BLNR Hearing K-1 Punaluu/ Johnson
Written testimony Aug 13, 2021
By Doug Johnson

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this testimony.

Property purchased from Bishop Estate in 2012 after 2 visits to DLNR inquiring about erosion
and options for protection. Initial visit was warned of the history of and potential for future
erosion. Second visit was reassured that temporary and permanent protection was easy to
permit and obtain. Did not want to interfere with the sale of the property.

Temporary and permanent structures have been permitted and built with the help of
professionals on every occasion working closely with DLNR. All previous structure sustained
significant damage within the first year of installation and needed repairs.

The written testimony submitted by OCCL was reviewed and is largely accurate with a few
exceptions and additions as follows:

-on page 2 in paragraph 1 of background, permits were obtained before the construction of the
temporary structures and then found to be in violation. Paragraph 2: the property is rented on
a monthly basis and usually for two months out of the year to help with the costs of the
shoreline protection. The property was purchased with the intention of being my retirement
residence.

-page 3 first paragraph. DLNR declined to approve repairs to the 2015 structure and asked that
the old structure be removed and rebuilt with like to like replacement.

-page 3 last paragraph. DLNR complained about the structure being in the water on May
29,2020. This structure was a temporary burrito boom to protect the surrounding water from
the turbulence created during construction. This was removed upon completion.

-page 4 paragraph 2: The site inspection was requested by Dr Johnson to show the structure
was in compliance with the permit after receiving the notice of violation. It was requested from
the contractor to make a pedestrian access and to make the structure aesthetically acceptable.
The contractor told the OCCL staff during that visit that the bottom two rows of geotextile bags
were the only geotextile bags available from Geotech Solutions at the time and placed to
arrange for pedestrian access across the bags during high tide and high surf. They were placed
in the same footprint as the previous SEAbags that are no longer available and remains seen in
some photos. We were not aware the Elcorock bags were illegal. We had observed that they
were used in other coastal protection projects.

-page 4 fourth paragraph: July 21 letter did not say “offered to supervise”. It stated that there
was to be direct onsite supervision of the demolition of the structure and the building of the



new structure. Johnson solicited Gundaker Works and Shoreline Restoration to complete this
task and both declined, | suspect because of the insistence on the supervision. | explained this
to DLNR and they said they would be okay with photo documentation of the demolition and
rebuilding. This was again presented to Gundaker Works and Shoreline Restoration who again
declined to take the project.

-page 5: 3™ paragraph it states that landowners had not taken any meaningful actions. |
solicited 2 contractors on 2 separate occasions to do the work. | also contacted Troy Ogasawara
of Geotech Solutions about any other contractors that he might be aware of to do the work. He
had no one else to offer.

-page 6: 5" paragraph says 10-12 rows of sandbags were used. From the arial and costal photos
used by the DLNR(many of which | provided) shows 4 rows of bags above the Elcorock bags.

The current temporary structure appears to have stabilized and grown the beach on the Prchal
or North side of the property and has protected the shoreline on the Yim or South side of the
property as stated in a letter from him to the DLNR.

Cost of the current temporary structure was S80K, removal will be $20K and reconstruction will
be another S80K. Permit application was S5K. Any fines will be an additional expense for trying
to protect my property temporarily.

We are requesting a contested case hearing.



() |

PUNALU‘U EMERGENCY
SHORELINE PROTECTION

SPA: OA-13-55 EP: OA-20-8
DOUGLAS JOHNSON FAM|_LY g

ine at Makali'i Point
ial Photographs 1928-2018




MAKALIl POINT & PUNALU‘U BEACH

® SOEST Historic Aerial Photos 1928-2018

® Continuous narrow sand beach/wet beach

* Note: narrow width Punalu‘u 100 yrs ago !
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® 38 Properties along Makali‘i Pom’r all have shoreline

protection for decades (boulder revetment)

® Continuous wet beach and lateral access maintained

along entire Makali‘i Point

® Seven properties at Punalu‘v end with no shoreline
protection (1967-2000)

® Erosion removed 50% of each property, forcing need |

to install temporary protection
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38 Properties along Makali‘i Point all have shoreline

protection for decades (boulder revetment)

Evidence of a continuous wet beach and lateral access

along entire Makali‘i Point

Seven properties at Punalu‘v end did not build
shoreline protection 1928-2000

Erosion removed 50% of each property, forcing need

to install temporary protection
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The DLNR authorizes the temporary emergency erosion control measures as described
above for three (3) years along the shoreline fronting the subject property while the
applicant develops long-term options in an effort to protect public health, welfare, and safety
on the subject property under Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR) §13-5-35, Emergency Permits

sandbags

Mirafy the top of structure.

e

At the time of construction, SeaBags were no longer available

Alternative Elcorock bags placed in same position as previous sandbags
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(er photos)

2. Bur Jring construction
® Burrito Boom wo oved at end of construction June 2020

3. Used Available Geotextile Materials for erosion control structure
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* Offered line Restoration

® Contractors declined project as easible slope with Geotech materials”

4. DLNR April 2021 letter — Referral to BLNR Hearing
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8,000
Install New Em _____ $80,000+

( TOTAL COST OVER $200,000 !
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; w for in-kind

3. Assistance to C .

* Owner offers to Assist DLNR and County with a Sandbag Groin Pilot Project to

A help stabilize this segment of Punalu‘v shoreline
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