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APPENDIX D | CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION FRAMEWORK 
CONNECTING TO THE ONE WATER PLAN 
This appendix provides additional detailed information that correlates to the 
following sections and figures.   
 

CORRELATING SECTIONS AND INFORMATION   

5 Climate 
Hotspot 
Identification  
Process   

5.2 Climate Exposure Mapping  

 

App. D Sec. 2.1  further explains 
which threats and assets were 
included in the geospatial 
analysis and the data sources for 
mapping layers. Also relates to 
App. E, which contains detail on 
GIS layers and example maps. 

 5.3 Risk Scores 

 

App. D Sec. 2.2  contains further 
elaboration on how risk scores 
and consequence scores were 
used to determine total risk 
scores. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.5 Hotspot Identification  and 
Prioritization  

 

App. D Sec. 3.1  contains further 
details on how risk mapping and 
known areas of concern were 
used to identify hotspots . 

App. D Sec. 3.2  contains further 
details about the criteria and 
process used to prioritize 
hotspots.  
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CORRELATING SECTIONS AND INFORMATION   

6 Results by 
Planning Region 

6.2т6.9 Results of Prioritized 
Hotspots  

App. D Sec. 3.1 brings together 
the process of the infrastructure 
risk screening and known areas 
of concern. 

App. D Sec. 3.2  provides further 
information on the process and 
results of hotspot identification 
and prioritization . 

App. D Sec. 3.3 presents  the 
project identification process 
including brainstorming of goals . 

7 Project 
Development 
and 
Prioritization   

7.1 Project Identification  App. D Sec. 3.3 further 
documents the six steps of 
project identification and shares 
examples from the workshops.  

 7.2 Prioritization Criteria  

 

App. D Sec. 3.4 contains further 
elaboration on how 
prioritization  scores were 
assigned and outlines the 
balancing process to determine 
the final projects list . 

 7.3 Project Opportunities and 
Benefits  

 

App. D Sec. 3.4.2 contains the 
full list of potential OWH 
projects, including those that did 
not make the prioritized list.  
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ÉE9Ñf§ Ш?ЮΝа 9xf~ ÑEШ9c  ]EШ ? ÂÑ Ñf§ Ш[Å ~Eì§ÅuШ
ÂÖÅÂ§ÉEШ  ?Ш§éEÅéfEì 

?ЮΝЮΝ ÂÖÅÂ§ÉE 
The purpose of this Appendix  is to document the processes and content reviewed and analyzed for 
the Climate Change Adaptation Framework  that was developed for the One Water Honolulu Plan  
(Plan). The Climate Change Adaptation Framework was developed to  identify areas with present and 
future climate risks and support the City and County of Honolulu (City) to build greater resilience. 
~ĀƈƈŉťĿҳħƷƈŭƏƝƋħҳŭľҳƘņħҳ9ŉƘƸӧƏҳƲĀƘħƋҳŉťľƋĀƏƘƋƝěƘƝƋħҳƘŭҳěŞŉŤĀƘħҳņĀǂĀƋġƏҳŞŉŚħҳľŞŭŭġŉťĿҳĀťġҳƏħĀҳŞħưħŞҳƋŉƏħҳ
ĀťġҳġħƘħƋŤŉťŉťĿҳƋŉƏŚҳƏěŭƋħƏҳľŭƋҳƘņħƏħҳĀƏƏħƘƏҳņħŞƈƏҳƘŭҳŉġħťƘŉľƸҳƘņħҳŉƏŞĀťġӧƏҳŤŭƏƘҳưƝŞťħƋĀęŞħҳƲĀƘħƋҳ
infrastructure. Combining p otential infrastructure risk with local context from past planning and City 
knowledge helps to identify and prioritize locations and strategies to support the development of 
actionable projects to increase infrastructure resilience.  

Ultimately, the outcomes of the Climate Change Adaptation Framework inform the ÂŞĀťӧƏҳ
deliverables . The Hotspot Profiles are based on the information collected within the climate risk 
analysis and can be carried forward into further project planning efforts. The One Water Honolulu 
Project List, which is incorporated into the Implementation Plan, is based on the results of the project 
prioritization, and will inform the next steps for the One Water Panel  (Panel).  

?ЮΝЮΞ §éEÅéfEì 
The Climate Change Adaptation Framework is a risk screening process that identifies areas and 
assets on the island that are projected to be most impacted by or at risk from various climate hazards, 
as well as tsunamis.  Each step in the framework is shown on Figure D-1 and further explained in 
subsequent sections of this Appendix . 

The Climate Change Adaptation Framework follows a structured, two -part workflow. It begins with 
Part 1, a broad, islandwide  spatial analysis, before Part 2 focuses on specific areas and regions that 
are projected to be impacted the most by identified climate risks.  

The goal of Part 1 is to screen thousands of threat -asset pairs to identify the highest risk areas. Part 1 
involves a high-level, automated screening of over 500,000 water, wastewater, and stormwater 
infrastructure assets across Oᾶahu. This screening process enables an efficient evaluation of various 
water assets around the island to identify areas with high concentrations of risk from climate 
hazards. This includes:  

¶ Mapping Exposure:  Using GIS technology to identify the exposure of assets to climate hazards  

¶ Assessing Consequence:  Estimating the impact of each hazard on each asset type, determined 
through collaborative discussion with the Panel and Leadership Group  



ÂÂE ?fñШ?ШШ҇ШШ9xf~ ÑEШ9c  ]EШ? ÂÑ Ñf§ Ш[Å ~Eì§Åu 
 

 

SEPTEMBER 2026  |  FINAL ONE WATER HONOLULU PLAN     |     D-2 
 

¶ Estimating Likelihood:  Estimating how often a climate threat may occur using available 
literature and historical and projected data for each threat  

¶ Calculating Risk Scores:  Combining consequence and likelihood considerations across climate 
hazards to generate a single quantitative score reflecting the relative risk to each asset  

Part 2 transitions to a customized in -depth assessment to support development of actionable 
projects. The goal of Part 2 is to support development of a prioritized list of projects that are ready for 
planning, design, and pursuing funding for implementatio n. This includes:  

¶ Known Areas of Concern : Reviewing past and existing planning efforts, previous stakeholder 
engagement, and direct input from the Panel and L eadership Group  to identify local issues and 
community priorities  

¶ Hotspot Identification : Grouping at-risk assets and known concerns into 92 geographic hotspots 
or concentrated areas where climate adaptation and/or risk intervention is most urgent  

¶ Adaptation Strategies : Evaluating a range of options to build resilience for each prioritized 
hotspot  

 
Figure D-1. Climate change adaptation framework  
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ÉE9Ñf§ Ш?ЮΞа Â ÅÑШΝаШÅfÉuШÉ9ÅEE f ] 

?ЮΞЮΝ  ÑcÅE ÑШ  ?ШÉÉEÑШ~ ÂÂf ] 
The first step in the Climate Change Adaptation Framework is to map climate threats and key water 
assets to understand where and to what extent water assets are exposed to various climate threats. 
This section explains which threats and assets were included in this geospatial analysis and the data 
sources for these mapping layers.  These geospatial data were compiled in an ArcGIS mapping tool 
that was developed specifically for use in this Plan.  

?ЮΞЮΝЮΝ 9xf~ ÑEШ ?Ш§ÑcEÅШÑcÅE ÑÉ 

This Plan considers  threatsӎsix climate and one natural hazardӎrelevant to Oᾶahu. Each threat is 
defined by a hazard intensity and each intensity  (such as hurricane category or height of sea level 
rise) is assigned an extent and likelihood. Climate threat mapping involves determining the spatial 
extent of impact for each hazard.  This spatial extent, or ӤľŭŭƘƈƋŉťƘӧҺӥ determines  which assets are 
affected by the threat. Note that the terms Ӥthreatӥ and Ӥhazardӥ are used interchangeably  throughout 
this Appendix . Relevant terms to the risk methodology are defined in  Table D-1. Data sources for 
threat and asset mapping are documented in Plan Appendix E.  

Table D-1. Glossary of Terms 

ÑEÅ~ ?E[f fÑf§  

§ŰĲНìċƣĲƖН ƚƚĲƣ 
ÑőĲНƓőǃƚŔĦċũНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНƖĲũċƣĲĬНƣŸНƽċƣĲƖЯНƽċƚƣĲƽċƣĲƖЯНċŰĬНƚƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖНŔŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊНƖŸċĬƚЯН
ƚƣƖĲċůƚЯНĤĲċĦőĲƚЯНċŰĬНƓċƖťƚЮН 

9ũŔůċƣĲНÑőƖĲċƣоcċǍċƖĬ 
ÑőĲНŰċƣƨƖċũНƓőĲŰŸůĲŰċНƣőċƣНĦċŰНĦċƨƚĲНĬċůċŊĲНƣŸНċƚƚĲƣƚНŸŉНŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣЮНfŰНƓċƖƣŔĦƨũċƖЯНĦũŔůċƣĲН
őċǍċƖĬƚНċƖĲНƣőŸƚĲНƣőċƣНċƖĲНŔŰƣĲŰƚŔŉŔĲĬНŸƖНĬƖŔƻĲŰНĤǃНĦũŔůċƣĲНĦőċŰŊĲЮНÑőĲНƣĲƖůƚНљƣőƖĲċƣњНċŰĬН
љőċǍċƖĬњНċƖĲНƨƚĲĬНŔŰƣĲƖĦőċŰŊĲċĤũǃЮН 

xŔťĲũŔőŸŸĬ 

ÑőĲНĦőċŰĦĲНŸƖНƓƖŸĤċĤŔũŔƣǃНŸŉНĲƻĲŰƣНŸĦĦƨƖƖĲŰĦĲЮН ŰŰƨċũНũŔťĲũŔőŸŸĬНŔƚНƣőĲНƓƖŸĤċĤŔũŔƣǃНƣőĲНĲƻĲŰƣН
ыőċǍċƖĬьНƽŔũũНŸĦĦƨƖНŔŰНċŰǃНŊŔƻĲŰНǃĲċƖЮНfŰНƣőŔƚНÂũċŰЯНũŔťĲũŔőŸŸĬНŔƚНƖĲƓŸƖƣĲĬНċƚНƣőĲНƓƖŸĤċĤũǃНƣőċƣНċН
őċǍċƖĬНƽŔũũНŸĦĦƨƖНƽŔƣőŔŰНƣƽŸНŉƨƣƨƖĲНƣŔůĲŉƖċůĲƚаНůŔĬрĦĲŰƣƨƖǃНċŰĬНĲŰĬрŸŉрĦĲŰƣƨƖǃЮНxŔťĲũŔőŸŸĬНŔƚНċН
ƓƖŸƓĲƖƣǃНŸŉНċНĦũŔůċƣĲНƣőƖĲċƣоőċǍċƖĬЮН 

EǂƓŸƚƨƖĲ 
ÑőĲНƓőǃƚŔĦċũНŸƻĲƖũċƓНĤĲƣƽĲĲŰНőċǍċƖĬƚНċŰĬНċƚƚĲƣƚЮН ŰНċƚƚĲƣНƽŔƣőНĲǂƓŸƚƨƖĲНƣŸНċНŊŔƻĲŰНőċǍċƖĬН
ĦŸƨũĬНĲǂƓĲƖŔĲŰĦĲНƓőǃƚŔĦċũНŔůƓċĦƣƚНŉƖŸůНƣőċƣНőċǍċƖĬЮН 

9ŸŰƚĲƕƨĲŰĦĲ 
ÑőĲНƓŸƣĲŰƣŔċũНŔůƓċĦƣНŸŉНċНőċǍċƖĬНŸŰНċНƓċƖƣŔĦƨũċƖНċƚƚĲƣЮН9ŸŰƚĲƕƨĲŰĦĲНŸŉƣĲŰНĬĲƚĦƖŔĤĲƚНĬċůċŊĲЯН
ũŸƚƚНŔŰНŉƨŰĦƣŔŸŰċũŔƣǃЯНŸƖНůŸŰĲƣċƖǃНũŸƚƚЮН 

ÅŔƚť 
ÑőĲНůĲċƚƨƖĲНŸŉНƓŸƣĲŰƣŔċũНũŸƚƚЯНĦċũĦƨũċƣĲĬНċƚНƣőĲНƓƖŸĬƨĦƣНŸŉНƣőĲНũŔťĲũŔőŸŸĬНŸŉНċНĦũŔůċƣĲНƣőƖĲċƣН
ċŰĬНƣőĲНĦŸŰƚĲƕƨĲŰĦĲНƣŸНċŰНċƚƚĲƣЮН 
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SEA LEVEL RISE 

Sea level rise (SLR) is expected to impact One Water assets through multiple  mechanisms: annual 
high wave flooding, passive flooding, drainage backflow , coastal erosion, and groundwater 
rise/inundation. Each of these  mechanisms has a different spatial extent of impact; however, they are 
based on the same underlying SLR assumptions and data . SLR risks  for this Plan are based on two 
planning horizons : mid-century  (2050) and end-of-century  (2100). SLR data was leveraged from the 
University of Hawaiᾶi at ManoaӧƏ (UHӧƏ) Climate Resilience Collaborative . This data shows the spatial 
extent of flooding for various SLR hazards at 1  foot increments up to 10 feet. The spatial extent is 
based on modeling conducted by UH based on local projections for Moku o Loᾶe Island tide gauge and 
data provided by the NASA intermediate  high scenario for mid - and end-of-century .1  

Use of the intermediate high scenario is recommended in analyzing potential impacts to critical 
infrastructure per the ~ĀƸŭƋӧƏҳ?ŉƋħěƘŉưħҳ ŭҹҳгк-2 on City and County of Honolulu Actions to Address 
Climate Change and Sea Level Rise and the Oᾶahu Climate Change Commission Guidance 2023 
Update. Data from NASAôs interm ediate high scenario project an SLR of 1.23 feet for mid-century and 
5.83 feet for end-of-century above mean higher high water  (MHHW) for Moku o Loᾶe Island tide gauge, 
as shown on Figure D-2 and Figure D-3. NASA Sea Level Rise for Different Sea Level Scenarios 
featuring 2100 values for Moku o Loᾶe Island 

 These values represent ӤƏƘŉŞŞҳƲĀƘħƋӥҳŭƋҳƏƘĀƘŉěҳěŭťġŉƘŉŭťƏҺҳƲņŉěņҳġŭҳťŭƘҳƋħľŞħěƘҳƲĀưħҳġƸťĀŤŉěƏ.  

 

1 According to ÔÈÅ #ÌÉÍÁÔÅ 2ÅÓÉÌÉÅÎÃÅ #ÏÌÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÖÅȡ Ȱ.!3!ȭÓ )ÎÔÅÒÍÅÄÉÁÔÅ High scenario projects a scenario where the rate of rising seas 

is at the higher end of the spectrum. This projection takes into account potential accelerations in the melting of polar ice and increased 

warming of the oceans. While this scenario is considered less likely, it is crucial for planners and policymakers to incorporate such 

possibilities into their long-term strategies to ensure resilience of critical infrastructure in the face of uncertainty.ȱ ɉ#ÌÉÍÁÔÅ 2ÅÓÉÌÉÅÎÃÅ 

Collaborative, 2026) 
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Figure D-2. NASA Sea Level Rise for Different Sea Level Scenarios featuring 2050 values for Moku o LoԀe Island  
(Source: NASA, 2026) 

 
Figure D-3. NASA Sea Level Rise for Different Sea Level Scenarios featuring 2100 values for Moku o LoԀe Island  
(Source: NASA, 2026)  
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The City Climate Change Commission recommends adding elevation for planning for projects with 
low flood tolerance  (e.g., critical infrastructure projects). This elevation can be in the form of adding 1 
foot for King tides and 1 foot for runoff accumulation  or by adding additional depth to account for the 
100-year extreme water level . At the Moku o Loᾶe Island tide gauge, the 100-year extreme water level 
is 1.52 feet above MHHW, as shown on Figure D-4. Thus, a value of 1.52 ft was added to projected 
mid-century and end-of-century values (1.23 feet and 5.83 feet, respectively) to represent  the 100-
year extreme water level. This addition results in SLR planning levels of 2.75 and 7. 35 feet for mid - 
and end-of-century, respectively.  

 

Figure D-4. Exceedance Probability Levels and Tidal Datums page for Moku o LoԀe Island tide gauge  
(Source: NOAA, 2026)  

Because the SLR projection layers are in 1-foot increments, both values are conservatively rounded 
up to 3 feet for mid -century and 8 feet for end-of-century . See the call out box on the following page 
that summarizes the  process of determining these numbers. In addition to considering 3 and 8 feet, a 
1-foot SLR level was also included in the analysis to identify locations with imminent impacts from 
SLR.  
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Approach  to SLR Level Selection :  

Maps for SLR inundation are pulled from the SLR viewer , which maps mean higher -high water 
(MHHW) under SLR in 1-foot increments . Levels selected for analysis represent SLR plus the 100-
year extreme tide level. The 100-year extreme water level at Moku o Loᾶe Island gauge (similar 
values to the Honolulu gauge) is 1.52 feet above MHHW. SLR projections for mid -century (2050) 
and end-of-century (2100) assume the intermediate -high scenario.  

The resulting inundation scenario s represent areas flooded by a 100-year extreme water level.  All 
ŉťƝťġĀƘŉŭťҳŤĀƈƈŉťĿҳľƋŭŤҳƘņħҳưŉħƲħƋҳŉƏҳęĀƏħġҳŭťҳӤƏƘŉŞŞҳƲĀƘħƋӥҳŭƋҳƏƘĀƘŉěҳěŭťġŉƘŉŭťƏҺҳƲņŉěņҳġŭҳťŭƘҳ
reflect wave dynamics  (and therefore  do not consider changes in future 100 -year extreme water 
level). 

Here's a quick break down of the approach and the decision  (in bold ).  

Near-Term: 

¶ A SLR value of 1 foot was included in the analysis  at the request of the One Water Panel 
to help identify assets most imminently threatened  by SLR. 

¶ This scenario represents MHHW (rather than the 100 -year extreme water level as 
described).  This level is smaller than the 100 -year extreme water level at present day.  

Mid-Century:  

¶ Mid-century inundation (relative to historical MHHW): 1.23 feet (projected  SLR) + 1.52 feet 
(100-year extreme water level) = 2.75 feet 

Decision made to round up and select 3 -foot inundation from SLR viewer layers as a 
conservative estimate.  

End-of-Century : 

¶ End-of-century inundation (relative to historical MHHW): 5.83  feet (projected SLR) + 1.52 
feet (100-year extreme water level) = 7.35 feet  

Decision made to round up and select 8 -foot inundation from SLR viewer layers as a 
conservative estimate.  
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The SLR hazard layers obtained from UH include the following  flooding mechanisms:  

¶ Overla nd (Annual High Wave) Flooding: The area inundated by annual high wave -driven 
flooding is mapped f or overland floodi ng and is based on a source model that uses hydrodynamic 
simulations of wave run -up under future sea levels  (Mihami et al. , 2022).  

¶ Passive Flooding:  Data from an initial assessment for passive flooding  provided the foundation 
for spatial data layers that visualize  low -lying areas that are susceptible to  static  inundation 
under SLR, without considering urban flood mechanisms such as storm drain backup (Anderson 
et al., 2018).  

¶ Drainage Backflow: To consider drainage backflow, the Oᾶahu Drainage Backflow layer was 
used (Habel et al., 2024). This spatial data layer considers the elevation of coastal water above 
coastal drainage and outflow systems, showing the potential impact of urban flooding in 
combination with passive SLR.  

¶ Coastal Erosion:  For coastal erosion, a coastal erosion hazard zone map layer was used 
(Vitousek et al., 2017). This data layer represents the spatial extent with an 80  percent likelihood 
of exposure to erosion under probabilistic modeling for a given amount of SLR. The model is 
based on process-based coastline evolution considering both long -shore and cross-shore wave 
action under different amounts of SLR (Vitousek et al., 2017). This layer applies to sandy coastline 
areas but not rocky shorelines ; therefore, some areas of the island are not assessed for coastal 
erosion .  

¶ Groundwater Inundation and Emergent Groundwater: Both emergent and shallow 
groundwater are considered f or groundwater inundati on. Emergent groundwater includes water 
within 1 foot of the ground surface (or above the ground surface). Shallow groundwater includes 
water between 1  to 5 feet of the ground surface. This hazard captures both flooding from 
groundwater inundation and impacts to subsurface infrastructure. This Plan utilize s map layers 
that were published during the data collection period of plan development. At that time, emergent 
groundwater  data (Habel et al., 2017) and groundwater inundation (Habel et al., 2020) data layers 
were available for several but not all regions of Oᾶahu; therefore, some areas of the island are not 
assessed for groundwater rise impacts.  

For all spatial data layers discussed, the SLR levels of 1, 3, and 8 feet were used to assess potential 
exposure of infrastructure assets to hazards.  

HURRICANE 

Hurricane hazard is assessed for four intensity levels: Hurricane Categories 1 through 4 on the Saffir -
Simpson scale. Hurricane inundation is based on model projections, calibrated to historical data.  
Hurricane categories are based on the Saffir -Simpson wind scale, which uses sustained wind speeds  
(measured in miles per hour [mph])  ƘŭҳġħƘħƋŤŉťħҳƘņħҳņƝƋƋŉěĀťħӧƏҳƋĀƘŉťĿҺҳƏņŭƲťҳŉťҳTable D-2. Higher 
category numbers represent more intense storms, measured by wind speed but also affecting the 
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amount of storm surge. Footprint areas for the inundation from each of the Category 1 to 4 hurricanes 
on Hawaiᾶi are from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Sea, Lake, and 
Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH) model. The Maximum of Maximums ( MOMs) version of the 
SLOSH model was used, which gives the maximum surge height across all simulated hurricanes, 
regardless of storm trajectory, speed, or landfall location (NOAA, 2018). Category 5 hurricanes are 
excluded from SLOSH maps for the state of Hawaiᾶi and thus are not included in  this risk assessment .  

Table D-2. Hurricane Categories on the Saffir-Simpson Scale 

cÖÅÅf9  Eҳ9 ÑE]§Åò ÉÖÉÑ f E?ҳìf ?ҳÉÂEE?É 

Ν ΤΠтΦΡНůƓő 

Ξ ΦΣтΝΝΜНůƓő 

Ο ΝΝΝтΝΞΦНůƓő 

Π ΝΟΜтΝΡΣНůƓő 

Ρ ΝΡΤҼНůƓő 

 

Each map of hurricane storm surge inundation from Category 1  to 4 hurricanes is combined into a 
binary footprint of areas that are within or outside the inundation area. Areas are thus generated for 
each category storm, with overlap (i.e. , the area inundated by a Category 3 storm is also inundated in 
a Category 4 storm).  

TSUNAMI  

Tsunami is a seismic (non-climate) hazard but is  included due to local relevance. Tsunami hazard has 
two intensities that are considered in the analysis. The coastal zone that would be impacted by 
tsunami inundation is called the Tsunami Evacuation (Evac) Zone. This spatial extent covers areas 
that would be affected by most tsunami occurrences. A zone slightly inland of this coastal zone is 
defined as the Extreme Tsunami Evacuation Zone (Hawaiᾶi Statewide GIS, 2025a). This zone would 
only be impacted by extreme tsunamis, such as one generated by a Magnitude 9.0 event in the Eastern 
Aleutian Islands (USGS, 2016). These two zones are defined by present-day sea level conditions, and 
while future SLR could expand the spatial extent of tsunami impact, this change is not considered in 
this Plan.  

100-YEAR STORM 

The 100-year storm is defined by the present -day Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
100-year floodplain. The Oᾶahu Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM) is an updated set of FEMA 
Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) within the City. SFHAs are defined as areas that will be 
inundated by the 100-year, or 0.01 annual probability, flood (Hawaiᾶi Statewide GIS Program, 2025b). 
The 100-year floodplain is based on model simulation, calibrated to historical data. All areas that are 
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in SFHA zones are mapped as the hazard area for the 100-year storm. This mapping used OᾶĀņƝӧƏҳ
2025 preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) that were adopted in June 2026. 

WILDFIRE 

Wildfire hazard is mapped based on the Department of Land and Natural Resources (DLNR) 
Communities at Risk (CAR) from Wild -Land Fires mapping project.  The GIS data is available from the 
Hawaiᾶi Statewide GIS Program, giving direct Fire Risk Areas as polygons (Hawaiᾶi Statewide GIS 
Program, 2024). Areas within these polygons are deemed to be wildfire hazard areas.  Wildfire risk 
areas are based on fuel, community engagement, water and firefighting resources, and preparedness 
(DLNR, 2024). Areas with high wildfire likelihood are termed Ӥņigh r iskӥ in the CAR report, and in 
decreasing likelihood are designated ӤŤħġŉƝŤҳƋŉƏŚӥ and ӤŞow risk .ӥ For consistency in terminology, 
these areas are called high, medium, and low likelihood in this report. The GIS data layers maintain 
the source data names. Therefore, the three hazard footprints that are mapped are the Low 
Likelihood Area, Medium Likeliho od Area, and High Likelihood Area.  

DROUGHT 

Drought hazard area is determined from the Revised Hawaiᾶi Drought Plan  (DLNR, 2017). The drought 
footprint encompasses areas identified as being at risk of agricultural drought and/or  water supply 
drought. Drought exposure areas are based on historical data. Low, medium, and high risk areas are 
defined in the DLNR report by the vulnerability of the area to drought , defined by the Standardized 
Precipitation Index . Areas with high dependence on surface water are considered higher risk than 
those that have sufficient groundwater. While these areas are defined by Ӥriskӥ in the DLNR report, 
this Plan refer s to them as Ӥsusceptib leӥ in the hazard definition for consistency in terminology. 
Therefore, there are three  defined drought hazard areas:  

¶ Low:  Low susceptibility areas are areas that are only expected to be impacted by extreme 
drought . 

¶ Medium:  Medium susceptibility areas are areas that are expected to be impacted by severe or 
extreme drought . 

¶ High:  High susceptibility areas are areas that are expected to be impacted  even by moderate 
drought.  

EXTREME HEAT 

The Department of Design and Construction (DDC) Climate Change Design Guidelines (internal  City 
document)  define extreme heat as days with a high ambient air temperature over 90 degrees 
Fahrenheit  (°F). Extreme heat is based on historical data.  Single-day heat values were measured on 
August 31, 2019, which was a record high temperature day  (CCH GIS, 2022). Values were measured 
in heat index, which determines the perceived heat by humans by accounting for relative humidity 
and ambient air temperature. Because the mapping was measured by citizen science, the spatial 
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extent is not complete but focused on areas in OᾶĀņƝӧƏҳÖƋęĀťҳŞĀťġҳƝƏħҳěĀƘħĿŭƋƸ. Given that most 
water infrastructure assets are also in Urban locations , the lack of heat mapping in some inaccessible 
areas is not likely to affect this analysis. Afternoon values are taken as the high temperature 
measurement, and areas are categorized by their high temperature: those with a heat index 
measurement above 90 °F, those with a heat index measurement above 85 °F (but below 90 °F), and all 
other areas. These three areas are used to define hazard footprints for extreme heat.  

?ЮΞЮΝЮΞ § EШì ÑEÅШ ÉÉEÑÉ 

The One Water assets that are included in the risk assessment include water, wastewater, and 
stormwater infrastructure, as well as roads, dams, and base yards. Within each of these categories, 
many specific assets are included. There are a total of approximately 512,000  One Water assets 
included in  this  City analysis.  

For water infrastructure, Board of Water Supply (BWS) wells, BWS well treatment plants, and water 
pipes were included in this analysis , with the number of each asset shown in Table D-3. Available 
water asset data is limited but provides  a reasonable approximation of areas with water assets and a 
good estimate of the distribution of risk  among these areas.  

Table D-3. Water Infrastructure One Water Assets and Count 

ÉÉEÑ  Ö~7EÅҳ§[ҳ ÉÉEÑÉ 

7ìÉНìĲũũƚ ΟΤΡ 

7ìÉНìĲũũНÑƖĲċƣůĲŰƣНÂũċŰƣƚ ΝΝ 

ìċƣĲƖНÂŔƓĲ ΝΝΠЯΜΞΣ 

Wastewater infrastructure includes sewer submersible pumps, sewer treatment plants, sewer pump 
stations, sewer mains, sewer laterals, and priority cesspools . Cesspools are not City infrastructure as 
they are privately -owned. The count of each wastewater asset type is shown in Table D-4. 

Table D-4. Wastewater Infrastructure One Water Assets and Count  

ÉÉEÑ  Ö~7EÅҳ§[ҳ ÉÉEÑÉ 

ÉĲƽĲƖНÉƨĤůĲƖƚŔĤũĲНÂƨůƓ ΦΤΟ 

ÉĲƽĲƖНÑƖĲċƣůĲŰƣНÂũċŰƣ ΝΞ 

ÉĲƽĲƖНÂƨůƓНÉƣċƣŔŸŰ ΦΟ 

ÉĲƽĲƖН~ċŔŰ ΡΠЯΠΞΤ 

ÉĲƽĲƖНxċƣĲƖċũ ΝΣΡЯΣΦΞ 

ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃН9ĲƚƚƓŸŸũ ΥΞЯΝΠΝ 

Stormwater assets include stormwater structures , stormwater conduits , perennial streams, and 
intermittent streams . The count of each stormwater asset type is in Table D-5. Available  stormwater 
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asset data is limited . All the stormwater structures included  are catch basins. Stormwater conduits 
include pipelines, culverts, and open channels.  

Table D-5. Stormwater Infrastructure One Water Assets and Count  

ÉÉEÑ  Ö~7EÅҳ§[ҳ ÉÉEÑÉ 

ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖНÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲƚ ΟΝЯΟΞΟ 

ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН9ŸŰĬƨŔƣƚ ΡΥЯΤΞΠ 

ÂĲƖĲŰŰŔċũНÉƣƖĲċů ΥΡΝ 

fŰƣĲƖůŔƣƣĲŰƣНÉƣƖĲċů ΝЯΟΦΦ 

The rest of the One Water infrastructure assets include base yards, dams, and roads. Road 
infrastructure is limited to major streets, which is a limitation of the assessment. Specific asset types 
and counts for the additional One Water infrastructure are l isted in Table D-6.  

Table D-6. Additional One Water Infrastructure Assets and Count  

ÉÉEÑ  Ö~7EÅҳ§[ҳ ÉÉEÑÉ 

7ċƚĲНòċƖĬ ΞΜ 

?ċů ΝΞΠ 

~ċŢŸƖНÉƣƖĲĲƣ ΝЯΣΜΞ 

The initial 512,000 One Water Assets were reduced for the risk analysis  due to computational 
limitations and  the need to focus the analysis on more critical assets for which failure would impact 
the ability to serve customers and communities . To focus on high-value assets, minor assets, 
including  sewer laterals , sewer pipelines  with a diameter of less than 12 inches, sewer pipelines 
ŞĀęħŞħġҳĀƏҳӤŤŭġħŞŉťĿҳŞŉťŚƏ,ӥҳƏƘŭƋŤƲĀƘħƋҳěĀƘěņҳęĀƏŉťƏҺҳĀťġҳƏƘŭƋŤƲĀƘħƋҳĿƋĀƘħƏҳĀťġҳġƋĀŉťƏ, were 
removed from analysis.  In the risk analysis, a total of 233, 802 assets were given risk scores. Note that 
following the completion of this risk analysis, beaches and minor roads were added to the definition 
ŭľҳӤ§ťħҳìĀƘħƋҳ ƏƏħƘƏ.ӥҳÑņħƏħҳĀƏƏħƘƏҳƲħƋħҳěŭťƏŉġħƋħġҳġƝƋŉťĿҳƘņħҳƈƋŭŗħěƘҳġħưħŞŭƈŤħťƘҳƈņĀƏħҳŭľҳƘņħҳ
Climate Change Adaptation Framework but were not retroactively  added to the risk assessment. 

?ЮΞЮΝЮΟ 9§~~Ö fÑòШ ÉÉEÑÉ 

ġġŉƘŉŭťĀŞҳĀƏƏħƘƏҳƘņĀƘҳƏħƋưħҳƘņħҳěŭŤŤƝťŉƘƸҺҳƘħƋŤħġҳӤěommunity assetsҺӥ including electrical  
transmission lines and substations , hospitals/clinics, police stations, schools, fire stations, and 
bridges are also included in the mapping tool  developed for this assessment , but not in the risk 
assessment itself . These community assets are not considered One Water assets, so they are not 
included in the risk analysis, but they are used to identify additional concerns and are considered 
within the known areas of concern documented from past and current planning efforts and input from 
City department staff. These support identification of exposed non-water infrastructure assets during 
the hotspot identification  process. Community assets are useful to understand the broader impact of 
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infrastructure failure in those locations.  Sources for community assets are documented in  Plan 
Appendix E.  

ECOLOGICAL FEATURES 

Spatial data layers for ecological features are also visible in  the risk mapping tool to provide  
additional context for potential  hotspots. Ecological features included aquifers, elevation contours, 
watersheds, reserves, critical habitat ecosystem, coral reefs, and wetlands.  

SOCIO-CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Additional socio -cultural resources are included in the risk mapping tool for additional context used 
in identifying and characterizing  hotspots. Socio-cultural resources include Hawaiian Homelands, 
land use zoning, and the Oᾶahu Social Vulnerability Index ( SoVI). 

?ЮΞЮΞ ÅfÉuШÉ9§ÅEÉ 
In order to assess which One Water assets are most vulnerable to climate threats, a risk scoring 
system was developed to assign risk scores to individual assets across the island of Oᾶahu. Risk 
scores are a combination of threat likelihood, exposure, and consequence. Threat likelihood refers to 
the probability of occurrence of the climate hazard over a specific planning horizon. Exposure to a 
threat is considered as binary, so a climate th reat poses a risk to a specific asset if it is within the 
footprint of that hazard and poses no risk from that threat if it is not within the footprint (i.e., not 
exposed to the hazard). The exposure component is embedded in the likelihood scores. Consequence 
refers to the potential impact of a threat to a particular asset. The consequence component reflects 
the damages or loss of functionality that each asset is expected to experience given the impact of the 
threat.  

In this framework, risk is defined as the potential for damage to physical water infrastructure assets 
and/or reduced operating capacity of those assets. The total risk score is a summation of the risk 
scores to a single infrastructure asset over the consi dered threats. Within each threat, if an asset 
could be exposed to multiple severities of hazard (e.g. , hurricane Category 1, Category 2, and 
Category 3), then the likelihood is the average across all severities. For the other hazards  that do not 
have overlapping severities, such as wildfire and drought , each asset is only in one severity or 
likelihood zone.  

?ЮΞЮΞЮΝ xfuExfc§§?ШÉ9§ÅEÉ 

The purpose of likelihood scores is to capture the probabilities of climate hazard impacts occurring. 
Likelihood scores vary spatially for each threat based on the estimated footprint of that threat; if an 
area is not expected to be exposed to a climate threat, that area gets a likelihood score of 0. Areas that 
are expected to be exposed to that threat are assigned a score between 1 and 5, depending on the 
relative likelihood of that threat. The 1 through 5 likelihood scale was developed based on the 
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Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) likelihood scale  (IPCC, 2023). The definitions of 
each of the probability ranges converted to a likelihood score are shown in Table D-7. Likelihood 
scores are assigned to each threat for two future time horizons: 205 5 and 2100. The mid-century time 
horizon (2055) aligns with the 30-year planning horizon for the One Water Capital Improvements 
Program (CIP). The end-of-century time horizon (2100) allows for the consideration of future impacts 
to existing and planned infrastructure as climate conditions continue to change and become more 
severe. 

Table D-7. Likelihood Scores and their Definitions  

xfuExfc§§?ҳÉ9§ÅE ?E[f fÑf§  

Μ ƖĲċНŰŸƣНĲǂƓŸƚĲĬНƣŸНƣőƖĲċƣ 

Ν EǂƣƖĲůĲũǃНƨŰũŔťĲũǃЯНӃΡӖНĦőċŰĦĲНŸŉНŸĦĦƨƖƖŔŰŊНŸƻĲƖНƣőĲНƓũċŰŰŔŰŊНőŸƖŔǍŸŰ 

Ξ ÖŰũŔťĲũǃЯНΡтΟΟӖНĦőċŰĦĲНŸŉНŸĦĦƨƖƖŔŰŊНŸƻĲƖНƣőĲНƓũċŰŰŔŰŊНőŸƖŔǍŸŰ 

Ο ÂŸƚƚŔĤũĲЯНΟΟтΣΣӖНĦőċŰĦĲНŸŉНŸĦĦƨƖƖŔŰŊНŸƻĲƖНƣőĲНƓũċŰŰŔŰŊНőŸƖŔǍŸŰ 

Π xŔťĲũǃЯНΣΣтΦΡӖНĦőċŰĦĲНŸŉНŸĦĦƨƖƖŔŰŊНŸƻĲƖНƣőĲНƓũċŰŰŔŰŊНőŸƖŔǍŸŰ 

Ρ EǂƣƖĲůĲũǃНũŔťĲũǃЯНӂΦΡӖНĦőċŰĦĲНŸŉНŸĦĦƨƖƖŔŰŊНŸƻĲƖНƣőĲНƓũċŰŰŔŰŊНőŸƖŔǍŸŰ 

 

Likelihood scores are assigned based on the climate threat itself and vary across Oᾶahu due to the 
spatial extent of each threat with respect to the island. Note that likelihood scores do not vary by 
asset type (i.e., all asset types within the spatial footprint of a given climate threat will receive the 
same likelihood score. Likelihood scores for each climate threat are documented in Table D-8. The 
first column describes the threat and impacted area that receives each of the scores. For every threat, 
areas outside of the defined areas receive a score of 0 for that hazard.  
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Table D-8. Likelihood Scores for Each Climate Threat for 2055 and 2100 

ÑcÅEÑҳ  ?ҳf~Â 9ÑE?ҳ ÅE É9§ÅEҳӖдвззӗ É9§ÅEҳӖдгввӗ É§ÖÅ9E 

ÉxÅНѼН9ŸċƚƣċũНEƖŸƚŔŸŰНтНΝНŉƣ Ρ Ρ 

 § НxŔťĲũŔőŸŸĬНĤǃНÉĦĲŰċƖŔŸ ÉxÅНѼН9ŸċƚƣċũНEƖŸƚŔŸŰНтНΟНŉƣ Ο Π 

ÉxÅНѼН9ŸċƚƣċũНEƖŸƚŔŸŰНтНΥНŉƣ Ν Ν 

cƨƖƖŔĦċŰĲН9ċƣĲŊŸƖǃНΝНƖĲċ Ο Ρ 

ìì НsΝΜΜН ƓƓƖŸċĦő 
cƨƖƖŔĦċŰĲН9ċƣĲŊŸƖǃНΞН ƖĲċ Ο Ρ 

cƨƖƖŔĦċŰĲН9ċƣĲŊŸƖǃНΟН ƖĲċ Ν Ν 

cƨƖƖŔĦċŰĲН9ċƣĲŊŸƖǃНΠН ƖĲċ Ν Ν 

ÑƚƨŰċůŔНEƻċĦƨċƣŔŸŰНüŸŰĲ Ρ Ρ cŔƚƣŸƖŔĦċũНÅĲĦŸƖĬНѼНEċƖƣőƕƨċťĲН
ÂƖŸĤċĤŔũŔƣǃ EǂƣƖĲůĲНÑƚƨŰċůŔНEƻċĦƨċƣŔŸŰНüŸŰĲ Ν Ν 

ΝΜΜрòĲċƖНÉƣŸƖů Ο Π 
cŔƚƣŸƖŔĦċũНÅĲĦŸƖĬНѼНÂƖŸŢĲĦƣĲĬН9ũŔůċƣĲН

9őċŰŊĲНfŰĦƖĲċƚĲ 

ìŔũĬŉŔƖĲНтНxŸƽНxŔťĲũŔőŸŸĬН ƖĲċ Ξ Ξ 

ÄƨċũŔƣċƣŔƻĲЯН?x ÅН9 ÅН~ċƓƓŔŰŊ ìŔũĬŉŔƖĲНтН~ĲĬŔƨůНxŔťĲũŔőŸŸĬН ƖĲċ Ο Ο 

ìŔũĬŉŔƖĲНтНcŔŊőНxŔťĲũŔőŸŸĬН ƖĲċ Π Π 

?ƖŸƨŊőƣНтНcŔŊőНÉƨƚĦĲƓƣŔĤŔũŔƣǃН ƖĲċ Ρ Ρ 
?x ÅН?ƖŸƨŊőƣНÅŔƚťНċŰĬНéƨũŰĲƖċĤŔũŔƣǃН

ƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣ ?ƖŸƨŊőƣНтН~ĲĬŔƨůНÉƨƚĦĲƓƣŔĤŔũŔƣǃН ƖĲċ Ρ Ρ 

?ƖŸƨŊőƣНтНxŸƽНÉƨƚĦĲƓƣŔĤŔũŔƣǃН ƖĲċ Π Ρ 

EǂƣƖĲůĲНcĲċƣНтНΞΜΝΦНӂНΦΜН҄[НƖĲċ Ρ Ρ cŔƚƣŸƖŔĦċũНÅĲĦŸƖĬНѼНÂƖŸŢĲĦƣĲĬН9ũŔůċƣĲН
9őċŰŊĲНfŰĦƖĲċƚĲ EǂƣƖĲůĲНcĲċƣНтНΞΜΝΦНӂНΥΡН҄[НƖĲċ Ο Π 

 

SEA LEVEL RISE AND COASTAL EROSION 

SLR likelihood scores are applied to multiple threats driven by SLR: overland flooding, coastal 
erosion, and groundwater rise. While each of those threats has a different consequence, they are all 
driven by the same underlying SLR, so they have the same likelihood score. Three impacted areas are 
used for SLR, corresponding to 1, 3, and 8 feet of inundation (rounded). These footprints account for 
inundation level above present -day local mean sea level. ӤÉƘĀƘŉěӥҳÉxÅҳŞħưħŞƏҳŭľҳ1.2 and 5.8 feet were 
selected as a planning threshold representing mid - and end-of-century levels  (see SLR content in 
Section 2.1.1). While the hazard extents include the extreme tide, making them equate to 3 and 8 feet 
of inundation, the likelihood scores are based on the underlying 1.2 and 5.8 foot levels. Also included 
in the analysis was 1 foot of SLR to identify which assets would likely be the first to be impacted by 
SLR. Given that temporary inundation similar to 1 f oot of SLR already has a 50 percent likelihood of 
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happening in any given year due to high tides, as shown on Figure D-4, 1 foot of SLR was assigned a 
ŞŉŚħŞŉņŭŭġҳŭľҳзҺҳŭƋҳӤħƷƘƋħŤħŞƸҳŞŉŚħŞƸ,ӥҳľŭƋҳęŭƘņҳƘņħҳŤŉġ- and end-of-century time frames.   

Likelihood for SLR inundation levels is based on the NOAA report containing various trajectories of 
climate change from the IPCC for the United States context  (Sweet et al., 2022). For 2055, scores are 
based on SLR projections at the Moku o Loᾶe Island tide gauge. At the Moku o Loᾶe Island tide gauge, 
over a foot of SLR is within the likely range by mid-century for the Intermediate, Intermediate High, 
and High SLR scenarios, as shown on Figure D-2. Based on this, the likelihood  for 1.2 feet of 
inundation  is qualitatively interpreted as a score of 3 (possible). However, for 2055, 5.8 feet of sea 
level rise falls outside the likely range for even the highest SLR scenario, so it is assigned a likelihood 
score of 1 (extremely unlikely).  

For the 2100 score, global mean sea level rise projections are used, as they have more directly 
quantified likelihoods , shown on Figure D-5 (Sweet et al., 2022). While probabilities are not formally 
assigned to individual emissions scenarios, probabilities are assigned to SLR levels given a particular 
emissions trajectory. Likelihood is based on 2.0 to 3.0 degrees Celsius (°C) of warming by 2100. These 
scenarios align with the current best estimate trajectory for the end of century , which ranges from 1.8  
to 3.6 °C for the three moderate scenarios  (IPCC, 2023). As shown on Figure D-5, under these degrees 
of warming, the likelihood of 1.2 feet (approx imately  0.37 meters) of global mean SLR is between 50 
and 82 percent , given a score of 4 (likely) by 2100. For the same scenarios, likelihood of 5.8 feet 
(approx imately  1.78 meters) of global mean SLR is <1 percent , given a score of 1 (extremely unlikely) 
by 2100 (see Figure D-5).  
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Figure D-5. Table of global mean surface air temperature changes in degrees Celsius, total in Global Mean Sea Level 
(GMSL) projected rise in meters, and probability of global sea level rise thresholds by 2100  
(Source: Sweet et al., 2022) 

HURRICANE 

Each hurricane category has a different likelihood for Oᾶahu. The scoring approach for hurricane s 
follows the A merican Water Works Association  (AWWA) Standard J100 Risk and Resilience 
Management of Water and Wastewater Systems approach  (AWWA, 2023) using historical hurricane 
strike frequencies from the Creating Resilient Water Utilities Tool (EPA, 2025). From 1900 until 2022, 
Oᾶahu experienced one Category 1 and one Category 2 hurricane strike, with no historical hurricane 
strikes from Categories 3  to 5. Thus, the historical annual likelihood of Category 1 and Category 2 
hurricanes is approximately 1 in 122 or 0.8 percent. By 2100, hurricane likelihood near Oᾶahu is 
expected to become 2 to 6 times higher due to changes in tropical cyclone genesis, tracks, and 
nonlinearity, consistent with increases in precipitation, mid -level humidity, and low -level relative 
vorticity ӎor spinӎin the atmosphere  (Murakami et al., 2013). Depending on this rate of increased 
likelihood, there is a 25  to 73 percent  chance of a Category 1 or 2 hurricane occurring by 2055. Thus, 
Category 1 and 2 hurricanes are each assigned a likelihood score of 3 (possible) for the mid -century 
planning horizon. Based on the historical rates and potential increasing likelihood, it is estimated that 
between one and four  Category 1 and Category 2 hurricanes will impact Oᾶahu by 2100. Therefore,  
they are assigned a likelihood score of 5 (extremely likely) for the end -of-century time horizon. 
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Because no Category 3 to 5 events occurred within the historical record, and there is low confidence 
in projections of high intensity storms, Category 3 and 4 are assigned a score of 1 (extremely unlikely) 
for both 2055 and 2100.  

TSUNAMI 

Historical records of tsunamis on the Hawaiian islands from 1819 through 2002 include 26 tsunamis 
with flood elevations greater than 3.3 feet (1  meter), with 10 having caused significant damage on 
Oᾶahu (Fletcher et al., 2002). Because there have been no additional tsunamis with significant flooding 
impacts since 2002, the estimated recurrence interval for tsunamis impacting Oᾶahu is 21 years. 
Assuming no change in the occurrence rates due to climate change, one to two damaging tsunamis 
are anticipated to impact Oᾶahu by 2055, and three to four  are anticipated to impact Oᾶahu by 2100. 
These projections result in a likelihood score for Tsunami Evacuation Zone of 5 (extremely likely). The 
extreme Tsunami Evacuation Zone is based on a possible Magnitude 9 earthquake in the Eastern 
Aleutian Islands, which has a <5  percent  probability of occurrence  over the next 50 years that is not 
expected to increase under climate change  (Butler et al., 2016). By both 2055 and 2100, the resulting 
likelihood score is 1 (extremely unlikely).   

100-YEAR STORM 

The 100-year storm is inherently defined by its annual rate of occurrence (0.01). The climate hazard 
considered in this Plan reflects the current 100 -year storm, meaning the storm intensity and spatial 
extent that is reflected in FEMA 100-year flood maps (Hawaiᾶi Statewide GIS Program, 2025b). 
Precipitation events are generally expected to get more frequent and severe in the future, so flooding 
due to the future 100-year storm will likely be more severe than the present -day 100-year storm. The 
primary driver of 100 -year storm inundation in Oᾶahu is extreme precipitation and resulting riverine  
flooding, as opposed to coastal storm surge. Thus, projections for changes in rainfall are used to 
inform the likelihood of the current 100 -year storm under a future climate. Based on present -day 
likelihood, there is about a 30 percent  chance of a 100-year storm occurring by 2055. Conservatively , 
presuming some increase in frequency of this level of rainfall event, the likelihood score assigned is 3 
(possible). Projections for the end -of-century estimate indicate  the frequency of events over 50 
millimeters per day (mm/day) (current  extreme rainfall rates in the study area are 40  to 60 mm/day) 
will increase by about 10 percent  (Zhang et al., 2016). For 2100, the likelihood of occurrence without 
an increase in frequency is 75 percent , which  is assigned a likelihood score of 4 (likely)ӎwith or 
without an increase in the expected frequency of 10 percent .  

WILDFIRE 

Wildfire likelihood is assessed based on records within Oᾶahu of seven wildfires within a 4 -year 
period from 2018  to 2022. There is near certainty that a wildfire will occur somewhere in Hawaiᾶi 
each year (Department of Emergency Management, 2025), and climate projections and current trends 
both indicate increased wildfire occurrences under future climate conditions  (IPCC, 2023). Based on 
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qualitative analysis, due to a lack of probabilistic projections, areas designated by the CAR mapping 
are used to distinguish between the wildfire likelihood  (DLNR, 2014). Areas with high wildfire 
likelihood are assigned a likelihood score of 4 (likely) for both 2055 and 2100, areas with medium 
likelihood are given a score of 3 (possible) for both 2055 and 2100, and areas with low likelihood are 
given a score of 2 (unlikely) for both 2055 and 2100. These qualitative rankings reflect the 
differentiation from wildfire hazard mapping and avoid the extreme ends due to the spatial 
uncertainty in where a wildfire will impact Hawaiᾶi.  

DROUGHT 

Drought likelihood is based on the UH report Drought Risk and Vulnerability Assessment  (University 
of Hawaiᾶi, 2003), which distinguishes between stages of drought (Mild, Moderate, Severe, and 
Extreme), as well as drought duration. It is expected that only the extreme droughts impact the low 
risk areas, while at least severe droughts impact the medium risk areas, and at least moderate 
droughts impact the high risk areas. While these areas are defined by Ӥriskӥ in the UH report, we 
refer to the ir  Ӥsusceptibility ӥ in the hazard definition for consistency in terminology.  

Drought frequencies are estimated using present -day frequencies over the planning horizons, as 
future climate drought mapping is not readily available for Oᾶahu. Moderate and severe drought are 
expected to occur multiple times by 2055 (and, therefore by 2100) . Therefore,  the high and medium 
susceptibility areas  receive likelihood score s of 5 (extremely likely)  for both time horizons . Extreme 
drought is expected to occur multiple times by 2100, but there is a 70 percent  chance of occurrence 
by 2055. Therefore, the low susceptibility area receives a score of 4 (likely) for 2055 and 5 (extremely 
likely) for 2100.  

EXTREME HEAT 

Extreme heat likelihood reflects the occurrence probability of at least one extreme heat event 
occurring in a given year. The DDC Climate Change Design Guidelines (internal document) define 
extreme heat as days with a high over 90 °F. Climate projections show high temperatures increasing 
slightly by the end of the century. Coupled Model Intercomparison Project Phase 6  (CMIP6) 
downscaled projections expect an additional 0 to 7 days of extreme heat (defined for CMIP6 as days 
above 95 °F ) by 2100 (U.S. Federal Government, 2025). Average temperatures in Hawaiᾶi are expected 
to increase between 2 to 7 °F by 2100 (Zhang et al., 2016). Based on 2019 single-day mapping, many 
areas of Oᾶahu already experience maximum high temperatures over 90  °F, and even over 95 °F. 
Regardless of low agreement from climate models on the change in annual high temperature for 
Hawaiᾶi, due to the widespread historical data from 2019 showing high temperatures in the DDC 
extreme heat definition, likelihood is set based on the historical record and anticipated minor 
increase in temperatures under climate change. Areas with existing annual high temperatures above 
90 °F have an extreme heat likelihood score of 5 (extremely likely) for both 2055 and 2100. Due to the 
anticipated temperature increase, areas that currently ( as of 2019 data) experience annual high 
temperatures of 85  to 90 °F are given extreme heat likelihood scores of 3 (possible) for 2055 and 4 
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(likely) for 2100. All assets fell within areas that measured at least 85 °F in the historical heat mapping 
data, so extreme heat likelihoods for areas measuring less than 85 °F were not developed for this 
analysis.  

?ЮΞЮΞЮΞ 9§ ÉEÄÖE 9EШÉ9§ÅEÉ 

Consequence scores are used to define the level of damage and inoperability that would be incurred 
by exposure of an asset to a particular hazard. In this framework, the severity of the threat is 
considered as binary, so an asset either is or is not impacted by a threat , and all of the same asset 
type within the footprint of threat are impacted to the same degree. These scores were developed 
heuristically with input from experts and stakeholders with deep knowledge of the infrastructure 
assets. Consequence scores were workshopped at a meeting with the Panel in February 2025 and 
later reviewed and confirmed  by members of the Panel. In the meeting, Panel members ranked the 
level of consequence as either  minimal (little or no impact to operations, little or no repair required), 
moderate (reduced operation, some repair or replacement needed), or significant (complete failure, 
inoperable for a long period, significant repair or total replacement needed). Participants used dot 
stickers to indicate their anticipated level of consequence between the three options on a chart listing 
asset type in the rows and threats  in the columns. Responses from the meeting are shown on Figure 
D-6. This expert input was translated from minimal, moderate, and significant into consequence 
scores of 1, 3, and 5, then averaged across the responses to develop consequence scores for each 
threat/asset pair  on a 1 to 5 scale. Definitions of the 1  to 5 consequence scores are shown in Table D-
9. The average scores for each broad asset category (slab-mounted equipment, building facilities, 
pipelines, tanks, dams and earthen reservoirs, outfalls and drains, and roads and bridges) were then 
converted to specific infrastructure asset  types to match the GIS threat and asset categories. This 
conversion was based on infrastructure and climate threat impact domain knowledge.  
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Figure D-6. Images from Panel input on qualitative consequences on different infrastructure to various hazards  during 
the February  3, 2025 workshop. Different color dots represent panel input on infrastructure vulnerability.  

Table D-9. Definitions of Each Numeric Consequence Score 

9§ ÉEÄÖE 9EҳÉ9§ÅE ?E[f fÑf§  

Ν  ŸНŔůƓċĦƣНƣŸНŸƓĲƖċƣŔŸŰƚНċŰĬоŸƖНŰŸНƖĲƓċŔƖНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲĬ 

Ξ ~ŔŰŔůċũНŔůƓċĦƣНƣŸНŸƓĲƖċƣŔŸŰƚНċŰĬоŸƖНƚŸůĲНƖĲƓċŔƖНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲĬ 

Ο ÅĲĬƨĦĲĬНŸƓĲƖċƣŔŸŰНċŰĬоŸƖНůĲċŰŔŰŊŉƨũНƖĲƓċŔƖНŸƖНƚŸůĲНƖĲƓũċĦĲůĲŰƣНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲĬ 

Π fŰŸƓĲƖċĤũĲНŉŸƖНċНƓĲƖŔŸĬНŸŉНƣŔůĲНċŰĬоŸƖНƚŔŊŰŔŉŔĦċŰƣНƖĲƓċŔƖНŸƖНƓċƖƣŔċũНƖĲƓũċĦĲůĲŰƣНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲĬ 

Ρ 9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНŉċŔũƨƖĲНċŰĬоŸƖНƣŸƣċũНƖĲƓũċĦĲůĲŰƣНŰĲĲĬĲĬ 

 

Table D-10 shows the final consequence scores disaggregated by threat and asset type. Each asset in 
the inventory is assigned to an asset type. If no assets of that type are exposed to a particular threat, 
the consequence score was not evaluated and is marked as N/A. General trends signify that drought is 
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a low-consequence threat to most of the infrastructure  types considered , with the exception that a n 
extreme drought may pose significant consequences to the functionality of wells, and reduced 
functionality  of earthen dams/reservoirs. Extreme heat is similarly low consequence for most of the 
infrastructure. On the higher -consequence side of the spectrum, permanent above-ground inundation 
from SLR poses significant consequences to the majority of infrastructure asset types. Wildfire is 
expected to cause high consequences for all except stormwater infrastructure, and other relatively  
high consequence events across most asset types are tsunami, hurricane, 100 -year flood, coastal 
erosion, and groundwater rise (SLR).  

Threat impact severity is implicitly included in the consequence scores, with no differentiation 
between the intensity of hazards. This simplification reflects the level of available information, both 
regarding the assets and threats, and provide s a straightforward way to differentiate the  risk scores. 
Severity is effectively a binary measure, so each asset either is or is not exposed to the threat, but 
there is no differentiation by, for example, the depth of flooding from one asset to another.  
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Table D-10. Consequence Scores for Specific Asset Types within the Various Water Systems for Impacts from Different Threats 

SYSTEM ASSET TYPE TSUNAMI  HURRICANE  
100-YR 
FLOOD 

SLR Ӎ 
ABOVE-

GROUND2 

SLR - 
GW3 

COASTAL 
EROSION 

WILDFIRE  
EXTREME 

HEAT 
MILD 

DROUGHT 
MODERATE 
DROUGHT 

EXTREME 
DROUGHT 

Wastewater 

Sewer Submersible Pump 2 2 2 4 3 4 2 1 1 1 1 

Sewer Treatment Plant 4 4 4 5 4 N/A4 4 2 1 1 1 

Sewer Pump Station 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 2 1 1 1 

Sewer Gravity Main 3 3 3 4 4 4 2 1 1 1 1 

Sewer Force Main 2 2 2 3 4 4 2 1 1 1 1 

Sewer Outfall 3 3 3 3 3 5 N/A4 1 N/A4 N/A4 N/A4 

Stormwater 

Stormwater Manhole 2 2 2 4 2 4 1 1 1 1 1 

Inlet/Outlet 4 4 4 5 3 5 1 1 1 1 1 

Other Structures 4 4 4 5 3 4 1 1 1 1 1 

Stormwater Conduits 4 4 4 5 3 4 2 1 1 1 1 

Water 

Wells 4 4 4 N/A4 N/A4 N/A4 4 2 2 3 4 

Water Mains 2 2 2 3 4 4 3 1 1 1 1 

Booster Pumps1 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 2 1 1 1 

Treatment Facilities1 4 4 4 N/A4 N/A4 N/A4 4 1 1 1 1 

Tanks1 4 4 4 5 3 4 4 2 1 1 1 

Dams/Earthen Reservoirs N/A4 N/A4 N/A4 N/A4 N/A4 N/A4 4 3 1 2 3 

Other 
Base Yards 4 4 N/A4 5 N/A4 N/A4 4 2 1 1 1 

Major Streets 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 1 1 1 1 

Notes:  

1) Not included in GIS mapping 

2) Includes Annual High-Wave Driven Flooding, Passive Flooding, Drainage Backflow, Drainage Failure 

3) Includes Groundwater Inundation, Emergency Groundwater 1-5ft, Emergent Groundwater <1ft 

4) N/A indicates no assets of this type are exposed to this threat. If a specific asset is not exposed to a threat, the risk score is equal to 0.  
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?ЮΞЮΞЮΟ ÅfÉuШÉ9§ÅEÉ 

The final risk scores result from multiply ing the likelihood scores for each threat by the consequence 
score of each asset type, then summing over all considered threat s for each asset. A risk score is 
calculated for each individual asset in the inventory,  excluding minor assets such as lateral pipelines,  
for a total of 233,802 assets. Each asset is assigned a likelihood score for each threat based on its 
location , as described in Section D.2.2.1. This likelihood score accounts for both the likelihood of the 
hazard itself as well as the exposure of the asset, as the likelihood of a threat will be 0 in locations 
that are not exposed to that threat. Each asset is also assigned a consequence score based on the type 
of asset, as described in Section D.2.2.2. For each threat, the risk score is a multiplication of the 
likelihood score ( 0 to 5) by the consequence score (1 to 5), obtaining a possible risk score as a subset 
of 0 to 25. The total risk score is the sum of risk scores for each threat. A snapshot of a subset of the 
threat and total risk scores for some high -risk hazards is shown on Figure D-7.  

 

Figure D-7. Risk scores of the highest risk assets, shown for a subset of individual threat s separately and total  

 

For most threats, any given asset is in a single footprint area, and therefore ha s a single likelihood 
associated with threat impact. However, the hurricane threat accounts for the possibility of multiple 
category storms, as well as the fact that the same area can be subject to multiple categories of 
hurricane. For the hurricane risk ca lculation, risk is calculated pair -wise for each category, having a 
changing likelihood score (and spatial extent) based on the category storm and the map of inundation 
runup. Because severity is considered binary, the consequence of a hurricane impact is not 
differentiated between categories. The final hurricane risk score is then an average of the hurricane 
risk score for a Category 1, 2, 3, and 4 storm.  

Asset Type

Tsunami 

Evac 

Zones

Hurricane 

Surge Cat 

2

100-yr 

Flood - VE

Coastal 

Erosion 1 

ft

Drought 

Risk - 

Medium

Annual High-

Wave Driven 

Flooding 1 FT

Ground Water 

Inundation 1 

FT

Extreme 

Heat

Fire Risk - 

High
Total Risk

Major Streets 20 12 12 25 0 25 20 5 16 103

Major Streets 20 12 0 25 5 25 20 5 16 101

Major Streets 20 12 12 25 0 25 20 5 16 101

Major Streets 20 12 12 25 0 25 20 5 16 101

Major Streets 20 12 12 25 0 25 20 5 16 100

Major Streets 20 12 12 25 0 25 20 5 16 98

Major Streets 20 0 0 25 0 25 20 5 16 95

Stormwater Conduits 20 12 12 20 5 25 15 5 8 94

Stormwater Conduits 20 12 12 20 5 25 15 5 8 94

Stormwater Conduits 20 12 12 20 5 25 15 5 8 94

Stormwater Conduits 20 12 12 20 5 25 15 5 8 94

Stormwater Conduits 20 12 12 20 5 25 15 5 8 94

Stormwater Conduits 20 12 12 20 5 25 15 5 8 94

Wells 20 12 0 0 0 25 25 6 0 94

Sewer PumpStation 20 0 0 20 5 25 20 10 16 94
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ÉE9Ñf§ Ш?ЮΟа Â ÅÑШΞаШ ? ÂÑ Ñf§ ШÂÅ§sE9ÑШ?EéEx§Â~E Ñ 

?ЮΟЮΝ c§ÑÉÂ§ÑШf?E Ñf[f9 Ñf§  
The hotspot identification process was designed to transition from the islandwide , automated risk 
screening of individual assets to a focused, manual assessment of high -priority geographic areas. 
This two -part approach allowed the project team to efficiently screen thousands of threat -asset pairs 
before developing a grouped list of priority areas in which to develop prioritized projects . These 
projects, once prioritized, support the implementation of a phased One Water Project List.  The final 
identification of hotspots is the result of integrating technical risk score mapping, reviews and 
information from previous planning efforts , and expert input from the  One Water Panel. 

?ЮΟЮΝЮΝ ÅfÉuШÉ9ÅEE f ]ШÅEÉÖxÑÉ 

Following the completion of the automated risk scoring process for more than 233,000 infrastructure 
assets, each asset was categorized into one of five risk levels based on its total score . Note that risk 
scores for all assets ranged from 3 to 103. As shown in Table D-11, these categoriesӎVery Low Risk, 
Low Risk, At Risk, High Risk, and Very High Riskӎallow for a clear breakdown of vulnerability across 
the ŉƏŞĀťġӧƏ assets. 

Table D-11. Risk Screening Results  

 VERY LOW RISK LOW RISK  AT RISK HIGH RISK  
VERY HIGH 

RISK 

Risk Score <35 36т45 46т60 61т70 >70 

# Assets 150K 60K 15K 4K 1K 

% of Assets 66% 26% 6% 1.5% 0.5% 

Once an asset was labeled, it was assigned a color to support the visual identification of clusters via 
mapping. This color -coding was used to produce the islandwide  Water Infrastructure Risk Score 
Map, shown on Figure D-8. 
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Figure D-8. Islandwide  Water Infrastructure Risk Score Map, with ᴆVery Low Riskᴇ excluded for clarity
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The first workflow utiliz ed the quantitative results of the infrastructure risk screening to identify 
geographical clusters of high -risk infrastructure . The following steps were used to identify  hotspots:  

1. Identifying Critical Assets:  Using the mapping tool, areas containing at least  one "Very High Risk" 
asset (indicated in red)  were identified . These assets represent the top 0.5 percent  of all screened 
assets, with total risk scores exceeding 70.  

2. Cluster Analysis:  Nearby "High Risk" (orange, scores 61 to 70) and "At Risk" (yellow, scores 46 to 
60) assets where then identified to find geographic groupings of risk . 

3. Community Integration:  Nearby community assets were identified to understand the broader 
impact of infrastructure failure in those locations.  This information was used in the 
documentation of hotspot profiles  and is related to content identified in the review of known areas 
of concern.  

4. Boundary Delineation:  Approximate preliminary boundaries for hotspots were drawn to 
encompass these grouped infrastructure and community assets . This information was used in the 
documentation of hotspot profiles.  

The second workflow, the review of known areas of concern, was initiated  in parallel  to the 
infrastructure risk screening workflow . 

?ЮΟЮΝЮΞ u §ì Ш ÅE ÉШ§[Ш9§ 9EÅ  

Known areas of concern build from past and existing planning efforts including previous stakeholder 
engagement to provide important context to understand and elevate known issues in communities 
across the island. Information used to identify known areas of concern included contents of the 
Regional Summaries for all eight Regional Planning Districts  provided in Plan Appendix C and 
summarized in Plan Section 4, as well as meetings and workshops with key City staff. This 
information includes  and extends beyond infrastructure assets and supports the identification of 
hotspots.  

The use and analysis of this information included  the following steps and supported a more 
comprehensive understanding of risks in combination with the infrastructure risk screening:  

1. Data Review and Documentation:  Information from previous planning documents, especially 
those that included past engagement efforts , such as Climate Ready Oᾶahu (CRO), and existing 
studies were reviewed and synthesized into Regional Summaries for each Regional Planning 
District. The information provided contextual data as identified in  Table D-12 to understand 
known issues at regional and ahupuaᾶa scales. 
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Table D-12. Information Used in Identifying Known Areas of Concern 

ÅE]f§  xҳÉÖ~~ Åòҳ[fEx? f [§Å~ Ñf§ ҳf 9xÖ?E? 

ÑőƖĲċƣƚо§ƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚ 
fŰĦũƨĬĲƚНŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰНŸŰНƣőĲНťŔŰĬƚНŸŉНĦũŔůċƣĲНőċǍċƖĬƚНůŸƚƣНŸŉƣĲŰНĲǂƓĲƖŔĲŰĦĲĬНċŰĬН
ƽőċƣНŸƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚНƣőĲƖĲНůŔŊőƣНĤĲНƣŸНƓƖŸƻŔĬĲНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНĤĲŰĲŉŔƣƚНŔŰНċĬĬƖĲƚƚŔŰŊН
ƣőĲƚĲНőċǍċƖĬƚ 

ÂƖŔŸƖНÅĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚ 
ÂċƚƣНƓũċŰƚНƓƖŸƻŔĬĲНƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚНŉŸƖНĬŔŉŉĲƖĲŰƣНƖĲŊŔŸŰƚНƣőċƣНƖĲŉũĲĦƣНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃН
ċŰĬНŊĲŰĲƖċũНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНŰĲĲĬƚ 

9ƨƖƖĲŰƣН9ŔƣǃНEŉŉŸƖƣƚНƣŸН?ċƣĲ 
fŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰНƓƖŸƻŔĬĲĬНĤǃН9ŔƣǃНƚƣċŉŉНŸŰНĦƨƖƖĲŰƣНƓũċŰƚЯНƚƣƨĬŔĲƚЯНċŰĬНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲН
ƓƖŸŢĲĦƣƚНƣőċƣНċƖĲНƓũċŰŰĲĬНŸƖНƨŰĬĲƖƽċǃ 

uĲǃН9ŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНéċũƨĲƚ 
cŔŊőũŔŊőƣĲĬНĬŸĦƨůĲŰƣĲĬНƻċũƨĲƚНƚƣċƣĲůĲŰƣƚНċƖŸƨŰĬНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНŰĲĲĬƚНċŰĬН
ƖĲũċƣŔŸŰƚőŔƓƚНƽŔƣőŔŰНƣőĲНƽċƣĲƖƚőĲĬƚ 

ÂũċĦĲƚНŸŉНŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣ 
9ŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНċƚƚĲƣƚНƚƨĦőНċƚНƚĦőŸŸũƚЯНőŸƚƓŔƣċũƚЯНċŰĬНƓƨĤũŔĦНƚċŉĲƣǃНċŊĲŰĦŔĲƚЮНÑőŔƚНċũƚŸН
ŔŰĦũƨĬĲƚНĦƨũƣƨƖċũНƓũċĦĲƚНŸŉНŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣНƚƨĦőНċƚНƽĲƣũċŰĬƚЯНőĲŔċƨЯНċƖĲċƚНŉŸƖНũŸᾶŔНťċũŸЯНċŰĬН
ŉŔƚőƓŸŰĬƚНŔĬĲŰƣŔŉŔĲĬНŉŸƖНũŸĦċũНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣŔĲƚЮ 

ÉƓĲĦŔŉŔĦНxŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚ 
fĬĲŰƣŔŉŔĲĬНũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚЯНĲƚƓĲĦŔċũũǃНƚƣƖĲċůƚНċŰĬНƖŸċĬƚЯНƽőĲƖĲНƓċƚƣНőċǍċƖĬƚНőċƻĲН
ŸĦĦƨƖƖĲĬЯНƚƨĦőНċƚНũŸĦċũŔǍĲĬНŉũŸŸĬŔŰŊ 

ᾶ0ŔŰċНċŰĬНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲН9ŸŰĦĲƖŰƚ 
fŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰНŸŰНĲǂŔƚƣŔŰŊНŔƚƚƨĲƚНŉŸƖНũŸĦċũНƚƣƖĲċůƚЯНŊƖŸƨŰĬƽċƣĲƖЯНƽċƣĲƖĤŸĬŔĲƚЯНċŰĬН
ŰĲċƖƚőŸƖĲНƽċƣĲƖƚЯНċƚНƽĲũũНċƚНťŰŸƽŰНŔƚƚƨĲƚНŉŸƖНƽċƣĲƖЯНƽċƚƣĲƽċƣĲƖЯНċŰĬНƚƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН
ŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНċŰĬНƖŸċĬƚ 

 

2. Working Group Meetings : Several meetings were held with City staff to discuss the findings from 
the Regional Planning District Summaries and to address the following two key questions:  

¶ Are there any existing projects that  should be consider ed for existing adaptive capacity and/or 
potential adaptation projects?  

¶ Are any areas missing that have known concerns ( e.g., neighborhood , important roadway , key 
facility) ? 

These working group meetings also included a recap of the previously identified issues that were 
shared during the initial kickoff workshop for the Plan (see  Figure D-9). 
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Figure D-9. Images from OWH Plan Kickoff Workshop on May 23, 2024, identifying potential issues and projects for 
North Shore. 

 

Input on these two questions was received and incorporated into a list of existing projects and known 
areas of concern specific to each region.  

3. Panel  Validation:  Panel meetings were used to discuss the results of these working group 
meetings and to provide additional opportunities  for collective comment and discussion on known 
issues. This part of the process helps enable a collective ƝťġħƋƏƘĀťġŉťĿҳŭľҳƈŭƘħťƘŉĀŞҳӤņŭƘƏƈŭƘƏӥҳ
across the island . The Panel provided direct input on the Regional Summaries, confirmed known 
concerns, and reviewed existing projects.  

Information from this process was used to support characterization of potential hotspot areas  and 
supported the identification and refinement of an initial list of hotspot profiles .  

?ЮΟЮΝЮΟ c§ÑÉÂ§ÑШf?E Ñf[f9 Ñf§ ШÅEÉÖxÑÉ 

Following the two -part workflow of infrastructure  risk mapping and known areas of concern , all 
gathered information was incorporated into hotspot profiles , which are included in Plan Appendix F. 
New hotspots were added as needed to represent specific areas of concern identified by the Panel 
that were not  captured by automated mapping alone . A total of 92 hotspots were identified across the 
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island of Oᾶahu. The primary purpose of these hotspots was to designate potential areas where future 
climate adaptation projects could be located. It is important to distinguish the role of hotspots within 
the One Water Honolulu framework:   

¶ Hotspots are Not Projects:  The identification of a hotspot does not automatically constitute a 
planned project; rather, it identifies a geographic area of concern.  

¶ Scale of Intervention:  A single hotspot may contain the potential for multiple individual projects, 
or conversely, a hotspot may not lead to any recommended projects for the final One Water 
Projects List . 

¶ Naming Conventions:  The names assigned to hotspots were used purely for location 
identification and spatial cues; they do not have a direct relationship to any potential project 
names that may be developed later in the planning process.  

The identification of the 92 hotspots represents the conclusion of the spatial and regional risk 
assessment, but it is not the final step in the project planning process. These hotspots serve as the 
initial starting point for a subsequent prioritization phase.  Because the Plan aims to address a wide 
range of climate threats with limited resources, the identified hotspots underwent  a rigorous 
prioritization process to determine which areas may require the most immediate intervention. This 
prioritization phase evaluated hotspots based on a series of criteria . These criteria were used  to 
refine the original 92 hotspots into an initial set of locations from which to ideate a suite of actionable 
One Water Projects. Ultimately, a project list based on these hotspot locations supports directing 
investments toward areas with the highest potential for risk reduction and community benefit s. 

?ЮΟЮΞ c§ÑÉÂ§ÑШÂÅf§ÅfÑfü Ñf§  
The goal of hotspot prioritization is to reduce the 92 identified hotspots down to a reasonable number 
that can move forward into the project development stage  within this One Water planning effort . 
Hotspot prioritization is based on two parts : prioritization criteria and area classifications  (see area 
classifications first described in Plan Section 5.5 of the One Water Honolulu Plan). First, hotspot 
prioritization criteria and area classifications were assigned to each hotspot in parallel. Then, scores 
from the criteria were ranked and the highest priority hotspots were selected within each Regional 
Planning District. The final step was a check that the selected list represents each area classification 
and all climate risks, as identified in Plan Section 2.1.1.  

The definitions of  hotspot prioritization criteria and area classification are given in Table D-13. The 
prioritization criteria are used to understand how to rank the hotspots, giving them a numerical 
score. The purpose of the hotspot criteria is to guide which areas to focus on project  development  
first. These criteria are based on  City, local , and community issues  expressed in past planning and 
stakeholder engagement efforts .  
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The area classifications are used to categorize similar areas, as defined by their common 
characteristics. These classifications are focused on categorization, collectively being general enough 
to describe the entire island while being specific enough individually to provide easily replicable 
adaptation approaches within a given area classification. Each hotspot is categorized within a single 
area classification and is described further in Appendix  D.3.2.2.  

Table D-13. Hotspot Prioritization Criteria Versus Area Classification Definitions  

?ЮΟЮΞЮΝ c§ÑÉÂ§ÑШÂÅf§ÅfÑfü Ñf§ Ш9ÅfÑEÅf 

Hotspot prioritization criteria were selected through an iterative and collaborative process.  The 
purpose of the criteria was to elevate important characteristics identified by the City. The hotspots 
that meet the most criteria were ranked highest and prioritized for project development.  Each hotspot 
was evaluated for six criteria:  

¶ Known Flooding Issues 

¶ Known Water Quality Issue s 

¶ Vulnerability to 1 foot of Sea Level Rise 

¶ Vulnerability to 4 feet of Sea Level Rise  

¶ Area Identified Through Panel Experience 

¶ Impact to ᾶ0ina (Rural/Agricultural Land)  

The first two criteria represent existing water challenges: known flooding issues and known water 
quality issues. These criteria prioritize hotspots with existing climate impacts and present -day needs 
and are supported by information documented in the known areas of concern process . The second 
two criteria focus on anticipated climate impact s from two levels of SLR, 1 foot and 4 feet. The two 
levels are used to emphasize areas with near-term concerns (1 foot), as well as areas with longer-
term climate impacts (4 feet). The last two criteria are used to incorporate stakeholder input and  local 
and community issues. The fifth criterion gives an additional point to areas that are identified by the 
Panel as an area of particular concern. This criterion allows locations that do not fit particularly 
under the flooding and sea level rise focus of the earlier criteria but have concern due to vulnerable 

c§ÑÉÂ§ÑҳÂÅf§ÅfÑfü Ñf§ ҳ9ÅfÑEÅf ÅE ҳ9x ÉÉf[f9 Ñf§  

Å ÂƨƖƓŸƚĲаНÅċŰťНőŸƣƚƓŸƣƚНƽŔƣőŔŰНĲċĦőНƖĲŊŔŸŰНċŰĬН
ŊƨŔĬĲНƽőŔĦőНċƖĲċƚНƣŸНŉŸĦƨƚНŸŰНŉŔƖƚƣ 

Å ?ĲŉŔŰĲĬНĤǃаН9ŔƣǃНŔĬĲŰƣŔŉŔĲĬНũŸĦċũНċŰĬНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃН
ŔƚƚƨĲƚ 

Å [ŸĦƨƚаНÂƖĲŉĲƖĲŰĦĲбНĲũĲƻċƣĲƚНƚŔŰŊũĲНĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖŔƚƣŔĦН
ŸŉНċŰНċƖĲċНƣŸНĦŸůůƨŰŔĦċƣĲНŊƖĲċƣĲƖНƨƖŊĲŰĦǃ 

Å ÂƨƖƓŸƚĲаН9ċƣĲŊŸƖŔǍĲНċƖĲċƚНƣŸНůŸƖĲНĲċƚŔũǃНƖĲƓũŔĦċƣĲН
ċĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰНċƓƓƖŸċĦőĲƚНċĦƖŸƚƚНƣőĲНŔƚũċŰĬ 

Å ?ĲŉŔŰĲĬНĤǃаН9ŸůůŸŰНĦőċƖċĦƣĲƖŔƚƣŔĦƚ 
Å [ŸĦƨƚаН9ċƣĲŊŸƖŔǍċƣŔŸŰбНŊĲŰĲƖċũНĲŰŸƨŊőНƣŸНƓƖŸƻŔĬĲН
ĦŸƻĲƖċŊĲНŸŉНƣőĲНŔƚũċŰĬНĦŸũũĲĦƣŔƻĲũǃНƽőŔũĲНċũƚŸН
ƖĲƓƖĲƚĲŰƣŔŰŊНċНƖċŰŊĲНŸŉНĬŔƻĲƖƚĲНċƖĲċƚНċŰĬНƚƓĲĦŔŉŔĦН
ĲŰŸƨŊőНƣŸНƓƖŸƻŔĬĲНŊƨŔĬċŰĦĲНŸŰНċĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰНƚƣƖċƣĲŊǃН
ċƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣ 
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infrastructure , existing high climate risk , City investment priorities, or other reasons  as determined 
by the Panel. Finally, the last criterion assigns an additional point to locations with impact  to ᾶĒina, 
specifically for hotspots that primarily represent rural or agricultural land  as this reflects the cultural 
and ecological value of the land beyond urban development . This criterion reflects a concern that 
urban areas were over -represented in the initial list of hotspots and helps increase representation of  
communities with  lower density land uses.  

These six criteria are considered on a binary scale, with a 0 assigned if the criterion does not apply, 
and a 1 assigned if the criterion does apply. The prioritization score is a sum of the points from the six 
criteria. The criteria are weighted equally (unweighted), so a possible score is between 0 and 6.  

?ЮΟЮΞЮΞ ÅE Ш9x ÉÉf[f9 Ñf§ É 

Area classifications categorize the locations across Oᾶahu to represent the variety of different 
characteristics across the island . Locations within a given area classification exhibit similar 
characteristics such as level of development and population density. Locations within the same area 
classification can utilize similar adaptation strategies . Future projects in hotspots that are not 
prioritized in this Plan will benefit from the current project development by replicating adaptation 
strategies from within their area classification . In addition, this area classification is useful to select a 
wide variety of hotspots through the prioritization process.  This variety is enforced through a check 
after hotspot prioritization, so that at least one hotspot from each area classification is chosen. The 
six identified area classifications are:  

¶ Major Hubs & Economic Centers 

¶ Opportunities within Redevelopment & Growth  

¶ Mid-Density Communities  

¶ Country Towns and Rural Coastlin e 

¶ Major Linear Network Corridors  

¶ Recharge and Runoff Management Opportunities  

Each hotspot is categorized into one of these area classifications based on its primary land use and 
population density. Major hubs and economic centers include  ìĀŉŚŔŚŔҳ. Major linear network 
corridors include highways such as Kalanianaᾶole Highway and ~ĒŚĀņĀ Stream/Farrington Highway. 
Opportunities within redevelopment and growth include ~ĒƈƝťĀƈƝťĀ and Iwilei /Chinatown  within 
the Primary Urban Center. Recharge and runoff management opportunities represent less developed 
watershed areas such as Waipahu/Pouhala Marsh and Waimea Bay. Country towns and rural 
coastline include ÂƁŚĀᾶŔ Bay Street and ìĀŉŤĒťĀŞŭ, among many others. Finally, mid -density 
communities represent residential areas with populations between urban hubs and rural areas, 
focusing on hotspots within larger towns such as ᾶEwa Beach. While some hotspots could reasonably 
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be assigned to multiple area classifications, the primary classification was assigned with Panel input 
ƘŭҳƋħľŞħěƘҳƘņħҳŞŭěĀƘŉŭťӧƏҳƋħƈŞŉěĀęŉŞŉƘƸҳĀěƋŭƏƏҳƘņħҳŉƏŞĀťġҹ 

?ЮΟЮΞЮΟ c§ÑÉÂ§ÑШÂÅf§ÅfÑfü Ñf§ ШÅEÉÖxÑÉ 

The hotspot prioritization criteria were applied to the 92 identified hotspots, and scores were 
assigned. The highest score received was a 5 (out of 6), and those hotspots are deemed ӤVery Highӥ 

priority. Those with a score of 4 are considered ӤHighӥ priority, and 3 considered ӤMediumӥ priority. 
The highest priority hotspots were selected to move forward into project identification  and are listed 

in Table D-14. These 14 hotspots represent each of the planning regions: Central Oᾶahu, East 
Honolulu, ᾶEwa, Koᾶolau Loa, Koᾶolau Poko, North Shore, Primary Urban Center, and Waiᾶanae, with 

a geographic distribution that spans the island of Oᾶahu, shown on  

Figure D-10.  

The first step in ranking the scored hotspots was to separate them by Regional Planning District . The 
hotspots were ranked from highest priority (larger scores) to lowest priority (smaller scores). From 
each planning district, the highest priority hotspot, or hotspots if two were tied, were selected. 
Separating by planning district results in a geogr aphic spread across Oᾶahu. After this step, the list of 
hotspots was checked to represent each area classification, and the highest priority hotspot from any 
missing area classification was added to the list. This process resulted in 13 selected priority 
hotspots, detailed in Table D-14 with their planning region, area classification, score from the 
prioritization criteria, and selection justification.  

In addition to those prioritized by score, OWH Panel input justified adding Iwilei /Chinatown to the 
priority hotspot list due to ongoing TOD planning and ongoing redevelopment projects that will inform 
private development guidelines. Table D-14 demonstrates that every planning region and area 
classification is represented, and the hotspots have prioritization scores ranging from 3 to 5. All 
hotspots that received a score of 5, or ӤVery High,ӥ are included in the final list.  

Five of the selected hotspots represent combinations of hotspots that are closely located and have 
similar prioritization and classification. Those hotspots are considered holistically moving forward 
and represent projects that will impact the whole area. Those five hotspots are Kalanianaᾶole 
Highway, Kamehameha Highway, uĒťħᾶohe, cĀŞħӦŉƲĀ, and ìĀŉŚŔŚŔ.  
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Table D-14. Selected Hotspots with Results from Hotspot Prioritization Process 

c§ÑÉÂ§Ñ 
Âx   f ]ҳ
ÅE]f§  

ÅE ҳ9x ÉÉf[f9 Ñf§  
ÂÅf§ÅfÑfü Ñf§ ҳ

É9§ÅE 
ÉExE9Ñf§ ҳ

sÖÉÑf[f9 Ñf§  

ìċŔƓċőƨоÂŸƨőċũċН
~ċƖƚő 

9ĲŰƣƖċũН§ᾶċőƨ 
ÅĲĦőċƖŊĲНċŰĬНÅƨŰŸŉŉН

~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣН§ƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚ ΠНыcŔŊőь 
cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН

ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰ 

uċũċŰŔċŰċᾶŸũĲНcƽǃ EċƚƣНcŸŰŸũƨũƨ ~ċŢŸƖНxŔŰĲċƖН ĲƣƽŸƖťН9ŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ ΠНыcŔŊőь 
cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН

ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰН 

ÂƨƓƨНÉƣоÂƨƓƨНÂũ ᾶEƽċ ~ŔĬр?ĲŰƚŔƣǃН9ŸůůƨŰŔƣŔĲƚ ΟНы~ĲĬŔƨůь 
cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН

ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰ 

uċᾶċᾶċƽċоuċőċŰċ uŸᾶŸũċƨНxŸċ ~ċŢŸƖНxŔŰĲċƖН ĲƣƽŸƖťН9ŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ ΡНыéĲƖǃНcŔŊőь 
cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН
ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰНыƣŔĲĬь 

uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ 
uŸᾶŸũċƨНxŸċН
оuŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ 

Н~ċŢŸƖНxŔŰĲċƖН ĲƣƽŸƖťН
9ŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ ΡНыéĲƖǃНcŔŊőь 

cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН
ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰНыƣŔĲĬь 

uĝŰĲᾶŸőĲ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸН 
9ŸƨŰƣƖǃНÑŸƽŰƚНċŰĬНÅƨƖċũН

9ŸċƚƣũŔŰĲ ΠНыcŔŊőь 
cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН
ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰНыƣŔĲĬь 

ìċŔůĝŰċũŸ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸН 
9ŸƨŰƣƖǃНÑŸƽŰƚНċŰĬНÅƨƖċũН

9ŸċƚƣũŔŰĲ 
ΠНыcŔŊőь 

cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН
ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰНыƣŔĲĬь 

cċũĲћŔƽċ  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ 
9ŸƨŰƣƖǃНÑŸƽŰƚНċŰĬНÅƨƖċũН

9ŸċƚƣũŔŰĲ 
ΡНыéĲƖǃНcŔŊőь 

cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН
ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰНыƣŔĲĬь 

ìċŔůĲċН7ċǃоН
ÂƷƓƷťĲċ 

 ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ 
ÅĲĦőċƖŊĲНċŰĬНÅƨŰŸŉŉН

~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣН§ƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚ 
ΡНыéĲƖǃНcŔŊőь 

cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН
ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰНыƣŔĲĬь 

ìċŔťŞťŞН 
ÂƖŔůċƖǃНÖƖĤċŰН
9ĲŰƣĲƖ 

~ċŢŸƖНcƨĤƚНѼНEĦŸŰŸůŔĦН
9ĲŰƣĲƖƚ 

ΠНыcŔŊőь 
cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН
ŔŰНĦũċƚƚŔŉŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

~ĝƓƨŰċƓƨŰċ 
ÂƖŔůċƖǃНÖƖĤċŰН
9ĲŰƣĲƖ 

§ƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚНƽŔƣőŔŰН
ÅĲĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣНċŰĬН]ƖŸƽƣő 

ΡНыéĲƖǃНcŔŊőь 
cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН

ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰ 

fƽŔũĲŔо9őŔŰċƣŸƽŰ 
ÂƖŔůċƖǃНÖƖĤċŰН
9ĲŰƣĲƖ 

§ƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚНƽŔƣőŔŰН
ÅĲĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣНċŰĬН]ƖŸƽƣő ΠНыcŔŊőь 

?ƨĲНƣŸНĦƨƖƖĲŰƣНÑ§?Н
ƓũċŰŰŔŰŊНċŰĬН

ƖĲĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣƚН
ƣőċƣНƽŔũũНŔŰŉŸƖůНƓƖŔƻċƣĲН
ĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣНŊƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚ 

~ĝťċőċНÉƣƖĲċůоН
[ċƖƖŔŰŊƣŸŰНcƽǃ 

ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ~ċŢŸƖНxŔŰĲċƖН ĲƣƽŸƖťН9ŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ ΡНыéĲƖǃНcŔŊőь 
cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН
ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰНыƣŔĲĬь 

ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣƖĲĲƣН ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ 
9ŸƨŰƣƖǃНÑŸƽŰƚНċŰĬНÅƨƖċũН

9ŸċƚƣũŔŰĲ ΡНыéĲƖǃНcŔŊőь 
cŔŊőĲƚƣНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНőŸƣƚƓŸƣН
ŔŰНƖĲŊŔŸŰНыƣŔĲĬь 
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Figure D-10. Map of OԀahu with hotspots (small orange circles) and priority hotspots ( larger red circles )



ÂÂE ?fñШ?ШШ҇ШШ9xf~ ÑEШ ? ÂÑ Ñf§ Ш[Å ~Eì§Åu 
 

 

SEPTEMBER 2026  |  FINAL ONE WATER HONOLULU PLAN     |      D-36 

 

The 14 prioritized  hotspots additionally represent all  climate threats , with risk levels  shown in Table 
D-15. While preference was given to hotspots with anticipated sea level rise impacts and existing 
flooding or water quality issues, these hotspots  generally represent high climate risks from the array 
of climate hazards considered.  

Table D-15. Climate Threats for Each of the Prioritized Hotspots  
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ìċŔƓċőƨоÂŸƨőċũċН
~ċƖƚő 

fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΞНŉƣ 

ÂċƖƣŔċũН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

cŔŊőН
ÅŔƚť 

~ĲĬŔƨůН
ÅŔƚť 

9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EǂƣƖĲůĲНEƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

uċũċŰŔċŰċᾶŸũĲН
cƽǃ 

fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΝНŉƣ 

ÂċƖƣŔċũН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

~ĲĬŔƨůН
ÅŔƚť 

xŸƽНÅŔƚť 9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

ÂƨƓƨНÉƣоÂƨƓƨНÂũ 
fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΞНŉƣ 

ÂċƖƣŔċũН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

cŔŊőН
ÅŔƚť 

~ĲĬŔƨůН
ÅŔƚť 

9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

uċᾶċᾶċƽċоuċőċŰċ 
fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΝНŉƣ 

9ŸůƓũĲƣĲН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

xŸƽНÅŔƚť xŸƽНÅŔƚť 9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EǂƣƖĲůĲНEƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

uċůĲőċůĲőċН
cƽǃ 

fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΝНŉƣ 

ÂċƖƣŔċũН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

xŸƽНÅŔƚť xŸƽНÅŔƚť 9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EǂƣƖĲůĲНEƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

uĝŰĲᾶŸőĲ 
fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΞНŉƣ 

9ŸůƓũĲƣĲН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

xŸƽНÅŔƚť xŸƽНÅŔƚť 9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

ìċŔůĝŰċũŸ 
fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΠНŉƣ 

ÂċƖƣŔċũН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

xŸƽНÅŔƚť xŸƽНÅŔƚť 9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

cċũĲћŔƽċ 
fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΝНŉƣ 

9ŸůƓũĲƣĲН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

cŔŊőН
ÅŔƚť 

xŸƽНÅŔƚť ÂċƖƣŔċũНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

ìċŔůĲċН7ċǃоН
ÂƷƓƷťĲċ 

fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΝНŉƣ 

ÂċƖƣŔċũН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

~ĲĬŔƨůН
ÅŔƚť 

xŸƽНÅŔƚť ÂċƖƣŔċũНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

ìċŔťŞťŞН 
fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΞНŉƣ 

ÂċƖƣŔċũН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

xŸƽНÅŔƚť xŸƽНÅŔƚť 9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

~ĝƓƨŰċƓƨŰċ 
fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΝНŉƣ 

9ŸůƓũĲƣĲН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ xŸƽНÅŔƚť xŸƽНÅŔƚť 9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

fƽŔũĲŔо9őŔŰċƣŸƽŰ 
fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΠНŉƣ 

ÂċƖƣŔċũН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ xŸƽНÅŔƚť xŸƽНÅŔƚť 9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EǂƣƖĲůĲНEƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 

~ĝťċőċНÉƣƖĲċůоН
[ċƖƖŔŰŊƣŸŰНcƽǃ 

fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΝНŉƣ 

ÂċƖƣŔċũН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

cŔŊőН
ÅŔƚť 

~ĲĬŔƨůН
ÅŔƚť 

9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EƻċĦНüŸŰĲ 
ӂНΦΜН
ĬĲŊ 

ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣƖĲĲƣН 
fůƓċĦƣƚН
ċƣНΝНŉƣ 

ÂċƖƣŔċũН
fŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ 

cŔŊőН
ÅŔƚť 

~ĲĬŔƨůН
ÅŔƚť 9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНfŰƨŰĬċƣŔŸŰ EƻċĦНüŸŰĲ ӂНΦΜН҄[Н 
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?ЮΟЮΟ ÂÅ§sE9ÑШf?E Ñf[f9 Ñf§  
Once priority hotspots were identified, the next step in the Climate Change Adaptation Framework 
process was to ideate and identify potential projects within each hotspot. The prioritized projects 
resulting from this process are included in the One Water Plan as part of the One Water Project List  
(included in Plan Chapter 7) , have an accompanying factsheet that details key project information 
(Plan Appendix H), and are included in the Trigger Based Implementation Plan (Plan Appendix I). 
Project identification followed the steps shown on Figure D-11.  

 
Figure D-11. Six-step process of project identification  and prioritization  for each hotspot area.  

The first step to review hotspot information was prepared by the project  team and reviewed by the 
Panel. Steps 2Ӎ4 were primarily  carried out during a workshop with the Panel in January 2026. Initial 
starting points for each step were generated in preparation of the workshop and the n further refined 
in discussions with the Panel and City staff during a multi -day workshop.  The fifth  step, project 
identification, was executed during the workshop with both the project team and the Panel 
contributing project ideas based on identified needs and opportunities, as well as building from 
previous efforts or planning upcoming projects. Additional project information was developed by the 
project team in collaboration with Panel agency staff following the January workshop.  Steps 1Ӎ5 were 
completed  for each priority hotspot, and the identified projects were then prioritized in the sixth step . 
Each of the steps are detailed in the following sections.  



ÂÂE ?fñШ?ШШ҇ШШ9xf~ ÑEШ ? ÂÑ Ñf§ Ш[Å ~Eì§Åu 
 

 

SEPTEMBER 2026  |  FINAL ONE WATER HONOLULU PLAN     |      D-38 

 

?ЮΟЮΟЮΝ ÅEéfEìШc§ÑÉÂ§ÑШf [§Å~ Ñf§  

The first step in project identification was to review the hotspot information for each of the priority 
hotspots  described in Section 3.2.3. This step included a review of the previously developed hotspot 
profiles, which were created for each hotspot and organized by Regional Planning Districts. 
Reviewing the profiles included a review of the relevant infrastructure, climate threats, community 
issues, environmental issues, and existing project efforts  present in and around the hotspot . In 
addition, the Panel contributed further information on ongoing projects and context for the specific 
priority hotspot areas. An example portion of the hotspot profile for Iwilei is shown on Figure D-12. 
This profile includes a map of the risk scores for the infrastructure across Iwilei, lists of the key 
infrastructure and community assets, known areas of concern (e.g., such as specific streets or areas 
that flood), as well as relevant climate threats to the area. This information is summarized in each 
hotspot profile to get a general sense of what should be addressed by the following steps.  

 
Figure D-12. A portion of the hotspot profile for Iwilei , including a map of the risk score and list of the key assets and 
climate threats.  
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?ЮΟЮΟЮΞ 7Å f ÉÑ§Å~Ш]§ xÉШ[§ÅШÅE 

The second step in the process is to brainstorm goals for the specific hotspot areas. Based on the 
overarching pillars from Climate Ready Oᾶahu, goals were identified for each hotspot that prioritize 
people, ᾶĒina, and infrastructure. The key questions used to generate goals were:  

¶ People:  What are the goals for this area related to the people (e.g., residents, businesses, 
visitors)?  

¶ ᾶǔina: What are the goals for this area related to protecting our native ecosystems and stewarding 
ƘņħҳŉƏŞĀťġӧƏҳťĀƘƝƋĀŞҳƋħƏŭƝƋěħƏҳľŭƋҳľƝƘƝƋħҳĿħťħƋĀƘŉŭťƏӀ 

¶ Infrastructure:  What are the goals to upgrade and adapt our  infrastructure  to withstand current 
and future climate impacts?  

Initial goals were generated based on information from Regional Summaries, Hotspot Profiles  
(including known areas of concern), with feedback including changes and new goals generated during 
the Panel workshop. This process was started using the Iwilei hotspot as a pilot during a workshop 
held in October 2025. Ideas for goals were produced by in -person and virtual workshop attendees , as 
shown on Figure D-13.  

 
Figure D-13. The Panel brainstormed key goals for Iwilei from the October 2025 workshop. Images show in -person and 
virtual ideation boards.  
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These goals for the Iwilei  hotspot were summarized from the ideated goals in the October 2025 
workshop to the following based on input from Panel and L eadership Group  members:  

¶ Improve community access to multi -modal transport  

¶ Improve water supply and water quality  

¶ Improve drainage to reduce community flooding  

The development of goals for all other priority hotspots was conducted during the January 2026 
project development workshops.  

?ЮΟЮΟЮΟ f?E Ñf[òШ ? ÂÑ Ñf§ ШÉÑÅ ÑE]fEÉ 

The next step in the project identification process was to identify relevant adaptation strategies. First, 
this step require d a review of the list of climate hazards and assets at risk in the hotspot area. A 
review of the key goals generated in the previous step is also important to steer the adaptation 
strategies toward addressing potential needs and issues of the particular hotspot.  

A large menu of approximately  100 adaptation strategy options was developed for this Plan drawing 
on previous planning efforts including the Climate Resilient Design Guidelines  (CCH 2024a), Multi -
Hazard Pre-Disaster Mitigation Plan  (CCH, 2021), Hawaiᾶi Department of Transportation (HDOT)  
Climate Action Plan  (HDOT, 2021), Climate Ready Oᾶahu (CCH, 2024b), the Sand Island Facilities Plan  
(Carollo, 2025), and the Koᾶolau Poko Readiness Review (Brown and Caldwell , 2025). These 
adaptation strategies are organized by relevance for climate hazards as well as asset type and can be 
found in Attachment  D.1. This menu of adaptation strategies was reviewed to identify the most 
relevant strategies that could address the combination of climate hazards and assets at risk, keeping 
in mind the local constraints and issues identified in the hotspot profile. As an example, the identified 
potential adaptation strategies for Iwilei are shown in  Table D-16. As shown, most of the identified 
adaptation strategies are focused on flood mitigation appropriate for a dense, urban area given the 
characteristics of the Iwilei hotspot  and the identified goal , ӤfŤƈƋŭưħҳġƋĀŉťĀĿħҳƘŭҳƋħġƝěħҳěŭŤŤƝťŉƘƸҳ
flooding .ӥҳ 
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Table D-16. Adaptation Strategies Identified as Relevant for the Iwilei Hotspot Based on Infrastructure and Climate Risks 

ÑòÂE ? ÂÑ Ñf§ ҳÉÑÅ ÑE]ò 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 
fŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲНŸƖНÖƓƚŔǍĲНÂĲƖŔůĲƣĲƖН[ũŸŸĬƽċũũƚНŸƖНxĲƻĲĲƚНыĲЮŊЮЯНĤċƖƖŔĲƖНƖċŔũŔŰŊЯНƖċŔƚĲĬ ŉĲċƣƨƖĲЯН
ĲċƖƣőĲŰНũĲƻĲĲЯНƖċŔƚĲĬНƖŸċĬƽċǃЯНƖċŔƚĲĬНƓċƣőƽċǃьЯНfŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊН§ƓĲƖċĤũĲН[ũŸŸĬН]ċƣĲƚ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ fŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲН]ƖŸƨŰĬƽċƣĲƖНÉĲĲƓċŊĲН7ċƖƖŔĲƖ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 
?ƖǃН[ũŸŸĬƓƖŸŸŉНƣőĲН7ƨŔũĬŔŰŊо ƚƚĲƣоÖƣŔũŔƣǃНыĲЮŊЮЯНƚĲċũНƽŔŰĬŸƽƚЯНĬŸŸƖƚЯНƻĲŰƣƚЯНĬƖċŔŰċŊĲ ƚǃƚƣĲůƚЯН
ůċŰőŸũĲƚь 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 
ìĲƣН[ũŸŸĬƓƖŸŸŉŔŰŊаНfŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲН[ũŸŸĬр?ċůċŊĲрÅĲƚŔƚƣċŰƣН~ċƣĲƖŔċũƚНыĲЮŊЮЯНĦŸŰĦƖĲƣĲЯНĤƖŔĦťЯ ƣŔũĲƚЯН
ũċƣĲǂНƓċŔŰƣЯНƓƖĲƚƚƨƖĲрƣƖĲċƣĲĬНƓũǃƽŸŸĬЯНĦĲůĲŰƣЯНŊũċƚƚьНċŰĬНfŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲН§ƓĲŰŔŰŊƚНŔŰ ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНŉŸƖНìċƣĲƖНEŊƖĲƚƚ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ fŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲН[ũŸŸĬоÉƨĤůĲƖƚŔĤũĲНÂƨůƓƚНŉŸƖНÉƨƖŉċĦĲНìċƣĲƖНŸƖН]ƖŸƨŰĬƽċƣĲƖ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ EũĲƻċƣĲН ĦĦĲƚƚНÅŸċĬНċŰĬН ƚƚŸĦŔċƣĲĬНÖƣŔũŔƣŔĲƚ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ EũĲƻċƣĲНÉŔƣĲН]ƖċĬĲ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ EũĲƻċƣĲН§ĦĦƨƓŔĲĬНÉƓċĦĲƚН ĤŸƻĲН[ũŸŸĬНEũĲƻċƣŔŸŰƚНыĲЮŊЮЯНƚĲĦŸŰĬНŉũŸŸƖь 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ÅċŔƚĲН7ƨŔũĬŔŰŊН]ƖŸƨŰĬН[ũŸŸƖНEũĲƻċƣŔŸŰ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ fůƓũĲůĲŰƣНxŸƽНfůƓċĦƣН?ĲƚŔŊŰНыxf?ьо]ƖĲĲŰНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣ ÉƣƖċƣĲŊŔĲƚ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ fŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲН7ċĦťƽċƣĲƖН[ũŸƽНÂƖĲƻĲŰƣŔŸŰН?ĲƻŔĦĲƚНыĲЮŊЮЯНƣŔĬċũНŊċƣĲƚЯНĦőĲĦťНƻċũƻĲƚь 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ÖƓƚŔǍĲНÂƨůƓŔŰŊН9ċƓċĦŔƣǃ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ÖƓƚŔǍĲНÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН?ƖċŔŰċŊĲН9ċƓċĦŔƣǃНŸƖНÉċŰŔƣċƖǃНÉĲƽĲƖН9ċƓċĦŔƣǃ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ fŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲН ċƣŔƻĲНéĲŊĲƣċƣŔŸŰ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ fŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲН9ŸƖƖŸƚŔŸŰНÅĲƚŔƚƣċŰƣН~ċƣĲƖŔċũƚНċŰĬН9ŸċƣŔŰŊƚ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ÅĲũŸĦċƣĲНŸƖН ĤċŰĬŸŰН[ċĦŔũŔƣǃ 

ÂũċŰƚНѼНÉƣƨĬŔĲƚ ÅĲŉŔŰĲН[ũŸŸĬНÅŔƚťН~ċƓƓŔŰŊНƣŸНĦĦŸƨŰƣНŉŸƖН9ũŔůċƣĲН9őċŰŊĲНċŰĬоŸƖНfŰĦƖĲċƚĲНÅĲƚŸũƨƣŔŸŰ 

ÂũċŰƚНѼНÉƣƨĬŔĲƚ ÉƣƨĬǃНƣŸНfŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲН ċƣŔƻĲНcċƽċŔŔċŰНÂƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚНŉŸƖНÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰƣН?ĲƚŔŊŰ 

Project types are categorized as either plans/studies, programs, or physical infrastructure:  

¶ Plans and studies  are formal, documented frameworks and strategies that outline how a 
utility/agency will prepare for, respond to, and recover from climate change impacts , or 
systematic analyses of a specific  condition  or opportunity to develop understanding, evaluate 
alternatives, and inform decisions, planning, or action.  

¶ Programs  are ongoing, organized activities or initiatives designed to enhance the resilience of 
water and wastewater services to climate change.  

¶ Physical infrastructure  captures t angible built modifications or enhancements to existing or 
planned infrastructure systems.  
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If a physical infrastructure project includes a preliminary planning phase, the project is categorized 
as infrastructure. If a plan is a standalone project or a precursor to multiple infrastructure projects, 
such as a drainage study, that project is categorized as plan/study . 

Note that  adaptation strategies are general approaches that could be applied to many different 
locations or infrastructure types, depending on the needs of a specific hotspot. The application of a 
general adaptation strategy to a specific location to meet a specific need  is the start of a project 
concept. Similar to area classifications, these general adaptation strategies promote the applicability 
of projects across different hotspot locations.  

?ЮΟЮΟЮΠ ]E EÅ ÑEШ§ EШì ÑEÅШÂÅ§sE9ÑШf?E É 

Using the generated short-list of adaptation strategies as a starting point, potential project ideas were 
identified for each of the hotspots. The goal of this step was to identify opportunities across current  
efforts , as well as to generate new project  ideas.  

To help guide the project identification process, the following criteria were developed by the Panel 
and project team to define a One Water Project as a project that :  

¶ Supports CRO strategies 

¶ Addresses one or more OWH objectives and aligns with the OWH mission and vision  

¶ Addresses climate risk(s)  

¶ Includes initial focus on City One Water infrastructure  

¶ Requires collaboration between two or more agencies  

One Water Project concepts were identified by the project team and the Panel during the January 
2026 workshops and generally fell into two categories:  

¶ Opportunities to Leverage Existing or Planned Efforts:  Project concepts in this category 
generally consist of projects already in a single City ĀĿħťěƸӧƏҳƈŉƈħŞŉťħҳƘņĀƘҳěŭƝŞġҳęħҳĀġŭƈƘħġҳĀƏҳĀҳ
One Water Project. Sometimes the planned project already encompassed all of the components of 
a One Water Project and sometimes planned projects were expanded to incorporate new 
collaborative or climate -focused elements to turn them into One Water Projects. These projects 
were typically put forward by the City agency that had already started planning the project and 
was discussed by the Panel to determine its appropriateness as a One Water Project.  

¶ New Project Ideas:  In situations where the goals for a hotspot were not addressed by already 
planned projects, the Panel and project team developed new project ideas to meet these goals. 
This process typically starts with consideration of a general adaptation strategy (as d iscussed in 
Section 3.3.3) with contributions of local expertise from the Panel to tailor that strategy to the 
specific needs of a hotspot.  
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Given the different ways project concepts were generated, the resulting list of project concepts 
contained a wide range of detail s, from concepts with fully developed feasibility studies already 
completed to brand new ideas resulting from in -person workshop discussions.  

For the Iwilei hotspot example, project ideas were generated both in  person and online during the 
October 2025 Panel meeting, with the results of the idea generation shown on Figure D-14. Ideas from 
the generation stage were consolidated by the consultant team to create a list of approximately 150 
potential projects across the 14 priority hotspots.  

 

Figure D-14. One Water Project  idea generation sticky note boards for the Iwilei hotspot from the October 2025 Panel 
meeting. 

?ЮΟЮΟЮΡ f?E Ñf[f9 Ñf§ Ш§[ШÂÅ§sE9ÑÉШ  ?ШÂÅ§sE9ÑШf [§Å~ Ñf§ Ш 

The fifth step in the process was to further develop the project  concepts and detail project 
information. Once the project ideas were generated, specific details were documented for each 
project as available. This helped support the creation and consolidation of ideas into one potential 
project list that was used as a basis for further project refinement and prioritization.  

Three important aspects of this process supported generating specific enough information to move 
forward with project prioritization. These aspects are identifying and understanding the scale of the 
project, the policies that are relevant to the geographic area or that may be necessary to precede an 
infrastructure project, and the collaboration framework key questions to identify stakeholders that 
would be involved in the project. The collaboration framework key questions include the following:  

¶ Who owns the project corridor/project site and surrounding sites?  

¶ What are potential project components?  
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¶ Who owns  or will own critical project infrastructure?  

¶ Who may design and build? 

¶ Who may operate and maintain?  

¶ Which other agencies will this project impact or benefit?  

¶ Are there existing  or planned City projects in the project vicinity? Are there existing similar City 
projects to learn from/replicate process?  

¶ Are there planned  or in-progress large private development projects in the vicinity?  

These collaboration framework questions are typically answered by the City agencies involved in a 
given project idea to clarify ownership and involvement in the proposed projects. These questions 
can be used to identify the core team for a given project moving forward and to understand whose 
input is necessary as a more detailed project c oncept is created.  

Initial project details were necessary to determine if the potential projects meet under the One Water 
Project  criteria , as well as to understand which timeline the project falls into (near -, mid-, or long-
term), and to get a sense of the potential resilience and community benefits. Known or possible 
project information was discussed with the Panel to document  the climate threats that could be 
addressed, the One Water assets that would be involved , and the OWH and CRO objectives that are 
supported. Finally, any anticipated challenges , additional considerations , general engineering 
feasibility, and concerns about public acceptance  that came up in discussions was documented for 
each project idea.  

After identifying this initial information for each project idea and then consolidating project ideas,  
approximately 100 projects remained to begin the project prioritization stage.  

?ЮΟЮΠ ÂÅ§sE9ÑШÂÅf§ÅfÑfü Ñf§  
The intention of project prioritization is to  identify the top projects to be prioritized for 
implementation from the initial list of project concepts . The prioritization goal for this Plan  was to 
select the top 50 (or so) projects from the initial list of approximately 100 project ideas that were 
generated during the January 2026 worksho p. These top 50 projects will be further developed and 
documented in factsheets to prepare them for future implementation. Project prioritization criteria 
were developed with Leadership Group  and Panel input from  workshops and Panel meetings and 
were applied by the consultant team.  

Project prioritization follows a three -step process, illustrated  on Figure D-15. The first step is to check 
that the project fits the One Water Project requirements , as described in Section 3.3.4 . If the project 
meets all five of the One Water criteria, it passes through the ӤYes/No Gateӥ to Step 2. Projects that 
ġŭťӧƘҳŤħħƘҳĀŞŞҳŭľҳƘņħƏħҳěƋŉƘħƋŉĀҳĀƋħҳġŭěƝŤħťƘħġҳƏħƈĀƋĀƘħŞƸҳľƋŭŤҳƘņħҳ§ťħҳìĀƘħƋҳProjects List as they 
may be appropriate for implementation outside of the One Water purview.  



ÂÂE ?fñШ?ШШ҇ШШ9xf~ ÑEШ ? ÂÑ Ñf§ Ш[Å ~Eì§Åu 
 

 

SEPTEMBER 2026  |  FINAL ONE WATER HONOLULU PLAN     |      D-45 

 

 
Figure D-15. Flow chart of the three -step process of project prioritization, with considerations for each step of the 
process. 

Step 2 of the prioritization process is to score projects using the prioritization criteria developed for 
this One Water Plan. The project score consists of four components: the Level of Resilience, the Scale 
of Impact , the Social Vulnerability Index , and additional Community Benefits . Each of these project 
score components are discussed in detail in the following sections . From this step, each project 
receives a score from 2 to 22 from the project team with verification from the Panel. The third step in 
project prioritization is to balance the diversity of projects that move forward to factsheet 
development. First, projects were separated by their implementation timeframe: near -term (within 
the next 10 years), mid-term (10 to 25 years), and long-term (25+ years). Once projects were separated 
by their anticipated timeframe, they were sorted from highest to lowest project prioritization score. 
The final One Water Project  list was developed by considering the project prioritization score as well 
as the presence of a project champion and finding an appropriate balance of projects by type, region, 
and area classification . This three-step process results in the prioritized list of approximately 50 
projects that move on to project development.  

?ЮΟЮΠЮΝ ÂÅ§sE9ÑШÂÅf§ÅfÑfü Ñf§ Ш9ÅfÑEÅf 

The project prioritization criteria include the One Water Project criteria, project prioritization scores, 
and project diversification.  

ONE WATER PROJECT CRITERIA 

Each of the One Water Project  criteria is a yes or no question, and the answer to all of the questions 
must be yes for the project move on to Step 2 and receive a project prioritization score . The One 
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Water Project criteria  were developed with  input from the Panel and are shown in Section D.3.3.4 and 
in Figure D-15.  

Most commonly, projects that do not pass through the One Water Project Yes/No Gate were 
determined to be single -agency projects that would not involve collaboration (funding, project 
development, and/or significant contributions) from another agency. In addition, projects that did not 
involve City One Water infrastructure were not moved forward for further consideration . The City 
One Water infrastructure includes water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure, as well as 
roads, streams/channels, beaches, and parks. Finally, projects were filtered out if they are to be led 
by a state agency or a private entity , as those would not be appropriate to include in  the City CIP or 
operational budgets . This filter largely identified projects that would be led by a state agencyӎHDOT 
or DLNR. Projects that did not meet all One Water Project criteria  are documented in Table D-24. 
These projects may still be valuable for individual City agencies to pursue or to collaborate on with 
state agencies. All projects that pass the One Water criteria move forward to be assigned a project 
prioritization score.  

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION SCORES 

The project prioritization scores include criteria for Level of Resilience, Scale of Impact , the Social 
Vulnerability Index , and additional Community Benefits . The total score that a project can receive is 
between 2 and 22 points. Projects were scored by the project team and scores were verified by the 
Panel. Final scores fell between 5 to 16 points for the One Water Projects.  

Level of Resilience captures the climate resilience potential of each project. Level of Resilience is 
scored from 1 to 5, with increasing resilience potential as the numeric score increases. Level of  
Resilience captures multiple dimensions: the averted losses, how many climate risks are reduced, 
and the permanence of the solution. Projects that score a 1 are temporary solutions that have minimal 
risk reduction from a single climate hazard. As the score increases  to 5, projects have long-term 
significant risk reduction from multiple climate hazards. Definitions for each level of resilience are 
documented in Table D-17, with an example project for each. For projects that fall between multiple 
categories, the amount of risk reduction is used to determine the resilience level score.  
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Table D-17. Definitions for Levels of Resilience Along With Example Projects for Each 

É9§ÅE  
ÅEÉfxfE 9Eҳ
xEéEx  

?E[f fÑf§   Eñ ~ÂxE  

Ν xŸƽ ÑĲůƓŸƖċƖǃНƚŸũƨƣŔŸŰНƣőċƣНƖĲĬƨĦĲƚНċНůŔŰŔůċũНċůŸƨŰƣНŸŉНƖŔƚťН
ŉƖŸůНċНƚŔŰŊũĲНĦũŔůċƣĲНőċǍċƖĬ 

ìċƣĲƖр9ŸŰƚĲƖƻŔŰŊНÉőŸƽĲƖƚ 

Ξ xŸƽо~ĲĬ 
ÑĲůƓŸƖċƖǃНƚŸũƨƣŔŸŰНƣőċƣНƖĲĬƨĦĲƚНċНůŸĬĲƖċƣĲНċůŸƨŰƣНŸŉН

ƖŔƚťНŉƖŸůНċНƚŔŰŊũĲНŸƖНůƨũƣŔƓũĲНĦũŔůċƣĲНőċǍċƖĬƚ 7ĲċĦőН ŸƨƖŔƚőůĲŰƣ 

Ο ~ĲĬ 
ÉĲůŔрƓĲƖůċŰĲŰƣНƚŸũƨƣŔŸŰНƣőċƣНƖĲĬƨĦĲƚНċНůŸĬĲƖċƣĲНċůŸƨŰƣН

ŸŉНƖŔƚťНŉƖŸůНċНƚŔŰŊũĲНŸƖНůƨũƣŔƓũĲНĦũŔůċƣĲНőċǍċƖĬƚ 
?ŔƓНÑċŰťƚНŉŸƖНìŔũĬŉŔƖĲН
ÉƨƓƓƖĲƚƚŔŸŰ 

Π ~ĲĬоcŔŊő 
xŸŰŊрƣĲƖůНƚŸũƨƣŔŸŰНƣőċƣНƖĲĬƨĦĲƚНċНƚŔŊŰŔŉŔĦċŰƣНċůŸƨŰƣНŸŉН

ƖŔƚťНŉƖŸůНċНƚŔŰŊũĲНĦũŔůċƣĲНőċǍċƖĬ 
xŔƻŔŰŊНxĲƻĲĲ 

Ρ cŔŊő 
xŸŰŊрƣĲƖůНƚŸũƨƣŔŸŰНƣőċƣНƖĲĬƨĦĲƚНċНƚŔŊŰŔŉŔĦċŰƣНċůŸƨŰƣНŸŉН

ƖŔƚťНŉƖŸůНůƨũƣŔƓũĲНĦũŔůċƣĲНőċǍċƖĬƚ 
xŔŰĲċƖНÂċƖťНċũŸŰŊНuċƓĝũċůċН

9ċŰċũ 

For physical infrastructure or programmatic projects, the resilience score relates to the actual risk 
reduction that can be anticipated from that project. For plans and studies, the resilience benefit 
depends on the projects that the study enables ; for example, a legal study on managed retreat 
receives a resilience score of 5 (High) for the long-term permanence of managed retreat itself and the 
significant risk reduction from multiple hazards that managed retreat would provide. For Area 
Adaptation Plans and other broad planning efforts, the level of resilienc e score is 3 (Medium). 
Because many plans have unknown outcomes, this score reflects their potential contribution  without 
assuming too many benefits  in comparison to other projects.  

The second criterion in prioritization scores is the Scale of Impact . The Scale of Impact  is used to 
capture the spatial extent that a project will protect from the climate hazards. Shown in  Table D-18, 
the five scales of impact are defined as site/block, community, ahupua'a, moku, and islandwide , 
worth 1  to 5 points, respectively. This criterion gives priority to projects that have a wider scale of 
impact. This criterion implicitly prioritizes projects that may impact the  most people, as well as 
provide the  widest range of ecological benefits. For example, improvements to an entire ahupua 'a 
watershed are prioritized over more localized stream restoration. While some improvements may be 
made on a specific site, such as expanding a wastewater treatment plant ( WWTP), the benefits would 
impact an entire community, so the project receives 2 points for the scale of impact, rather than the 
scale of the project itself.  
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Table D-18. Definitions for Scale of Impact Along With Example Projects for Each 

É9§ÅE  É9 xEҳ§[ҳf~Â 9Ñҳ?E[f fÑf§   Eñ ~ÂxE  

Ν ÉŔƣĲНŸƖН7ũŸĦť  ]ƖĲĲŰНÉƣƖĲĲƣƚ  

Ξ 9ŸůůƨŰŔƣǃ   ĲŔŊőĤŸƖőŸŸĬН[ũŸŸĬНÅĲĬƨĦƣŔŸŰ  

Ο őƨƓƨċᾶċНыìċƣĲƖƚőĲĬь  ~ċƨťċНìċƣĲƖƚőĲĬНfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣƚ  

Π ~ŸťƨНыÅĲŊŔŸŰь  9ŸċƚƣċũНÅŸċĬНÅċŔƚŔŰŊНÂƖŸŊƖċů  

Ρ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ  ~ċŰċŊĲĬНÅĲƣƖĲċƣ xĲŊċũНċŰĬНÂŸũŔĦǃНÉƣƨĬǃ 

The Oᾶahu Social Vulnerability Index (SoVI) score is the third contribution to the project prioritization 
score. The Oᾶahu SoVI index was developed by the Office of Climate Change, Sustainability and 
Resiliency (CCSR) specifically for the island of Oᾶahu and captures many dimensions of social 
vulnerability including exposure to hazards, socioeconomic status, household composition, minority 
status/language, and housing/transportation. The Oᾶahu SoVI ĀƏƏħƏƏħƏҳĀҳěŭŤŤƝťŉƘƸӧƏҳƏƝƏěħƈƘŉęŉŞŉƘƸҳ
to disasters in relation to their capacity to mitigate or adapt to these environmental shocks based on 
socioeconomic variables. Oᾶahu SoVI values have been assigned to each Census tract on Oᾶahu, from 
Very Low, Low, Medium to High , and Very High (CCH, 2019). The SoVI across Oᾶahu is shown on 
Figure D-16. These qualitative SoVI levels are assigned scores from 0 to 4, respectively. Depending on 
the location of a project, it is assigned the highest SoVI score in the area it benefits. For example, if a 
linear park would cross between High and Very High SoVI areas, it receives a score of 4 to 
acknowledge the project benefits to a Very High SoVI area. While some areas, such as North Shore, 
have a single SoVI value, denser urban areas, such as the Primary Urban Center (PUC), have much 
more spatial variation in the SoVI. To avoid inflating the scores of islandwide  projects, they are 
assigned a SoVI score of 2. This score balances the fact that they benefit areas with all SoVI indices, 
including, but not prioritizing, socially vulnerable populations and areas.  
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Figure D-16. Map of OԀahu with colors indicating the OԀahu SoVI for each Census tract.  
(Source: OԀahu Resilience Strategy, CCH (2019)) 

The final component of prioritization scores are the Community Benefits . Each project is assessed for 
its contribution to eight community benefits, described in Table D-19. If the project will certainly 
provide that benefit, as it is a key component or driver of the project, then the project scores a 1. If the 
criterion does not apply to the project, it receives a score of 0. If a project could incorporate the 
community benefit, but it is not a known component of  the project description, the project receives an 
ӤñҹӥҳÑņħҳӤñӥҳƏŉĿťŉľŉħƏҳƘņĀƘҳƘņŉƏҳęħťħľŉƘҳƏņŭƝŞġҳęħҳěŭťƏŉġħƋħġҳġƝƋŉťĿҳƈƋŭŗħěƘҳġħưħŞŭƈŤħťƘҳĀƏҳŉƘҳŉƏҳĀҳ
potential add -on benefit to the project, but it does not receive a point for this in the project  
prioritization  process as it is not certain to be realized. The total points available for the Community 
Benefits range from 0Ӎ8. The Community  Benefits include cultural benefits of protecting cultural sites 
and incorporating living and traditional Hawaiian practices, public safety benefits of reducing 
community flooding and increasing public awareness, ecological benefits of improving water quality 
and providing ecosystem restoration, and recreational benefits of improving public access to 
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community spaces and enhancing recreational spaces. Each of the  Community  Benefits is defined in 
Table D-19. 

 

Table D-19. Definitions of Each of the Eight Community Benefits With Example Projects for Each 

9§~~Ö fÑòҳ7E E[fÑ  ?E[f fÑf§   Eñ ~ÂxE  

ÂƖŸƣĲĦƣƚН9ƨũƣƨƖċũНÉŔƣĲƚ 

ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНƓƖŸƣĲĦƣƚНŸƖНƖĲƚƣŸƖĲƚНũŸѣŔНťċũŸЯНũŸťŸНŔѣċЯНőĲŔċƨЯН
ĤƨƖŔċũНƚŔƣĲƚЯНċŰĬоŸƖНcċƽċŔŔċŰНcŸůĲũċŰĬƚНŉƖŸůНĦũŔůċƣĲН
ŔůƓċĦƣƚЮН9ƨũƣƨƖċũНƚŔƣĲƚНċƖĲНŔĬĲŰƣŔŉŔĲĬНƨƚŔŰŊНƣőĲН§ᾶċőƨН
ᾶ0ŔŰċНfŰƻĲŰƣŸƖǃЮ ÉƣƖĲċůƚНċƖĲНċũƚŸНĦŸŰƚŔĬĲƖĲĬНĦƨũƣƨƖċũН
ƖĲƚŸƨƖĦĲƚЮНÑőĲƖĲŉŸƖĲЯНƚƣƖĲċůНƖĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰНŔƚНĦŸŰƚŔĬĲƖĲĬН

ƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŸŰНŉŸƖНċНĦƨũƣƨƖċũНƚŔƣĲНċƚƚĲƣЮ 

ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН9ċƓƣƨƖĲоÖƚĲН
ÖƓƚƣƖĲċůНŸŉН9ƨũƣƨƖċũНÉŔƣĲН

xŸĦċƣŔŸŰНыÅĲĬƨĦĲƚН[ũŸŸĬНÅŔƚťНċƣН
ÉŔƣĲь  

fŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲƚНxŔƻŔŰŊНċŰĬН
ÑƖċĬŔƣŔŸŰċũНcċƽċŔŔċŰН
ÂƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚ 

ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНƨƚĲƚНƣőĲНċőƨƓƨċᾶċНрĤċƚĲĬНƓũċŰŰŔŰŊНċƓƓƖŸċĦőЯН
ᾶċƨƽċŔНŉŸƖНƽċƣĲƖНĦċƓƣƨƖĲоĬŔƚƣƖŔĤƨƣŔŸŰЯНƽċƣĲƖН
ĦŸŰƚĲƖƻċƣŔŸŰЯНŰċƣƨƖċũНƚǃƚƣĲůƚНŉŸƖНƽċƣĲƖНƖĲƨƚĲН
ыċŊƖŔĦƨũƣƨƖċũНŸƖНĲĦŸũŸŊŔĦċũьЯНŰĲċƖƚőŸƖĲНĲĦŸũŸŊŔĦċũН

ůċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣЯНċŰĬоŸƖНũċŰĬНƨƚĲƚНƣőċƣНƚƨƓƓŸƖƣНƚĲċƚŸŰċũН
ƽċƣĲƖрŉũŸƽрĬƖŔƻĲŰНŔƖƖŔŊċƣŔŸŰЮНÂƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚНůċǃНŔŰĦũƨĬĲН
ũŸťŸНŔᾶċЯНũŸᾶŔНťċũŸЯНťċƓƨЯНċŰĬНƖĲƚƣŸƖŔŰŊНŰċƣŔƻĲНƻĲŊĲƣċƣŔŸŰЯН

ċůŸŰŊНŸƣőĲƖƚЮ  

xŸᾶŔНÅĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰ  

ÅĲĬƨĦĲƚН9ŸůůƨŰŔƣǃН
[ũŸŸĬŔŰŊ 

ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНƽŔũũНƖĲĬƨĦĲНŉũŸŸĬŔŰŊЯНĲƚƓĲĦŔċũũǃНŉƖŸůНŉƖĲƕƨĲŰƣЯН
ƚůċũũНĲƻĲŰƣƚНыĲЮŊЮЯНŰƨŔƚċŰĦĲНŉũŸŸĬŔŰŊьЯНŉŸƖНƖĲƚŔĬĲŰƣŔċũН
ċŰĬНĤƖŸċĬĲƖНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНƚƓċĦĲƚЮНÑőĲНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНůƨƚƣНŊŸН
ĤĲǃŸŰĬНƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŰŊНĦŸůƓŸŰĲŰƣƚНŸŉНƽċƣĲƖНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲН
ċŰĬНőċƻĲНĤĲŰĲŉŔƣƚНƣŸНőŸƨƚŔŰŊЯНĤƨƚŔŰĲƚƚĲƚЯНċŰĬоŸƖН

ƖŸċĬƽċǃƚЮ  

]ƖĲĲŰНÉƣƖĲĲƣƚ  

fŰĦƖĲċƚĲƚНÂƨĤũŔĦН ƽċƖĲŰĲƚƚ 
ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНőċƚНċНƚŔŊŰŔŉŔĦċŰƣНĬƖŔƻĲƖоĦŸůƓŸŰĲŰƣНŸŉНƓƨĤũŔĦН
ċƽċƖĲŰĲƚƚНċŰĬНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰЯНĤĲǃŸŰĬНƣǃƓŔĦċũНŸƨƣƖĲċĦőН

ŰĲĦĲƚƚċƖǃНŉŸƖНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣƚЮ  

ÅрΝНÅĲƨƚĲНċũŸŰŊНċНÉőċƖĲĬрÖƚĲН
ÂċƣőНƽŔƣőНEĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰċũНÉŔŊŰċŊĲ  

fůƓƖŸƻĲƚНìċƣĲƖНÄƨċũŔƣǃ 
ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНƽŔũũНŔůƓƖŸƻĲНƽċƣĲƖНƕƨċũŔƣǃНŸŉНƚƣƖĲċůƚЯНƚĲċН

ƽċƣĲƖЯНŊƖŸƨŰĬƽċƣĲƖЯНŸƖНĬƖŔŰťŔŰŊНƽċƣĲƖЮ  
ÉƣƖĲċůНÅĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰНѼН
ÅĲőċĤŔũŔƣċƣŔŸŰ  

ÂƖŸƻŔĬĲƚНEĦŸƚǃƚƣĲůН
ÅĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНŔŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲƚНŊƖĲĲŰНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНċŰĬНŰċƣŔƻĲН
ƓũċŰƣƚЯНƖĲƚƣŸƖĲƚНũċŰĬНŸƖНƽċƣĲƖНĲĦŸƚǃƚƣĲůƚНŔŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊН
ƖĲĲŉƚНċŰĬНƽĲƣũċŰĬƚЯНċŰĬоŸƖНƖĲůŸƻĲƚНƓŸũũƨƣċŰƣƚНŉƖŸůН

ƣőĲНĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣЮ  

ìĲƣũċŰĬНÅĲőċĤŔũŔƣċƣŔŸŰ  

fůƓƖŸƻĲƚНÂƨĤũŔĦН ĦĦĲƚƚНƣŸН
9ŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНÉƓċĦĲƚ 

ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНƽŔũũНĦƖĲċƣĲНċĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũНŸƖНĲŰőċŰĦĲĬНċĦĦĲƚƚНƣŸН
ƓċƖťƚЯНĤĲċĦőĲƚЯНŸƖНŸƣőĲƖНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНƚƓċĦĲƚЯНŸƖН
ƚƨƓƓŸƖƣНĦŸŰƣŔŰƨĲĬНċĦĦĲƚƚНĤǃНůŔŰŔůŔǍŔŰŊНĦũŔůċƣĲН
ŔůƓċĦƣƚНƣŸНƚŔŰŊũĲНƓŸŔŰƣƚНŸŉНĦŸŰŰĲĦƣŔŸŰНыĲЮŊЮЯНƣŸƽŰƚН

ƽŔƣőНŸŰĲНċĦĦĲƚƚНƖŸċĬьЮ 

 ĲƽоfůƓƖŸƻĲĬН7ĲċĦőН ĦĦĲƚƚ  

EŰőċŰĦĲƚНÅĲĦƖĲċƣŔŸŰċũН
ÉƓċĦĲƚ 

ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНĦƖĲċƣĲƚНċĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũНƖĲĦƖĲċƣŔŸŰċũНŸƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚН
ƣőƖŸƨŊőНůƨũƣŔрƨƚĲНƓċƣőƽċǃƚЯНĲǂƓċŰĬĲĬНƓċƖťƚЯНĤĲċĦőĲƚН
ŸƖНŸƓĲŰНƚƓċĦĲЯНŸƖНċĬĬĲĬНċůĲŰŔƣŔĲƚНƣŸНƖĲĦƖĲċƣŔŸŰċũН

ƚƓċĦĲƚЮ  

ÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰƣН9ŸƖƖŔĬŸƖНы ĬĬŔŰŊН
ÉőċƖĲĬрÖƚĲНxċŰĲНƣŸНEǂŔƚƣŔŰŊН

ÅŸċĬƽċǃь  

 

https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/2da5586093db48ba871bc509671ece8d
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/2da5586093db48ba871bc509671ece8d
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For physical infrastructure and programs, community benefit scores are based on the direct impacts 
they will have. For plans/studies, the community benefits are applied to areas where they will have a 
focus, or where impacts would be realized in future app lication of the plan. For example, a study 
focused on hydrogeological and environmental impact assessment, which would inform future 
stormwater infrastructure projects, receives points for increasing community flood protection and 
improving water quality, as these are central to stormwater management. That same study receives 
ĀťҳӤñӥҳľŭƋҳƈƋŭưŉġŉťĿҳħěŭƏƸƏƘħŤҳƋħƏƘŭƋĀƘŉŭťҺҳĀƏҳstream restoration would be a possible outcome but is 
not a core tenet of the study. Area Adaptation  Plans are awarded points for every component that they 
have the opportunity to address, which is often all the community benefits. This designation is 
because of the wide range of topics and goals that Area Adaptation Plans cover, reasonably 
addressing all of the community benefits.  

The cultural benefit criteria are informed by traditional Hawaiian practices. Cultural sites are defined 
as loᾶi kalo, loko iᾶa, ahupuaᾶa, heiau, burial sites, and Hawaiian Homelands . Any projects that 
protect these sites from climate impacts are given a point for cultural site protection. Natural 
resources are also considered cultural resources, so projects that restore streams or other natural 
resources receive this point. Living Ha waiian practices include restoration of these cultural sites or 
native vegetation, as well as practices using natural and traditional water capture and distribution. 
Projects that promote land use for seasonal water irrigation and promote water connectivity in the 
boundaries of ahupuaᾶa also receive a point for living and traditional Hawaiian practices. Green 
infrastructure projects receive an ӤXӥ for this criterion because the project needs to go beyond green 
infrastructure, but nature -based solutions provide more opportunity to incorporate traditional 
Hawaiian practices  than traditional gray infrastructure projects .  

The public safety benefit criteria are focused on reduced flooding in the community and increased 
public awareness. To obtain a point for th e community flood reduction  criterion, projects must go 
beyond flood protection for water infrastructure and provide reduced flooding in residential or 
business areas. This criterion is especially focused on frequent nuisance flooding, which is not 
captured as a climate risk, but al so applies to flood reduction in the community from a 100-year 
storm, SLR, and hurricanes. A point is awarded for increasing public awareness and education if a 
project explicitly incorporates public awareness beyond what is necessary for a standard 
infrastructure project. This criterion applies to the few pr ojects that are specifically focused on public 
outreach and engagement, but  it is a possibility to be incorporated into many more projects, which 
will be taken into account as possible benefits  in individual  project fact sheets.  

The ecological benefit criteria award points to prioritize nature -based solutions and methods that 
improve water quality and restore the ecosystem. Projects receive a point for water quality if they 
improve the quality of groundwater, sea water, streams, o r drinking water. This point can be given for 
grey or green infrastructure initiatives that have a water quality focus or benefit. Ecosystem 
restoration requires more of a low -impact design project, particularly green infrastructure and 
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nature -based solutions that are able to restore habitat, implement native plants, and/or restore open 
space in previously developed areas.  

The recreational benefits are awarded for increased public access to community spaces and 
enhanced recreational spaces. Increased access creates additional or enhanced access to community 
spaces, either through new or expanded roads/pathways or minimizing climate impacts to existing 
single points of connection. One example would be raising an access road that is the only way in/out 
of a town or beach and otherwise would flood during a storm. A point for enhanced recreational 
spaces requires new recreational  opportunities including multi -use paths, expanded parks, or new or 
improved amenities within parks such as showers, restrooms, or benches.  

Overall, the project prioritization criteria promote projects that reduce significant climate risk, impact 
a large spatial area, protect socially vulnerable communities, and provide multi ple benefits to the 
community.  

PROJECT DIVERSIFICATION 

The third step in project prioritization is to balance the diversity of projects that move forward to 
factsheet development. First, projects were separated by their implementation timeframe: near -term 
(within the next 10 years), mid-term (in 10 to 25 years), and long-term  (25+ years). Once projects were 
separated by their anticipated timeframe, they were sorted from highest to lowest project 
prioritization score.  The final One Water Project List was developed by considering the project 
prioritization score as well as the presence of a project champion and finding an appropriate balance 
of projects by type, region, and area classification, as described in the following list : 

¶ Project Champion : A project champion is a City agency that has agreed to lead a project and see 
it through completion. The total list was checked to determine and encourage the diversity of 
project champions. For near -term projects, the lead agencies confirmed their ownersh ip of the 
project and their role as a project champion. The agencies also contributed their priorities and 
upcoming projects that fit the One Water criteria. These identified priority projects were added to 
the near-term project list as they were new proje ct opportunities that were already championed 
by a lead agency. Projects without a strong lead agency commitment were either categorized as 
mid- or long-term projects or removed from the recommended project list. Mid - and long-term 
projects have a proposed champion, which is considered for diversity among City agencies, but 
does not require confirmation of project ownership to remain on the list.  

¶ Project Type : The project types are Plan/Study, Program, and Physical Infrastructure. To provide 
a balanced and comprehensive selection of projects , the project list intentionally incorporates a 
diverse mix of  physical  infrastructure, programs, and foundational plan s and studies . This 
balance between project types necessarily differs among timeframes, as plans/studies and 
programs are generally more near -term projects, while physical infrastructure tends to land in  
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the mid- and long-term  due to longer implementation timelines , so the balance is achieved over 
the total list of  recommended projects.  

¶ Region:  To spread projects geographically across Oᾶahu, the recommended project list was 
checked to confirm  that it has at least one project in each planning region. In addition to planning 
regions, project  information includes the congressional, legislative, and council districts and 
neighborhood board. Due to the large number of boards and districts, it is not feasible to 
represent each one, especially because priority hotspot locations do not cover all legislative 
districts or neighborhoods.  

¶ Area Classification:  To check that different land uses and development types are represented, 
and to promote replicability in future projects, the third prioritization step also included 
confirming  that at least one project falls within each area classification (as defined in Section 
D.3.2.2).  

The project diversification step is useful to curate a recommended project list that represents a wide 
range of project types and geographies, as well as to receive support  from City agencies. While lead 
and supporting agencies are identified in project ideation, the diversification stage or project 
prioritization  is the main opportunity for representatives from each agency to confirm their 
ownership over particular projects  and to check that the number of projects recommended for each 
agency to lead is reasonable. In addition, this stage is an important opportunity to prioritize important  
precursor projects  that will enable the implementation of other recommended projects . While  
creating balance between infrastructure, plans/studies and programs, this step allows the project 
team to check that studies necessary to inform later -stage projects pass through the prioritization 
stage. The results of the project prioritization process are shown in the next section , including the 
recommended One Water Honolulu Project List.   

?ЮΟЮΠЮΞ ÂÅ§sE9ÑШÂÅf§ÅfÑfü Ñf§ ШÅEÉÖxÑÉ 

Overall, project prioritization scores of all of the approximately 100 projects that met One Water 
Honolulu Project criteria and thus were carried forward to the second step of project prioritization 
fall between 5 and 16, with the distribution of total scores shown on Figure D-17. The recommended 
One Water Project List generally includes projects  with prioritization  scores of 10 and above, with 
some lower -scored projects included due to the presence of strong project champions  or other 
project balancing considerations .  
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Figure D-17. Spread of project prioritization scores across all ~100 project ideas  that met One Water Project criteria . 
Note that the possible prioritization scores are from 2  to 22, and all One Water Projects included in this Plan  fell 
between 5 and 16. 

From the diversification step, the considerations were included  to create balance along each 
dimension:  

¶ Timeframe : The final One Water Honolulu  Project List  is skewed toward near -term projects, with 
24 near-term, 16 mid-term, and 9 long-term projects for a total of 49 projects. This emphasis on 
near-term projects reflects a focus on upcoming and anticipated work, while recognizing that the 
near-term time frame of the next 10 years still captures a significant amount of time to reaso nably 
implement projects, particularly for plans and studies.  The distribution of recommended projects 
by timeframe is shown in Figure D-18.  
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Figure D-18. Pie chart showing projects by timeframe.  

¶ Project Champion:  Sorting the projects based solely on prioritization scores yielded an 
unreasonable number of projects to be led by the Department of Facility Maintenance (DFM), so 
the diversification step  prioritized projects led by other agencies, particularly BWS and 
Department of Environmental Services (ENV). The final balance of recommended projects still 
represents a large number of DFM-led projects , but when considering the number of projects that 
each agency is supporting, there is a relative balance between the infrastructure -owning City 
agencies and many projects among planning agencies. The final number of near-term 
recommended projects that are led or supported by each City agency is shown on Figure D-19. As 
a confirmed project champion was not a requirement for mid - and long-term projects, those 
projects were not explicitly balanced by project champion.  

Near - Term , 24

Mid - Term , 16

Long - Term , 9
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Figure D-19. Count of the 24 near-term projects that are led or supported by each City agency.  

¶ Project Type:  During the project diversification  step, the project team  elevated a few programs to 
the recommended list , because they were missing from the list when sorting by prioritization 
score alone. The final balance is about two -thirds physical infrastructure to one -third 
plans/studies and programs, as shown on Figure D-20Error! Reference source not found.   

 

 
Figure D-20. Pie chart showing the portion of project types among the 49 recommended projects.  
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¶ Region:  Based on scores alone, no projects located in the Koᾶolau Loa planning region made the 
recommended list . This is largely because Koᾶolau Loa had fewer One Water Projects due to the 
state highway and state park leading to many state -led projects in  the region and the overall lower 
amount of CCH-owned One Water infrastructure present in the region . In addition, there was an 
over-emphasis on projects in Koᾶolau Poko. During the diversification step, the project team  
elevated a lower -scored project from Koᾶolau Loa and consolidated or removed several  projects 
from Koᾶolau Poko. The final spread of the projects list has the largest representation of PUC, 
Islandwide , Koᾶolau Poko, and Waiᾶanae, as shown on Figure D-21. The large representation in 
PUC reflects ongoing projects and development in that area. The proportion of islandwide  
projects reflects studies and planning efforts that aim to benefit the entire island.  

 
Figure D-21. Pie chart showing the 49 projects by their region, with the number of projects per region as shown  

In addition to the planning regions, projects are distributed among the Congressional Districts  (Figure 
D-22), Legislative Districts  (Figure D-23), Council Districts  (Figure D-24), and Neighborhood Boards  
(Figure D-25). Excluding islandwide  projects, the number of projects in each district is shown in its 
respective figure.  
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Figure D-22. Pie chart showing distribution of projects across  both Congressional Districts (district number)  

 
Figure D-23. Distribution of projects across  represented  Legislative Districts (district number)  
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Figure D-24. Distribution of projects across all Council Districts (district number)  

 

 
Figure D-25. Distribution of projects across represented Neighborhood Boards, with count of project s for each 
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¶ Area Classification:  With the diversification across regions, the recommended project list 
naturally achieved diversity in area classification, so no additional balancing was necessary for  
this metric . Country Towns and Rural Coastline makes up the largest individual classification , 
with representation of all six classifications (and islandwide ). The final balance in area 
classification is shown on Figure D-26. 

 

Figure D-26. Pie chart showing the distribution of the 49 projects by area classification  

Before project prioritization, approximately 150 projects came out of the project ideation phase. After 
applying the One Water Project criteria, approximately 100 One Water Projects remained on the list. 
The project diversification  step of the prioritization process resulted in 49 recommended One Water 
Projects, including 11  new projects  that  were added to the list resulting from  near-term project 
champion discussions. The results of project prioritization are below for near -term, mid -term, and 
long-term projects in Table D-20, Table D-21, and Table D-22, respectively.  Each table shows project 
region and type, as well as the overarching criteria scores and total prioritization score.  Each project 
included in these tables is considered part of the  recommended One Water Project List and has an 
accompanying factsheet (included in Plan Appendix H) that includes project details such as:  

¶ Project Concept Name 

¶ General Description  

¶ Timeframe  

¶ Champion Agency (for near-term projects)/Potential Champion (for mid -and long-term projects)  

¶ Potential Partnerships  
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¶ Adaptation Strategy Type 

¶ Location of Project  

¶ Congressional District  

¶ Council District  

¶ Legislative District  

¶ Neighborhood Board  

¶ Oᾶahu SoVI 

¶ Infrastructure Assets at Risk  

¶ Community Assets at Risk 

¶ Climate Resilience 

¶ Project Components  

¶ Adaptation Strategies Applied  

¶ Community Benefits  

¶ Hotspot Goals 

¶ OWH Objectives 

¶ CRO Strategies 

¶ Potential Challenges and Additional Considerations  

¶ Expected Timeline & Triggers 

¶ Planning Level Cost 

The rest of the One Water Projects are included on a lower priority One Water Project list, which can 
be drawn from in future planning efforts . This list includes the projects that were removed due to 
redundancy with other efforts  or other balancing considerations during the diversification step . 
Within project balancing, projects were removed due to lack of support from City agencies, lack of 
alignment with current City priorities, or overlap with projects that remained on the recommended 
project  list. The projects are listed by region first and lead agency second. All of these projects require 
cross-agency collaboration, per the One Water classification  criteria . The lower priority projects are 
listed in Table D-23, sorted by their prioritization score.  

Projects that did not pass the One Water Project criteria are shown in Table D -24, along with a reason 
for why they did not fit the criteria. These projects are sorted by the lead agency so that they can be 
easily passed, identified , and potentially implemented by individual City agencies outside of the One 
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Water process . Finally, state- or federal -led projects do not fit on the City One Water Projects List as 
they are not City projects. These state and federal projects are documented in Table D-25.  
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Table D-20. Recommended Near-Term One Water Honolulu Projects  (24)1 

f?ҳӇ ÂÅ§sE9ÑҳÑfÑxE ÅE]f§  ÂÅ§sE9ÑҳÑòÂE 
ÂÅ§sE9Ñ 
ҳ9c ~Âf§  

9§~~Ö fÑòҳ 
7E E[fÑÉҳ
É9§ÅE 

É§éfҳÉ9§ÅEҳ 
É9 xEҳ§[ҳ
f~Â 9Ñҳ
É9§ÅE 

ÅEÉfxfE 9Eҳ
É9§ÅE 

Ñ§Ñ xҳÉ9§ÅE 

ΟΟ ~ċŰċŊĲĬНÅĲƣƖĲċƣНxĲŊċũНċŰĬНÂŸũŔĦǃНfŰƻĲƚƣŔŊċƣŔŸŰНÉƣƨĬǃ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?ÂÂ Ξ Ξ Ρ Ρ ΝΠ 

ΟΜ ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖНÖƣŔũŔƣǃН[ĲĲ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂƖŸŊƖċů ?[~ Ο Ξ Ρ Ο ΝΟ 

ΟΡ ÅŸċĬНÅċŔƚŔŰŊНÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?ÑÉо??9 Ν Ξ Ρ Π ΝΞ 

ΝΣΡ ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН~ċƚƣĲƖНÂũċŰ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?[~ Ξ Ξ Ρ Ο ΝΞ 

ΝΜΦ ]ƖĲĲŰНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ?[~ Ξ Ξ Ρ Ο ΝΞ 

ΝΡΜ EǂƓċŰĬНÑŔĬċũН]ƖŸƨŰĬƽċƣĲƖНìĲũũН~ŸŰŔƣŸƖŔŰŊН ĲƣƽŸƖť fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ 7ìÉ Ξ Π Π Ξ ΝΞ 

ΟΦ §ŰƚŔƣĲНÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣНfŰĦĲŰƣŔƻĲƚ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂƖŸŊƖċů ?[~ Ο Ξ Ρ Ν ΝΝ 

ΠΝ 7ĲċĦőНÉőŸƽĲƖН Â?EÉН9ŸůƓũŔċŰĦĲНfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣƚ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ?[~ Ξ Ξ Ρ Ν ΝΜ 

ΝΣΦ EǂƓċŰĬН ŸŰрÂŸƣċĤũĲНìċƣĲƖНƣŸНxċƖŊĲНÂċƖťƚНċŰĬНìċƣĲƖНxŸƚƚН9ŸŰƣƖŸũ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ?ÂÅо??9о7ìÉ Ν Ξ Ρ Ξ ΝΜ 

ΝΤΞ 9ŸƨŰƣƖǃНÑŸƽŰНÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰƣНÉŔĬĲƽċũťНѼНÂċƣőНfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣƚНŉŸƖНÖŰŔůƓƖŸƻĲĬН
ÅŸċĬƽċǃƚ 

fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ?ÑÉ Ξ Ξ Ν Ξ Τ 

ΤΡ ìċŔůĝŰċũŸНEŉŉũƨĲŰƣНÅрΝНÅĲƨƚĲН[ĲċƚŔĤŔũŔƣǃ ÉƣƨĬǃ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ E é Ν Ο Ο Ο ΝΜ 

ΝΜΝ fƽŔũĲŔН ƖĲċН ĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰ ÂÖ9 ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?ÂÂо?[~о99ÉÅ Τ Π Ξ Ο ΝΣ 

ΝΞΞ ĬċƓƣНìċŔťŞťŞНÂőċƚĲНΞ ÂÖ9 ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?ÂÂ Τ Ξ Ξ Ο ΝΠ 

ΝΝΡ ~ĝƓƨŰċƓƨŰċН ƖĲċН ĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰ ÂÖ9 ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?ÂÂо?[~о99ÉÅ Τ Ξ Ξ Ο ΝΠ 

ΝΞΟ ũċНìċŔНìċƣĲƖƚőĲĬНfŰƣĲŊƖċƣĲĬНÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣ ÂÖ9 fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ??9 Π Ν Ο Ο ΝΝ 

ΝΜΣ ÅĲƨƚĲНÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНŉŸƖНÅĲĬĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣН ƖĲċƚ ÂÖ9 ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ 7ìÉ Ν Ο Π Ξ ΝΜ 

ΝΣΞ   ÉE?НÅĲŊƨũċƣŸƖǃНÅĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣƚНŉŸƖНÅĲƨƚĲ ÂÖ9 fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 7ìÉ Ν Ο Ξ Ξ Υ 

ΝΤΜ ÖŰŔƻĲƖƚŔƣǃН ƻĲŰƨĲНÖƖĤċŰН9ŸůƓũĲƣĲНÉƣƖĲĲƣƚН?ĲƓċƻŔŰŊНċŰĬН]ƖĲĲŰНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ÂÖ9 fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ?ÑÉо??9о?[~ Ξ Ξ Ν Ξ Τ 

ΝΡΡ ũċНìċŔН]ŸũŉН9ŸƨƖƚĲН ŸŰрÂŸƣċĤũĲНfƖƖŔŊċƣŔŸŰНÉƣƨĬǃ ÂÖ9 ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ 7ìÉ Ν Ν Ν Ξ Ρ 

ΝΣΟ  ƨƨċŰƨНÅĲƚĲƖƻŸŔƖНcǃĬƖŸН~ċŰċŊĲĬН ƕƨŔŉĲƖНÅĲĦőċƖŊĲ ÂÖ9 fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 7ìÉ Μ Ξ Ξ Ν Ρ 

ΝΣΥ ÅĲƨƚĲНċŰĬНÂŸƣċĤũĲНìċƣĲƖНÉĲƖƻŔĦĲƚНŉŸƖНìőŔƣůŸƖĲН ŊƖŔĦƨũƣƨƖĲ 9ĲŰƣƖċũН§ᾶċőƨ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 7ìÉоE éН Μ Ο Ξ Ξ Τ 

ΝΣΤ 9ĲŰƣƖċũН§ᾶċőƨНìċƣĲƖНÅĲĦǃĦũŔŰŊН[ċĦŔũŔƣŔĲƚЯ ~ŔũŔũċŰŔ 9ĲŰƣƖċũН§ᾶċőƨ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ 7ìÉоE éН Μ Ξ Ξ Ξ Σ 

ΝΣΠ ÂŸƣċĤũĲНÅĲƨƚĲНÂŔũŸƣНcŸŰŸƨũŔƨũŔ ᾶEƽċ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 7ìÉоE éо?§c Μ Ξ Ξ Ξ Σ 

ΝΞΦ ?ĲƻĲũŸƓН9ŸŸƓĲƖċƣŔƻĲН[ŔƖĲƚőĲĬНÂċƖƣŰĲƖƚőŔƓƚ ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 7ìÉ Ο Π Π Ξ ΝΟ 
DOH = Department of Health , DPP = Department of Planning and Permitting , DPR = Department of Parks and Recreation , DTS = Department of Transportation Services  

(1) Each project shows the region and type, as well as the overarching score contributions and total prioritization score.  
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Table D-21. Recommended Mid-Term One Water Honolulu Projects  (16)1 

f?ҳӇ ÂÅ§sE9Ñҳ  ~E ÅE]f§  ÂÅ§sE9ÑҳÑòÂE 
9§~~Ö fÑòҳ

7E E[fÑÉҳÉ9§ÅE 
É§éfҳÉ9§ÅEҳ 

É9 xEҳ
§[ҳ

f~Â 9Ñҳ
É9§ÅE 

ÅEÉfxfE 9Eҳ
É9§ÅE 

Ñ§Ñ xҳ
É9§ÅE 

ΝΣΣ ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣƚНŉƖŸůНƣőĲНfŰƣĲŊƖċƣĲĬНÂũċŰ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ Ñ7? Ñ7? Ñ7? Ñ7? Ñ7? 

ΦΞ cċũĲᾶŔƽċН ƖĲċН ĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰН  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ Υ Ο Ξ Ο ΝΣ 

ΦΜ ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖНÅĲƣĲŰƣŔŸŰЯНÅĲĦőċƖŊĲЯНċŰĬНÅĲƨƚĲНŔŰН~ċƨťċНxċŰĬƚ  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ρ Ο Ο Π ΝΡ 

ΣΠ 7ĲċĦőНÂċƖťНEƖŸƚŔŸŰНċŰĬН[ũŸŸĬНÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰĦĲ uŸᾶŸũċƨНxŸċ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Π Π Ο Ο ΝΠ 

ΡΟ 9ŸċƚƣċũН~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣНÂũċŰНŉŸƖНEƖŸƚŔŸŰНċŰĬН[ũŸŸĬŔŰŊ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ Τ Ξ Π Ξ ΝΡ 

ΤΜ uċőċƽċŔНÉƣƖĲċůНÅĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰНÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ Π Ο Ο Ξ ΝΞ 

ΣΥ ìċŔůĝŰċũŸНÅŸċĬƚН?ƖċŔŰċŊĲНÉƣƨĬǃНċŰĬНfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣƚ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ξ Ο Ο Ρ ΝΟ 

ΡΦ ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖНÅĲƣĲŰƣŔŸŰНċũŸŰŊНuċůŸᾶŸċũŔᾶŔНÉƣƖĲċů uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ο Μ Ο Π ΝΜ 

ΣΝ ~97cНÅрΝНÅĲĦǃĦũĲĬНìċƣĲƖНÖƓŊƖċĬĲ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ Ν Ξ Ο Ο Φ 

Φ ÉƣƖĲċůНÅĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰНѼНÅĲőċĤŔũŔƣċƣŔŸŰ EċƚƣНcŸŰŸũƨũƨ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Π Μ Ο Ο ΝΜ 

ΝΜΠ uċƓĝũċůċН9ċŰċũНxŔŰĲċƖНÂċƖť ÂÖ9 fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ρ Π Ξ Ρ ΝΣ 

ΝΜΞ ÂŔũŸƣН[ũŸŸĬċĤũĲНÉƓċĦĲƚ ÂÖ9 fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ρ Π Ξ Ο ΝΠ 

ΝΜΟ fƽŔũĲŔН?ƖċŔŰċŊĲНfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣƚ ÂÖ9 fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ρ Ο Ο Ο ΝΠ 

ΝΜΡ ÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰĦĲН9ŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚНċŰĬНÅŸċĬНÅċŔƚŔŰŊ ÂÖ9 fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Π Π Ν Ρ ΝΠ 

ΝΝΜ ~ĝƓƨŰċƓƨŰċН[ũŸŸĬНfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣƚ ÂÖ9 fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ν Ξ Ξ Ρ ΝΜ 

Π cŸŰŸƨũŔƨũŔНÅрΝН?ŔƚƣƖŔĤƨƣŔŸŰНÉǃƚƣĲůНEǂƓċŰƚŔŸŰ 9ĲŰƣƖċũН§ᾶċőƨ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ο Ο Ξ Ξ ΝΜ 
(1) Each project shows the region and type, as well as the overarching score contributions and total prioritization score.  
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Table D-22. Recommended Long-Term One Water Honolulu Projects  (9)1 

f?ҳӇ ÂÅ§sE9Ñҳ  ~E ÅE]f§  ÂÅ§sE9ÑҳÑòÂE 
9§~~Ö fÑòҳ
7E E[fÑÉҳ
É9§ÅE 

É§éfҳ
É9§ÅEҳ 

É9 xEҳ§[ҳ
f~Â 9Ñҳ
É9§ÅE 

ÅEÉfxfE 9Eҳ
É9§ÅE 

Ñ§Ñ xҳ
É9§ÅE 

ΣΤ ÉƣċƣĲН ŊƖŔĦƨũƣƨƖĲНìċƣĲƖНÉǃƚƣĲůН9ŸŰŰĲĦƣŔŸŰНƣŸН[ƨƣƨƖĲНÅрΝ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Μ Ο Ο Ο Φ 

ΣΜ ÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰĦĲН9ŸƖƖŔĬŸƖНċŰĬНÂĲĬĲƚƣƖŔċŰН ĦĦĲƚƚŔĤŔũŔƣǃНÉƣƨĬǃ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ξ Ν Ν Ο Τ 

Υ ÅĲŊŔŸŰċũНÉőŸƖĲũŔŰĲН ĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰ EċƚƣНcŸŰŸũƨũƨ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Π Μ Ξ Π ΝΜ 

ΞΣ xŸŰŊрƖċŰŊĲНÂŸƚƣрƖĲƣƖĲċƣНÉƣƨĬǃ ᾶEƽċ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ Ξ Ο Ξ Ν Υ 

ΝΦ ÅċŔƚĲН~ċŔŰН ƖƣĲƖŔċũƚН[ƨƖƣőĲƖНfŰũċŰĬ ᾶEƽċ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ξ Ο Ν Ρ ΝΝ 

ΝΠΡ ~ĝťċőċНÅŸċĬƚН?ƖċŔŰċŊĲНÉƣƨĬǃНċŰĬНfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣƚ ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ν Π Π Π ΝΟ 

ΝΠΝ ~ĝťċőċНÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ξ Π Ο Π ΝΟ 

ΝΟΜ fŰĦƖĲċƚĲН]ƖĲĲŰНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНċŰĬН]ƖĲĲŰНÉƓċĦĲ ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Ξ Ο Ο Ξ ΝΜ 

ΝΟΞ ?ƖǃН[ũŸŸĬНÂƖŸŸŉНcŔŊőНÅŔƚťН ƖĲċƚ ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ Μ Ο Π Ο ΝΜ 
(1) Each project shows the region and type, as well as the overarching score contributions and total prioritization score.  
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Table D-23. Remaining One Water Projects That Are Not Included in the Recommended Projects List 1 

f?ҳӇ ÂÅ§sE9Ñҳ  ~E ÅE]f§  c§ÑÉÂ§Ñ ÂÅ§sE9ÑҳÑòÂE 
ÂÅ§Â§ÉE?ҳ
xE ?ҳ
]E 9ò 

ÉÖÂÂ§ÅÑf ]ҳ ]E 9fEÉ 
ÂÅf§ÅfÑfü Ñf§ ҳ

É9§ÅE 

ΦΤ ÂƷƓƷťĲċНÉƓĲĦŔċũНfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣН?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣНҼН ƖĲċН ĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰ  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ ÂƷƓƷťĲċоìċŔůĲċН7ċǃ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?ÂÂ E éЯН?[~ЯН7ìÉЯН99ÉÅ ΝΣ 

ΣΞ ÉƣƨĬǃН§ƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚНŉŸƖНÉƣƖĲċůНÅĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uĝŰĲᾶŸőĲ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ 7ìÉ ?[~ ΝΡ 

Ν xŔƻŔŰŊНxĲƻĲĲНċƣНÂŸƨőċũċН~ċƖƚő 9ĲŰƣƖċũН§ᾶċőƨ ìċŔƓċőƨоÂŸƨőċũċН~ċƖƚő ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

99ÉÅ ?x ÅЯН?[~ ΝΠ 

ΣΡ ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣНċƣН§ũŸůċŰċН]ŸũŉНxŔŰťƚ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ ìċŔůĝŰċũŸ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

?[~ 7ìÉЯН?EÉ ΝΠ 

Ξ ÉƨĤƚƨƖŉċĦĲНÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖНÅĲƣĲŰƣŔŸŰНÂŔũŸƣНŔŰН~ċƨťċНÂċƖťƚНы9ċƓƣƨƖĲНѼНÖƚĲь 9ĲŰƣƖċũН§ᾶċőƨ ìċŔƓċőƨоÂŸƨőċũċН~ċƖƚő ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

?[~ ?ÂÅЯН7ìÉЯНE é ΝΟ 

ΡΤ ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖНÉƣŸƖċŊĲН7ĲƖůƚНċƖŸƨŰĬНcĲᾶĲŔċНìĲƣũċŰĬƚ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uĝŰĲᾶŸőĲ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

?[~ 99ÉÅЯН7ìÉ ΝΟ 

ΥΝ ÅĲƚƣŸƖĲНċŰĬНÅĲůĲĬŔċƣĲНìċŔőĲᾶĲНéċũũĲǃН ċƣƨƖĲНÂċƖť uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ 7ìÉ ?[~ЯН?ÂÅ ΝΟ 

ΝΟΠ ÂƖŸŊƖċůНŉŸƖНÂċƖƣŰĲƖƚőŔƓƚНƽŔƣőН9ƨũƣƨƖċũНÂƖċĦƣŔƣŔŸŰĲƖƚНŉŸƖН ĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰŰŔŰŊ ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣ ÂƖŸŊƖċů 99ÉÅ 7ìÉЯН?ÂÅ ΝΟ 

ΝΠΠ 9ƖĲċƣĲН[ũŸŸĬċĤũĲН ƖĲċНċƖŸƨŰĬН~ĝťċőċНÉƣƖĲċů ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ~ĝťċőċНÉƣƖĲċůо[ċƖƖŔŰŊƣŸŰН
cŔŊőƽċǃ 

ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

?[~ ?ÂÅ ΝΟ 

ΠΜ EǂƓũŸƖĲН[ĲċƚŔĤŔũŔƣǃНŸŉНÉƣċŰĬċƖĬНÉƣƖĲċůН7ƨŉŉĲƖН ƖĲċƚ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?[~ ?ÂÂ ΝΞ 

ΝΜΥ fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰНŸŉН ĲƽНċŰĬНÖƓƚŔǍĲĬНìċƣĲƖЯНìċƚƣĲƽċƣĲƖЯНÉìНÉǃƚƣĲů ÂÖ9 fƽŔũĲŔ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

7ìÉ c?§ÑЯНE éЯН?[~ЯНcE9§ ΝΞ 

ΝΡ 9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНċŰНŰċũǃƚŔƚНŸŉНĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНÅĲƣƖĲċƣН§ƓƣŔŸŰƚНŉŸƖНÂƨƓƨНÂũċĦĲ ᾶEƽċ   ÂƷƓƷНÉƣоÂƷƓƷНÂũ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ 99ÉÅ ?ÂÂ ΝΝ 

ΟΞ ?ĲƚŔŊŰН]ƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚНŉŸƖНxf?НċŰĬН]fНƣőċƣНÅĲŉũĲĦƣНƣőĲН9őċƖċĦƣĲƖНŸŉНƣőĲН9ŸůůƨŰŔƣǃ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?[~ 7ìÉЯН??9о?ÂÂ ΝΝ 

ΣΟ ÅĲůŸƻċũНŸŉНfŰƻċƚŔƻĲНÉƓĲĦŔĲƚо ũĤŔǍŔċНÑƖĲĲƚ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uĝŰĲᾶŸőĲ ÂƖŸŊƖċů 99ÉÅ 7ìÉ ΝΝ 

ΥΠ 9ŸůƓƖĲőĲŰƚŔƻĲНÉƣƖĲċůН~ċŔŰƣĲŰċŰĦĲНÂƖŸŊƖċůНŉŸƖНÂƖŔƻċƣĲН§ƽŰĲƖƚ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ ÂƖŸŊƖċů ?[~ 7ìÉ ΝΝ 

ΥΣ ÉƣƨĬǃНƣŸНfĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН[ũŸŸĬċĤũĲНÉƓċĦĲƚН uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?[~ 7ìÉЯН?ÂÅ ΝΝ 

ΝΟΟ 7ĲƖůНƖŸƨŰĬН§ƓĲŰНÉƓċĦĲНыìċŔᾶċŰċĲНEũĲůĲŰƣċƖǃь ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

?[~ 7ìÉЯН?ÂÅ ΝΝ 

Ο ]ƖĲĲŰНÉƣƖĲĲƣƚНѼН7ŔťĲНÂċƣőНтН[ċƖƖŔŰŊƣŸŰНcƽǃНċŰĬНxĲŸťƨНÉƣ 9ĲŰƣƖċũН§ᾶċőƨ ìċŔƓċőƨоÂŸƨőċũċН~ċƖƚő ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

?ÑÉ ?[~ЯНc?§Ñ ΝΜ 

Ρ ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖНÂƖĲрÑƖĲċƣůĲŰƣНfŰƚƣċũũċƣŔŸŰƚНыċƣН9ċƣĦőН7ċƚŔŰƚНċŰĬНŔŰНÉƣƖĲċůƚь 9ĲŰƣƖċũН§ᾶċőƨ ìċŔƓċőƨоÂŸƨőċũċН~ċƖƚő ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

?[~ c?§ÑЯН?ÑÉ ΝΜ 

ΝΝ ÉƨĤƚƨƖŉċĦĲНÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН9ċƓƣƨƖĲНѼНÖƚĲ EċƚƣНcŸŰŸũƨũƨ uċũċŰŔċŰċᾶŸũĲНcƽǃ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

?[~ 7ìÉЯН?ÂÅЯН99ÉÅ ΝΜ 

ΤΝ ?ƖċŔŰċŊĲНÉƣƨĬǃ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ ìċŔůĝŰċũŸ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?[~ ?ÑÉ ΝΜ 

ΤΠ fŰƻċƚŔƻĲНÉƓĲĦŔĲƚН~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣНÂƖŸŊƖċů uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ ìċŔůĝŰċũŸ ÂƖŸŊƖċů 99ÉÅ 7ìÉ ΝΜ 

ΥΞ 9ŸůƓƖĲőĲŰƚŔƻĲНEůĲƖŊĲŰƣН]ƖŸƨŰĬƽċƣĲƖН~ŔƣŔŊċƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰНċŰĬН9ŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣĲНƽŔƣőНÑƖĲĲНÂũċŰƣŔŰŊНƣŸН~ŔƣŔŊċƣĲН
cĲċƣ 

uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ 7ìÉ 99ÉÅЯН?[~ ΝΜ 

ΝΝΠ cǃĬƖŸŊĲŸũŸŊŔĦċũНċŰĬНEŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũНfůƓċĦƣН ƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣ ÂÖ9 ~ĝƓƨŰċƓƨŰċ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?[~ ?ÂÂЯН7ìÉ ΝΜ 

ΝΝΥ ?ƖċŔŰċŊĲН~ċƚƣĲƖНÂũċŰНыŔŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊН9ŸŰĬŔƣŔŸŰН ƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣь ÂÖ9 ìċŔťŞťŞН ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?[~ ?ÑÉ ΝΜ 
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f?ҳӇ ÂÅ§sE9Ñҳ  ~E ÅE]f§  c§ÑÉÂ§Ñ ÂÅ§sE9ÑҳÑòÂE 
ÂÅ§Â§ÉE?ҳ
xE ?ҳ
]E 9ò 

ÉÖÂÂ§ÅÑf ]ҳ ]E 9fEÉ 
ÂÅf§ÅfÑfü Ñf§ ҳ

É9§ÅE 

ΝΟΣ ìċƣĲƖН9ŸŰƚĲƖƻŔŰŊНÉőŸƽĲƖƚНċƣН9ŸůŉŸƖƣНÉƣċƣŔŸŰƚН ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

7ìÉ ?[~ ΝΜ 

Τ ]ƖŸƨŰĬƽċƣĲƖН9ŸŰƣċůŔŰċƣŔŸŰНÉƣƨĬǃ 9ĲŰƣƖċũН§ᾶċőƨ ìċŔƓċőƨоÂŸƨőċũċН~ċƖƚő ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ 7ìÉ ?ÂÅЯН??9ЯН?ÂÂ Φ 

ΞΡ ~ċťċŔНÉŔĬĲН?ƨŰĲНÅĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰНċŰĬН ċƣƨƖċũН7ƨŉŉĲƖƚ ᾶEƽċ ÂƷƓƷНÉƣоÂƷƓƷНÂũ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

99ÉÅ ?x ÅЯН?ÂÂ Φ 

ΟΥ §ŰĲНìċƣĲƖН9ŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНEŰŊċŊĲůĲŰƣНÂƖŸŊƖċů fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂƖŸŊƖċů 99ÉÅ 7ìÉЯН?[~ЯНE éЯН??9 Φ 

ΡΥ ?ƖǃоìĲƣН[ũŸŸĬƓƖŸŸŉŔŰŊНŸŉНũũН9ŔƣǃНƚƚĲƣƚ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uĝŰĲᾶŸőĲ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

??9 E éЯН7ìÉЯН?[~ Φ 

ΝΝΤ ìċŔťŞťŞНÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰĦĲН9ŸƖƖŔĬŸƖНÂƖŸŊƖċů ÂÖ9 ìċŔťŞťŞН ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

??9 E éЯН7ìÉНЯН?ÑÉЯН?ÂÂЯН?[~ Φ 

ΝΟΤ ũũН7ĲċĦőНÂċƖťƚаНÅĲƣőŔŰťŔŰŊНÑƖĲĲН]ƖŸƽƣő ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?ÂÅ 99ÉÅ Φ 

ΞΝ ?ƖċŔŰċŊĲН~ċƚƣĲƖНÂũċŰŰŔŰŊ ᾶEƽċ ÂƷƓƷНÉƣоÂƷƓƷНÂũ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ ?[~ ?ÑÉ Υ 

ΞΤ ĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰН[ŔŰċŰĦŔċũН ũƣĲƖŰċƣŔƻĲƚНÉƣƨĬǃ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÂƷƓƷНÉƣоÂƷƓƷНÂũ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ 99ÉÅ 7[É Υ 

ΡΠ ìċƣĲƖН9ŸŰƚĲƖƻċƣŔŸŰНÂŔũŸƣНÂƖŸŊƖċů uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uĝŰĲᾶŸőĲ ÂƖŸŊƖċů 7ìÉ 99ÉÅ Υ 

ΤΥ 9ƖĲċƣĲН[ũŸŸĬċĤũĲН ƖĲċНŔŰНcĲᾶĲŔċНÂŸŰĬ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

?[~ 7ìÉ Υ 

ΥΤ 9ĲƚƚƓŸŸũН9ŸŰƻĲƖƚŔŸŰНÂũċŰНыŔŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊНuċőċũƨƨН9ŸŰƻĲƖƚŔŸŰНÂŔũŸƣь uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ ÂũċŰоÉƣƨĬǃ E é ?x ÅЯН?§cН Υ 

ΝΝΦ ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖН9ċƓƣƨƖĲНċƣНÂċƖťНы ŔŰċőċƨНÑƖŔċŰŊũĲо[ŸƖƣН?ĲÅƨƚƚǃь ÂÖ9 ìċŔťŞťŞ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

?[~ ?ÂÅ Υ 

ΥΟ ÑƖĲĲНÂũċŰƣŔŰŊƚНƣŸН~ŔƣŔŊċƣĲНcĲċƣ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ ÂőǃƚŔĦċũН
fŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲ 

99ÉÅ ?ÂÅ Τ 

(1) These lower priority projects are sorted by prioritization score.  

BFS = Department of Budget and Fiscal Services 

DES = Department of Enterprise Services 

HECO = Hawaiian Electric Company  
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Table D-24. Projects That Do Not Meet the One Water Criteria, With Justification Why the Project is Not One Water, Sorted by the Lead Agency 

xE ?ҳ
]E 9ò 

ÂÅ§sE9Ñҳ  ~E ÅE]f§  c§ÑÉÂ§Ñ sÖÉÑf[f9 Ñf§ ӉÅE É§ ҳìcòҳfÑҳfÉҳ §Ñҳ§ Eҳì ÑEÅ 

ÂƖŔƻċƣĲ ÑƖċƚőНÅĲĬƨĦƣŔŸŰНÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲƚНċƣНuċƽċНÉƣƖĲċů uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uĝŰĲᾶŸőĲ ÑőŔƚНŔƚНƨŰĬĲƖНƓƖŔƻċƣĲНŸƽŰĲƖƚőŔƓЯНƚŸНŔƣНĬŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНƣőĲНĦƖŔƣĲƖŔŸŰНŸŉНĤĲŔŰŊНũĲĬНĤǃНċН9ŔƣǃНċŊĲŰĦǃЮН 

~ƨũƣŔƓũĲ EƻċũƨċƣĲНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲН ĲĲĬƚНŔŰНÉƨĤĬŔƻŔĬĲĬН[ŸƖůĲƖН?ŸũĲНÂƖŸƓĲƖƣǃ  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ cċũĲћŔƽċ ÑőŔƚНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНĬŸĲƚНŰŸƣНƓċƚƚНƣőĲН§ŰĲНìċƣĲƖНĦƖŔƣĲƖŔŸŰНŸŉНċĬĬƖĲƚƚŔŰŊНĲǂŔƚƣŔŰŊН§ìcНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲЮ 

7ìÉоE é EũĲƻċƣĲНċŰĬоŸƖНŉũŸŸĬƓƖŸŸŉН7ìÉНĤŸŸƚƣĲƖНƓƨůƓƚНċŰĬНE éНƓƨůƓНƚƣċƣŔŸŰƚНыEċƚƣНcŸŰŸũƨũƨрН
uċũċŰŔċŰċᾶŸũĲНcƽǃь 

EċƚƣНcŸŰŸũƨũƨ uċũċŰŔċŰċᾶŸũĲНcƽǃ ÑőŔƚНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНĬŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНƣőĲН§ŰĲНìċƣĲƖНĦƖŔƣĲƖŔŸŰНŸŉНĦŸũũċĤŸƖċƣŔŸŰНĤĲƣƽĲĲŰНůƨũƣŔƓũĲНċŊĲŰĦŔĲƚНĤĲĦċƨƚĲНƣőŔƚНŔƚН
ƣƽŸНƚĲƓċƖċƣĲНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣƚНŉŸƖНE éНċŰĬН7ìÉЮ 

7ìÉ [ũŸŸĬƓƖŸŸŉН7ìÉНìċŔőĲᾶĲНxŔŰĲН7ŸŸƚƣĲƖНÉƣċƣŔŸŰ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ 7ìÉНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

7ìÉ  ċƣŔƻĲНƓũċŰƣНŰƨƖƚĲƖǃН ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣ 7ìÉНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

7ìÉ ]ƖŸƨŰĬƽċƣĲƖН~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣН ƖĲċН?ĲƚŔŊŰċƣŔŸŰ ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣ 7ìÉНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

7ìÉ ìċƣĲƖƚőĲĬН[ĲŰĦĲНÅĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰНыƓƖĲƻĲŰƣНŔũũĲŊċũНċĦĦĲƚƚНƣŸНũċŰĬоĬŔƖƣНĤŔťĲƚНċŰĬНƨŰŊƨũċƣĲƚь ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ~ĝťċőċНÉƣƖĲċůо[ċƖƖŔŰŊƣŸŰН
cŔŊőƽċǃ 

7ìÉНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

99ÉÅ 9ũŔůċƣĲНĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰН9ŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНEĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНEŰŊċŊĲůĲŰƣНÂũċŰ ᾶEƽċ ÂƷƓƷНÉƣоÂƷƓƷНÂũ ÑőŔƚНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНĬŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНƣőĲН§ŰĲНìċƣĲƖНĦƖŔƣĲƖŔŸŰНŸŉНċĬĬƖĲƚƚŔŰŊН§ìcНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲЮН 

99ÉÅ EŰŊċŊĲůĲŰƣНÂƖŸŊƖċůНƽŔƣőНfŰĦĲŰƣŔƻĲƚ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ÑőŔƚНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНĬŸĲƚНŰŸƣНŉŔƣНƣőĲНĦƖŔƣĲƖŔċНŸŉНċĬĬƖĲƚƚŔŰŊНĲǂŔƚƣŔŰŊН§ìcНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНċŰĬНĬŸĲƚНŰŸƣНŰĲĦĲƚƚċƖŔũǃНŔŰĦũƨĬĲН
ĦŸũũċĤŸƖċƣŔŸŰНĤĲƣƽĲĲŰНůƨũƣŔƓũĲН9ŔƣǃНċŊĲŰĦŔĲƚЮ 

99ÉÅ 9ŸŸũНÅŸŸŉƚНŸŰНìċƖĲőŸƨƚĲƚ ÂÖ9 ~ĝƓƨŰċƓƨŰċ ÑőŔƚНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНĬŸĲƚНŰŸƣНċĬĬƖĲƚƚН§ìcНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲЮН 

99ÉÅ ÂũċŰНŉŸƖНfƽŔНuƨƓƨŰċНÅĲŔŰƣĲƖůĲŰƣН ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣ ?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНċĬĬƖĲƚƚН9ŔƣǃН§ŰĲНìċƣĲƖНċƚƚĲƣƚЮ 

?E~ 9ƖĲċƣĲоÖƓĬċƣĲНEůĲƖŊĲŰĦǃНÅĲƚƓŸŰƚĲНÂũċŰƚН ᾶEƽċ ÂƷƓƷНÉƣоÂƷƓƷНÂũ ÑőŔƚНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНĬŸĲƚНŰŸƣНċĬĬƖĲƚƚН§ìcНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲЮН 

?[~ ÅĲŊƨũċƖН~ċŔŰƣĲŰċŰĦĲНÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНŉŸƖНìċŔũƨƓĲЯНuƨũŔᾶŸƨᾶŸƨЯН ŔƨНéċũũĲǃНÉƣƖĲċůƚЯНfŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊН?ƖĲĬŊĲĬН
ÉċŰĬНÅĲƨƚĲ 

EċƚƣНcŸŰŸũƨũƨ uċũċŰŔċŰċᾶŸũĲНcƽǃ ?[~НƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

?[~ ÉƣŸƖůƽċƣĲƖНÂƨůƓŔŰŊНċŰĬН7ċĦťŉũŸƽНÂƖĲƻĲŰƣŔŸŰН ƣН§ƨƣŉċũũƚ ᾶEƽċ ÂƷƓƷНÉƣоÂƷƓƷНÂũ ?[~НƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

?[~ [ũŸƽНÂċƣőН~ċƓƓŔŰŊНŉŸƖН]ƖĲĲŰНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲН§ƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ?[~НƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

?[~ ÉƨĤůĲƖŊĲĬН§ƨƣŉċũũƚН ũƣĲƖŰċƣŔƻĲƚН ƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣНÂũċŰ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ?[~НƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

?[~ ?ĲƣĲŰƣŔŸŰН7ċƚŔŰоÂŸŰĬНċƣН7ċǃƻŔĲƽН]ŸũŉН9ŸƨƖƚĲН uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uĝŰĲᾶŸőĲ ÑőŔƚНŔƚНƨŰĬĲƖНƓƖŔƻċƣĲНŸƽŰĲƖƚőŔƓЯНƚŸНŔƣНĬŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНƣőĲНĦƖŔƣĲƖŔŸŰНŸŉНĤĲŔŰŊНũĲĬНĤǃНċН9ŔƣǃНċŊĲŰĦǃЮ 

?[~ ÉŸŔũН9ŸŰƚĲƖƻċƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰН?ĲƻĲũŸƓůĲŰƣНÉƨƓƓŸƖƣ  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ cċũĲћŔƽċ ?[~НƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

?[~ ÅĲŊƨũċƖН~ċŔŰƣĲŰċŰĦĲНÂƖŸŊƖċůНŉŸƖНìċŔůĲċНÅŔƻĲƖН§ƨƣũĲƣ  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ ÂƷƓƷťĲċоìċŔůĲċН7ċǃ ?[~НƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

?[~ ?ĲĤƖŔƚН~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣНfŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНÖƓŊƖċĬĲƚНċƣН~ŸċŰċũƨċНÉƣƖĲċůН ÂÖ9 ~ĝƓƨŰċƓƨŰċ ?[~НƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮН 

?[~ ÂƨůƓŔŰŊН~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣНÂũċŰ ÂÖ9 ìċŔťŞťŞН ?[~НƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

?[~ ÑƖċƚőНċŰĬН?ĲĤƖŔƚН~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣНÂƖŸŊƖċůНŉŸƖН ũċНìċŔН9ċŰċũ ÂÖ9 ìċŔťŞťŞ ?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНċНĦũŔůċƣĲНőċǍċƖĬЮ 

?ÂÂ ÉƣƨĬǃНŔŰƣŸНxĲŊċũНċŰĬНsƨƖŔƚĬŔĦƣŔŸŰċũНÄƨĲƚƣŔŸŰƚНŉŸƖН9ũŔůċƣĲН ĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰНÂƖŸŢĲĦƣƚНƨŰĬĲƖН~ƨũƣŔƓũĲН
ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН9ŔƣǃНŊĲŰĦŔĲƚ 

fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНċŰǃНĲǂŔƚƣŔŰŊН§ìcНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНŸƖНĦũŔůċƣĲНƖŔƚťНĬŔƖĲĦƣũǃЮН 

?ÂÂ ÉőŸƖĲũŔŰĲНcċƖĬĲŰŔŰŊНċŰĬНÉĲċƽċũũƚНы9ŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣŔŸŰНƽŔƣőН?x Åь ᾶEƽċ ÂƷƓƷНÉƣоÂƷƓƷНÂũ ?ÂÂНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 

?ÂÅ ÂŔũŸƣНÂƖŸŢĲĦƣƚНƣŸНÉƣƖĲċůũŔŰĲНÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰĦĲНÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНÂĲƖůŔƣƣŔŰŊНŸŰНcŔƚƣŸƖŔĦċũНxċŰĬ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ ?ÂÅНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣНŸƖНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНċНƚƓĲĦŔŉŔĦНĦũŔůċƣĲНőċǍċƖĬЮН 

?ÂÅ 7ĲċĦőН ĦĦĲƚƚНfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣƚ  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ ÂƷƓƷťĲċоìċŔůĲċН7ċǃ ?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНŔŰƻŸũƻĲН§ŰĲНìċƣĲƖНŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲНŸƖНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНċН9Å§НƚƣƖċƣĲŊǃЮН 

?ÑÉ ÂƨƓƨНÂũċĦĲНÅ§ìНfůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣƚ ᾶEƽċ ÂƷƓƷНÉƣоÂƷƓƷНÂũ ÑőŔƚНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНĬŸĲƚНŰŸƣНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНċН9Å§НƚƣƖċƣĲŊǃЮН 

?ÑÉ ÂũċŰНŉŸƖНEůĲƖŊĲŰĦǃН ĦĦĲƚƚ ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣ ?ÑÉНƓƖŸŢĲĦƣНŸŰũǃЮН?ŸĲƚНŰŸƣНůĲĲƣНůƨũƣŔрċŊĲŰĦǃНƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣЮ 
DEM = Department of Emergency Management  
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Table D-25. State- and Federal-Led Projects  

xE ?ҳ
]E 9ò 

ÂÅ§sE9Ñҳ  ~E ÅE]f§  c§ÑÉÂ§Ñ 

ÖÉ 9E ìċŔũĲũĲНÉƣƖĲċůН[ũŸŸĬН~ŔƣŔŊċƣŔŸŰНÂƖŸŢĲĦƣ uŸᾶŸũċƨНxŸċ §ƨƣƚŔĬĲНcŸƣƚƓŸƣН ƖĲċƚ 

  é[ 9 xŸᾶŔНÅĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰНтНxƨċũƨċũĲŔ ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ÂƌťċᾶŞН7ċǃНÉƣ 

?9 fůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣƚНŸŉНìċőŔċƽċНfƖƖŔŊċƣŔŸŰНÉǃƚƣĲů  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ cċũĲћŔƽċ 

c?§Ñ EũĲƻċƣĲНċŰĬНÖƓŊƖċĬĲНuċůĲőċůĲőċНcŔŊőƽċǃНÅŸċĬНċŰĬНÖŰĬĲƖŊƖŸƨŰĬНÖƣŔũŔƣŔĲƚНċƣНuċůĲőċůĲőċНcŔŊőƽċǃН ĲċƖНuċőċũƨᾶƨ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ 

c?§Ñ EũĲƻċƣŔŸŰНŸƖНÅĲũŸĦċƣŔŸŰНŸŉНcŔŊőрÅŔƚťНcŔŊőƽċǃНÉĲŊůĲŰƣƚ EċƚƣНcŸŰŸũƨũƨ uċũċŰŔċŰċᾶŸũĲНcƽǃ 

c?§Ñ ÉƣƨĬǃНƣőĲНfůƓċĦƣНŸŉНcƽǃНÉƨĤƚƨƖŉċĦĲНcċƖĬĲŰŔŰŊНŸŰН]ƖŸƨŰĬƽċƣĲƖН[ũŸƽƚНċŰĬНÅƨŰŸŉŉоÉƣƖĲċůƚН[ũŸŸĬŔŰŊ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ fƚũċŰĬƽŔĬĲ 

c?§Ñ EũĲƻċƣĲНuċůĲőċůĲőċНcŔŊőƽċǃНċŰĬНcċƖĬĲŰН9ŸċƚƣũŔŰĲЯНÂőċƚĲНΝаНÉƣƨĬǃНÅŸƨƣĲƚЯНÂőċƚĲНΞаН9ŸŰƚƣƖƨĦƣŔŸŰ uŸᾶŸũċƨНxŸċ uċᾶċᾶċƽċоuċőċŰċ 

c?§Ñ [ũŸŸĬН7ċƖƖŔĲƖНũŸŰŊНƣőĲН9ŸċƚƣНƣŸНÂƖŸƣĲĦƣН9ŸůůƨŰŔƣŔĲƚЯНÅŸċĬƽċǃЯНċŰĬНÖƣŔũŔƣŔĲƚ uŸᾶŸũċƨНxŸċ uċᾶċᾶċƽċоuċőċŰċ 

c?§Ñ 9ũŔůċƣĲН ĬċƓƣċƣŔŸŰН ĦƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰНыc?§Ñь uŸᾶŸũċƨНxŸċ uċᾶċᾶċƽċоuċőċŰċ 

c?§Ñ ÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰƣН9ŸƖƖŔĬŸƖНċũŸŰŊНuċũċŰŔċŰċᾶŸũĲНcŔŊőƽċǃН uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ ìċŔůĝŰċũŸ 

c?§Ñ ÉŸƨƣőНuċũċŰŔċŰċᾶŸũĲНcŔŊőƽċǃНEƖŸƚŔŸŰНÉƣƨĬǃ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ ìċŔůĝŰċũŸ 

c?§Ñ [ũŸŸĬН7ċƖƖŔĲƖНċũŸŰŊН9ŸċƚƣũŔŰĲНŰĲċƖНìċŔĝőŸũĲНÉƣƖĲċůН§ƨƣũĲƣ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ 

c?§Ñ ÅĲŊŔŸŰċũНcŔŊőƽċǃНÅĲũŸĦċƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰНċŰĬН?ĲƚŔŊŰН]ƨŔĬĲũŔŰĲƚНŔŰН9ŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣŔŸŰНƽŔƣőНxŸŰŊрÅċŰŊĲНÂũċŰНŉŸƖНuċůĲőċůĲőċНcŔŊőƽċǃНŔŰН9ŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣŔŸŰНƽŔƣőНc?§ÑН uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ 

c?§Ñ ÅĲũŸĦċƣĲо~ŸƻĲН~ċƨťċНŸƖН ĤċŰĬŸŰНÅŸċĬƽċǃНċŰĬН9ƖĲċƣĲНÅĲĦƖĲċƣŔŸŰċũНÂċƣőН uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ 

c?§Ñ ÅĲƚŔũŔĲŰĦĲН9ŸƖƖŔĬŸƖНċŰĬНÂĲĬĲƚƣƖŔċŰН ĦĦĲƚƚŔĤŔũŔƣǃНÂũċŰŰŔŰŊНÉƣƨĬǃ uŸᾶŸũċƨНÂŸťŸ uċůĲőċůĲőċНcƽǃ 

c?§Ñ ÅŸċĬНċŰĬНƚƚĲƣНÅċŔƚŔŰŊНÉƣƨĬǃНċũŸŰŊНuċůĲőċůĲőċНcŔŊőƽċǃ  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ ÂƷƓƷťĲċоìċŔůĲċН7ċǃ 

c?§Ñ ÅŸċĬƽċǃНÅċŔƚŔŰŊНÂƖŔŸƖŔƣŔǍċƣŔŸŰНÉƣƨĬǃНыÂőċƚĲНΝьЯНċŰĬНÅċŔƚŔŰŊНÅŸċĬƚНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰНыÂőċƚĲНΞьН ÂÖ9 ìċŔťŞťŞ 

c?§Ñ 9ŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣĲНƽŔƣőНÉƣċƣĲНƣŸН9ŸŰƚŔĬĲƖНcċƖĬĲŰŔŰŊНŉŸƖН[ċƖƖŔŰŊƣŸŰНcŔŊőƽċǃ ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ~ĝťċőċНÉƣƖĲċůо[ċƖƖŔŰŊƣŸŰНcŔŊőƽċǃ 

c?§Ñ 9ŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣĲНƽŔƣőНÉƣċƣĲНŉŸƖН7ƖŔĬŊĲНÅċŔƚŔŰŊНċƣН~ĝťċőċНÉƣƖĲċů ìċŔᾶċŰċĲ ~ĝťċőċНÉƣƖĲċůо[ċƖƖŔŰŊƣŸŰНcŔŊőƽċǃ 

?x Å ÉőŸƖĲũŔŰĲНÂƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŸŰН~ĲƣőŸĬƚНыÂŔĲƖƚоsĲƣƣŔĲƚНтНìŸƖťНƽŔƣőНÉƣċƣĲь uŸᾶŸũċƨНxŸċ uċᾶċᾶċƽċоuċőċŰċ 

?x Å ?ƨŰĲНÅĲƚƣŸƖċƣŔŸŰНŔŰНcċũĲћŔƽċН7ĲċĦőНÂċƖť  ŸƖƣőНÉőŸƖĲ cċũĲћŔƽċ 

?x Å 9ŸŰƚĲƖƻĲНċŰĬНÅĲƚƣŸƖĲНƣőĲНEĦŸƚǃƚƣĲůНŸŉНuċőċŰċНéċũũĲǃ uŸᾶŸũċƨНxŸċ uċᾶċᾶċƽċоuċőċŰċ 
ADC = Agribusiness Development Corporation  

NAVFAC = Naval Facilities  Engineering Systems Command 

USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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ÑÑ 9c~E ÑШ?ЮΝ 
The full menu of adaptation options are included in this Attachment, sorted by Category. These 
adaptation strategies are organized by relevance for climate hazards as well as asset type. Each 
strategy also includes a timeframe (near/mid/long), relative cost (low/medium/high), and level of 
resilience (as defined in Section D.3.4). These adaptation strategies draw on previous planning efforts 
including the Climate Resilient Design Guidelines (CCH 2024a), Multi -Hazard Pre-Disaster Mitigation 
Plan (CCH, 2021), Hawaiᾶi Department of Transportation (HDOT) Climate Action Plan (HDOT, 2021), 
Climate Ready Oᾶahu (CCH, 2024b), the Sand Island Facilities Plan (Carollo, 2025), and the Koᾶolau 
Poko Readiness Review (Brown and Caldwell , 2025). 
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