


X 37 Pg. 3-26 Second paragraph: a 2-hr max peak load of 11,950 is cited along with a reference to the system design Here is the proposed text, to replace the current paragraph on pg. 3-26 and 28:

capacity of 18,000. The capacity cited is the potential capacity with scope beyond what the project would The maximum peak direction (Koko Head) volume during the a.m. two-hour peak period would be
have. The relevant capacity is 6,000/hr per direction as that is what the project will have. Because peak- about 11,950 passengers in 2030. This is close to the fixed guideway system’s currently planned
hour loadings are greater than 50% of the two-hour loadings, it appears that the projected loadings exceed minimum capacity of 12,000 passengers per direction for a two-hour period, making it possible
project capacity. This should be explained. demand could exceed capacity for a short time during the peak period. While this is not anticipated to

be a significant problem based on forecast ridership, should higher passenger volumes be realized, the
system will be designed to be able to provide substantially higher capacity by adding vehicles or
reducing headways. Such operational adjustments would be evaluated as the system approaches the
planned capacity toward 2030.

X 38 Pg. 3-32 Access to Fixed Guideway section: Given that many of the riders of the Build Alternatives are forecast to New table (3-18) on mode of access added to reflect comment. Table appears on page 3-34
access by bus, the number of riders by bus, walk and park-and-ride should be presented

X 39 Pg3-32 Transit Reliability section: If many of the riders on the Build Alternatives access by bus, they will be subject | Text added on pg. 3-34:

to congestion and less reliable travel times for this portion of their trip. That should be discussed. The bus network would also be restructured to provide access from surrounding communities to the
fixed guideway with more frequent bus service. Bus routes serving guideway stations would typically
be shorter and would operate in less congested residential communities. These operations would help
maintain service reliability compared to operations of longer-distance routes.

X 40 Pg. 3-33 Transfers section, third paragraph: Minimal wait times are cited for riders transferring from buses to the Text added on pg. 3-35:
project because of its frequent service. The implications of the return trip for these riders should also be Riders transferring from the guideway service to buses would benefit from improved frequencies on
described. existing bus routes serving stations. Also, several new routes with high frequencies would be

provided as feeders to the guideway system. Since these routes would primarily operate in residential
areas, they would provide greater reliability versus routes operating along congested arterials. Riders
transferring from rail-to-bus would also benefit from coordinated transfers between trains and buses
thereby minimizing wait times.

X 41 Pg. 3-33 Comfort and Convenience section: Our earlier comment on demand exceeding peak capacity contradicts Text was revised on pg. 3-35 and 3-36; Reference to standing patrons was deleted; added text
what is said in this section. The section should be eliminated or significantly changed. pertaining to short wait times, covered waiting areas, and seats

X 42 Pg. 3-33 Transit User Benefits section: The description of user benefits gives the impression that this measure is a Text modified on pg. 3-36 to 3-37. Text now references benefits for transit-dependent communities
bureaucratic invention of the federal government that has no relevance to a project, which has two of its (references Figure 3-7 which also addresses comment 37) and work trips from ‘Ewa and Kapolei. All

objectives as the improvement of mobility (the measure has been referenced in academia for decades). User | 4 Project goals are addressed.
benefits should be explained as a powerful measure of improved mobility which directly addresses two of the
project goals. Information should be developed using the measure to present how the Build Alternatives While we agree that in most cases, individual user level information is more pertinent to a reader’s
meet these goals. User benefits are best expressed on a user basis rather than totals. perception of a project, we have typically only presented aggregate user benefits (as opposed to “per
user” benefits) from SUMMIT. They are developed on the basis of aggregate information about the
transportation system. Furthermore, unlike many other types of information, user benefits have little
meaning to the average reader and the summary would seem more appropriate as a basis of
comparison for the various alternatives. Our discussions with modeling experts also suggest the
aggregate approach to be more common.

X 43 Pg. 3-42 Initial options for construction staging areas should be provided by the City in each construction package Text revised on page 3-45:
developed. Additional construction staging areas identified and requested by the Contractor should be The maintenance and storage facility, park-and-ride lots, and stations could be used for construction
reviewed and approved by the City. staging areas. Additional areas would be identified by the contractor as needed. The contractor would

be responsible for obtaining any necessary permits and approvals. Additional construction and staging
areas identified and requested by the contractor would be reviewed and approved by the City. Staging
areas are not expected to cause a substantial effect.
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