most economically efficient way to end homelessness is to prevent its occurrence.  
Financial assistance to prevent an eviction, mediation to address problems with a landlord or 
lender, and case management can all prevent individuals and families from becoming homeless.  
A 1991 study of eviction prevention programs by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services found that the average cost to prevent family homelessness was one-sixth the average 
cost of a stay in a shelter.  Yet a recent examination of the continuum of care planning process 
found that few of the communities studied dedicate substantial resources to preventing 
homelessness.” (National Alliance to End Homelessness, Toolkit) 
 
Oahu’s Continuum of Care must dedicate time and finances to the endeavor of prevention.  This 
includes enhancing the coordination between emergency assistance agencies and moving beyond 
one-time crisis payments to providing time limited housing subsidies until families become 
financially stable.  Continuous case management services beyond crisis will also assist in 
preventing future homelessness.  Many who are currently homeless have been homeless several 
times during their lives. Prevention is key to stopping this cycle. Education is also crucial so that 
individuals and families are able to avoid homelessness. 
 
Creation of a Rapid Exit program in shelters will assist in having people homeless for as little 
time as possible. In order for this to be successful, there must be affordable housing for 
individuals and families to go into.  Through crisis financial assistance and development of a 
security deposit/first months rent loan program, families and individuals will be able to move 
quickly into housing.  Education of landlords and tenants is also essential to prevent future 
homelessness.  Landlords often find that they must evict people due to non-compliance with 
house rules or non-payment.  A support system for landlords must be developed so that people 
are counseled on how to be good tenants and programs are available that will assist people so 
they do not have to be evicted.  Landlord/tenant mediation can be used to prevent homelessness 
and assure landlords that they will not be losing their income.  Support services that include legal 
assistance must also be a part of prevention.  Currently there are programs that assist people in 
eviction procedures and other legal matters.  These services should continue and more 
individuals and families should have access to them. 
 
Discharges from hospitals and the criminal justice system must be improved to prevent 
homelessness upon release. Treatment teams that include hospital/criminal justice system 
personnel as well as community partners must be in place well before release. This will decrease 
the number of people found on the streets right after discharge.  This is often difficult if the 
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individual plans to live on the street, but if there are enough options available to the person, 
he/she may decide to go into housing versus the streets. 
 
Outreach is often the first link that people have to service providers.  Outreach to individuals and 
families who are at risk for becoming homeless, should be increased to those who are at or below 
the poverty level to prevent homelessness and improve their financial situation so they can move 
out of poverty.  Education is often key in this goal.  Other elements that must be addressed 
include the lack of affordable childcare and transportation. 
 
3. Homeless Subpopulations:  Decrease Barriers to Housing. 
 
There are many barriers to housing for individuals and families who are homeless.   
Past housing history and criminal history often prevent individuals from attaining housing. They 
are unable to enter public housing if they have any former debts or have been convicted of a 
crime. 
 
Landlords often are hesitant to rent to section 8 tenants and homeless individuals due to the 
possibility of property damage beyond the security deposit.  Landlords with past bad experiences 
find themselves financially responsible for much of the damage by tenants, which discourages 
them from participating in rental assistance programs.  Many different regions in the United 
States have incorporated a damage insurance program to assist with property damage.  Although 
damage above the deposit does not happen often, the security of a fund that will assist in paying 
for damages will encourage landlords to participate in subsidized programs. 
 
Education is essential to improve an individual’s ability to increase their income.  The City 
through its Work Hawaii programs supports work programs for low-income individuals. 
 
4. Improve Data Collection/Research. 
 
Data collection and research is essential at all levels of ending homelessness.  Through research 
and data collection, the true need and gaps on Oahu can be determined.  The Homeless 
Management Information System (HMIS) required by HUD, is being implemented by HCDCH, 
with agencies receiving HUD funds from the City scheduled for inclusion shortly.  Agencies 
who do not receive HUD, State of Hawaii, or City and County funding will also be requested to 
participate.  The data derived from the system would be provide up-to-date information on gaps 
and needs in services. 
 
The Health Insurance Portability, Accountability Act (HIPAA) has impacted many agencies 
since its implementation in April of 2003.  The new regulations and policies within this act have 
increased the barriers to care for individuals in our community.  The providers need to work 
together to decrease these barriers while still ensuring the privacy of individuals.  Agencies have 
not been able to discard unique forms, policies and procedures that do not allow sharing of 
information and appropriate communication.  Greater coordination must be achieved in this area. 
 
5. Provide Appropriate Support Services 
 
Support Services are essential for the continued success of consumers.  These can be time limited 
services or ongoing services.  Support services can include case management, treatment services, 
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life skills training, legal services, benefit attainment assistance, needle exchange, services for 
HIV/AIDS consumers, veterans etc. 
 
Health insurance coverage for treatment of substance abuse and mental health continues to be an 
issue. 
 
Case management is often the key to maintaining housing.  Through regular checks and follow-
ups, individuals get the support needed to stay housed.  Although many programs provide case 
management services, there is a lack of and long-term case management services.  After case 
management is removed from the emergency setting, homeless persons may decompensate, and 
require a higher level of care and may lose their housing. 
 
6. Create Collaborative Partnerships to End Homelessness 
 
Effective collaboration must be created to end homelessness.  Every sector of the community 
must be involved.  The different sectors, including the tourism authorities, neighborhood boards, 
business associations, tenant associations and others have all encountered the homeless and must 
work together with homeless service providers to solve the issue. This requires education of all 
sectors.  Providers must be open to education regarding business’ concerns and businesses must 
be made aware of providers concerns. Through creation of a statewide homeless coalition, all 
islands can share their ideas, concerns, successes and failures and can become more effective 
advocates for the homeless. 
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OAHU CONTINUUM OF CARE 
 
The general population as well as the homeless population is greatest on the island of Oahu.  
Consequently, Oahu receives the majority of homeless assistance funding. 
 
Homeless Outreach/Assessment 
Homeless Unsheltered 
 
59% of Oahu’s homeless population is single adults 
11% are single parent families 
12% are two parent families 
7% are adult groups with children 
7% are couples with no children 
4% are adult groups with no children 
 
Homeless Sheltered 
 
44% of Oahu’s Sheltered Homeless are single adults 
34% are single parent families 
18% are two parent families 
2% are couples with no children 
3% are part of inter-generational families 
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Homeless Outreach/Assessment and Homeless Populations and Subpopulations 
 
Following are the Homeless Outreach/Assessment Chart and the Homeless Population and 
Subpopulations Chart.  These charts were developed through surveys given to service providers 
and based on waitlist and availability within programs.  Outreach workers also provided 
information based on encounters with individuals in the community. 
 
 
Continuum of Care:  Homeless Outreach/Assessment Chart 

  Current Inventory 
in 2003 

Under Development 
in 2003 

Unmet Need/ 
Gap 

           
Individuals 

 Emergency Shelter 300 0 150 
Beds Transitional Housing 692 311 650 
 Permanent Supportive Housing 841 22 1100 
 Total 1,833 333 1900 

 
Persons in Families With Children 

 Emergency Shelter 179 0 200 
Beds Transitional Housing 732 0 300 
 Permanent Supportive Housing 26 0 500 
 Total 937 0 1000 

 
Continuum of Care:  Homeless Population and Subpopulations Chart 

  
A. Part 
1: 
Homeless 
Populatio
n 

B. Sheltered C. Unsheltered D. Total 

 E. Emergency F. Transitional   
1.  Homeless 
Individuals 
 

300 (A) 692 (A) 493 (A/E) 1,430 (A/E) 

2.  Homeless Families 
with Children 
 

51 (E) 210(E) 94 (A/E) 354 (A/E) 

  2a. Persons in 
Homeless Families 
        with Children 

179 (A) 732 (A) 329(A/E) 1,240 (A/E) 

 
Total (lines 1 + 2a) 

479 (A/E) 1,424 (A/E) 822 (A/E) 2,725(A/E) 

 
Part 2: Homeless Subpopulations 
 

Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered 
 

G. Total 

1.  Chronically Homeless 294 247 518 
2.  Seriously Mentally Ill 198 
3.  Chronic Substance Abuse 579 
4.  Veterans 216 
5.  Persons with HIV/AIDS 59 
6.  Victims of Domestic Violence 232 
7.  Youth 522 

 

Keith Ishida, City and County of Honolulu, Department of Community Services, August 10, 2004 
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Existing Homeless Facilities 
 
Emergency Shelter Services 
 
On the island of Oahu, there is only one emergency shelter provider for single men, single 
women and families, the Institute for Human Services (I.H.S.).  IHS helps over 2,300 homeless 
men, women and families with children each year! 59% of homeless families and individuals 
who actively participate in the IHS program achieve their goal to transition to alternative housing 
usually within 3 months.  IHS, The Institute for Human Services, provides emergency temporary 
shelter, food, clothing, advocacy, support services and referrals for people who are homeless.  
IHS is committed to providing quality services with compassion, dignity and respect, 
recognizing each individual's capacity for change. 
 
The programs that are provided at I.H.S. are essential to the thousands of individuals who use the 
shelter facilities.  Currently there are waiting lists for the women and family shelter that puts 
further stresses on this population.    Some support the idea of creating new emergency shelters 
while others promote creation of affordable, permanent housing.  This Plan focuses on the later 
solution, as it is seen as a true solution to homelessness.
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Existing Homeless Facilities 

 
The table below was included in the City and County of Honolulu’s 2004 Continuum of Care application for HUD homeless grant funds. 

 
Fundamental Components in CoC System -- Housing Activity Chart          

Target Population Key:  SM = Single Males Only; SF = Single females only; SMF= Single male or females only       

 FC = Families with Children; YM= only male youth (under 18yrs); YF = only female youth (<18); YMF = male and female (<18); O = others    

DV = Domestic Violence only; VET = Veterans only; AIDS = HIV/AIDS;          

           
Fundamental Components in CoC System -- Housing Activity Chart 

  
Component:  Emergency Shelter 

  
    Geo Code Target Population 2004 Year Round (Units/Beds) 2004 All Beds 

  
          Family Family Individual Year   

Overflow 
Provider Name Facility Name   A B Units Beds Beds Round Seasonal 

Voucher 
Current Inventory                   

  
Windward Abuse Shelter Windward Abuse Shelter 150144 SF DV 1 26   26   

  
Child and Family Service Honolulu Domestic Violence Shelter   SF, FC DV 1 34   34   

  
Child and Family Service Leeward Domestic Violence Shelter   SF, FC DV 1 22   22   

  
Parents and Children Together Ohia Domestic Violence Shelter   SF, FC DV 1 8 4 12   

  
Institute for Human Services Sumner Street Shelter   SM       240 240   

  
Institute for Human Services Ka'aahi Street Shelter, Single   SFO       52 52   

  
Institute for Human Services Ka'aahi Street Shelter, Families   FC   N/A 97   97   

  
Hale Kipa Emergency Shelter   SMF, YMF, O       8 8   

  
      Subtotal   187 304 491 0 0 

Under Development 
  

                    
  

                    
  

  Subtotal     0   0
0 

Component:  Transitional Housing 
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    Geo Code Target Popuolation 2004 Year Round (Units/Beds) 2004 All Beds 

  
          Family Family Individual Year   

Overflow 
Provider Name Facility Name   A B Units Beds Beds Round Seasonal 

Voucher 
Current Inventory                   

  
Homeless Solutions Nakolea 150144 SMF       64 64   

  
Homeless Solutions Vancouver House   FC   33 102   102   

  
Homeless Solutions Kulaokahua   SMF       34 34   

  
Catholic Charities Maililand Transitional Housing   FC   42 150   150   

  
Gregory House Programs Gregory House   SMF HIV     11 11   

  
Gregory House Programs HOPWA   SMF, FC HIV   37 21 58   

  
Gregory House Programs HOPWA - SPNS   SMF, FC HIV   27 12 39   

  
Holo Loaa Onemalu         50   50   

  
Holo Loaa Weinberg Villages Waimanalo   FC   30 60   60   

  
Ho'omau Ke Ola Lahilahi   SMF       8 8   

  
Salvation Army ATS ATS Waokanaka (Residential Treatment Program)   SMF       66 66   

  
Salvation Army FTS Kaimuki   FC   29 56   56   

  
Hina Mauka Kaneohe   SMF      5 5  

  
Hale Kipa Youth Shelters   YMF       9 9   

  
Mental Health Kokua Safe Haven   SMF       25 25   

  
Mental Health Kokua Ahuimanu   SMF       5 5   

  
Mental Health Kokua Sierra H----ouse 1   SMF       5 5   

  
Mental Health Kokua Sierra House 2   SMF       11 11   

  
Child and Family Service Domestic Violence Transitional Hsg.   FC   12 20   20   

  
Oxford House Various Houses   SMF       172 172   

  
Steadfast Housing Hale Ulu Pono (Kalaeloa/Barbers Pt)   SMF       30 30   

  
Steadfast Housing Ahukini (Hawaii Kai)           5 5   

  
US Veterans Intiatie - Hawaii Veteran in Progress (Bldg. 1772)   SMF VET     98 98   

  
US Veterans Intiatie - Hawaii Veterans with SMI (Bldg. 34)    SMF VET           

  
Kahumana The Farm (Waianae)   SMF      15 15   

  
Hawaii Alcoholisms Foundation Sand Island   SMF       53 53   

  
Po'ailani 9-4 bed apts   SMF       36 36   

  
Po'ailani 2 8-bed apts   SMF       16 16   

  
      Subtotal   691 705 1,396 0 0 
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Under Development 
  

US Veterans Intiatie - Hawaii Building 37   SMF VET     150     
  

Gregory House Programs Michael's Place   SMF HIV     15     
  

Alternatives Structures Intl Kahumana Phase II   FC   34 102       
  

      Subtotal 34 102 165   0 0 

Component:  Permanent Supportive Housing** 
  

    Geo Code Target Popuolation 2004 Year Round (Units/Beds) 2004 All Beds 
  

          Family Family Individual Year   
Overflow 

Provider Name Facility Name   A B Units Beds Beds Round Seasonal 
Voucher 

Current Inventory                   
  

Kalihi Palama Health Center New Beginnings (S+C) 150144 SMF, FC   4 10 76 86   
  

Kalihi Palama Health Center Streets to Homes (S+C)   SMF      70 70   
  

Gregory House Programs Shelter Plus Care   O HIV   26 31 57   
  

Homeless Solutions Weinberg Hale   SMF       58 58   
  

Institute for Human Services HOMES (S+C)   SMF       22 22   
  

Institute for Human Services Home at Last (S+C)   SMF       30 30   
  

Steadfast Housing Supportive Housing   SMF       185 185   
  

Steadfast Housing Section 8   SMF       96 96   
  

Steadfast Housing Shelter Plus Care   SMF       35 35   
  

Steadfast Housing Hale Ulu Pono (Kalaeloa/Barbers Pt)   SMF       43 43   
  

Steadfast Housing Salt Lake (Likini West)   SMF       1 1   
  

Steadfast Housing Mililani Town   SF       5 5   
  

Steadfast Housing Haiku (Kaneohe)   SMF       5 5   
  

Steadfast Housing Lolii (Kaneohe)   SMF       5 5   
  

Steadfast Housing Olomana (Kailua)   SMF       6 6   
  

Steadfast Housing Orange (Waianae Duplex)   SMF       4 4   
  

Steadfast Housing Richard Lane (Kalihi)   SMF       2 2   
  

Steadfast Housing Komo Mai (Pearl City 1)   SMF       5 5   
  

Steadfast Housing Kaukama (Maili)   SMF       5 5   
  

Steadfast Housing Ikulani (Ewa Beach)   SMF       6 6   
  

Steadfast Housing Wilder/Makiki (Honolulu)   SMF       2 2   
  

Steadfast Housing 2nd  Ave (Kaimuki)   SMF       5 5   
  

Steadfast Housing 8th  Ave (Kaimuki)   SMF       5 5   
  

Steadfast Housing Keolu (Kailua)   SMF       5 5   
  

Steadfast Housing (Waimalu) Pearl City 2   SMF       2 2   
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    Geo Code Target Popuolation 
2004 Year Round 

(Units/Beds) 

2004 All Beds 

  

  

 
          Family Family Individual Year   

Overflow 
Provider Name Facility Name   A B Units Beds Beds Round Seasonal 

Voucher 
Current Inventory                   

  
Steadfast Housing 

Apuakea (Kaneaohe)   
SMF 

      6
6

    
Steadfast Housing Kailua (Section 811)   SMF       6 6   

  
Steadfast Housing Village Park (Section 811)   SMF       4 4   

  
Steadfast Housing Makaloa (Honolulu)   SMF       1 1   

  
Steadfast Housing 

Hui Alala (Kaneohe)   
SMF 

     5
5

    
Mental Health Kokua 

Duplex I-II   SMF       10
10

    
Mental Health Kokua Duncan Drive Group Home   SMF       7 7   

  
Mental Health Kokua Hale Alohi (Pahoa)   SMF       12 12   

  
Mental Health Kokua Hale Malie (Punawai/Kaneohe)   SMF       7 7   

  
Mental Health Kokua Awa Papa   SMF      7 7   

  
Waianae CMHC Hanalei Street (Makaha)   SM      16 16   

  
Waianae CMHC Orange Street (Waianae)   SMF      8 8   

  
Waianae CMHC Lahaina St Duplex (Makaha)   SMF      8 8   

  
Kahumana Puuhulu Hale (Waianae)   SMF      7 7   

  
Kahumana Nanakai Hale (Kapolei)   SMF      5 5   

  
CARE Hawaii Cottages (3)   SMF      16 16   

  
CARE Hawaii Pearl City Home   SMF      8 8   

  
PDMI Kolo Place (University)   SMF      22 22   

  
PDMI Lahaina Hale (Makaha)   SMF      18 18   

  
      Subtotal 4 36 896 932     

Under Development 
  

Alternative Structures Internation Group Home   SMF SMI     5 5   
  

US Veterans Intiatie - Hawaii Permanent Housing for Veterans   SMF VETS     12 12   
  

      Subtotal     17 17   
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
Goals – Community Development 
 
For the 5-year period covered by this plan, the City foresees the following goals using CDBG 
funds: 
 

- 250 persons who are disabled will benefit from new or improved facilities.  
- 150 persons who are elderly will benefit from new or improved facilities.  
- 255 predominantly low- and moderate-income children will benefit from new or 

improved facilities. 
- 120 predominantly low- and moderate-income youth will benefit from new or 

improved facilities.  
- 45 persons who are abused spouses will benefit from new or improved facilities. 
- 45 persons who are substance abusers will benefit from new or improved 

facilities. 
- 50 persons will benefit from new or improved safe houses. 
- 1,000 persons will benefit from new or improved health facilities. 
- 250 persons will benefit from improved facilities following ADA improvements. 
- 200 persons will benefit from new or improved neighborhood facilities. 
- 200 persons will benefit from new or improved recreational facilities. 
- 200 persons will benefit from new or improved facilities for persons in need. 
- 5000 persons will benefit from new fire protection apparatus. 
- 60 persons who are disabled will benefit from new or expanded services. 
- 150 elderly persons will benefit from new or expanded services. 
- 1,000 predominantly low- and moderate-income youth will benefit from new or 

expanded services. 
- 250 persons who are abused will benefit from new or expanded services. 
- 250 persons who are substance abusers will benefit from new or expanded 

services. 
- 250 persons will benefit from new or expanded life skills and/or employment 

training services. 
- 250 persons will benefit from new or expanded legal services. 
- 50 persons will benefit from new or expanded safe house-related services. 
- 500 persons will benefit from new or expanded services for persons in need. 
- 500 persons will benefit from new or expanded health services. 
- 1500 ramps will be constructed to improve access for the mobility impaired. 
- 4 planning studies and reports related to housing or the homeless will be 

completed. 
- 300 persons or businesses will be provided microenterprise assistance and 105 

businesses will be started. 
- 32 FTE jobs for persons of low- and moderate-income will be created or retained. 
- 6 enterprises will be assisted, benefiting the residents of the corresponding low- 

and moderate-income service areas. 
- 10 communities will obtain an NRSA designation. 
- 58 communities will update their strategic and action plans. 
- 38 communities will develop project plans to implement strategies. 
- 5 commercial properties in Chinatown will benefit by improved health and safety 

through rehabilitation loans. 
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CHART 4 – COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GOALS 
Community Needs Goals, identifies the City's priorities for community needs over the next five years. 

 

GOALS PROBLEM/ 
NEED 

INPUTS/ 
RESOURCES # ACTIVITIES 

O
U

TP
U

T 
Y

EA
R

 

O
U

TP
U

T 

OUTCOMES 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate 
facilities to serve 
persons with 
disabilities. 

CDBG  PF-1 Acquire, construct 
or renovate a 
building to benefit 
persons with 
disabilities.  

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
5 

250 persons who are 
disabled will benefit from 
new or improved 
facilities.1 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate 
facilities to serve 
the elderly. 

CDBG  PF-2 
 

Acquire, construct 
or renovate a 
building to benefit 
the elderly. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
5 

150 persons who are 
elderly will benefit from 
new or improved 
facilities.2 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate 
childcare 
centers/facilities 
to serve low- and 
moderate-income 
youth. 

CDBG  PF-3 
 

Acquire, construct 
or renovate a 
building to serve 
predominantly low- 
and moderate-
income children.  

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

1 
0 
2 
0 
2 
5 

255 predominantly low- 
and moderate-income 
children will benefit from 
new or improved 
facilities.3 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate youth 
centers/facilities 
to serve low- and 
moderate-income 
at-risk youth. 

CDBG  PF-4 
 
 
 

Acquire, construct 
or renovate a 
building to serve 
low- and moderate-
income at-risk 
youth. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

2 
2 
0 
2 
0 
6 

120 predominantly low- 
and moderate-income 
youth will benefit from 
new or improved 
facilities.4 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate 
facilities to serve 
abused spouses 
and/or children. 

CDBG  PF-5 
 

Acquire, construct 
or renovate a 
building to benefit 
abused spouses 
and/or children. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
3 

45 persons who are abused 
will benefit from new or 
improved facilities.5 

Strengthen 
Communities 
 

 

There is a lack of 
adequate 
facilities for 
treatment and 
counseling of 
substance 
abusers. 

CDBG  PF-6 
 

Acquire, construct 
or renovate a 
building to benefit 
predominantly low- 
and moderate-
income substance 
abusers. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

1 
0 
1 
0 
1 
3 

45 persons who are 
substance abusers will 
benefit from new or 
improved facilities.6 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
safe houses for 
persons wishing 
to leave the sex 
trade industry 
and rebuild their 
lives. 

CDBG PF-7 Acquire, construct 
or renovate a 
building, which 
will serve as a safe 
house for persons 
who have chosen to 
leave prostitution. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
 
TOTAL 

0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
 
 
1 

50 persons will benefit 
from these safe houses.7 
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GOALS PROBLEM/ 
NEED 

INPUTS/ 
RESOURCES # ACTIVITIES 

O
U

TP
U

T 
Y

EA
R

 

O
U

TP
U

T 

OUTCOMES 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate health 
facilities to serve 
low- and 
moderate-income 
persons. 

CDBG  PF-8 
 

Acquire, construct 
or renovate a 
building, which 
will serve as a 
health facility to 
benefit 
predominantly low- 
and moderate-
income persons. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
 
2 

1000 persons will benefit 
from new or improved 
facilities 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a need 
to improve 
public facilities 
through ADA 
compliance.  

CDBG  PF-9 Construct or 
renovate facilities 
to comply with 
ADA requirements. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
10 

250 persons will benefit 
from these improved 
facilities.8 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
neighborhood 
facilities.  

CDBG PF-10 Acquire, construct 
or renovate 
buildings that 
benefit low- and 
moderate-income 
community. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
5 

200 persons will benefit 
from these facilities.9 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
parks, 
recreational 
facilities.  

CDBG PF-11 Acquire, construct 
or renovate 
facilities that 
benefit low- and 
moderate-income 
community. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
2 

200 persons will benefit 
from these facilities.10 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
facilities for 
persons in need.  

CDBG PF-12 Acquire, construct 
or renovate 
facilities that 
benefit low- and 
moderate-income 
persons in need. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
2 

200 persons will benefit 
from these facilities. 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate fire 
protection 
apparatus. 

CDBG PF-13 Acquire additional 
fire protection 
apparatus to benefit 
low- and moderate-
income 
communities. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 

5000 persons will benefit 
from these facilities. 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate 
services for 
persons with 
disabilities. 

CDBG  PS-1 Provide additional 
services to benefit 
persons who are 
disabled. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

20 
 0 
20 
 0 
20 
60 

60 persons who are 
disabled will benefit from 
new or expanded 
services.11 
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GOALS PROBLEM/ 
NEED 

INPUTS/ 
RESOURCES # ACTIVITIES 

O
U

TP
U

T 
Y

EA
R

 

O
U

TP
U

T 

OUTCOMES 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate 
services for the 
elderly. 

CDBG  PS-2 Provide additional 
services to benefit 
elderly persons. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
150 

150 elderly persons will 
benefit from new or 
expanded services.12 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
services for low- 
and moderate-
income youth. 

CDBG  PS-3 Provide remedial 
educational, 
occupational skills 
developmental, 
recreational and/or 
other necessary 
supportive services 
for predominantly 
low- and moderate-
income youth. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
1000 

1,000 predominantly low- 
and moderate-income 
youth will benefit from 
new or expanded 
services.13 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate 
resources to meet 
the operational 
needs of 
agencies 
servicing abused 
spouses and/or 
children. 

CDBG  PS-4 Provide additional 
funding for 
operation of 
facilities to benefit 
abused spouses 
and/or children. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
250 

250 persons who are 
abused will benefit from 
new or expanded 
services.14 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate 
services for 
persons who are 
substance 
abusers. 

CDBG  PS-5 Provide additional 
services to benefit 
predominantly low- 
and moderate-
income persons 
who are substance 
abusers. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
TOTAL 

50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
250 

250 persons will benefit 
from new or expanded 
services.15 

Strengthen 
Communities  

There is a lack of 
adequate life 
skills and 
employment 
training.  

CDBG PS-6 Provide additional 
services and 
resources to benefit 
predominantly low- 
and moderate-
income persons 
needing life skills 
and/or employment 
training. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
 
 
TOTAL 

50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
 
 
 
250 

250 person will be served 
through these services.16 

Strengthen 
Communities  

There is a lack of 
adequate legal 
resources and 
services for low 
and moderate 
income persons. 

CDBG PS-7 Provide additional 
services and 
resources for 
persons needing 
legal counseling 
and advice. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
 
250 

250 persons will be served 
through these services.17 
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GOALS PROBLEM/ 
NEED 

INPUTS/ 
RESOURCES # ACTIVITIES 

O
U

TP
U

T 
Y

EA
R

 

O
U

TP
U

T 

OUTCOMES 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate public 
services 
resources and 
services to 
support safe 
houses.  

CDBG PS-8 Provide additional 
services and 
resources for 
persons needing to 
leave the sex trade 
industry. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

 0 
 0 
25 
 0 
25 
 
50 

50 persons will be served 
through these services.18 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate 
services for 
persons in need. 

CDBG PS-9 Provide additional 
services for 
persons of low- and 
moderate-income 
in need. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
 
500 

500 persons will be served 
through these services 

Strengthen 
Communities 

There is a lack of 
adequate health 
services for low- 
and moderate –
income persons. 

CDBG PS-10 Provide additional 
health services for 
persons of low- and 
moderate-income. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
 
500 

500 persons will be served 
through these services 

Strengthen 
Communities 

Improve 
accessibility for 
the physically 
challenged. 

CDBG IN-1 Improve 
infrastructure for 
mobility impaired 
by removing 
barriers. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

500 
500 
500 
    0 
    0 
 
1500 

1500 ramps will be 
constructed to improve 
access for the mobility 
impaired. 19 

Embrace high 
standards of 
ethics, 
management 
and 
accountability 

Preparation and 
Administration 
of Planning 
Studies and 
Reports 

CDBG AD-1 1. Analysis of 
Impediments to 
Fair Housing 
2. Hawaii Housing 
Policy Study 
3. Homeless Point-
In-Time Count 
4. Homeless Needs 
Assessment Study 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
4 

4 planning studies and 
reports that assess 
Community Development 
needs to be written and 
administered. 20 

Embrace high 
standards of 
ethics, 
management 
and 
accountability 

There is a need 
to actively and 
effectively 
manage the four 
HUD entitlement 
programs. 

CDBG 
HOME 
ESG 
HOPWA 

AD-2 Continuously 
administer the 
CDBG, HOME, 
ESG and HOPWA 
programs. 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
 
TOTAL 

 Successful administration 
of the CDBG, HOME, 
ESG and HOPWA 
programs. 

Note:  Output Year refers to Federal Year 
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NARRATIVE AND FOOTNOTES:  COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GOALS 
 
1. The City and County of Honolulu, Department of Community Services (DCS), Office of 

Special Projects, Planners discussed with private nonprofit organizations such as 
Opportunities for the Retarded and Lanakila Rehabilitation Center, Inc., during calendar 
years 1999 to the present the need for additional facilities to serve the disabled. Planners 
also consulted with the Mayor’s Committee for People with Disabilities and State’s 
Disability Communication Access Board for input. 

 
2. DCS planners discussed the adequacy of facilities for the elderly with private nonprofit 

organizations such as Moiliili Community Center and Opportunities for the Retarded 
during calendar years 1995 to the present and with the City’s Elderly Affairs Division. 
Statistics show that from 1990 to 2000 Oahu’s senior population increased at a rate nearly 
four times that of the general population.  Moreover, projections until the year 2020 
indicate that Oahu’s 60 plus population continues to be 71.9% of the state’s 60 plus 
population.  Therefore, in the next two decades the 60 plus population will grow four 
times as the Oahu population as a whole.  One out of every four person is expected to be 
60 years and older. (City and County of Honolulu’s Four Year Plan on Aging, Oct. 1 –
2003 to Sept. 30, 2007 

 
3. DCS planners confirmed with Parents and Children Together (PATCH) the lack of 

adequate childcare centers and facilities to serve low- to moderate-income families. 
While there appears to be adequate childcare facilities for preschool age children, there is 
a growing need for facilities on Oahu to accommodate infants and toddlers.  With only 30 
thirty infants and toddler facilities available each holding 20 children and at full capacity, 
there, projected demand for such facilities will increase.  Approximately 60% of parents, 
including low and moderate-income families say they need such facilities. 

 
4. DCS researched the lack of adequate youth center and facilities to serve low- to 

moderate-income youth.  In 2003, serious juvenile crime increased such as forcible rape, 
42.5% and robbery 1.1%, stolen property 45.5%; possession of synthetics narcotics 
33.3%; and runaways 5.6%.  Nearly half of all high school seniors, ¼ of 8th and 10th 
graders and nearly 1/10th of 6th graders have tried at least one illicit drug. Moreover, as of 
July 2002, the Honolulu Police Department had identified 736 gang members, an increase 
of 185 in the past two years.  71% of gang members are aged 18-25. (Honolulu Police 
Department statistics, 2003 and State Department of Health 2002 survey of public and 
private schools; University of Hawaii Gang Project, February 2003). 

 
5. DCS planners confirmed with Parents and Children Together (PATCH) the lack of 

adequate domestic abuse shelters and facilities to serve low- to moderate-income 
families. Currently there are only (4) Oahu domestic abuse shelters available for women 
and children each accommodating approximately 20 persons.  This amount of shelters 
does not adequately address the growing demand for such facilities. (Parents and 
Children Together). 

 
6. DCS planners researched the lack of adequate facilities for the treatment and counseling 

of substance abuse facilities.  Hawaii is seen as the number one crystal methyl 
amphetamine or “ice” using state throughout the nation.  Honolulu has been named, as a 
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high intensity drug trafficking area due to is status as a resort area and high rate of air 
traffic.  The Hawaii State Legislature in spring 2004 appropriated $14.7 million for drug 
treatment and prevention programs (Office of National Drug Control Policy, 2000). 

 
7. DCS planners consulted with Sisters Offering Support (SOS), a local non-profit agency 

helping victims of prostitution about the lack of safe houses for persons wishing to leave 
the sex trade industry and rebuild their lives.  Safe houses in other states demonstrate a 
high rate of recovery and removal from this industry. Only 8% of SOS clients were 
successful in finding temporary emergency shelters within the past 8 years.  Nationwide, 
there are fewer than a dozen safe houses. 

 
8. DCS planners consulted with the State’s Disability Communication Access Board 

(DCAB).  There is a growing need for private nonprofit’s to remove architectural barriers 
and replace with accessible bathrooms, hardware, ramps, entryways, call buttons, parking 
lots, etc. 

 
9. DCS planners consulted with the U.S. Department of Justice about the need for 

neighborhood facilities in areas of highest needs.  Urban Honolulu, West Oahu and 
Leeward and Windward Oahu, according to the U.S. Dept. of Justice, these three areas 
have high rates of unemployment; persons living below the poverty line; substance abuse; 
high crime rate; gang activity, and high rates of school dropouts (U.S. Department of 
Justice statistics). 

 
10. DCS planners researched the lack of adequate parks and recreational facilities and 

supervised programs on Oahu and their effect on juvenile crime.  In 2003, serious 
juvenile crime increased such as forcible rape, 42.5% and robbery 1.1%, stolen property 
45.5%; possession of synthetics narcotics 33.3%; and runaways 5.6%.  Nearly half of all 
high school seniors, ¼ of 8th and 10th graders and nearly 1/10th of 6th graders have tried at 
least one illicit drug. Moreover, as of July 2002, the Honolulu Police Department had 
identified 736 gang members, an increase of 185 in the past two years.  71% of gang 
members are aged 18-25 (Honolulu Police Department statistics, 2003 and State 
Department of Health 2002 survey of public and private schools; University of Hawaii 
Gang Project, February 2003) 

 
11. DCS planners consulted with the State’s Disability Access Board (DCAB) to determine 

the need for services for persons with disabilities. Services that assist the disabled in 
obtaining temporary housing are sorely lacking.  Moreover, services are needed in 
assisting landlords in making accessible alterations.   

 
12. DCS planners discussed with private nonprofit organizations such as the Moiliili 

Community Center and Opportunities for the Retarded during calendar years 1995 to the 
present day the need for additional services for the elderly.  The City’s Elderly Affairs 
Division was also consulted. Statistics show that from 1990 to 2000 Oahu’s senior 
population increased at a rate nearly four times that of the general population.  Moreover, 
projections until the year 2020 indicate that Oahu’s 60 plus population continues to be 
71.9% of the state’s 60 plus population.  Therefore, in the next two decades the 60 plus 
population will grow four times as the Oahu population as a whole.  One out of every 
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four person is expected to be 60 years and older (City and County of Honolulu’s Four 
Year Plan on Aging, Oct. 1 –2003 to Sept. 30, 2007. 

 
13. DCS planners discussed with private nonprofit organizations such as Hoolana, World 

Youth Network, Boys and Girls Club of Hawaii and PACT during calendar years 1998 to 
the present the lack of remedial educational opportunities and other supportive services 
for youth from low- and moderate-income families. 

 
14. DCS planners discussed with PACT the need for additional resources to meet the 

operational needs of agencies serving spouse abuse shelters.  Judy Lind representing the 
Children’s Justice Center of Hawaii stated that facilities and services are needed to 
address this group.  Currently there are only (4) Oahu domestic abuse shelters available 
for women and children each accommodating approximately 20 persons.  This amount of 
funding available for shelter operations does not adequately address the growing demand 
for such services (Parents and Children Together). 

 
15. According to research performed by DCS planners, Hawaii is seen as the number one 

crystal methyl amphetamine or “ice” using state throughout the nation.  Oahu lacks 
adequate services for persons who are chronic substance abusers.  Honolulu has been 
called a high intensity drug trafficking area due to its status as a resort area and high rate 
of air traffic.  The Hawaii State Legislature in spring 2004 appropriated $14.7 million for 
drug treatment and prevention programs (Office of National Drug Control Policy, 2000). 

 
16. According to research performed by DCS planners, Hawaii’s living and housing costs are 

among the highest in the nation, resulting in areas of much poverty.  In Hawaii, 10.7% of 
persons live below the poverty line. There is a lack of available and accessible life skills 
and/or employment training resources for low- and moderate-income persons. It is crucial 
that persons within this category are trained and given opportunities for gainful 
employment.  While the statewide unemployment rate is 3%, other low- and moderate-
income Oahu communities far exceed the average percentage rate ranging from 6% to 
69% unemployment (US Census 2000 and Hawaii Census, State Data Center Report, 
2002-2003). 

 
17. DCS planners consulted with Volunteer Legal Services Hawaii about the lack of adequate 

legal resources and services for persons requiring advice related to children and domestic 
violence. Annually there are approximately 1,400 cases of children needing legal 
services.  Moreover, annually there are 1,150 cases of persons needing assistance in 
obtaining temporary restraining orders. 

 
18. DCS planners consulted with Sisters Offering Support (SOS), a local non-profit agency 

helping victims of prostitution.  There is a lack of adequate public services and resources 
available to support safe houses for persons wishing to leave the sex trade industry and 
rebuild their lives. According to SOS, a local non-profit agency helping victims of 
prostitution, safe houses in other states demonstrated a high rate of recovery and removal 
from this industry.  Only 8% of SOS clients were successful in finding temporary 
emergency shelters within the past 8 years. Nationwide, there are fewer than a dozen safe 
houses. 
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19.  Department of Design and Construction to Implement ADA Curb Ramp Transition Plan 
for completion by December 31, 2007. 

 
20. Planning Studies and Reports: 

a. Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing 
b. Hawaii Housing Policy Study 
c. Homeless Point-In-Time Count 
d. Homeless Needs Assessment Study 
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CHART 4a – COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GOALS 
 

GOALS PROBLEM/ 
NEED 

INPUTS/ 
RESOURCE 

 
# ACTIVITIES 

O
U

TP
U

T 
Y

EA
R

 

O
U

TP
U

T 

OUTCOMES 

Strengthen 
Communities 

Reduce 
unemployment and 
underemployment 
through self-
employment 
programs. 

CDBG  ED-1 Micro-
enterprise 
assistance.  

2005 
 
 
 
2006 
 
 
 
2007 
 
 
 
2008 
 
 
 
 
2009 
 
 
 
 
TOTAL 

40 LMI provided 
micro-enterprise 
assistance / 10 
businesses started. 
50 LMI provided 
micro-enterprise 
assistance/15 
businesses started. 
60 LMI provided 
micro-enterprise 
assistance/20 
businesses started. 
70 LMI provided 
micro-enterprise 
assistance/25 
businesses 
started. 
80 LMI provided 
micro-enterprise 
assistance/35 
businesses 
started. 
300 LMI 
provided micro-
enterprise 
assistance/105 
businesses 
started. 

100 families earn a 
livable wage. 
50 families no longer 
reliant on welfare. 
25 families purchase 
homes. 

Strengthen 
Communities 

Expand economic 
opportunities 
primarily for lower 
income 
individuals. 

CDBG  ED-2 
 

Assist 
enterprises that 
create or retain 
jobs primarily 
for lower 
income 
individuals. 

2005 
 
 
 
2006 
 
 
 
2007 
 
 
2008 
 
 
 
2009 
 
 
 
TOTAL 

6 LMI 
individuals 
obtain FTE jobs
  
6 LMI 
individuals 
obtain FTE jobs
  
6 LMI 
individuals 
obtain FTE jobs 
6 LMI 
individuals 
obtain FTE jobs
  
8 LMI 
individuals 
obtain FTE jobs
  
32 LMI 
individuals 
obtain FTE jobs 

120 families earn a 
livable wage. 
60 families no longer 
reliant on welfare. 
30 families purchase 
homes. 
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GOALS PROBLEM/ 
NEED 

INPUTS/ 
RESOURCE 

 
# ACTIVITIES 

O
U

TP
U

T 
Y

EA
R

 

O
U

TP
U

T 

OUTCOMES 

Strengthen 
Communities 

Expand economic 
opportunities to 
benefit residents of 
low- and 
moderate-income 
areas. 

CDBG  ED-3 
 

Assist 
enterprises that 
provide goods 
and services to 
low- and 
moderate-
income areas. 

2005 
 
2006 
 
2007 
 
2008 
 
2009 
 
 
TOTAL 

2 enterprises 
assisted 
1 enterprises 
assisted 
1 enterprises 
assisted 
1 enterprises 
assisted 
1 enterprises 
assisted 
 
6 enterprises 
assisted 

6 enterprises will be 
assisted, benefiting the 
residents of the 
corresponding low- and 
moderate-income 
service areas. 

Strengthen 
Communities 

Increase capacity 
of community 
organizations to 
carry out eligible 
activities. 

CDBG  CD-1 
 

Technical 
assistance for 
eligible NRSA 
or economic 
development      
activities. 

2005 
 
 
2006 
 
 
2007 
 
 
2008 
 
 
2009 
 
 
TOTAL 

 2 Communities 
obtain NRSA 
designation 
 2 Communities 
obtain NRSA 
designation 
 2 Communities 
obtain NRSA 
designation 
 2 Communities 
obtain NRSA 
designation 
 2 Communities 
obtain NRSA 
designation 
10 Communities 
obtain NRSA 
designation 

Increased awareness of 
the most distressed 
communities on Oahu. 
 
10 of Oahu’s most 
distressed communities 
significantly increase 
the amount of 
community building 
grants. 

Strengthen 
Communities 
 
 
 
 

Promote 
participation of 
grassroots faith-
based and other 
community 
organizations. 

CDBG  CD-2 
 
 
 

Community, 
neighborhood 
and project 
development 
planning.  

2005 
 
 
 
 
2006 
 
 
 
 
2007 
 
 
 
 
2008 
 
 
 
 
2009 

10 communities 
update strategic 
plans/2 
communities 
develop plans 
12 communities 
review & update 
strategic 
plans/prepare 
action plans 
12 communities 
review & update 
strategic 
plans/prepare 
action plans 
12 communities 
review & update 
strategic 
plans/prepare 
action plans 
12 communities 

Increased awareness of 
the most urgent needs 
of 12 of the most 
distressed Oahu 
communities. 
12 communities have a 
clear understanding and 
direction for addressing 
their needs in a 
coordinated, and 
community supported 
fashion. 
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GOALS PROBLEM/ 
NEED 

INPUTS/ 
RESOURCE 

 
# ACTIVITIES 

O
U

TP
U

T 
Y

EA
R

 

O
U

TP
U

T 

OUTCOMES 

 
 
 
 
TOTAL 

review & update 
strategic 
plans/prepare 
action plans 
58 communities 
have updated 
strategic and 
actions plans 

Strengthen 
Communities 

Promote 
participation of 
grassroots faith-
based and other 
community 
organizations. 

CDBG  CD-3 
 
 
 

Community, 
neighborhood 
and project 
development 
planning.  

2005 
 
 
 
 
2006 
 
 
 
 
2007 
 
 
 
 
2008 
 
 
 
 
2009 
 
 
 
 
TOTAL 

 4 communities 
develop project 
plans to 
implement 
strategies 
 6 communities 
develop project 
plans to 
implement 
strategies 
 8 communities 
develop project 
plans to 
implement 
strategies 
10 communities 
develop project 
plans to 
implement 
strategies 
10 communities 
develop project 
plans to 
implement 
strategies 
38 communities 
develop project 
plans to 
implement 
strategies 

38 community projects 
obtain funding to 
address the most urgent 
needs outlined in the 
community’s strategic 
plan. 

Strengthen 
Communities 
 
 
 
 

Commercial 
property owners in 
Chinatown are 
unable to afford to 
repair their 
properties. 

CDBG CD-4 Provide low 
interest loans 
to commercial 
property 
owners in 
Chinatown to 
correct 
deteriorated 
and hazardous 
conditions on 
their 
properties.   

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
Total 

1 Loan 
1 Loan 
1 Loan 
1 Loan 
1 Loan 
5 Loans 

5 commercial property 
owners in Chinatown 
are able to operate in a 
safer and healthier 
environment. 

Note:  Output Year refers to Federal Year 
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NARRATIVE AND FOOTNOTES:  COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GOALS 
 

Overview 
 

Economic development is a high priority area that was identified by many community residents 
and businesses participating in the HUD’s Empowerment Zone Application processes in 1998i 
and 2001ii.  The exodus of large scale corporative agriculture and manufacturing coupled with 
external shocks to the Island’s tourism and military economy due to world conflicts left many 
businesses and communities in economic distress.  Many residents felt a strong need to 
participate in the empowerment zone processes and participated in developing strategic plans for 
the betterment of their respective communities.   Unfortunately, the City and County of Honolulu 
did not obtain a federal empowerment zone designation for O`ahu.  Undaunted, representatives 
of the communities eligible for the EZ designation pressed on, continued their planning 
processes and formed their own nonprofit Community-Based Development Organization, 
Empower O`ahu (EO).  The City government was impressed with their bottom-up planning 
effort and provided EO with a Community Investment Program fund (CIF) of $1,000,000 for 
four of the past five years.  The CIF provided seed and gap funds for economic development 
projects -job creation and microenterprise assistance projects - developed by the Community 
Initiating Groups (CIGS) and implemented by nonprofit organizations associated with EO.   

 
In addition to the projects and programs initiated by EO, the City, through its Department of 
Community Services (DCS) implemented a variety of community-based economic development 
projects and programs funded by CDBG, EPA, the Economic Development Administrationiii, 
and the State of Hawai`i.  Projects included job creation and business incubation projects with 
nonprofit agencies, microenterprise assistance programs, loan programs for low- and moderate-
income population; a sustainable development project funded by EPAiv, and a joint program with 
the State that creates business incentives to encourage job creation in distressed communitiesv. 

 
The basis of assigning priorities for the Community Development Block Grant program has been 
the City’s Consolidated Planvi.  The City Council adopted as policy the major priorities for the 
City Strategic Action Plan.  Low-and moderate-income areas are given priority for CDBG funds. 

 

a) Obstacles to Community Economic Development Needs 
 
City and County of Honolulu believes that the support of microenterprises and businesses will 
lead to greater employment and entrepreneurial opportunities for low-income individuals and 
assist in the revitalization of distressed neighborhoods.  However, an important tool available 
under CDBG regulations, grants to for-profit entities, is prohibited by City regulations.  
Therefore, the City provides federal grants only to nonprofit entities. Although community 
organizations and nonprofit agencies involved in economic development endeavors have 
progressed substantially over the past few years, there is a need to build their capacity to plan, 
develop and implement feasible and sustainable programs and projects. 
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b) General Priorities For Community Economic Development Needs   
 
DCS is proposing to pursue a more vigorous community economic development strategy over 
the next five years.  The Department is planning to establish a Section 108 loan fund, pursue 
changes to present City policies to allow the use of public funds to for-profit organizations, and 
expand efforts to revitalize economically distressed neighborhoods and communities using the 
Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Areas (NRSA) program. The new Section 108 loan fund 
will be used in part to assist in the development of potential private-public partnerships that 
create job opportunities primarily for low- to moderate-income individuals as well as providing 
needed public services.  It is anticipated that one loan be made annually over the course of the 
next five years. 
 
The City will continue to support micro-enterprise development initiatives.  During the current 
fiscal year, DCS will administer a CDBG grant to the Samoan Service Providers Association 
who will provide micro-entrepreneurial technical assistance and employment to a number of 
income-eligible entrepreneurs and the Waianae Coast Community Alternative Development 
Corporation will begin to site preparation for an aquaculture/farming micro-enterprise training 
facility for mentally handicapped individuals from the area.  Empower Oahu, through the City’s 
Community Investment Program fund, is implementing 7 micro-enterprise assistance projects in 
Kalihi, Waimanalo, North Shore, Papakolea, and Central Oahu.  One project, Kamaouha Farms, 
a food processing plant and Noni farm in Wahiawa, has already hired 7 employees. In addition, 
the City is providing support to the Small Business Administration and the Small Business 
Development Center at its Chinatown Gateway Housing complex in downtown Honolulu.  DCS 
is in the process of refining relationships with existing service providers and developing new 
collaborations to establish a more effective micro-enterprise program.  A total of $500,000 per 
annum is projected for micro-enterprise programs that would incorporate continuation of 
relationships with existing and potential subrecipients who can assist the City in producing 
exemplary business development services for the low-income population. 
 
The City allocated CDBG funds to support the development of Pacific Gateway Center’s 
Kitchen Incubator and the acquisition of a vacant former supermarket in a distressed 
neighborhood for a marketplace/business incubator (Waipahu Festival Market).  The Economic 
Development Administration also provided funds for the development of these projects.  
Empower Oahu, through the CDBG-funded Community Investment Program, provided funds to 
Pacific Gateway Center to acquire a downtown Honolulu building to be used as an Enterprise 
Center.   The City provided an additional $1.7 million for renovations at that site.   Over the next 
five years, DCS is anticipating $1,000,000 would be needed for both Rehabilitation of 
Commercial/Industrial Buildings and Commercial/Industrial Infrastructure Development.       
 
The City is embarking on a more vigorous Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area (NRSA) 
program with priority status on communities and neighborhoods meeting HUD’s low- and 
moderate-income criteria.  DCS is proposing the continued involvement of its community-based 
partner, Empower Oahu (EO) who will assist in planning, establishment, and implementing 
NRSAs coupled with other community-based economic development projects and programs and 
City initiatives.     
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Over the next five years it is anticipated that the 10 communities will organize efforts to develop 
NRSAs and establish and strengthen implementing Community-Based Development 
Organizations (CBDOs) to make improvements to LMI areas.   A concerted effort will be made 
to encourage faith-based and other community groups to join this effort to combat poverty and 
improve living conditions in LMI neighborhoods and communities.   
 
For FY 2005-2006 the City granted EO $150,000 in CDBG funds to embark on a Community 
Strengthening Program that will assist Oahu’s low income communities, target the most 
distressed neighborhoods for revitalization and improve community capacity to design and 
implement viable community development programs.  EO, with the assistance of the HUD 
Honolulu Office, has developed a Neighborhood Planning Guide to guide planning and 
revitalization strategy development and will embark on a campaign to foster community wide 
planning and target specific neighborhoods for the NRSA process. An assessment of all ten 
distressed Oahu communities will be conducted, community meetings convened; surveys for 
block income data conducted where necessary; community profiles developed; and issues, 
concerns, and strategies identified.  It is anticipated during the first 12 months of the Community 
Strengthening Programs that at least 5 economically distressed neighborhoods will develop a 
systematic and collaborative approach to community building by obtaining NRSA designation.  
Wahiawa, Papakolea, Aiea, Waianae, and Waialua are likely candidates for new NRSAs.  It is 
also anticipated that the three established Oahu Community-Based Development Organizations 
(CBDOs) from Waipahu, Kalihi/Palama/Chinatown, and Koolau Loa will re-evaluate their 
existing NRSAs and request re-certification. 
 
An essential element for a successful economic development program is planning support.  To 
accomplish this task, DCS proposes allocation of $400,000 for eligible planning, policy-
planning-management-capacity building activities to an appropriate Community-Based 
Development Organization to continue to assist communities in developing area strategic plans 
including Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Areas.  In addition, the CDBO would focus on 
assisting developing the specific programs and projects identified in the community strategic 
plans or NRSAs.   The objective here is to assist in the development that are adequately planned 
and are ready for funding consideration. 
 
DCS also proposes that $100,000 be allocated to the Department for planning functions for 
Community-Based Economic Development (CBED) programs/projects development.  Similarly, 
for CBED and NRSA projects eligible for funding for the following year, DCS requests 
$100,000 for a technical assistance pool to assist in the development of the identified project. 
 

c) Rationale for Establishing Relative Priority Needs 
 
The City and County of Honolulu desires to make more effective use of its Community 
Development Block Grant for community economic development activities to improve the lives 
of the residents, especially low and moderate-income families.  It is recognized that a greater 
effort in all aspects of planning is critical for a successful program.  It is also recognized that 
there is a need for increased coordination between the City, its residents, institutions, businesses, 
state and federal agencies to strengthen our Island’s communities and make O`ahu more livable.  
 
i City and County of Honolulu. Application for Urban Empowerment Zone Designation for the Island of O`ahu , State of Hawai`i, 
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October 1998. 
  
ii City and County of Honolulu. Application for Urban Empowerment Zone Designation for the Island of O`ahu , State of 
Hawai`i, October 2001. 
 
iii City and County of Honolulu.  Initial Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy for O`ahu, October 2000. 
  
iv Department of Community Services, City and County of Honolulu.  EPA Sustainable Island-Based Regional Development 
Action Plan, August 2003. 
 
v Hawai`i Enterprise Zone Partnership. 
See:http://www2.hawaii.gov/DBEDT/index.cfm?section=locate_your_business_in_hawaii752 
 
vi Department of the Budget, City and County of Honolulu.  Final Fifth Year Consolidated Plan, Program Year 1999-2000, June 
1999. 
 
References: 

• Hawai`i Small Business Development Center Network and Hawai`i Business Research Library.  The  State of Small 
Business Hawai`i 2003. 

• Hawai`i Alliance of Community–Based Economic Development. Families Defining Economic Success, Redefining 
Wealth and Poverty in Hawai`i. Prepared for HACBED 2004 Conference. 

• Department of Business, Economic Development & Tourism, State of Hawai`i.  Social & Economic Trends in the Past 
Decade: City and County of Honolulu.  See: www2.Hawaii.gov/DBEDT 

• Department of Community Services, City and County of Honolulu.  Interviews with Samoan Service Providers 
Association, Pacific Gateway Center, Hawai`i Community Loan Fund, and various Small Business Resource Center 
agencies, Summer 2004. 

• Empower O`ahu.  Draft Community Strengthening Program 2005-2009, July 2004 
• Empower O`ahu.  Draft Microenterprise Development Program,  May 28, 2004. 
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TABLE D – PRIORITIES COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 
 

 
PRIORITY COMMUNITY   
DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 

Priority Need 
Level  

High, Medium, 
Low, 

No Such Need  

Unmet  
Priority 

Need 

Dollars to 
Address 
Unmet  

Priority Need 

 
Goals 

PUBLIC FACILITY NEEDS (projects)     

    Senior Centers H 3 TBA 3 

    Handicapped Centers H 3 TBA 3 

    Homeless Facilities H 3 TBA 3 

    Youth Centers H 3 TBA 3 

    Child Care Centers M 3 TBA 3 

    Health Facilities H 2 $1 million 1 

    Neighborhood Facilities H 3 TBA 3 

    Parks and/or Recreation Facilities M 1 TBA 1 

    Parking Facilities M TBA TBA  

    Non-Residential Historic Preservation M TBA TBA  

    Other Public Facility Needs H 9 TBA 9 

INFRASTRUCTURE (projects)     

    Water/Sewer Improvements M TBA TBA  

    Street Improvements M TBA TBA  

    Sidewalks – Curb Ramps H Not 
Available 

TBA 1,500 
ramps 

    Solid Waste Disposal Improvements M TBA TBA  

    Flood Drain Improvements M TBA TBA  

    Other Infrastructure Needs M TBA TBA  

Note:  Other Public Facilities Needs include facilities to benefit abused spouses, substance 
abusers, persons wishing to leave prostitution and persons seeking to increase the quality 
of their lives. 

 
PUBLIC SERVICE NEEDS (people)     

    Senior Services H 75 TBA 75 

    Handicapped Services H 30 TBA 30 

    Youth Services H 500 TBA 500 

    Child Care Services M 500 TBA 500 

    Transportation Services M TBA TBA  

    Substance Abuse Services H 20 TBA 20 
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PRIORITY COMMUNITY   
DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 

Priority Need 
Level  

High, Medium, 
Low, 

No Such Need  

Unmet  
Priority 

Need 

Dollars to 
Address 
Unmet  

Priority Need 

 
Goals 

    Employment Training H 500 TBA 500 

    Health Services H 1000 $500,000 500 

    Lead Hazard Screening M TBA TBA  

    Crime Awareness M TBA TBA  

    Other Public Service Needs H 275 TBA 275 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT     

    ED Assistance to For-Profits Businesses See ED Table    

    ED Technical Assistance Businesses See ED Table    

    Micro-Enterprise Assistance Businesses See ED Table    

    Rehab; Publicly- or Privately-Owned       

    Commercial/Industrial Projects 

See ED Table    

    C/I* Infrastructure Development Projects See ED Table    

    Other C/I* Improvement Projects See ED Table    

PLANNING     

    Planning H 
General 
Community 
Development 
Planning / See 
also ED Table 

4 TBA 4 

TOTAL ESTIMATED DOLLARS NEEDED:     

*  Commercial or Industrial Improvements by Grantee or Non-profit 
 
Note:  Priorities above represent funding by the City using Federal HUD funds. 
 

Other Public Service Needs include services to benefit abused spouses, persons needing 
legal services, persons wishing to leave prostitution and persons in need. 
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TABLE E – PRIORITIES COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 
 

 PRIORITIES 
COMMUNITY ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 

 

Priority 
Need 
Level 

Unmet 
Priority 
Need 

Dollars 
To Address 
Unmet 
Priority 
Need 

Goals 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT     
ED Assistance to For-Profits 
(Businesses) 

Medium Establish 
sec. 108 
loan 
program 

$1,000,000 * Provide loans to viable 
C/I projects to create jobs 
and economic 
opportunities for LMI 

ED Technical Assistance 
(Businesses) 

Medium Establish 
sec. 108 
loan 
program 

$80,000 * Provide loans to viable 
C/I projects to create jobs 
and economic 
opportunities for LMI 

Micro-enterprise Assistance 
(Businesses) 

High  $500,000 * Establish average of 20 
new businesses annually 

Rehab; Publicly- or Privately-Owned 
Commercial/Industrial (projects) 

High Incubators 
NRSA 

$1,000,000 * Assist in the 
development of 
microenterprises or 
businesses to create 
opportunities for LMI 

C/I* Infrastructure Development 
(nonprofit projects) 

Medium NRSA  
Incubators 

$1,000,000 * Assist in the 
development of 
microenterprises or 
businesses to create 
opportunities for LMI 

Other C/I Improvements (projects)     
PLANNING     
     Planning High EO 

Planning 
TA 

$400,000 
$100,000 
 $100,000 

* Planning/capacity-
building activities 
* DCS planning/cb pool 
(support other groups, 
plans ($100,000 yr) 
* DCS Technical 
Assistance pool (capacity 
building or TA for eligible 
CDBG project 
 ($100,000 yr) 

TOTAL ESTIMATED DOLLARS 
NEEDED: 

    

*COMMERCIAL OR INDUSTRIAL IMPROVEMENTS BY THE GRANTEE 
 (CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU) OR NONPROFIT. 
















































































































































































































































































































