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Purpose of This Final Report

This Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge (KPNWR) Alternative Transportation
Systems (ATS) Study Final Report summarizes and builds upon the findings and
key elements of work conducted to date in support of the ATS Study, including
coordination with the Kilauea Town Plan and Kauai General Plan Amendment
planning process. This Final Report evaluates the feasibility of five conceptual
transportation alternatives, four of which represent “improvements” to the existing
transportation system serving the Refuge as defined through this ATS Study,
including possible creation of a dedicated transit shuttle system. The fifth
alternative is the “No-Build” scenario; and, all five alternatives discussed are
essentially the same as those presented to the public in February 2005, with
refinement of some details.

As part of the feasibility analysis, this Final Report also estimates future parking
demand and/or the use of transit by anticipated visitors to KPNWR, under each
transportation alternative. In doing so, this effort forecasts changes in Refuge
visitation for each alternative under consideration. Implications of seasonal
variability of parking and transit demand, visitor and community perceptions, and
overall operational feasibility issues are addressed.

The information herein supports the first level screening effort to determine the
feasibility of each transportation alternative identified to date. Information and
analysis from this Final Report will assist in narrowing or refining alternatives to
those that will be analyzed in greater detail during the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) phase of this project. Although all five alternatives currently
under consideration will be carried forward into the NEPA phase of the ATS
Study, it is anticipated that one or more will be screened out during the
alternatives analysis process.

The selection of a “preferred alternative” may be anticipated as part of the NEPA
process, based on context and intensity of the social, economic, and
environmental resource effects; subsequent to exploration of all identified and
potentially viable alternatives, combination and/or phasing of alternatives. The
preferred alternative may then be subject to further analyses, evaluations, and
public scrutiny prior to potential confirmation under NEPA. The emerging
preferred alternative shall be evaluated in context, relative to all identified
alternatives, always including the No-Build scenario. It is anticipated that the
proposed NEPA action for KPNWR would require the preparation of an
Environmental Assessment (EA). The type of NEPA document to be prepared,
however, will depend on the nature and complexity of the impacts to the social,
economic, and environmental issues, once determined.
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Executive Summary

Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge (KPNWR, Refuge), established in 1985, is a 203-
acre facility located on the north shore of the Island of Kauai (See Figure 1), and is part
of the Kauai National Wildlife Refuge Complex managed by the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS). KPNWR is a popular destination for tourists with an estimated
annual visitation of 215,000 in 2005. KPNWR is among the top five in public visitation
for all national wildlife refuges, and is at the top in terms of revenue generated. The
increasing popularity of KPNWR has led to transportation problems, including access
and parking problems, congestion, and associated safety issues at the two main parking
areas, the Point and the Overlook. Increasing traffic through Kilauea Town, generated
in large part by visitation to the Refuge is also a concern (See Figure 2). Exacerbating
the existing problems both on- and offsite, is the projection that KPNWR visitation will
continue to grow, and by 2025 will be 22 to 55 percent higher than it is today.

To address such transportation-based issues for the Refuge, FWS, with support from
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Central Federal Lands Highway Division
(CFLHD) initiated an Alternative Transportation Systems (ATS) Study to explore
alternatives to the existing transportation system that currently provides access to and
circulation within KPNWR. The ATS Study effort has incorporated a series of
investigations, including the Traffic, Visitor, and Parking Counts Study (TVP) and the
Refuge Visitor Projection Report (RVP). This ATS Study Final Report summarizes
issues raised during the planning process, provides an overview of the findings to date,
and makes recommendations for future phases.

This Final Report also summarizes related transportation studies conducted during this
engagement, including public opinion surveys®. It establishes the initial “purpose and
need” for transportation improvements, and evaluates the feasibility of five conceptual
transportation alternatives, including two that incorporate transit “shuttle” elements.
This Final Report concludes that multiple alternatives (including transit alternatives) are
feasible, discusses pros and cons of each alternative, the possible integration and/or
phasing of alternatives, and recommends proceeding to the NEPA environmental
evaluation phase of the ATS Study. Recommendations for short-, medium-, and long-
term transportation improvements are included. This Final Report also identifies issues
that have not been addressed to date and that should receive further analysis during the
anticipated next phase of the Study.

! For example, the Visitor and Community Survey Results for Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge and
Lighthouse: Completion Report, by the Policy Analysis & Science Assistance Program, US Geological
Survey (USGS).
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Figure 1. Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge and the Island of Kauai
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Figure 2. Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge and the Town of Kilauea
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Five conceptual transportation alternatives for KPNWR have been
developed to date:

1. No-Build, which would involve no physical or operational change from
today;

2. Minor Improvements, Transportation System Management (TSM)
and Transportation Demand Management (TDM), which would
include some physical or operational changes to increase effective
capacity through improved management of parking resources, or would
redistribute demand to less busy times;

3. Moderate Improvements to Increase Capacity, which could include
physical improvements to increase capacity, additional parking and/or
widening of the entrance road;

4. Voluntary Shuttle Service with Private Vehicle Access, which would
institute a shuttle system from a new offsite Hub facility while continuing
to allow private vehicles onto the Refuge; and

5.  Mandatory Shuttle Service, which would prohibit public parking
beyond the entry gate at KPNWR (at an area known as the Point) and
requires all visitors to use a shuttle system from an offsite Hub facility.

Although some aspects of the five alternatives listed above may not be desirable
by the community or FWS, each has been preliminarily identified as feasible and
will be subject to further analysis and potential screening during the anticipated
NEPA phase.

Summary of Key Findings

The following is a summary of the key transportation system findings for
Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge.

1. Annual visitation to KPNWR is estimated at 215,000 in 2005, and is
expected to increase to between 262,000 and 332,000 by 2025.

2. The growing popularity of KPNWR is generating operational, access, and
safety issues, both at the Refuge and in the nearby Kilauea Town.

3. Roughly 20 to 25 percent of all traffic on Kilauea Road is headed to the
Refuge, including the Overlook and/or the Point?.

4. By 2010, existing Refuge parking capacity will be approached routinely or
exceeded (by an average of 10 spaces during the daily peak hour), under

2 parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, KPNWR Traffic Visitor and Parking Counts Study, p.8.
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a mid-range growth scenario during peak season (winter, spring, and
summer).

5. By 2015, daily parking demand will approach or exceed existing capacity
at the Refuge (by an average of 14 spaces during the peak hour/peak
season). This deficit condition will occur all day during the Refuge’s public
hours of operation during the peak season, and for approximately one to
two hours of the day during the off-peak season (fall).

6. Five conceptual transportation alternatives were developed, analyzed, and
given cursory evaluation: No-Build; Minor Improvements, Transportation
System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management
(TDM); Moderate Improvements to Increase Capacity; Voluntary Shuttle
Service with Private Vehicle Access; and, Mandatory Shuttle Service with
no public parking at the Point.

7. All five transportation alternatives were found to be economically feasible,
based on preliminary analysis and certain specified parameters.

8. Based on preliminary estimates, it would cost about $160,000 (low-cost
estimate®) to $360,000 (high-cost estimate®) per year to operate one 25-
passenger shuttle bus for KPNWR.

9. Assuming development of a new offsite transit center “Hub” facility,
providing visitors with convenient, ample parking; restrooms; ticket sales,
and attractive, informative visitor services, it can be expected that a “free”
(cost included in Refuge entry fee) voluntary shuttle system with guided
narration (Alternative 4) would be used by about 10% - 20% of KPNWR
visitors.

10.With a voluntary shuttle system in place, it is estimated that 80% - 90% of
visitors would still choose to drive to KPNWR rather than use the shuttle.

11.Raising the current entry fee from $3 to $5, while adding a voluntary
shuttle service with on-board guided narration, would discourage some
visitors from entering due to increased cost, but would be attractive to
others, resulting in no net change in visitor projections.

12.1f the Refuge entry fee is raised above $5, visitation will begin to drop,
either with or without a shuttle system in operation.

® The low-cost estimate assumes government operation, combined with grants by others to
provide capital improvements such as vehicles, onsite improvements, and a Hub visitor and
maintenance facility.

* The high-cost estimate assumes contracting with a private company to provide turnkey
operation. Capital improvements needed under this scenario, such as the offsite Hub visitor
facility, are assumed to be provided with grants by others and are not included in the high-cost
estimate.
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13.To provide enough additional revenue to operate a voluntary shuttle
system (Alternative 4) using 14-passenger (or similar) vehicles in 2010,
the Refuge entry fee would need to be raised from the current fee of $3 to
$5, assuming the low-cost estimate for the provision of transit is valid, or
raised to $7 under a high-cost estimate.

14. A mandatory shuttle system with on-board narration (Alternative 5) to be
used by all visitors, with no private vehicle access permitted into the
Refuge, would reduce visitation by about 15% below projected demand.

15. A mandatory shuttle bus system (Alternative 5), using 40-passenger
vehicles, would be feasible in 2010 with an entry fee of $6 under the low-
cost estimate, and $11 assuming the high-cost estimate.

Recommendations Based on Findings to Date
Short-Term Recommendations (1- 5 years)

Based on findings to date, FWS management should implement the following
transportation strategies in the short-term (1 to 5 years) to help relieve
transportation problems at KPNWR.

1. Seek/secure funding to initiate the next transportation planning,
conceptual design, and environmental (NEPA) processing phase of the
ATS Study efforts for KPNWR. Establish, evaluate, and confirm the
preferred transportation alternative(s), combinations, and/or phasing of
alternatives, which most comprehensively address/integrate the short-,
medium-, and long-range transportation system needs for the Refuge.

2. Immediately begin to implement low-cost transportation system
management (TSM) and transportation demand management (TDM)
strategies. These include updating visitor information available on the
FWS/KPNWR web page, in published literature, and via phone
message; to educate potential visitors about “the best times to visit”
based on anticipated availability of parking and/or other considerations
such as the scheduling of interpretive programs. If possible, monitor
and record the level of success of each strategy as it is implemented.

3.  Ensure that the current onsite parking and internal circulation system
configuration is most efficient. Properly identify non-paved, dedicated
parking spaces (e.g., gravel area at the Point) to promote efficient and
safer public parking.

4. Develop and implement a formal monitoring program to track incidents
when public demand for onsite parking exceeds supply. Document
temporary road closures, required to prohibit additional public access
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into the Refuge for limited periods of time on any given day, due to
parking capacity issues.5

5.  Seek funding for “Intelligent Transportation System” (ITS) applications,
specifically the design/installation of an aesthetically pleasing and
context-sensitive electronic sign, to be placed on Kuhio Highway.
Information to be provided to the public via such technology can be
changed remotely, in real time, to direct potential Refuge visitors and/or
to inform them of current conditions at the Refuge which may restrict
access. Such “variable message” applications will prevent visitors from
wasting time and resources driving to the Refuge if no parking is
currently available. Conversely, it may encourage additional visitation
when access to the Refuge is unrestricted. It will also diminish safety,
access, and circulation problems at the Refuge; and will reduce round-
trip traffic (and associated noise and air quality impacts) in Kilauea
Town.

6. Pursue from the County of Kauai, fee-simple purchase (or other long-
term conveyance) of all or a portion of the County’s parcel of land
adjacent to the Overlook (west of Kilauea Road). This parcel is currently
used informally for overflow visitor parking; and, control of this parcel by
FWS will foster comprehensive management of the Overlook parking
area, and may lead to a more successful ATS program, while enhancing
the visitor experience.

7.  Develop a phased transportation plan for KPNWR that starts with
implementing the low-cost techniques listed above, and creates “trigger
points” (based on congestion levels at the Refuge) for moving toward
more capital intensive access and transportation solutions.

8. Based on the outcome of the anticipated NEPA phase of the Study,
begin to pursue funding for potential medium- and long-term capital
improvements that could include both onsite and/or offsite infrastructure
improvements.

9. Promote the “3C” planning process; i.e., to facilitate “continuous,
collaborative, and cooperative” endeavors to inform and work with the
Kilauea community, Kauai County, and other stakeholders including the
public at large, to minimize adverse transportation impacts generated by
the increasing popularity of KPNWR.

10. Based on the outcome of the anticipated NEPA phase of the Study,
pursue funding of a “demonstration project” to test the viability of transit
applications for KPNWR,; utilizing leased vehicles, over a limited period
of time.

® Refuge staff have recently begun this type of monitoring program.
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11.

Fully document and analyze the utilization of transit, as currently
provided by FWS during “special event days” held at KPNWR each
year.

Medium-Term Recommendations (6-10 years)

The following transportation strategies are medium-term (6 to 10 years)
recommendations for KPNWR, based on findings to date.

1.

Consider implementing more aggressive TSM and/or TDM strategies
not already in place, such as installation of onsite parking meters or a
pay station, and a visitor reservation system.

Consider increasing KPNWR entry fees, and subsequently dedicating all
or a portion of the additional revenue generated toward the
implementation of transportation facilities determined to be preferred
during the anticipated NEPA phase of the Study.

Consider formalizing and expanding parking capacity on the parcel of
land adjacent to the Overlook, to accommodate overflow parking when
demand exceeds capacity at the Point and/or at the Overlook.

If the preferred alternative includes a transit system, operating from an
offsite location, pursue funding for construction of Hub facility and
purchasing transit vehicles.

Continue to work with the Kilauea community to minimize adverse
transportation impacts related to increasing visitation demand at
KPNWR.

Continue to monitor and evaluate transportation programs for success.

Long-Term Recommendations (11-20 years)

The following transportation strategies are long-term (11 to 20 years)
recommendations for KPNWR, based on findings to date:

1.

If the preferred alternative includes a transit option from an offsite
location, and if this was not already done during the medium-term,
construct Hub facility and move all visitor ticket sales (entry fees), transit
and some general maintenance activities/storage, and the KPNWR book
store to new location.

If the preferred alternative includes a transit option from an offsite
location, and if this was not already done during the medium-term,
implement voluntary or mandatory shuttle system operations, based on
current conditions.
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Continue to work with the Kilauea community to minimize adverse
transportation impacts.

Continue to monitor and evaluate transportation programs and address
emerging issues to ensure ongoing success.

KPNWR Transportation-Related Issues to be Resolved and Next Steps

The following issues have been identified as needing further study and/or
resolution, and should be addressed or completed during the next phase of

study.
1.

Secure Funding for the next phase of ATS Project Planning/NEPA
Processing and Preliminary Design.

Determine Lead Agency/Cooperating Agency Status and Secure
Contractual and Funding Agreements.

Initiate NEPA Analyses and Processing, including Public Involvement.

Reconfirm the Feasibility of all previously identified Transportation
Alternatives. Identify any new alternatives that should be considered
and confirm their feasibility.

Coordinate Comprehensive Transportation Planning/Integration with the
scheduled FWS Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) process.

Coordinate with Community Plans and Local Partners: ATS plans and
transportation strategies, including but not limited to the five
Transportation Alternatives identified to date for KPNWR, should be
consistent with the goals of the Kilauea Town Plan and other long-term
planning efforts by Kauai County, Kauai Bus, Hawaii Department of
Transportation (HDOT), FHWA, and other stakeholders. Interagency
coordination and public involvement will be important to ensure success.

Determine Potential Need for Participation in the Development of a
Proposed Bypass Road: FWS and CFLHD are unable to make any
commitments at this time about federal participation/funding in the
potential development of a bypass road for Kilauea Town. Before NEPA
environmental review documents can be completed, relative to KPNWR
transportation issues (as is anticipated during the next transportation
planning/NEPA processing phase); FWS should determine if a
successful ATS strategy for KPNWR, specifically transit, is dependent
upon the use of a bypass road. If so, it should subsequently be
determined if the development of such transportation infrastructure
improvements can/should be funded; and, how potential development
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

joint ventures (public-public and/or public-private), ongoing facility
ownership, liability, and maintenance issues may be addressed.

Determine Preferred Location and Impacts of Potential Transit Hub Site:
If transit is determined to be a preferred alternative for KPNWR, explore

the benefits, costs, and impacts of each potential hub site, and work with
the community to determine the ideal location, considering the needs of

the Refuge and the intent of the Kilauea Town Plan.

Evaluate FWS Operational Preferences for a Potential Transit Shuttle
System: FWS will need to examine various operational issues for a
shuttle system, including parking and management policies, direct
access to the Point by private commercial transit operators (under
Alternative 5), and ticket vending options and locations, among others.

Conduct a Traffic Study: A traffic study will be needed to evaluate the
differing impacts on the local system, of all conceptual transportation
alternatives under consideration. This study should include potential
transit routes and stops, alternate Hub locations, and needed
improvements to local roadways.

Acquire Topographic Survey Data: A topographic survey will be needed
to verify the engineering feasibility of potential improvements at
KPNWR, such as vehicle access, entrance road widening, and
expanding public facilities at the Overlook.

Acquire Flora and Fauna Habitat Mapping: Mapping, available from
FWS, would help determine where onsite construction/expansion at
KPNWR is environmentally feasible. A formal Endangered Species Act
“Section 7” consultation should be conducted by FWS specialists; to
reconfirm the accuracy of mapped habitats, to assess potential impacts
and/or to identify mitigation measures relative to endangered species
from the potential development/intensification of transportation facilities
at KPNWR.

Update Refuge Visitor and Parking Counts: The last onsite counts were
taken at the Refuge in 2003. Changes to the fee collection system,
visitor use patterns, growth in the inter-island cruise ship industry, and
general growth in visitations to Kauai, have all likely impacted KPNWR
visitor patterns since 2003.

Specify all Key FWS Management Objectives and Actions to be
Proposed: For example, Refuge staff would like to move administrative
and maintenance functions off of the Point, perhaps to the potential Hub
site. This issue was not clearly addressed in the initial Purpose and
Need Statement, as developed for the current transportation Study
project.
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15. Refine the Purpose and Need Project Statement: The Purpose and
Need statement should be refined at the start of the next planning/
environmental processing phase.

16. Refine Transportation Alternatives Cost Estimates: Conduct detailed
cost estimates for all viable alternatives, including combinations and/or
phasing of compatible alternatives; to be developed to a level that is
appropriate for the screening process, as conducted during the
alternatives analysis task of the anticipated environmental phase of the
ATS Study.

17. Evaluate Transit Vehicle Types: If it is determined that transit is to be
included in the preferred alternative “solution set,” conduct research on
vehicles currently available; addressing attributes such as unit cost,
capacity and size, reliability, aesthetics, visitor experience, legality, and
applicability for the location and climate. Types of vehicles examined
could include rubber-tired historic-replica trolleys, trams, electrically
powered and/or alternative fuel vehicles. Specification of additional
details/needs of the transit system will be required, which could affect
cost and feasibility of transit options.

18. Determine/Prepare the Appropriate Type of NEPA Environmental
Review Document: Although preparation of a Categorical Exclusion
(CE) may be sufficient for some of the potential minor transportation
improvements at KPNWR, it seems more likely that preparation of an
Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) will be required, considering the full extent of the various
alternatives. All germane social, economic, and environmental (“*SEE”)
considerations must be addressed. Because it is likely that both federal
and state/county resources would be utilized, environmental
documentation would need to be prepared in accordance with both the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, and
the Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS) Chapter 343, the State’s
environmental review law. Additional federal requirements, such as
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, and other federal and/or state regulations,
would apply.

19. Conduct Public Outreach Activities: Public involvement meetings and/or
hearings will be required if the Draft EA or EIS scoping and review
processes are pursued. Other public forums may be advisable and/or
required to obtain public input and to further develop each conceptual
transportation alternative to be considered and processed under NEPA.

20. Develop Conceptual Site Plans: Develop conceptual site plans and
related architectural, engineering, and/or landscaping plans at an
appropriate level of detail; in an effort to document and accommodate
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21.

22.

23.

24,

the proposed transportation functions, sizes, aesthetics, and costs of
each potential significant transportation facility improvement.

Analyze Biological, Cultural, Historic, and Archaeological Impacts and
Constraints at the Potential Transit Hub Sites, the Point, and Overlook:
Resources at the Refuge will need to be addressed in the context of the
EA or EIS. In addition, the following actions will also be needed:
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer and
concurrence with Coastal Zone Management regulations. Other issues
such as Hazardous Materials clearance and aesthetics and visual
impact may need to be addressed.

Consider how the individual Transportation Alternatives, their integration
and/or phasing opportunities would affect the Visitor Experience at
KPNWR.

Establish Selection Criteria for Transportation Alternatives.

Develop Phasing Plan for Improvements: The preferred alternative for
KPNWR could be a phased approach that incorporates elements of
several of the conceptual alternatives to be integrated and implemented
in cohesive stages over time. In determining appropriate phases,
"trigger points" should be developed to determine when to move into
subsequent phases. Examples of trigger points include metrics of
visitation, congestion, visitor comments/complaints, resource impacts,
etc.
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Introduction and Background

Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge (KPNWR, the Refuge) is a 203-acre
facility located on the north shore of the Island of Kauai (See Figure 1). KPNWR
is part of the Kauai National Wildlife Refuge Complex, managed by the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). KPNWR was established in 1985 for the
following purposes:

o To protect and enhance migratory seabird and endangered nene
(Hawaiian goose) populations and their habitats;

. To preserve and maintain the historical integrity of the area, including
the Kilauea Lighthouse and support facilities;

. To conduct interpretation and environmental education activities on
Hawaiian wildlife, site history, and the refuge system; and

. To protect and enhance native coastal plant communities.

The rocky cliffs of the Refuge provide an excellent nesting and roosting habitat
for native Hawaiian seabirds, making it one of the most important seabird nesting
sites in the main Hawaiian Islands. Migratory birds such as the Pacific golden
plover, seabirds such as the Laysan albatross, and the endangered nene
(Hawaiian goose) are some of the wildlife that uses this Refuge. The nene,
Hawaii's State Bird, was reintroduced on the Refuge in 1991, as part of a
statewide recovery program. Wildlife habitat management at the Refuge
includes opening and maintaining nesting areas for Laysan albatross and
improving feeding habitat for nene.

Kilauea Lighthouse is a designated historic property, built in 1913 as a
navigational aid for commercial shipping between Hawaii and Asia. In 1976, the
Coast Guard deactivated the lighthouse and replaced it with an automatic
beacon. In 1979, the lighthouse, three lighthouse keepers’ houses, several
outbuildings, and the surrounding 31 acres of land were placed on the National
Register of Historic Places as an historic site. Today, this general area of the
Refuge is referred to as the “Point.”

Staff and community volunteers conduct onsite interpretation and environmental
education activities at KPNWR. In accordance with the Refuge’s mission,
emphasis is placed on public education, balanced with the need to protect
wildlife, habitat, and historic properties. KPNWR is distinct within the National
Wildlife Refuge System; as most Refuges do not attract such a high volume of
visitors. In fact, KPNWR is among the top five Refuges throughout the nation in
annual visitation.
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Annual visitation in 2005 at KPNWR was estimated at 215,000,° based on
extrapolation of actual count data from July to December 2005. Visitation to the
Refuge is linked to general visitation patterns on Kauai; it is estimated that
approximately one-third of Kauai visitors also visit KPNWR (PB, January 2004).

Native and endangered plant reintroduction and alien species removal are
ongoing and expanding. Native Hawaiian coastal plants such as naupaka, ilima,
hala, aheahea, akoko, and others have been restored on the Refuge. In
addition, an endangered plant restoration program is giving species such as the
rare alula a chance to survive in KPNWR's protected and managed environment.

In addition to the stated purposes of KPNWR, the Refuge offers spectacular
views of the north shore of Kauai, and it is a prime whale-watching location
during the winter months. The waters immediately off its coast are the only
portion of Kauai’'s waters designated as part of the statewide Hawaii Islands
Humpback Whale National Marine Sanctuary. Humpback whales, Hawaiian
monk seals, and spinner dolphins can be observed here.

Because KPNWR has so much to offer the public, parking is often insufficient at
the Refuge, especially during peak visitation periods. At such times, FWS staff
must be stationed to direct traffic and promote safety when the parking lot is
congested. When visitation exceeds parking capacity, including reasonable
overflow limits, FWS staff places a sign at the entrance gate to indicate that
public entry into the Refuge is temporarily closed’. Such overflow conditions not
only prevent Refuge staff from conducting other key duties; but, also degrades
the quality of wildlife habitat, negatively impacts the visitor experience, and
undermines FWS'’s ability to fulfill its mission of environmental education.

In addition, all traffic accessing KPNWR must pass through Kilauea Town on the
only road leading to the Refuge. This large amount of traffic (estimated to be 20-
25% of total traffic along Kilauea Road®) contributes to traffic congestion, noise,
and safety issues on this small two-lane collector road through the Kilauea
neighborhood.

KPNWR Property and Geography

There are two primary destinations for visitors to KPNWR. The fee portion of the
Refuge, beyond the entry gate, is referred to in this Final Report as “the Point.”
This access-controlled area is open to the public most days 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. and

® Parsons Brinckerhoff, “Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge, Alternative Transportation
Systems Study, Refuge Visitor Projections Report,” March 13, 2006, using fee payment data
compiled by KPNWR staff. This estimate included visitation to the Refuge beyond a pay booth
and does not include visitation to other publicly accessible portions of KPNWR, such as the
scenic overlook at the entrance to the Refuge. Neither does the estimate include visitation on free
days, when the Refuge often receives more than 1,000 visitors.

" The Refuge’s sign states “Refuge is closed. Visitor capacity has been reached. Please return
after __ [time].”

8 parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, KPNWR Traffic Visitor and Parking Counts Study, p.8.
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requires an entry fee of $3 per adult®. The much smaller Refuge overlook
viewing area (referred to as “the Overlook”) is adjacent to the entry gate into the
Point, at the terminus of Kilauea (Lighthouse) Road. Access to the Overlook is
uncontrolled and open to the public at all times. The map in Figure 3 provides an
overview of the Refuge areas.

Figure 3. Kilauea Point Traffic Circulation and Parking

Legend |
KPNWR Boundary |
= . e

° Those refuge visitors with passes, such as Golden Age, Golden Eagle, etc. are exempt from the
fee, as are visitors under the age of 16. There are also four “free days” each year when the
Refuge is open without charge.
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The Point and the Overlook are the main destinations for the vast majority of
visitors to KPNWR, and are the primary areas of concern for Refuge visitor
management and transportation planning. The Point and Overlook together
comprise about 31 acres, or just 15 percent of the roughly 203 acres of Refuge
property. The remainder of Refuge property, including Crater Hill, “Rock Quarry”
beach, and other areas east of the Point are much less frequently visited.
Access to these portions of the Refuge is difficult and/or or prohibited at times,
and therefore not encouraged. Visitors to these “off the beaten path” areas tend
to be local residents, like those who fish the Rock Quarry shoreline.
Environmental education programs for school children are occasionally
conducted on Crater Hill, but other than the reinstatement of the guided Crater
Hill hikes, the Refuge has no plans to change access to and management of
those areas in the foreseeable future. Therefore, the scope of this Final Report
is limited to issues pertaining to the two main visitation areas, the Point and the
Overlook.™®

Photo 1. View approaching the Refuge Overlook at the end of Kilauea

(Lighthouse) Road

% The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is separately conducting an Environmental Assessment to
determine the feasibility and effects of acquiring and managing important wildlife habitats as
additions to KPNWR. However, those additional acquisition areas are beyond the scope of this
Final Report.
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Photo 2. View of Entrance Gate/Road at KPNWR from the Overlook

Transportation Issues

The only access to KPNWR is via Kilauea Road, also known as Kilauea
Lighthouse Road (See Figures 2 and 3). The Refuge is located at the northern
terminus of this road. Kilauea Road is a 2-mile-long County-owned facility
connecting the Refuge via Kolo Road, to Kuhio Highway, the major roadway
encircling most of Kauai Island. Both Kilauea Road and Kuhio Highway are part
of the Federal Aid Highway System.

Visitors on their way to and from the Refuge must pass through the middle of
Kilauea Town. Residences, as well as commercial sites, line the sides of Kilauea
Road. Roughly 20 to 25 percent of all traffic on Kilauea Road is headed to the
Refuge — either the Point and/or the Overlook™. Community members have in
the past commented on how this “Refuge traffic” may be negatively affecting
Kilauea, in terms of traffic volume and/or speed, and changing the character of
the town.

Refer to the map in Figure 3 for areas described below. The scenic Overlook,
which offers views down to the Point and out to the Pacific Ocean, is at the

' parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, KPNWR Traffic Visitor and Parking Counts Study, p.8.
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northern terminus of Kilauea Road. This road ends in a cul-de-sac (turnaround)
where it provides access to the Refuge Entrance Road, as well as to a private
driveway. The Overlook area encompasses roughly 1/8-acre of land, owned
primarily by the Refuge and in part by the County of Kauai. Parking is limited at
this location; six marked parking spaces are provided, so people may step out of
their cars to enjoy a panoramic view of Kilauea Point and its environs, and to
read interpretive signs. Some visitors (55-65%) stop at the Overlook before
and/or after enjoying additional amenities at the Point. Others (35-45%) visit only
the Overlook, without entering the Point area, either by choice or because the
Refuge is closed/full at the time®?.

Steep topography, road alignment geometry and safety considerations both
constrict and restrict vehicular access into the Point, beyond the entry gate at the
Overlook. The only public access onto Kilauea Point is via a gated, narrow,
winding, and steep entrance road, with access off of Kilauea Road at the
Overlook. This two-way entrance road is 0.21 miles long and only 16 feet wide.
Most Refuge visitors are tourists traveling in rented passenger vehicles, although
some do arrive by taxi or tour company shuttle buses. Due to space constraints
and limited sight-distances on the entry road, uncontrolled access of larger
vehicles such as 25-passenger tour buses or larger school buses is currently
prohibited. When school bus tours arrive and depart, it requires a significant
commitment of FWS staff resources for access control, flagging and parking.

Photo 3. Private vehicle accessing KPNWR via narrow entrance road

12 parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, KPNWR Traffic Visitor and Parking Counts Study,
p.16-17.
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Pedestrian access to the Refuge is not permitted beyond the entry gate, while
bicyclists are allowed to enter, although not encouraged. According to Refuge
staff, widening the entrance road is not a desirable option, because protected
bird and plant habitats lie directly adjacent to the entrance road and because of a
potential impact to the National Historical Site.

Once on the facility (inside the entry gate), parking at Kilauea Point is limited.
There are two paved parking areas, the “upper” and “lower” lots that include two
spaces designated for use by the disabled. Including the unpaved/unmarked
gravel areas adjacent to the lower lot, these facilities can accommodate about 49
vehicles total. A separate “grassy” area is used for parking only in extreme
overflow conditions and can accommodate about 20 vehicles. Refuge staff
prefers not to use this area, particularly during the winter rainy season when it
becomes very soft and muddy, and because staff must be diverted from their
regular duties to direct traffic. This grassy area also serves as endangered
species habitat, as it is a nene feeding site. (See Figure 3 above, “Kilauea Point
Traffic Circulation and Parking” and Photo 4 immediately below).

Photo 4. Cars accommodated in grassy Overflow Parking Area, as directed by
Refuge staff

When insufficient parking conditions develop during peak visitation periods at
KPNWR, Refuge staff are forced to manually control traffic, including directing
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visitors to park on grassy overflow areas. Such demands are frequent, and often
divert FWS staff attention from other key Refuge duties. When the parking lots
have reached capacity, even with the use of the overflow areas, the Refuge is
temporarily closed at the entry gate, and potential visitors are advised via
temporary signage to return at a later time®°.

(7]
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FUGE

Photo 5. Refuge temporarily closed at entry gate when parking lots are full
(view from Overlook Area)

The increasing trend of more visitations to KPNWR is aggravating the existing
traffic and parking conditions. As discussed later in this Final Report, Refuge
visitation in the year 2025 is projected to range from 22 to 55 percent greater

than in 2005, which was estimated at 215,000.

In light of the problems elaborated above, Refuge staff identified a need to
pursue potential improvements and to identify alternatives to the Refuge’s
existing transportation facilities and procedures.

13 Refuge staff have recently begun to track the times and days the Refuge gate is temporarily
closed, which will soon provide a better understanding of the magnitude of the problem.
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Purpose and Need for Action

As described earlier, KPNWR has been experiencing increasing visitation, which
has resulted in access and safety issues, parking shortages, visitor
dissatisfaction, wasted staff time, and increased traffic through Kilauea Town. As
part of the current planning process, and based on the work conducted to date
under this ATS Study (See discussion below.), the ATS Team developed the
following “Purpose and Need” statement for this phase of the study.'*

The purpose of this project is to provide an improved transportation
system that supports the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service objective to
provide visitor access to Kilauea Point National Wildlife Refuge in a
manner compatible with the purposes of the Refuge, consistent with
the mission of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and sensitive to the
needs of the local community.

Annual visitation to Kilauea Point was estimated to be 215,000 in 2005. Parking,
traffic circulation, access, and safety problems are evident, especially during
peak seasons and at certain times of day. The desired transportation system
improvements for KPNWR would accomplish, through 2025 (a 20-year planning
horizon), the following:

. Be safer, more convenient, and more efficient than existing access and
parking conditions;

o Complement the Refuge’s environmental conservation, educational, and
interpretive programs;

. Maintain a high-quality visitor experience;
. Accommodate projected increases in Refuge visitation;
o Minimize traffic impacts on Kilauea Town; and

o Improve general information available to the public, including
“wayfinding” assistance (directional signage) and real-time information
regarding access to the Refuge, etc.

Some Kilauea community members are concerned that FWS is trying to find
ways to increase visitation, and turn KPNWR into a visitor attraction. However,
KPNWR is already one of the top visitor attractions on Kauai; and, it is in the top
five facilities for total annual visitation within the entire National Wildlife Refuge
system. As seen in the Purpose and Need Statement above, KPNWR does not

* The Purpose and Need statement would be further refined during the proposed environmental
documentation phase in order to comply with requirements of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA).
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seek to promote increased visitation, but is instead trying to be proactive in
addressing expected visitation growth over time. While it is possible that
transportation improvements at KPNWR may facilitate visitation, many of the
strategies analyzed here would better distribute increased visitation, reducing
peak demands over time. Transportation-related information technologies may
also help to educate potential visitors about appropriate/convenient times and
days to visit the Refuge; and/or may entice visitors into using more efficient travel
modes that could reduce the number of vehicles traveling through Kilauea Town
to the Refuge.

While not as imperative as the qualities listed above, Refuge staff also plan to
consider additional factors in defining and selecting any transportation system
alternatives. FWS may need to consider other measures to control visitation and
visitor activities at KPNWR, based on wildlife and habitat conservation needs. A
desirable transportation solution would allow Refuge staff to control more easily
the flow and volume of visitors on the Point. Refuge staff would also like to
explore transportation options that would allow expanding wildlife and plant
habitat on the Point. Reducing or eliminating visitor parking and/or other
transportation-related activities on the Point is attractive for this reason, as is
moving non-essential administrative and/or maintenance and storage facilities to
an offsite location.

Completed Reports and Work Conducted To Date

FWS and Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFLHD) commissioned the
preparation of several reports for KPNWR, which are fully integrated and
incorporated, directly or by reference into this ATS Study Final Report, including
the following:

. Traffic, Visitor, and Parking Study (TVP Study), by Parsons Brinckerhoff
Quade and Douglas, Inc. (PB), January 2004

. Visitor and Community Survey Results for Kilauea Point National
Wildlife Refuge and Lighthouse: Completion Report, by the U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS), Policy Analysis & Science Assistance
Program (PASA), November 2005

. Refuge Visitor Projections Report (RVP Report), by PB, March 2006

These reports were finalized with input and reviews provided primarily by the
“ATS Study Project Team”. FWS, CFLHD, USGS-PASA, and PB. All three
reports are summarized below, and the most recent of these, the RVP Report, is
included as Appendix A of this Final Report.

Parsons Brinckerhoff 22 KPNWR ATS Final Report
September 2006



Traffic, Visitor, and Parking Counts Study (TVP Study)

Traffic, visitor, and parking data collected in March and August 2003, enabled the
estimation of baseline conditions, which can be used to understand and project
future access, congestion, and safety issues at KPNWR, and to help determine
potential applications of a shuttle or transit system for the Refuge. The TVP
Study also helped to identify existing and potential transportation constraints at
KPNWR™. Specifically, the TVP Study made the following findings:

J Peak times for the utilization of the KPNWR parking lots and for public
visitations to KPNWR are between 10:00 a.m. (daily opening time) and
2:00 p.m. every day.

. The busiest times for the Overlook are 9:30 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.
(immediately prior to the KPNWR opening time) and 4:00 p.m. to 4:30
p.m. (immediately after the KPNWR closing time).

o Visitations to KPNWR and to the Overlook appear to increase on the
days that cruise ships dock at Nawiliwili Harbor in Lihue. The numbers
and impact of cruise ship visitors at the Refuge appear to be increasing,
fueled by the expanding number of dockings of “long voyage” cruise
ships, as well as the recent increase in inter-island “short” cruises.

. On peak visitation days, the KPNWR parking lot overflows between
11:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. by as many as seven vehicles. There are
other times when one or two vehicles are in the overflow area, but the
busiest time is consistently between 11:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m.

o Although most visitors to the Overlook continue into the Refuge
(between 55 and 67 percent)'®, it is estimated that more than 100,000
stop at the Overlook each year and leave without “entering” KPNWR™".
This fact may affect future transportation options such as shuttle or
public transportation operations, including the frequency of service, bus
capacity, location of stops, or hours of operation.

'3 |t should be noted that the timing of the TVP Study data collection in 2003 coincided with an
unexpected downturn in visitation to Kauai Island and correspondingly to KPNWR. Two major
events were occurring at the time which may have contributed to this decrease. The first was the
general state of the economy. The recession of 2002-2003 reduced the number of Kauai tourists
from the same time in previous years, which in turn affected the number of KPNWR visitors. The
second event was the U.S. invasion of Iraq, which also had the immediate and continuing effect
of reducing the number of tourists, especially international tourists, to both Kauai and KPNWR.
Based on observations and anecdotal evidence through discussions with KPNWR staff, it is clear
that that visitor count in 2003 was an anomaly. In order to estimate the potential “baseline” range
of traffic and parking overflow problems, the TVP Study discussed an adjustment to the observed
data to account for such external factors. (See TVP Study for details.)

'8 parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, KPNWR Traffic Visitor and Parking Counts Study,

A7.
?7 Based on analysis of data from the TVP Study.
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. The average duration of stay by visitors at the Overlook is approximately
7 minutes, while the average duration of stay at the Point is
approximately 40 minutes.

. There is latent demand by visitors to walk into the Point from the
Overlook. They are currently prohibited from doing so due to the
narrow, steep, and circuitous nature of the KPNWR entrance road and
the lack of pedestrian facilities (sidewalks or walking trails) on or
adjacent to the entrance road.

. Average vehicle occupancy at the Refuge tends to be higher in the
summer (3.1 persons/vehicle) than in the spring (2.7 persons/vehicle),
possibly because more families visit Kauai in the summer than in the

spring.

Visitor and Community Surveys

In a related research effort in support of the ATS Study, the U.S. Geological
Survey Policy Analysis and Science Assistance (PASA) research team was
retained by CFLHD, to conduct surveys of visitor and community attitudes about
KPNWR, and to analyze implications of potential changes to KPNWR’s
transportation system. The Visitor Perceptions and Economic Valuation
Research for the KPNWR (PASA Completion Report) explored several aspects
of KPNWR visitation as well as community attitudes, including the following:

J Demographic profile of KPNWR visitors;

o Importance of a visit to KPNWR in the context of other visitor activities,
and visitor trip patterns and behavior on Kauai;

. Economic value of a trip to KPNWR,;

. Community/resident perceptions of the Refuge and its visitor services;
and

. Attitudes about transportation modes including transit.
Specific findings from the PASA Completion Report were used in the preparation
of this Final Report, including the following:

o Visitor demographic profiles, used to verify information in the TVP and

RVP Final Reports, such as percentage of cruise ship passengers that
visit KPNWR, and the average time spent at the Refuge,;
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. Likely impacts on Refuge visitation of potential increases in the entry
fee; and

o Visitor willingness to ride transit to access the Refuge, and potential
impact on visitation if a transit-only transportation system alternative
were to be implemented.

Among KPNWR visitors, key factors affecting the feasibility of any transit
alternative appeared to be:

. Reliability and service;

J Cost;

. Availability of parking at the Refuge or near visitor amenities; and

o The provision of guided narration (onboard interpretation) associated
with the transit “experience,” beyond simply providing transportation to
the Refuge.

The PASA Completion Report found community opinion mixed regarding a
potential shuttle system for KPNWR. It appears the community would support a
system that:

o Promoted homeowner privacy;

. Reduced local traffic;

. Included a park-and-ride facility located near the Kuhio Highway;

. Was financially self-sustaining; and

. Contributed to the economy of the Kilauea community.
The community survey also indicated that better access to the Refuge via

walking and bicycling paths is desired, as long as wildlife and habitat are not
adversely affected.

Refuge Visitor Projections Report (RVP)

The purpose of the RVP Report (found in Appendix A) was to characterize future
visitation at KPNWR by relying on an understanding of the “baseline” conditions
and likely growth rates. Developing this projection of future visitation involved a
variety of relevant factors, including projected growth rates for overall visitation to
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Kauai Island, seasonal variations in visitation, and possible changes to visitor
services at the Refuge.

After completion of both the TVP Study and the public surveys conducted for the
PASA Final Report, a fee collection booth was established at the Refuge in the
summer of 2005, allowing more accurate visitor counts to the fee portion of the
Refuge.'® Using the recently available visitor counts from actual fee booth data,
combined with known seasonal and daily visitation patterns discerned through
the TVP Study, three KPNWR visitation growth scenarios (referred to as Low-,
Mid-, and High-Range) were developed in the RVP Report.

The RVP Report has the following conclusions:

. Visitation to the fee portion of the Refuge (the Point) is estimated to be
about 215,000 in 2005, not including four “fee free” days with a total of
about 4,000 visitors on those four days.

. Growth in visitation over the next 20 years may range from 1.0 to 2.2
percent per year. Under the Mid-Range Growth Rate Scenario (which
assumes 1.4 percent growth per year), there would be about 32 percent
more visitors to KPNWR in 2025 than in 2005. A Low Growth Rate
Scenario would result in 22 percent more visitors, while a High Growth
Rate Scenario would result in an increase of 55 percent.

o Seasonal variability in visitation is not large at KPNWR, compared to
similar destinations on the U.S. mainland. Visitation to KPNWR tends to
peak in the winter, spring, and summer, declining about 17% in fall.

The original intent of developing visitor projections was to account for possible
changes to “visitor services” at the Refuge, based on an understanding of
potential impacts from visitation and their compatibility with the biological
conservation priorities of the Refuge. Visitor services, such as interpretative
programs with staff or volunteer docents, enhancement of the onsite visitor
center and bookstore, and increased opportunities for the public to interact and
observe wildlife, could affect the number of visitors and the duration of a typical
Refuge visit.

However, an analysis of visitor carrying capacity has not yet been completed by
FWS; and, through discussions with Refuge staff, it was determined that future
changes to visitor services cannot be defined clearly at this time. For example,
there are plans to reinstate a wildlife hike to Crater Hill from the Overlook, which
had been cancelled due to lack of staff and concerns about interactions (negative

18 visitation numbers prior to 2005 were difficult to estimate, because until that time the Refuge
staff did not clearly track the numbers of visitors; and, entry fees were collected only through an
“honor box” payment station on Kilauea Point.
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impacts) on resident wildlife. However, this change is not expected to impact
visitation or alter conclusions about long-range visitor forecasts.

All refuges need to be flexible to respond to conditions affecting the welfare of
their natural and cultural resources; including implementing programs that
discourage, control, or encourage visitation, as needed or as permissible, in a
manner that is compatible with the purposes of each refuge and the FWS. The
low, mid-range, and high growth scenarios developed for the KPNWR long-range
visitation forecast, reflect the uncertain future in regard to the provision of visitor
services and represent a wide range of possible changes.

Photo 6. Refuge visitors approaching new fee collection booth established on the
Point in 2005

Kilauea Town Planning Context: Community Issues

Kilauea Town Plan

During the course of this ATS Study, the ATS Team learned that the County of
Kauai Planning Department intended to prepare a “Kilauea Town Plan” as a sub-
area plan in support of an amendment to the County of Kauai General Plan.
Because great potential existed under the ATS Study for cooperative elements
with the Kilauea community and the County, and because the ATS Study had
also anticipated conducting public outreach activities, the ATS Team opted to
participate actively in the Kilauea Town Plan meetings.
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In conjunction with the Kilauea Town Plan “charrette” process in February 2005,
the ATS Study Team conducted extensive team meetings, met with local
stakeholders and property owners, staffed an ATS Study display at a Kilauea
Town Plan “open house” event, as well as organized two separate “public”
events for the ATS Study: a multi-agency briefing meeting and a public meeting
to present the ATS Study to the community. The agency meeting was advertised
through direct notification to agencies, and attempts were made to advertise the
community meeting through Kilauea Town Plan meeting organizers. The Team
distributed a questionnaire about the preliminary KPNWR ATS transportation
options at the February 2005 Kilauea Town charrette to solicit the community’s
input on the options under consideration.®

The Draft Kilauea Town Plan document was publicly released in September
2005. Public hearings before the Kauai County Planning Commission began in
November 2005. FWS submitted testimony in support of this draft plan on March
24, 2006. A copy of FWS’ testimony is included as Appendix B of this Final
Report. In May 2006, the Kauai Planning Commission voted to approve the Draft
Kilauea Town Plan, and forward it to the Kauai County Council. To date, the
County Council has taken no formal action on the plan.

Comprehensive Conservation Plan

Preplanning for the development of KPNWR’s Comprehensive Conservation
Plan (CCP) effort is currently scheduled to begin in October 2007, although it
could start in the fall 2006, if funding is available. The timing of the CCP process,
especially if advanced, is such that it would likely overlap with the next phase
(NEPA process) of this ATS Study effort; and as much as possible, the two
efforts will be coordinated and integrated.

Bypass Road Concept

The Draft Kilauea Town Plan recommends that Kilauea Town be expanded
westward in phases, with the key focus on creating affordable housing
opportunities for the Kilauea community. To that end, the draft plan discusses
the need for a bypass road, not only to open up additional lands for development,
but also to improve circulation and help address traffic concerns on Kilauea
Road.

As shown in Figure 4, there are two potential alignments for the bypass road.
One would connect Kuhio Highway with Kilauea Road near the Post Office. The

% A “Trip Report” summarizing the activities conducted and materials prepared for the Kilauea
Town charrette was separately prepared by PB and submitted to CFLHD and FWS. It includes
documentation of the agency meeting, public meeting, and the results of the public questionnaire
on preliminary transportation options. Note that the questionnaire response rate was low, with
only 13 respondents, such that the results are deemed to be of limited use. However, of those
respondents, one person preferred Moderate Improvements; three people preferred Minor
Improvements, and six people (about half of the total) indicated a transit system as their first
choice. Not all respondents indicated a clear preference. These responses are consistent with
the findings of the PASA Final Report, which found community members mixed in their support of
a transit system.
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other alignment would intersect Kilauea Road near the Kilauea Christian
Academy and close to where Quarry Road meets Kilauea Road. Both
alignments would intersect Kuhio Highway near Banana Joe’s fruit stand, and
would likely divert at least some KPNWR traffic away from the center of Kilauea
Town, especially mauka (toward the mountains) of the Post Office area. Both
potential bypass alignments are discussed and illustrated within the Draft Kilauea
Town Plan®.

As noted in the Draft Town Plan, there is no firm commitment for funding and
construction of a bypass road. The Plan states that without federal funding, the
bypass is not feasible, and is not recommended as part of the first phase of Town
expansion. Under the first phase, only a small leg of this potential future road
would be built as a spur — not as a bypass — with access off of the main Kilauea
Road at the center of Town.

FWS and CFLHD are unable to make any commitments at this time about federal
participation in a bypass road. However, a bypass road would allow more and
potentially better options for accessing KPNWR from Kuhio Highway; as well as,
improving general circulation and distributing traffic impacts in Town, regardless
of whether or not a transit system is implemented.

The Kilauea community in general seems to support a bypass road, because it
would enhance circulation and community safety by reducing traffic volumes and
congestion on Kilauea Road; and, may foster local economic development,
especially new housing stock. A potential public/private joint venture in regard to
potential advancement of this bypass concept may be worthy of future
consideration; especially, if further development of adjacent land uses are
permitted, subsequent to refinement of the Kilauea Town Plan and related Kauai
General Plan amendment processes.

It should be noted that if a bypass were to be constructed, the potential economic
impacts on some existing private businesses in the Kilauea community
(especially those along Kilauea Road) may be negative. This issue has not been
analyzed here and is beyond the scope of this Study. However, it is likely that
such a change in general circulation patterns, including those of visitors to the
Refuge, would result in reduced traffic volumes on Kilauea Road and perhaps
lost revenues for local businesses along this route.

% Draft Kilauea Town Plan, An Update of the Kilauea Sub-Area Plan, September 2005, p. 5-4,
5-5 and 6-5.
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Figure 4. Kilauea Town Vicinity with Potential Bypass Road Alignments
and Potential Transit Hub Sites

= Existing KPNWR Boundary
==m= Potential Transit System Route
I rotential Transit Stop
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Location Options for Potential Transit Center (Hub) Development

The Draft Kilauea Town Plan shows two options for a possible transit center
location, each of which could be used by a Refuge transit system (and perhaps
also by Kauai Bus). The first location is on Kuhio Highway, at the projected
intersection of the first of two potential bypass road alignments. The second
location under consideration is in Kilauea Town, near the existing Post Office,
which is located on the second potential bypass alignment. (See Figure 4.).

The potential hub site on Kuhio Highway may be adjacent to and could share
parking with a potential civic use, such as a local park; whereas, the second site
in the town center would be adjacent to light industrial zoning and close to
established commercial areas. The Kuhio Highway site is shown as the
preferred transit center “Hub” site in the Draft Kilauea Town Plan; but, the Plan
preparers have indicated that the town center location would also be viable,
especially if the bypass road were to be built.

Both sites are deemed to be viable for a potential Refuge transit system. The
Kuhio Highway site was used for costing and analytic purposes in this study, as
this location would generate more conservative estimates about travel times and
operating costs?’. However, the site near the Post Office is also under
consideration, because the current light industrial zoning is compatible with such
transportation facilities, and accommodates FWS’ desire to relocate its
maintenance and storage facility to the transfer site. Also such uses would be
more compatible with existing adjacent land uses, and would facilitate greater
visitor access to existing and future retail commercial activities. A potential
layout of a generic park-and-ride facility that could be used at either location can
be found in Appendix D. The Transit Feasibility section later in this Final Report
looks at the costs of operating a shuttle to KPNWR from each potential location.

Kauai Bus

Kauai Bus provides the only public transit service on Kauai. Kilauea Town is
served by routes 400, 400E, 500 and 500E, with scheduled stops at the Kilauea
Food Mart, approximately eight times per weekday in each direction, plus four
times in each direction on Saturdays. There is no transit service on Sundays.

The ATS Study Team made concerted efforts to coordinate specifically with
Kauai Bus, the County’s local bus service. The intent was to explore the
possibility of combining operations and/or co-locating operational facilities.
Although Kauai Bus indicated they are considering installing a transit center or
more permanent bus stop in Kilauea Town in the future, no specific, detailed
plans have been established, and no mention of this idea appears in the Kilauea
Town Plan. Either of the potential transit center locations identified may be able

L Because the Kuhio Highway site is further from the Refuge, it is estimated that associated
shuttle system operating costs would be higher at this location; i.e., a more conservative cost
estimate. It was assumed that if a shuttle system were feasible from this site, it would also be
feasible (and less expensive to operate) from a location closer to the Refuge.
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to accommodate the operational needs of Kauai Bus, in concert or not, with the
potential provision of shuttle transit service to the Refuge.

For purposes of this Final Report, and because no definitive direction has been
articulated to date by Kauai Bus, or is delineated in their current four-year “long-
range” transit plan, the Team has chosen to explore transit alternatives for
KPNWR that do not require coordination with Kauai Bus. Reassessment of this
issue is recommended for the next phase of this study.

KPNWR “Free Days” Shuttle Bus Service

KPNWR is open to the public and free of charge on four days each year:
Lighthouse Day in May, Ocean Fair Day in July, Free Public Lands Day in
September, and National Wildlife Refuge Week day in October. On those days,
attendance sometimes exceeds 1,000 visitors (compared with about 600 on
normal days, when entry fees are charged to most visitors over the age of 16).
To accommodate this level of visitation, the Refuge has begun to close the
parking area on the Point on one of those free days (Ocean Fair Day), requiring
visitors to use a free shuttle bus from one or more staging and parking areas.

Most recently, Kauai Christian Academy was used as a staging/parking area,
which is located north of Kilauea Town on Kilauea Road, roughly 1 mile from the
Refuge. Volunteers directed visitors to park in a grassy field next to the
Academy and use the free shuttle system, which consisted of three 19-
passenger school buses. According to Refuge staff, the transit service appeared
to work well on Ocean Fair Day, and has shown to be a feasible method for
serving a large number of visitors.
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Visitor Projections Summary

The following is a summary of the Refuge Visitor Projections Report (RVP) (PB,
March 2006), which was an earlier element of the ATS Study effort (The full
report can be found in Appendix A.). The RVP Report identified three potential
growth scenarios for the Refuge:

. Low Growth Scenario, which accounts for economic downturns, a
possible reduction in services at the Refuge, and other factors which
could limit the growth in visitation to the Refuge;

. Mid-Range Growth Scenario, which uses a combination of past trends
and market growth projections from the State of Hawaii Department of
Business, Economic Development, and Tourism (DBEDT) to represent
moderate projected growth; and

. High Growth Scenario, which assumes a combination of an improved
tourism market, increased visitor services, and/or other factors which
could result in a higher visitor growth rate over time at the Refuge.

These low, mid-range, and high growth rates were then combined with other
variables of interest to the FWS.

Changes Over Time - Visitor projections (forecasts) were developed for the
short-term (5-year), medium-term (10-year), and long-term (20-year) planning
horizons.

o Short-Term Forecast (Year 2010) — Represents the situation within a
5-year period, which corresponds to the time required to phase in initial
improvements or implement interim stopgap transportation measures.

. Medium-Term Forecast (Year 2015) — Represents the 10-year horizon,
which could be a transitional period between short-term measures and
long-term transportation solutions.

. Long-Term Forecast (Year 2025) — Represents a 20-year period,
which is enough time to plan for and design transportation alternatives
that will serve the anticipated growth in visitation at KPNWR.

KPNWR Annual Visitor Projections — Annual visitor projections for persons
and vehicles entering the Refuge; i.e., onto the “Point” via the entry gate (but not
including those who visit the Overlook and then leave without entering the
Refuge), using the three growth scenarios described above, are presented in
Table 1. The annual forecast for 2005 was extrapolated from actual visitor
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counts (provided by the Refuge) from a 5-month period (July 16 to December 15,
2005).

Peak and Off-Peak Seasons Forecasts — Based on a review of visitor fee
receipts compiled by Refuge staff for FY2000 through FY2004, it was determined
that peak seasons at KPNWR are winter, spring, and summer, while fall is
considered off-peak. Daily, peak season visitor projections are shown in Table 2,
and were calculated by dividing the annual estimate of total visitation by a factor
of 329%%. Table 3 shows daily, off-peak season projections, which were
calculated by reducing the peak season forecasts by 17 percent®.

Growth rates for the off-peak period (fall) are assumed to be the same as the
peak period. For more information on visitor projections, forecasting methods,
and results, see the KPNWR Visitor Projections Report in Appendix A.

?2 This factor was determined by comparing daily fee receipts from a typical peak-season day in
March and August, to annual receipts from the same time period (FY2000-FY2004). This
methodology is similar to that used by Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Federal
Transit Administration, state departments of transportation, and transit agencies. See Table 4 to
see how this factor was calculated.

% Comparing average fee receipts from all four seasons indicates that winter, spring, and
summer have similar attendance, while fall is about 17% lower. See Table 5 for calculations.
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Table 1. KPNWR Visitation Growth Forecasts (Annual)

Mid-Range .
High h Rat

Year LOWSCZ ré)r:/;tr?oRate Growth Rate ' SGrowt. ate
Scenario cenario

Average Annual 0 0 0

Growth Rate 1.0% 1.4% 2.2%

Persons

2005 (estimate of

existing annual 215,000%

visitors)

Short-term:

2010 (5-year 226,000 231,000 240,000

projection)

Medium-term:

2015 (10-year 238,000 247,000 267,000

projection)

Long-term:

2025 (20-year 262,000 284,000 332,000

projection)

Growth (2005-2025) 22% 32% 55%

All Vehicles

2005 (estimate of

existing annual 74,100%

vehicles)

Short-term:

2010 (5-year 78,000 80,000 83,000

projection)

Medium-term:

2015 (10-year 82,000 85,000 92,000

projection)

Long-term:

2025 (20-year 91,000 98,000 115,000

projection)

Growth (2005-2025) 22% 32% 55%

4 Based on extrapolation of actual visitor count data from July-December 2005.
% Based on average occupancy of 2.9 persons per vehicle.
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Table 2. KPNWR Visitation Growth Forecasts (Daily, Peak Season?®)

Mid-Range .
High h Rat
Year LOWSCZ ré)r:/;tr?oRate Growth Rate ' SGrowt. ate
Scenario cenario
Average Annual 0 0 0
Growth Rate 1.0% 1.4% 2.2%
Persons
2005 (estimate of
existing daily 653%'
visitors)
Short-term:
2010 (5-year 690 700 730
projection)
Medium-term:
2015 (10-year 720 750 810
projection)
Long-term:
2025 (20-year 800 860 1010
projection)
Growth Projection 0 0 o
(2005-2025) 22% 32% 55%
All Vehicles
2005 (estimate of
existing daily 225%
vehicles)
Short-term:
2010 (5-year 240 240 250
projection)
Medium-term:
2015 (10-year 250 260 280
projection)
Long-term:
2025 (20-year 280 300 350
projection)
Growth Projection 0 0 o
(2005-2025) 22% 32% 55%

% peak season is defined as winter, spring, and summer, combined.
" Based on annual estimate divided by annual-to-peak conversion factor of 329.
% Based on average occupancy of 2.9 persons per vehicle.
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Table 3. KPNWR Visitation Growth Forecasts (Daily, Off-Peak Season?®)

Mid-Range .
High h Rat
Year LOWSCZ ré)r:/;tr?oRate Growth Rate ' SGrowt. ate
Scenario cenario
Average Annual 0 0 0
Growth Rate 1.0% 1.4% 2.2%
Persons
2005 (estimate of
existing daily 547%°
visitors)
Short-term:
2010 (5-year 580 590 610
projection)
Medium-term:
2015 (10-year 600 630 680
projection)
Long-term:
2025 (20-year 670 720 850
projection)
Growth Projection 0 0 o
(2005-2025) 22% 32% 55%
All Vehicles
2005 (estimate of
existing daily 189%
vehicles)
Short-term:
2010 (5-year 200 200 210
projection)
Medium-term:
2015 (10-year 210 220 230
projection)
Long-term:
2025 (20-year 230 250 290
projection)
Growth Projection 0 0 o
(2005-2025) 22% 32% 55%

20ff-peak season is defined as fall (October-December).
%Based on estimate of daily peak season visitors, adjusted downward by 17 percent.
¥Based on average occupancy of 2.9 persons per vehicle.
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Table 4. KPNWR Peak Day to Annual Conversion Calculations

Monthly Visitation Receipts, Averaged for FY2000-FY2004

Average Receipts

it for Month
January $31,397
February $35,163
March $34,562
April $31,093
May $33,269
June $32,773
July $34,578
August $35,106
September $31,502
October $32,547
November $25,961
December $24,299
TOTAL YEARLY $382,450
March/August monthly $34,834

average®
March/August average day $1,161
Conversion factor® 329
(annual divided by average
day in March/August)

Table 5. Comparing Peak Season with Off-Peak Season Visitation

Season Average Monthly
Receipts
Winter (Jan-Mar) $33,707
Spring (Apr-Jun) $32,378
Summer (Jul-Sep) $33,503
Fall (Oct-Dec) $27,669
Peak Season (winter, spring
and summer combined) $33,196
Off-Peak Season (fall) $27,669
Difference, Peak to Off-Peak 17%

%2 March and August were used to match the dates studied in the Traffic, Visitor and Parking
Counts Study in 2003.

% Calculations do not include 4 annual free days, when visitation often reaches 1000. The days
are Lighthouse Day in May, Ocean Fair Day in July, Free Public Lands Day in September, and
National Wildlife Refuge Week day in October.
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Conceptual Transportation Alternatives

The visitor projections outlined above indicate a possible need for both short- and
medium-term improvements, as well as long-term strategies to access and enjoy
KPNWR, which could eventually include a transit shuttle operation or other
improvements. In response, a series of draft conceptual transportation
alternatives have been developed and critiqued by the ATS Study Team,
undergoing preliminary evaluation of their practicality and potential feasibility.
The five conceptual transportation alternatives identified to date are described
below.

Initial alternatives were developed and evaluated by the ATS Study Team, and
refined prior to and during a planning charrette held February 22-24, 2005, that
involved Refuge staff, stakeholders and agency personnel. These alternatives
were presented to the public during a Kilauea Town Plan (An Update of the
Kilauea Sub-Area Plan) meeting, a County of Kauai General Plan process held in
February 2005. Public comments were requested; however, the number of
community responses received was low, and no additional transportation
alternatives were suggested via public input, aside from variations or
combinations of those already proposed.

During the anticipated NEPA evaluation phase, the No-Build Alternative, plus the
other draft transportation alternatives will be re-examined. Some of the
alternatives may be screened out during this phase. A combination of
alternatives may also be considered for implementation in a phased manner. A
summary of the Conceptual Transportation Alternatives is shown in Table 6. An
attribute/preliminary evaluation matrix, including preliminary cost estimates and
details of the conceptual alternatives under consideration are included as
Appendix C.

Alternative 1: No-Build

The No-Build Alternative is the same as the current situation at KPNWR, and
establishes the baseline for analysis and evaluation. This “status quo” alternative
consists of no physical or operational change from the existing conditions, and no
additional parking would be provided. FWS staff would continue to assist with
parking cars at the Point during high public use periods to facilitate safe public
access to onsite overflow parking, and to escort school buses to specific parking
spots (by appointment only).

Private tour operators would continue to provide service to KPNWR, as they do
today. No public transit service to KPNWR would be provided by FWS or any
other provider. Bicycle access would continue to be allowed, though infrequently
used and not encouraged. Pedestrian access would continue to be prohibited
onto the Point due to the lack of pedestrian facilities, onsite safety and
environmental concerns. There would be no change in access to the Overlook;
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i.e., uncontrolled public access, at all times and days, would continue to be
allowed.

The 2003 TVP Study documented that private transit vehicles (including tour
vans and taxis) currently carry about 5% of all visitors into the Refuge, while
about 95% arrive by private vehicle (primarily rental car). A very small
percentage arrives by bicycle or on school buses in scheduled groups. Itis
assumed that these percentages would continue in the No-Build scenario.

Alternative 2: Minor Improvements, Transportation System Management
(TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

This alternative would include few or no changes to the current parking areas at
the Refuge, keeping the number of available public parking spaces the same as
today. This alternative would primarily focus on a series of TSM and TDM
measures that seek to better manage the existing onsite parking capacities.
These measures could include one or a combination of the following:
broadcasting traffic and parking information via the media and/or a public
website; providing potential Refuge visitors with real-time parking information via
signs/radio/mobile technologies, i.e., Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)
applications; potential use of a dedicated onsite parking attendant during times of
high visitation; implementation of time limits on parking; installation of parking
meters to discourage long visitations; and congestion pricing and other measures
to make more efficient use of the current parking supply.

Private tour operators would continue to provide service to the Refuge, as they
do today. Boarding areas or dedicated parking for private tour operators may be
provided at the Refuge, to encourage greater use of this option. Bicycle and
pedestrian access could possibly be accommodated, but only