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This appendix includes the comments received in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and response 
to those comments.
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Mr. I..esl ic '1'. 1loge1-s 
IEagiolial Atlt~ii~iisrrato~* 
I'etfcntl 'l'la~lsit Ad~ninistri~lio~t Rcgioll 1X 
20 1 Mission St., Stiitc 1650 
Saa I'fiuicisco, CA 96 105- 1 839 

RE: Ifortoil~lrl i-/irll~-Cir/)tr~:i/j/  T,.trtr.sir C'owittor Prc?icc/ 
~ ~ O t ~ O / ~ l i ~ i ,  f~cl\i:<lii 

co~isuiting pr\rties Ri~vc rccc~itly co~ktaded the Advisory Council on f.iistoric I'rescrvalion 
(ACI-I P) with concerns nbout tllz o f'fects of chc refcrcncctl utidertaking on llistoric properties, 
0attict11:lrly visual cll'ects that 111;iy 1.esult r-ct the i'cnrl I-larbor N:uiunal I-lisioric I,tulct~uark (NI-ll.,). . . 
1 tic estent ;~tid cotnptcsity of tile pl>l~irtcd t~ndertal;ing cails h r  tRc 1:erlelal 'l'ransit 
Atlnrinistration (I'l'A) to p~ovitlc appropriate guitlanco and oversight to its applicant, tltc City a~itl 
C:ount\: of' l-lot~oiulu C)cpc~~'triie~it of 'l't.;rnspori;rlic,n Scrviccs (City) to cnstrre that constillitig 
parries ant1 other s~akel.toltlcrs arc involvctl in consnltatiou in keeping wirli tllc spirit ant1 irltent OF 
the Scctio~i I06 iniplancnting rcgirlrltiotts, 'vl'rc)t.ectior~ ctt'I-tistoric Proocrlics" (36 C'FR I'tlrt 800). 

We woitid like to cottlinn otlr undcr.stantIing that l l~c  FTA has riot yet circt~lated n l?ntling of 
ei'fecc for tllis trntlertaking ss the City is plase~~tly conrlucting ,2ciditionnl sturlp ;tnd ;~nalysis of' 
cff'ccts to liisroric properties in response to conlrnc~tts received From consulting parties during tlic 
rcceat circulntion of n Draft flnvir.oiima~tal Impact Shtc~tle~it (DEIS) I'br tlic project. Should the 
I"TA co~~clucle, following the resulls of this ;iddi~ion:rl ailnlysis a~rcl consttitation with the l.la\\filii 

SI-11'0 and otl1croo13st1tting p;~rtics, tl~nt tlic ~~atlel.taking will ntft~erscly affect I~iseoric properties, 
01. tbtit the clcvclopt~~ent o f a  I'rogr-iunnlotic Agrccrne~~l is necessary, llrc agency ~attsl ~ruti l j  thc 
AC:I.ll' ;tnd provitlc {llc tlocumentatio~r iietnilcd ar 36 CIR $ SO. 1 I (e). l'he I-la\t#ilii State I - l i s ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~  
I'rcscrvation Ot'fice (Sf-11'0) bas miseil co~tccr~ts ahout Ihc proposczl clcvclapmcnt ol' two Soctioe 
106 agt-ceme~tt documents slioi~ld ;ulvcrsc cf'I'ccts result lictnl thc pl.oposotl t11rdc1.1rtkinp. Lt is 
uticie;ir to 11s Iro~s tllc FI'A has proccctlcd to  his point witlrctui o~tgoirty consultation wit11 all 
consulting parties. l:usther, we wish to clsrif! th;\t, pcr (lie provisions of'$800.6 of our 
regulations. :I Scction t 06 apreetnetit tlacument sliould irddrcss all flw adverse efl'ects tllrtr may 
result front an t~tl(ter~i~kisg. I t  tlier.eFore is incoasistcnt per 36 CI:R l k t  800 for die i'l'A to 
clcvclop two ngr'eeriienf docu~nen(s I'or tliis siuglc t~~idcrraliiny. 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON I-IISTOIIIC PIIECsER'/ATlON 

1 100 Pan~)sylvnnia Avenue NVJ, Strite 803 \RfasIlingion. DC 20IK14 
Pl~una: :202..606-850.3 0 Fax: 202-606-8047 achp8achp.qov ww\~.achp.gov 



We t.cqtrcs~ :rt, i~pd;rlc or, 1l1c sinttjs ofthe Section I06 consultatioll for the I-lonolulu I.ligh- 
Cnpacily 'I'r:lnsit Con.itlar as \wll as itifomation libot~t how ihc FTA is pm\~idiilg oversiglll Lo llle 
City tagarc-ling thc coortlinntion of the historic p~ase~~vation raview :unti corlsrrltatiotl will1 all 
cc)nsi~ltitig pal-tics, including Native I.iowaiinn ol'g;~l~izatiot~s. 'l'liis information will IieIp us 
respond to itlcluiries fiorn consulting parties aad me~nbers of'll~c ~,ublic who express cc~~iccfl l~ 
about the F'fA's Scciion 106 cool.dination. LVe will atso bc rtble to bctter aclvisc llle FTA 
rcgi_;rrtling inicspsttii~i<al of tllc 1*cgul;1tions a i ~ d  procerticnil rcquiremcnts. 

Wc look Torwnl.d to your response and io assisting tlie 1:'i.A wit11 its respa~\sibili~ics under tlw 
Nationnl I-Iistoric Prescrv:tlioii Act. tf you Iitrvc tiny questions. please coatact Blythe Scrn~ner by 
tclcphoac :it (202) 606-8557, or by c-mail at ~s~j!tcl.ii&cljj~xw., 







Nalural Reaouruts Consecvatfan Sewice 
P. 0 . 8 0 ~  50004 
Honolulu, Hawaii 98860 
(808) 5dt -2600 

January 7,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of fmnsportation Services 
City and County of Honaluiu 
650 South King Street, 3* Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Thank you for providing the NRCS the opportunity b review the Honolulu Hlgh-Capacity Transit Corridor 
ProJect, Draft Environmental Impact StatemenVSection 4(f) Evaluation. Pfevfously, the NRCS has worked 
with the City and County of Honoklu and Ms. Amy Zaref, Project Manager from Parsons Brfnckerhoff, on 
this pmja~t to provide the Important Farmland information. We assisted in completing a Farmland impact 
Conversion Rating Form (AD-1006) for this project. This form is required on projects that convert 
farmlands into non-farmland uses and have federal dollars attached to the project. See the website link 
below for more Information on the Fafmland Protection and Presetvation Act fFPPA), and a ~ o p y  of the 
A D 1  006 form, with instructions. 

Another area of potential concern are the impacts on wetlands. The NRCS Soil Survey of Oahu, Hawaii 
identifies areas of hyddc soiis. Hydric soits are p~tentiai ereas of wet!aards. t l  wetfands do exist, any 
proposed impacts to these wetlands would need to demonstrate compliance with the "Clean Water Act", 
and may need an Army Corps of Engineers 404 permit. The NRCS Sol Survey Maps are not provided 
with this report due to the extent of the project area. If you have any questions mncaming hydric soils or 
obtaining NRCS Soif Survey informaliolr please contact us at the number provided below. 

The NRCS Soil Survey is a general planning tool and does not eliminate the mad for an onsite 
investlgatlan. If you have any questions concerning the soils or interpretations for this project please 
contact, Tony Rolfes, Assistant State Soil Scientist, by phone (808) 544-2600 Ext, 129, or email, 
Tony. Rolfes@hi.usda.oav. 

: http:lhYww,nrcs,usda.gov/programs/fppal 
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OEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DfSTRICT, HONOLULU 

FORT SHAFWR, HAWAII 96858-5440 

RE PLY TO 
ATTENT~ON OF: Febmary 6,2009 

Ragufatory Branch 
Engineering and Co~~shuction Division 

Mr. Ted Matley 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
20 1 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
I-IonoluIu, HI 968 1 3 

Dear I&. !diitiey arid Mr. Yoshioht 

Corps File No.: POB-2007-127 

This letter uansmits ow comments on the IRonohla High-Capacity Transit brrldor * 
Project (Project) Draft Eaviranmentrlt Impact Statement (DEI'S), dated ~ovemfi i r  2008. The 
document was jointly prepared by the leJ.S, Department of Transportation, Fderal Transit 
Administration (FTA) and the City and County of Honolulu, Department of 'f*rmsportation 
Services (DTS) to evaluate the environmental consequences of the proposed 23-mile rapid transit 
project located between Kapold and University of Hawaii M i o a  on the Island of Oahu, Hawaii. 
Our comments are provided pursuant to the U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers (Corps) reg~ilataly 
authorities promulgated under Section404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 and Section 
10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) of 1899. Our feedback is also guided by the Project's 
Draft Coordination Plan that was developed for this project pursuant to Section 6002 of  the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexibte, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFTEA-LU) and our independent statufoxy responsibilities undcr the NationaI Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of E968, 

As a way of background, our role as an official cooperating agency is to ensure appropriate 
consideration of the aquatic ecosystem tfiroughout the environmentai review process. In doing so, 
we expect the Final HIS to be substantively sufAcient for purposes of our agency's adoption in 
accordance witlr the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) MEPA implementing 
regulations. Furtl~emore, ow early involvement in the Project is intended to assist R'A and 
DTS in complying with aft applicable federal laws that fidf under our r~gulatory jurisdiction. 
Towards this end, my office has submitted comments on the Project in letters dated February 13, 
2006'; April 10,2007~; May 8,2007" and September 16,2008" Our mast recent review of the 

---.,--..---- 
' Letter from Gcorge P. Yamg, US. A m y  Corps of &igu~eeeers to Kenneth Hamayasti, DTS, regarding scoping and 
BXS Preparation Notice 



pubfic DEIS encompassed all pertinent documents provided to our agency, including, but not 
limited to: 

DEIS, Chapters I tlwough 8 (FTA and DTS, November 2008); 
Appendix A of the DEIS: Conceptual Alignment Plans and Pmfiles (DTS, Septelnbor 
2008); 
Appendix C of the DEIS: Constniction Approach [DTS, November 2008); 

* Water Resources Technical Report (DTS, August 2008); 
* Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS, Novernber 2006); and 
r Draft Coordination Plan (FTA and DTS, March 2057) 

Based on our review, we found that a number of our agency's previons comments md 
concerns relating to the identificatioddeli11eation of waters of the IJnited States, project impact 
assessment, the 404('o)(l) alternzrfives analysis, and proposed compensatory mitigation were not 
adequately addressed or incorporated into the DETS. Tn the absence of Qis key informatiotr, we 
are unable to provide meaningful comn~cnts on the subject draft N P A  document a$ it relates to 
ow statutory responsibi tities. Moreover, these data and assessment deficiencies could adversely 
af'cct the timeliness anti streamiining of ow Department of the Army (DA) permit decision. 
'X'herefore, as a cooperating agency, we suggest the following comments be vetted and resolved, 
as appropriate, lry the Pederal lead and cooperating agencies prior to the next foimal step it1 the 
N3PA process. 

Aauatic Resources Data G m  

According to the President's CHQ, an EIS must rigororrsty mplore and olrjeceively evaluate a 
reasonable range of attdrnatives, including tile propased action. Om of the camerstones of the 
M P A  process is the disclosure of the environmental consequences of the proposed action a d  its 
alternatives. An analytical evaluation of project impacts is necessay in order for R reviewer to 
sk~arply compare and contrast aIternalivm. W l e  there is no manhte for a particular outcolna or 
that the lead agency achieves particular substantive etlvironmentai results, a rigorous evaluation 
of altcnlatives is required to inform tiecision-m<&ers of tfle likely envit~onmental coasequences, 
both detrimen~l and benoficial, of the altcmatives. The preface of the Project's DEIS 
acknowledges the purpose of the d0cu~ellt  is to "...provide., . [a] f i l l  and open analysis of costs, 
benefits, and environmental impacts of alternatives considereti.. .", yet based on otrr review of the 
document, we do not concur that some of these basic NEPA tenets have been adequately 
r~rlfiiIerl. 

krespcctive of the NEPA precept of n concise environmental document, at the projecf- 
specific DEIS stage we require greater specificity and disclosure of quantitative data regarding 
the aquatic ctwironment. We note ncitl~cr the Water Resources Technical Report (WRTR) nor 
Chapter 4 of the DElS (Environnterziai Analysis, Cunsequonces and Mitigation) contains 
- - -  .. - - 

htter From Qorge P. Young, U.S. A m y  Corps of Bngirtcers to Kenneth Aamayasu, DTS, regarding NDI'A 
scoping cornmeah in responsc to FTA's NO1 

Letter b ~ n  LTC Charles Ii. Klinge, U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers to LesIie T. Rogers, F'TA, regardkg 
cooperating agcncy status and SMI3TEA-LU coordinatioli plan 

Letter Gom Gcorgc P. Young, U.S. Aany Corps of Engiueers to Wayne Yoshioka, W S ,  togarding commellfs on 



infonnation on: I)  the geographic boundaries of waters of tl~e U.S., inclnding wetlands; 2) 
quantitative data documenting the areal extent of direct and indimt impacts for each of the 
proposed build alternatives (o.g., footprint of disttlrbancc); and 3)  specific documentation of how 
the Project will avoid and mi~imizc impacts to aquatic resources to t l~o  maximum extent 
practicable. h previous correspondence, the Corps requested the DEXS include these standard 
analytical and procedural requirements in order to document our geographic scope of jurisdiction 
and to chaxactetize the functional losses to the aquatic ecosystem, if any, as a result of project 
implementation, Both aspects are fundamental to our regtilatory program and DA permit 
decisions. 

Notwithstanding the aforementioned data omissions, we offer the fotlowit~g spccific 
comments on the prescnce/absence of aquatic resources, the analysis of impacts on the aquatic 
environmeot and proposed mitigation. 

Table 4- 1 ia the WRTR identifies 18 strcamslwaterways that occur within thc study area, 
whereas Table 4-25 in the DEXS depicts f 7 streams; the Ala Wai Canal is excluded in the 
latter. A third matrix, entitled "Streams in tho Study Corridor" was clistributcd for 
discussion purposes during our Dwernbcr 2008 agency coordination meeting. This table 
lists 20 streruns occurring in the study area that could be affected by the Project. The 
Corps ~ecommorrds my discrepancies with the vr;ri@us tables bc reccncifed and a cfcw, 
comprehensive accounting of the existing aquatic resources within tl~e sttidy area be 
presented. 

* Page 4- 130 o f  the DEIS indicates ". . .wetland areas are listed in 'Cable 4-28, . ." Howevcr, 
the aquatic resources called aut in Tablc 4-28 do not appear to be classified or delineated 
based 011 tlle Corps' 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual (manual) and other current Corps 
policy. For example, nine of these water resources listed in Table 4-28 arc described as 
concrete channels or concrete culvelts, whih generally are not blown to support hydric 
soils (unless they maintain a natural cliarmsI invert'), and therefore wouId not be 
considered wetlands. The Corps suggests this table be ~wiewed ru~d modified, as 
appropriate, to categorize or otherwise identify water resources that constitute a 
"wctlmd" based on the Corps methodology. 

* Wc t~oted inconsistencies with respect to the conclusions made in t h ~  DEIS regarding 
environmental consequences. For instance, page 4-135 of the DEIS states that mitigation 
is not rquired Because no impacts to wetlands are expected, altl~ough page 4-1 59, 
Section 4.1.7.7 (Natural Ra~ources), indicates ". . . [C]onshuction activities could affect- 
wildlife, vegetation, yetlmds and st rew near the Project." [Emphasis added]. Tl~e 
Corps rmoxntnends clarification oil the conclusions of the water resources impact 
analysis. We also suggest a reference or citation be proviiled in tho DEIS that ciirects the 
reader to the actual fidd data and detailed analysis that substantiate the findings. 

Wl~iIc Section 4.13.3 of the DEXS (page 4- 13 1) asserts: ". . .the project would not 
adversely affect water resources.. .", page S-1 of the W T R  states: "Piers to support the 
guideway may have to be located in some stxcms." Similar statements on p a p  6-1 of 
the WR'I'R and page 4- 132 of the DEXS indicate: "{Alny piers in streams would be 



placed to line up with existing bridge structures when feasible ...[ alreas where elevated 
sh-uclwes would cross navigable waterways have been identified and consultation with 
the Coast Guard in underway to adtlress effects" We infer from these statements that 
tl~ere would be direct impacts to [potential] waters of the US., l ikdy requiring review and 
authorization under Section 404 of the CWA andlor Section I0 of the RHA. The Corps 
suggests this section of the DEB be clarified. 

* Subsequent to the release of the DEIS, the Corps was infonned that then may be 
constnictioti methodologies that couid resuit in direct impacts to waters of the W.S., sucli 
as the usc of coffer dams (pcrs, comm., Amy Zaref et al., December 16,2008). 
Thcnfore, we recommend the Final BIS identify all project features and construction 
metkodologics that may affwt waters of the US. F'I'A and DTS should provicte an 
explicit accoutding of what waterways and wetlands will be impacted, including an 
estimate of tile footprint of disturbance (t;.g., acres) illld the type of impact (c.g., direct, 
indirect, permanent, temporary, and so forth). order to accomplish this, a. forma1 YD 
must bc undertaken by a qualified consultant and verified by the Co~ys. Information 
contained in the JD, in conjullctiorl with detailed engineering plans, should then be used 
to substat~tiate the prcsoncelabscsnce of jurisdictiollal waters of lhc U.S. and whether 
impacts would ren~lt fkom irnplenlentation of the proposed build alternatives. 

Section 4.1 3.1 of the DEfS (Aeplatury Context) ir~dicates the Corps regulates activities 
in jurisdictional waters pursuant to Section 10 of the RHA and SecEioli 103 of the Marine 
Protection, Research and Sanctulics Act of 1972, however, omits the fact we also 
regulrtte activities that i~lvolve the discharge of drcdged or 611 material in jui.isdictiona1 
waters of the U.S. under Sectio11404 of the CWA. AlthougI~ a separate subheading 
entitled "Wetlirnrls" (page 4-128) correctly expiaim the Corps regulates wetlands under 
Section 404 of the CWA, it does not explicitly acknowledge that we regulate activities 
that discharge Trll material into other types of waters of the U.S., such a$ non-wetland 
tributaries. Therefore, tbc text of the DEIS should be modified to cIadfy the scope of our 
jurisdiction under Sectiatl404 of the CWA. Unless FTA and D'TS intend to trmsporf 
dredged or fill material for ocean disposd, the Corps does not anticipato our autllorilies 
under Section 103 of the MPXU will be relevant to this Project. 

Page 4-134 of the DEE indicates verbatim: ". , .[A] letter has been sent to the A m y  
Cops of Engineers asking for theirjurisdictional dotemination concuring that the 
Project will not have a direct impact on wetlands." We are concerned with the accuracy 
of this statemeslt, as the Corps has not received a iclter from the Project l~roponent or its 
designated agent requesting our jurisdictional deterrninatioa (JU). Further, we havc.not 
i-ecdvcd a draft JD report prepared itx accot'dance wilh tlxe 1987 Wetlands Ddincatioa 
Manual, 33 C.F.R. 3 328.3(d) md 33 C.P.R. $328(e) to review and approve. For this 
reason, we request this statement be stricken from the DEIS or substantially modificd to 
accurately portray the status of coordination with oir  office ort the Project's JD. 

Based on recent coordination with your consullat~t team, we understmd rbe aforementioned 
data gaps are under development and that site-specific information wilI be forthcoming. It is not 
clear, however, how this yet-to-be obtained information will be ii~corporated into the DEIS and 



considered by the public and agency decision-makers prior to the final determination of a 
federally preferred alternative. Again, due to the absence of a geographjc JD, we are rmable ro 
determine the extent, intensity and permanence of impacts to the aquatic ecosystem. At this 
time, we are also precluded &om wei@ing in on the adidcquacy of a 404(t>)(l) altenlatives 
analysis, appropriate mitigation, a t ~ d  the possible identification of the least e~lvironmentally 
damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). 

Alternatives Analvsis 

The purpose of the Project is to: ". ..[lJlrovi& high capacity rapid transit in the highly 
congested east-west transportation conidor, between Kapoloi in the west and Ilniversity of 
Hawaii, ;Mrinoa in the east, as specified in the Qaltu Regional Tmnsportation Plan 2030" bage 
1-19). A number of alternatives were initially examined, but rejected as part of the Alternative 
Analysis process ca~td~tctf%d by DTS in 2006. The Attcrnativc Analysis Report eval~iated four 
altertratives, including the No Build, Transportation System Management, Express Duscs 
Operating in Managed kd~~es, and Fixcd Guideway Transit System. The latter was selected by 
the City Co~mcil as t l ~ e  localIy preferred alternative. According to Ihc DE'IS, the NEPA scoping 
process confirmed that these were no other available alternatives that would satisfy the project 
purpose at less cost, with greater effectiveness or less environmenfai or community impact. 

The 404{b)(l.) Ciuicfetiness inlposc, substantive requirements on the applicant with respect to 
the alternatives analysis and the sequenced search for the LEDPA. These guidelines are heavily 
weighted towards preventing envirolunerttal degradation of waters oPthc U.S. 'fhe regulation 
specifically requires that t ~ o  discharge of &edged or 611 rnatesial shall be pcrmittect if thcre is a 
practicable6 alterative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the 
aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have otiler signilkant adverse 
environmental consequences [40 C.P.R. $230.10(a)]. Section 4.13.1 of the DEE (Background 
and A4ethodotoby) appropriately acknowledges the applicant must conduct a 404(b)(l) 
aItematives analysis, howeves, we were unable to locate this analysis within the DEIS, its 
appendices or technical. studies. Presuming this analysis has not yet been prepared, there is no 
reference in the DElS as to when it might be performed. 

Generally, if the NEPA aiternatives anufysis is adequately robust with respect to the aquatic 
ecosystem impacts such that it demonstrates that the proposed activity is the I,IEDPA, then ir can 
cluly fierve ta hlfili the 404(h)(l) alternatives analysis requiretnent. Otherwise, a separate 
alternatives analysis must be conducted to provide greater specificity and/or a modified range of 
alternatives in order to satis& the substnntive criteria of tile Guidelines (i.e., the identification of 
the LEDPA). Xt is gemme to note that if it is otheiwisc a practicable alternative, an area not 
presently owned by the appficant which could be rcasonabiy obtained, utilized, expanded or 
managed in order to fulfill the basic purpose of the proposed project may be considerod under the 
Guidelines. h%PA has similar language ia wi~ich it requires that oven if an alternative ia not 

.-.. 
die administrative draft L?XS ' U.S. Enviro~uno~ital Protection Agency, 404(b)(l) Gdddincs, 40 C.F.R, Q 230 (45 FR 85336 - 85357, datcd 

December 24, 1980) 
"~racticabie" is defined in regulation as being available and capable of  being done after raking into consideration 
cost, existing tcchnotogy and logistics in light of the oven11 project purpose. 



within the lead agency's jurisdiction it should be rigorously analyzcd in the E1S if it is reasonable 
and achieves the project purpose (40 C.F.R, 1 SO6.2(d)]. Despite some alternatives being outside 
the control or legal jurisdiction of the lead agency, their inclusion in the ETS helps to provide a 
sharper contrast anong alternatives and informs the public as well as dc~isiorimakers ofthe 
environmental coilsequelices (beneficial or detrimental) of alternative actions, 

For the I-Tonolulu Hi&-Capacity Transit Corridor project, the range of alternatives includes 
the No Action aiternative plus one build alternative widx two alignment variatiom. The 
alignments considered in the D E E  are: 1) the Nonoltilu International Airport: variation, 2) the 
Salt Lake Boulevard variation, and 3) implementation of both the Airport aid SaIt I ~ k e  
Boulevard variations, Aside &om the area between Aloha Stadium and Kalitli where the 
alignment varies, the alternatives traverse the same footprint for the majority of thel9-mile 
length, It1 fact, the DEXS states: ''. . .the guideway would follow the same aligitment for all Build 
Alternatives though most of the srudy corridor, except between Aloha Stadium and Kaliiri." 
(pages S-4,2-9). In consideration of the requirements of the 404fb)(l) Guidelines, the Corps 
recommends FTA and DTS c m h f  ly exanline and clearly document the environmental 
differences between the Build altematives/aligm~~ts and provide doctunentation that there is tio 
other practicable afternativc-other than the locally preferred alt-emativc-that would have less 
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem. 

According to the UEIS, the proposed transportation corricior is approxirnady 23 miles in 
Icngth, of wlGch a detailed environmentaI evaluation was conducted for a core 113 rniles located 
between Enst Kapolei and Ala Moana Center, Future Wansit extensions to West Kapolei atld U"H 
Mlinoa and Waikiki may occur, but are only considered in the DETS in the context of cumulative 
effects. We agree this is an appropriate approach for potential future Project extensions that 
currently have not been approved, designed or hnded. 'The NEPA requires that the lead agency 
fake a hard look at aItematives and the resulta~rt environmetltal consequences to enable infom~ed 
agency decisions. Environmental consequetlces may be beneficial or adverse, but in all cases, the 
direct, indirect and cimulative impacts must be assessed and disclosect within the NEPA 
document. We found the P~oject's cumulative impact analysis for waters of the U.S. to tack 
sufficient analytical detail and robustness for purposes of pubIic disclosure and agency decision- 
making. A nleaningful curnulative impact assess~nent includes an evaluation of the histodo and 
cunetu conditions of the environmental resource of interest, a thorot~gh accounting of past, 
present and reasonably foresecabte future projects and how such projects affect a given 
enviromzental resource wllen assessed in the aggregate. 

The cumtrlative impacts to waters of the US. must be considered in the context of the 
pre-established geographic bormdat-ies for the wetIands/waters crunulative effects analysis. The 
impacts that would result fram the Project's build alternatives lnust be evaluated in comparison 
to the quantity arid quality of aquatic resources occurring within the geographic study area and in 
consideration of other slrcssors or impacts resulting frorn past, present and reasonably 
furoswabte projects, That is, it may be that the resulting impacts &am the Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Corridor project alternatives we, individually, deemed minimal when cotnpared 
to the overall Project footprint of disfwbmce, but when the project impacts are compared to the 



already diminished extent and healtk of wetlands existing within the study area, suclt impacts 
could be considerably morc substantial. 'rhc discussion ofthe water resources cumulative effects 
offcrcd in Section 4.18.3 (page 4-174) is inadequate to enable a fair md objective evaluation of 
cunlulativc impacts. Therefore, the Corps recorninends the text be expanded to better address the 
suggestions outlined above. 

-saw Mitigation 

!?or projects evaluated finder Section 404 of the CWA, no discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the US. can be approved that does not meet the requirements of the 
404(b)(l) Guidelines. Guidance for inlplernenting the 404(b)(t) Guidelines is provided through 
the joint Corps-BPA 1990 Mitigation Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the new 
Co~npensatory Mitigation ~ u l e ?  , which supersedes certain provisions of tire 1990 MQA. Amorlg 
other things, the MOA states that compensatory mitigation may not be used as a method to 
redircc environme~~taf impacts in thc cevaluation of the alternatives for the purposes of 
requirements under 40 C.F.R. Section 230.10(a). 

'rhc Corps anticipates providing. feedback on the draft 404(b)(1) altmiatives analysis as tho 
environmental process moves forward, In general, l~owever, thc following sequence of 
deiei~i inatio~ will be used iri eiahating the Pi%ojc-ctr 

A determination that potential impacts have been avoidcd to the maximum extent 
prrzcticab le; 

A determination that remaining unavoidable impacts will bo mitigated to the extent 
appropriate and practicable by requiring measures to minimize impacts through project 
modifications and permit conditioas; a~d 

* A determillatian that appropriate and practicable compensatory mitigation has been 
provided for unavoidable adverse impacts. 

'rhe BEIS should document an explicit aid transparent Iink between project impacts and 
proposed mitigation. Under the new Compe~xsatory Mitigation Rule, greater flexibility exists for 
pennittee-responsible mitigation through on-site and off-site mitigation. The same holds fnle for 
out-o&kind mitigation. In general, however, implementation of componsatoiy mitigation should 
occur on-site unless it is demonstrated there is no practicable opportunity for on-site mitigation 
or if off-site mitigation povides greater ecological benefits. Compensatory mitigation shuuld 
also occur within the sane watershed of in~pact whenever possibte, Xf competlsatory mitigation 
is reconunendcd to occur outside the watershed of impact, a sowid ecological ratiotrale must bc 
presented as to why it is the most practicable choice. 

In aur previous comment letters, we cautioned DTS about deferring specific mitigation 
planning to the pennittifig stage of tiis project. in our view, it is important that disc~issions wit11 

' Final IZulc, Compensatory Mitigation for Losses ofAquaIil: Rcsowces (Corps and EPA, April 10,2008; 73 FR 
19594 . 19705). 



key regulatory and nsource agencies related to compensatory mitigation begin at this phase of 
the NEPA process and continue throughout the pennit process. Also, it is noteworthy to point 
out that the new Compensatory Mitig~tion Rule rcqtlircs our Public Notice (PN) for the preferred 
alternative contain a statement explaining how impacts associated with the proposed action are to 
be avaided, minimized and co~npalsated for and that a final mitigation plan be approved by our 
district engineer prior to issuance of an individual permit. Thaefore, it is important that at the 
time of issuance of our PN the mitigation proposal is specific enough for the public to offer 
tneaningfitl comments on its appropriateness and effective~iess. 

Should your augmented impact analysis for aquatic resources determine there are 
unavoidable adverse impacts to waters of the U.S., we expect a draft compensatory rnitigntion 
plan to be prepared in accordance with XXonoluIu District's Mitigation and Monitoring Guidelines 
and the Final Compensatory Mitigation Rule. At a minimum, this pian should include the 
following: I)  a direct correlation between project impacts and proposed mitigation to offsol the 
loss in hnctional value; 2) the specific functions and values expected to be gained tlwough the 
proposed establishtncnt restoration, enhancement and preservation efforts; 3) a schcdule for 
implementation; and 4) m evaluation and monitoring plan. 

In addition, it may be pruderlt to consider implementation of certain campancnts of the 
compeflsatory mitigation plm iir! advarce cEthe impacts occrxring, wiiicfn may then i ~d i i ce  the 
temporal losses associated with project constructiotl. 

NEPA Procedural Rquirements 

As a cooperating agency with both special expertise and jurisciiction by iaw, we intend to 
adopt FTA's Final EIS for cornpliaiice with the Corps' independent NEPA responsibilities for 
our federal action (LC., DA permit decision). In doing so, we will be required to issue a Notice or 
Intent in the Federal and prepare aur own Record of Decision (ROD). The Corps' ROD 
will constitute our agency's decision document and will bc relied upon for the final DA permit 
decision. As part of agency decision-making, the Corps will need wriltcn evidence from FTA 
that compliance with Section 7 of h c  Endangered Species Act and Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act has been achieved. Similarly, prior to a UA permit decision, the Corps 
must have evidence that the Project has obtained Section 401 ofthe CWA ccrtificatiolx (or 
waiver tl~ereof) and Section 307(c) of tho Coastal Zone Maslagenlent Act consistency (or 
exemption). 

Public Interest Review 

Lastly, our project evaIuation process requires we balance the project purpose against the 
public interest. The public benefits and detriments of all fidcturs reIevanr to this transportation 
project wilt be carefully reviewed and considered. Relevant factors may inciucic, but are not 
limited to, conselvation, economics, aesthetics, wetlands, cultural values, fish and wildlife 
values, water quality, and any other factors judged impo~-t~mt to the necds and weIfare of the 
people. The following general criteria will be considcred it1 evaluating the Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Corridor project application: 



* The relevant extent of public and private needs 

Where unresolved conflicts of resource use exist, the practicability of using reasonable 
alternative locations and methods to accomplish projcct piuposes; and 

The extent and permanence of the beneficial aidlor detrimental effects the proposed 
project may have on public and private uses to which the area is suited. 

No DA permit can be granted if the project is found to be contray to the public interest, 
We anticipate working with FTA, DTS, other key agencies and interested parties in die 
documentation of our pubiic interest review. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Project's DEIS. Our goaf i s  to enswe the 
mvirontnentaf review process is appropriately comprehensive, technically sound and transparent 
to enable meaningful public pasticipation and informed agency decision-making. We look 
forward ta continuing our dialogue with your respective offices as well as yow consultant team. 
If you have any questions 01. concern, please contact Ms. Susan A. Meyw of m y  staff at (808) 
438-213701- by electronic mail at ~~~.a,mevcr~usace.wmv.rni~. Please refer to tho Corps File 
No. POH.2007-127 in my future corresponder~ce or communications related to this project. 

f2WG;tgkP. Young, P.E. 
Chief, Regulatory Branch 

Copies Purnisiied: 

Mr. Alec Won& Chief, Clean Water Branch, State Dept of IIeaIth 
Mr. John Nakagawa, Office of Planning, State Coastal Zone Management P r o g m  
Mr. MichaeI Molixla, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Honolulu 
Dr. Lance Smith, Protected Resources Division, NOAA Fisheries 
Mr. Gerry Davis, Habitat Conservation Division, NOAA Fisheries 
Dr. Wendy Wiltse, U.S. Eiwironme~.ltal Protection Agency, Honolulu 











U.S. Department Commander 
Homeland Securi Fourteenth Coast Guard Otstrict 

United States 
Coast Guard 

300 Ala Moana Bivd, 9-216 
Uonr~lulu. HI 96850-4982 

'J 
Staff Symbol: (dpw) 
Phone: (808) 535.3412 
Fax: (808) 535-341 4 
Emaik Douglas.a.jannusch@uscg.mil 

Mr. Wwxz Y. Vosllioka, Director 
Department of 'rransporlation Services 
City and County of 1-Ionolulu 
650 South King Strcet, 31d Floor 
1-Ionolulu, I-lawaii 968 13 

Ilear Mr. Yoshioka, 

As a cooperating agency for tlie Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor projcct, we appreciate the opportunity la 
review [loth the Adcninistratiue Draft Envirunmenc;lt Impact Statement (DAS) dated 1 August 2008 and the Novetr~bcr 
2008 ptil>lic copy. Per our lctbr 10 htr. Leslie Rogers at the I%deral Transir Administration dated 28 September 2007, tllc 
Coast C'ruard hsd identified every intpacbd waterway but WAS still determiniql: each waterway's navignbifity. 

TIiis review, as well as associated impacts to navigation resulting from the project, has been coniplebd. 'I'ahle 4-25 of the 
DEIS identifies 17 sirearns within the study corridor. During our review, Ilowever, we considered not 0 ~ 1 ~ .  tlle currently 
planned route (including altemativcs), but also all rutitre planned extensions. Doing so added Makakila Gulch. near t l a  
proposed Fort Barrette Road Station and Ah Wai Canal neccr the proposed Conventiort Center Station. Additionally, we 
added Kalauao Springs Stream, Aolele Street Ditch and Kahauiki Stream, which are all within thc study corridor but not 
included on table 4-25. 

I~nclosure ( I )  tierails the results of ow analysis. Out ofthe 22 streams reviewed, eight are considered nnvigablc anti 
subjcct tc; Coast Guard jiiii~sdicticiii. Ifosire'u'er, ~ a i  ihe ele-$gied piddd'irifiy'a proposed llacadciri over each o f  iIle517 eight 
slreanq 110 vesscis otller than canoes, rowboats, rafts and sinali motorboats w u l d  be able to transit the watenvay. 
'fherefore, pursuant to 33 CFR 115:70, the Coast Guard grants advance approval to the location and plans for the 
guideway over the eight streams. The clearances providcd as part of the elevated guideway system arc considered 
adequate for tncctin~g thc rcasunablc needs of navigation, and, in fact, are greater than those of the bridgcs already in place 
over these streanxs. Accordingly, Coast Guard bridge pertnits will not bc rcqui~.ed for the projcct. Pursuant to 33 CFR 
118.40, the project is also exempted frotn providing bridge lighting on tho guideways over each navigable sircam. 

'This autllorization is valid for a period of two years to comnleilce construction. With rcspwt to cornpletiori of the 
guideway over cach afrected navigabie stream, the Coast Guard accepts tbe project tinleline as proposed in figure 2-45 of 
thc K>EIS. Sbouki you not adhere to Ulis tinle kame, you must resubmit documents for Coast: Guard review to ellsure that 
conditions have not changed that woutd preclude the pro,jcct fko111 r~lccting t l~e criteria for udvailce approvaf. 'Illis 
dctcrmination does not relieve you of your tesponsibilityto obtain appropriate pem~its from tiny other federal, state or 
local agency having jurisdiction it1 this mattcr, 

Because identification of a waterway as an Mvance Approval Waterway is not a major fcdcral action Tor purposes of the 
NDPA, and is in fact a categorical exclusio~~, Ihe Coast Guard requests fo aaltcr irs affiliation with fhL project From a 
cooperating agency to a participating agency. 

If yoit havc any questions or concerns, please do not hesikbte to conract my represe~ltativc in tlus matter, LT Doug 
Jannusch, tit (808) 535-3412 or Douglas.A.Jatmusch@uscg.mil. 

Sincerely, f i f ,  

(3 
-1 03' 

, '3: .* 
2: r... 

a 
Captain, U. S. Coast Ciitard tn Z, 

m .p 
-2 "' C3 

Chief, Prevention Division $.,fi Nt " 
By direction - I  . -:,o CT) 0 

2z.q i"il 
: 1 w -* 

Enclosures: f 1) - (25) Coast Guard Watcrvjay Determinations and Photos for Streams Within Smjl"_iCorridprj *C: ;;, . a  

F x  ... r y i  
Copy: Commandant, Coast Guard Headquarters, Bridge ddmiaiatration Ilivision (CG-5411) 

, . '3 









U.S. Dcparft~re~~l-nC?~n~nclat~cl Sccrrrily 
F1:MA Ilcgion [X 
I 11 1 Bi'oadway, Suitc 1200 
Oaklobd, CA. 94607-4052 

December 12,2008 

Wayne Y. Yosl~ioka, Director 
Department of 'l'ru~spor.tation Secviccs 
City and County of HonoIuIu 
650 South Icing Street, 3'* Floor 
Honolulu, I2Xzwaii 968 13 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

,".. 
I nis is in response to your request for comments on il~e Ronoiuiu High-Capacity 'Transit 
Conidor Project Draft Bnvirontmental Impact Staternent/Section 4(f3 Evaluation. 

Please review tile currenl- cffcctive Flood Insurance Rate Mays (Ftlt!Ms) for Ihc City and County 
of HonoIilltl (Community Number 150001), Map revised Sunc 2,2005. i'lease nok that the City 
and Cour~ty of I-Ionolutu, Hawaii are participants in tile National Flood I~~surance Program 
(Nl'lf'). TIE minimum, basic NPIP floodplain management building requireme~~ts ase described 
it1 Vol. 44 Code of Fcderal Regulations (44 CPR)), Sectiot~s 5'1 Il~ough 65. 

h summary of these NFIB floodplain management building requirements are as follows: 

* All buildings conshwted wiltlit1 a riverine flood plait^, (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, AI-I, RE, 
and A1 through A30 as dcIineated on the FIRM), tnust be elevatccl so that the lqwest 
floor is at or above thc Rase 1;lood E\evation Level in accorda~tce with the effective Flood 
Tnsurrtnce Ratc Map. 

* If the area of constmctioa is located within a Regulatory Floodway as deli~zeatcd on the 
FIRM, any deveIopmcttt iz~ust not increase base Ilood elevation levels. 'St~c term 
devctopmennt means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate, 
including but not iiinitcd to bniltlings, other structrtres, mining, dredging, fillhg, 
grading, paving, excavation at. dt0illirtg operations, and storage of equipment or 
n~sterhls. R hydrologic and hydraulic atlalysis must be performed to Ihle start of 
developmmt, and must demonstrate that tile irevelopment would not cause any rise in 
base flood levels. No rise is permitted within regulato~y floodways. 



Waym Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Pagc 2 
December 12,2008 

All buildings consttucted, witlxill a coa~tal high hazard area, (any of the "V" Flood Zones 
as delineated on the FLIM), must be elevated on pilings and colu~nns, so that the lowest 
horizonta1 slrtlctural, member, (excluding the pilings and cotumns), is elevated to or above 
the base flood elevation lcvet. In addition, the posts and pilings founclation and the 
structure attached thereto, is anchored 10 resist flotation, wllapsc and lateral lnovement 
due to the effects of wind and water loads acting simultaneously on all building 
components. 

* Upon cornpierion of any development that changes existing Special. Flood-Hazard Areas, 
thc NFTI' directs all participating communities t.o submit the appropriate hydrologic and 
hydraulic data to FEMA for a F I h I  revision. I n  accordance with 44 CPR, Section 65.3, 
as so011 as practic~biq but not later than six rncmths after such data becomes t~vailablc, a 
community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitting technical data. for a floocl 
map revision. To obtain copies of PEMA's Flood Map Revision Application Packages, 
plcase refer to the FBIW websitc at t ~ p : / / ~ v w w .  fc~nei.~io~~b_si~~e~~/~~fir~/forms.sl~rm. 

X'lease Note: 

Many NFIT' participating cotnmunities have adopted floodplain management buiIding 
requircment.3 which atbe more restl+ictivc than the minimurn federal stia~~dtards described in 44 
CFli. I'lease contact thc local community's floodplain manager for more infomation on local 
floodplain management building requircmalts. The IIonolrdu fluodplait~ manager can be 
reachcd by calling Mario Siu Li, at (808) 768-8098. 

If you have any tlucstior~s or concerns, pleme do not hesitate to call Cynthia McKenzie of the 
Mitigation staff at (51 0) 627-7 1'30. 

Sincerely, 

~ l o i d ~ l a i n  Management and Insurance Branch 

cc: 
'red Mat-ley, FTA Kcgion tX 
Mario Siu Li, NPIl' Coordinator, City and Chunty of IIonolulu 
Clstrol Tyau-Jjeam, State of Hawaii, L?epartment of Land and Natural I<esources 
Cynthia McKenzie, Senior Floodpla~mer, CFM, DHSIFEMA Regioll IX 
AIessa~dro Atnaglio, Environmental Officer, UHS/FEMA Iiegion IX 
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Action Completed 
1 1712009 
Doug 
Lentz 
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service 
300 Ala Moana, Box 501 65 
Rm 6-226 
Honolulu 
H 1 
96850 
Doug-Lentz@nps.gov 
808-541 -2693 
737 
Both 
Website 

Submission ContentlNotes : Hello, 
I am compiling the responses for the Draft EIS for the National Park 
Service. 
Please include me on your mailing list. 
I have a hard copy and disk copy. Are there any upcoming public 
meetings or meetings with those that need to be involved for 
consultation? 
Thank you for your time, 
Doug 





United Statcs Department o f  the illterior 
NATIONAL PAM SERVICE 

Pacitic West Region 
I I t I Jackson Street, Suite 700 

Oakland, C~l i fomi 94607-4807 ,: :. 
J..: . : ,. ,, :, 

lX REPLY 1<R$l?P.R TO: 

A3615 (PWILPA) 

JAN 0 6 2'oN 

T..eslie Rogers 
Regional Administrator 
L( S Cepaxttncnt of' Xrrtnspor!ntion 
Fedcrai 7 raasit ad mini st ratio^^ 
20 1 Mission Street 
Suite 1650 
San Fsancisco, CA 94105-1839 

Dear Mt Rogers: 

Thank you tbr your recent letter. notitjling t11c Depattment of the Intc~crior, National Park Scrvice (NPS) of 
the City and County of Honolulu's Depdr tmcttr of f tansportation Sctvices (DTS) cc~nsultntion fb1.a 
proposed 20-mile elevated guideway transit system on Oatlu and your invitation lo participate in this 
coosultdliorl pct.36 C F.R $800 10(c) 'She Walionai Park Servicc accepts the illvitation and looks 
forward to working with you and your stall'. 

Your fetter tifso secks out cIetCt mination ;\bout prospects for a cle minin~ns firiding for tllc impact 01.' the 
Ffo~zolulu I-Iigh-Capacity Ttansic Corridor Project on Lhe I'earl Harbor National I-fistorical IAandmark 
Distr.ict (NEIL).. Ti~c  NPS supports tlie concept of a transit system with a primary o r  alternate route that 
i ~ d u d e s  a station with cotlvanimt access to the USS Arizona Menlorial (included with tile tccently 
clesigt~alect WWiI Valot in the Pacific National iVlonu~t~ent) and will participate in the platlning pmcess ss 
applicable I-iowever, the pcoposcd de rnininllis finding scct~is picmalure and ttic NPS cannot, at this 
time, cottcur with a de minimus finding due to the raasotls descr.ibed below NFS will participate in the 
ongoitlg consultation process and will provide our determination once an assessment oi'effcccct fill tllc 
Peal1 I-]arbor NEIL Disttict, tllc Bowfin NHL, and the Valor in the Pacific National Montirnent have been 
conlpleted and once we have conferxed with tho State Historic I'rcscivation OfIice. rile NPS also will 
plavide formal comments on the D~aft  E~~vira~lrnental Xnzpact Statenlent (DDElS) by the Febmary 6 
cLeadline. 

l'toposed Transit System Construction within the Pearl Harbor. We. 'f'llc? bour~~faty ofthe NHT, proceeds 
dong the Pear1 Harbor side of Knmel~arneha FIighway fiom Aloha Stadium to d ~ e  opposite side of' 
Radfi~rd Drive.. Tllrcc station elltrances (stops) to the transit system are proposed within that distance: 
Aloha Stadium Station, Axizona Memorial Station, and Pearl Harbor Naval Base Sta~ion. 'I*he DEIS only 
disc~lsses in~pacts associated with the Pearl Flarboi Naval Base Station (Tabla 4-32,I.Iistt)ric Properties 
within Prqject's Area of'Potelltia1 Effect).. The DBIS should analyze lhe potentiat impacts of the other two 
proposed sttation entrs~tces within thc Pear I Hntbor National Historic Landmark before a de minimus 



finding can bc considered For example, thcrc woultl be a major impact at the proposed USS Aiizona 
Memorial Station proposetl to bc located on an existing NPS parking lot 7'here is currently I I O ~  enough 
parking at the site, so losing rllis ptarkitlg space woukd have a major- ef't'ect on NPS operutions and 
visitation 

Visual Impact.. A 30-40 fool. tall etevated guitleway transit system along Kamehai~ieha 1,iighway could 
cause significant ncgative impacts to the Pearl Harbor NEIL view shed 'IIK NPS cecot~unentls that a view 
sheti analysis be conlpleted for. the proposed route before a de u~~itttirnus finding can be considerad. 
PotenliaI Impacts to Soundscape The UEIS is not clcar about the cxislitlg acoustic cnvironmenl and what 
itnpacts to the soundscape oi'tllc Pearl Hatbor NI4L thc proposed guideway 1ai1 system would genci<ate 
A soundscapc analysis should bc compIeted to determine impacts rci the 13cal,l Halbor and USS Bowfin 
NHL's and the USS Arizona Illemor iat before a de tninirnus finding can be considclcti 
Poteiltial Vibration Effects The DETS states that vibrntiorl Icvcls should not cxceerf 65 VdB, whicll is 
below the 72 VtfH allowed by the P'L'A around rasidcnti;il buildiizgs.. Analysis sliould be ilicluded for 
potential vibnitioli effects on hidtiiric strt~ctales before n clc fiiinimus hntiing can be considered 
WLVII Valor. in the Pacific National Monument "Iie DElS does not analyze the potential impact to the 
newly designated monument 

At this tirne, thc NPS does not concur with ti dc minitnus fincling in regards to irnpacts of tlte Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Cori idor Project on the Pcitrl Harbor NIIL The National Park Scivice Iooks 
forward to wodcing with the coaferecs to develop r11e mcasures necessary to eliminate ot. niitigate adversc 
effects of'the proposed transit project on the signiiicatlt historic lasources of tile f)cnsi jiarbo~ NRL 
District, the USS Bowfin NHL, and thc WWlI  Valor in the Pacific Natio~lal Monumcnt 

Sincerely, 

lonathan 8. Jarvis 
Regional Director, Pacific tVcst Rcgior~ 









United Statq De~aslnienl of the Interior 
NA:IIONAI, PARK SERVICE 

Pacific West Region -.I. ...*,, . - 1  -.. 
1 1 1  I Jackson Strccl, Snitc 700 '\ 'r L.. . \. 

Oakfar\d, Califoraia 946074807 A,' - '\ 

Wayne Y-  Yoshida 
Dircctox; Department of' Ixmsporlation Services 
City and County of'Mot~oluIu 
650 South 'King Street, Y'' FIoor 
EI~nolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

Dcar Mr: Yoshida: 

Thank you for your letter and Dxz~tI: Ilnvironmer~tal Impact Statenlent (EIS) to review regaxding 
the City and County of J:lonolulu's Department of Transportation Savices (DTS) proposed 
Honolulu High-Capacity Tsiil~slsit Corridor Project.. 

Tlxe National Park Sc~vice (HI?$) suppo~fs the col~cept of'a transit system with a pr'ltnsry or 
alte~nate route that incI1.1dw a station with cot~venient access to Valor in the Pacific National 
Monument (formerly known as the USS Arkma Memoxiak) but has some siguficant concerns 
and comments.. f leasc see the el~clos~ire for a cotnpbtc fist of NYS cornmnents.. 'She Ndtionai 
PatL Service looks f01war.d to working with the U. S. Department of'Ts~~nsportation on this 
imporfant projcck Xf'you llave may questions please contact Frank Hays at 808-541 -2693 
extension 723 or email him at Frc~kk~~~~ays@nps.gov.  

Enclosure 

cc: 
fled Matley, Federal Trmsit Administ~ation, Region a( 

Frank Rays, PaciGc Wcst Region, IIonol~1111 
Patty Ne~ibacher, Pacific West Region 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE MAW 
COMk4ANOER 

NAVY REGION HAWAU 
a50 TICONOEROGAST SW I f 0  
PEARL IlAHQOR Ill 9686%-5201 

CERTIFIED K%IL NO. 7003 1680  0000 7269 2083 

M r .  Wayne Yoshiaka, Di.rector 
Department of Transportation Services 
C i t y  and County of Honolulu 
$50 South King SLraet, 3"' Floor 
Honolulu, HZ 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

we recently receivzd a copy of  YOLK F3iseorj.c Resources Technical 
Report for t h e  I lonolulu  High-Capacity Trailsit Corridor Project, We 
are concerned chat t h e  City and County of tionolulu ICCR) has conducted 
assessments of Navy propert ies and evaluated said properties f o r  
National Register eliqibifiky without Navy input. Accordingly, 
several of the eligibility determinations listed i n  the Transit 
Corridor report conflicE with determinations upon which Navy 
previously received State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
concurrence. 'rhess include both sites and stxuctures on Navy awned 
property a t  che former Naval Air Station Barbers P o i n t .  We m a i n t a i n  
t h a t  Navy's National Register f o r  Historic Pl.aceS (NEW) eligibility 
determinations remain valid and that  CcW may not revise theso 
deterininations on N a v y ' s  behalf .  

Navy consulted w i t h  the SI3PO during devs!.opmerrt of che  1999 
Barbers Pni12C Base ReaLiyr~n~ent and Closure  (BFAC) Environmental. lcmpacl: 
Statemenr. (lif S )  and during t h e  2002 Ford Island Master Development 
(PfMD) Programmatic E I S .  Through these processes, Navy received 
concurrence on all Barbers Point NRHP eligibi ' l , i ty determinations as 
docun~ented i n  these EPSs. Sufl~eys conducted during the 1990s 
i.ncluciing our 1997 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey and Inventory 
Summary, cu!.tural resource surveys l.md(ing up to t h s  199.7 survsy, and 
tlle Navy's 1939 Cttitural Ilesourccs Management Plan formed the 
foundation for these consultations. 

A:; we recently conveyed 499 acres a t  Barbers Point pursuant to 
congressional mandate, we ars  espaci.af.l y inceresced in the fo: lowing 
structures on -he 499 acres: 

Quonaet 11ut;s 1148, 2149, 11'50, 1192, 1153, 1562, a:~d 2570 

F a c i . l L t i o s  5 ,  '7 '7 ,  128, 4'76, 477, and 484 

W i t h  respect to t i le  Quonset: huts, Navy determined these Quanaet 
Xuts as "fiat el.i.gi.bleU for j.istir!g an the NRHP. N a v y  operal:es tlnder a 
nationwide Programnacic Plenlorandutn of Agrsen!ene ( PNGA) Cot .  'n'o~:J.d Har 



.T.I Temporary Buildings. The Advisory Council. Eor I4F~tori.c 
Presarvatiorl (ACMP) and the Nagiorral  Couricil of Stake I l i s t n r i c  
Preservation Officers (NCSWPO) estabLIshed conditi,ons and stipulations 
under which the temporary building demolition program would be carried 
out for the Department of Defense. The Navy, SKPO, ACHP, NaCional 
TTUS t far IListoric Prcservat ion, IIisto~ic Hawaii Foundation, and the 
Oahu Council of tiawaiiart Civic Clubs subsequently sigiled a 200.3 
Programma C.%c Agreemelz r: Rsga~-d ing  Navy Undertakings in H a r d  .i. which 
recognizes the %orld war TI Temporary Buildings PbTOA and addresses 
t reatment  of these Quonsee lxuts. Specifically, the parries to the 
2003 PA will. be notiLied of any adverse action to be t a k e n  with 
respect to these structures, and the Navy agrees to engage in 
discussions to explore preserva t ion  opti.sns for. theee structures. 

Navy surveys detelrlnii~ed facilities 5, 7 7 ,  128, 476, and 4 7 7  as 
"not el igibleu f o r  NRAP listing. Navy also considers facility 484 as 
"not eligible" for NRNP Listing because of i c s  association w i t h  
f a c i l i t y  128 (radio Zransmitter f a c i l i t y ) .  Qavy is unaware of any new 
information t h a t  has surfaced since we received SKPO concurrei-~ce on 
a u r  s i t e  evaluations. Only Building 77, which was constructed in 
1 , C O  r 5 j c s ,  has tsacoae 50 years old s i i~co  oilr surveys were t-oriducted. 
Despite i t s  age, Duklding 77 was originally included in our 1997 
survey as part a f  tile Cold War ~uilding Inventory (Appendix B.11 in 
Tuggle and Tomanari-Tuggle 1997 Part If and was determined ineligible 
for listing on t h e  NRHF. 

We request: ellac you revise your report  to 1C6fl~3Cr Navy's 
eligibility determinations Lor t h e  above-listed structures. We plan 
t o  rev iew your His to r i c  Resources Technical IEeport i n  more d e t a i l  w i th  
respect t o  all Navy property at the Eor~~er  NAS Barbers Point, and uc 
look torward to receiving ymr reply related to the 499 acres. We 
a l s o  intend t o  send separate correspondence 0x1 the proposed corridor 
alternatives as they relate t o  Xavy property and operations. Please 
contact Mr. John r~rluraoka, (838) 473-6137 extension 233, if you require 
aclditivnal inEormation related to bi.storic resources. 

Sincerely, ... 

~ & t a i n ,  CBC, U. S. Navy 
~egional Engineer 
By direction of the 
Commander 







DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
COMMANDING OFFICER 

NAVAL STATION 
050 TICONOEROGA ST STE 100 
PEARL WRBOR HI 96860-5102 

11011 
Ser N4/548 
17 Dec 08 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3& Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

SUBJ: NAVY HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRAXTSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
PARTICIPATING AGENCY PROJECT UPDATE 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the review 
process for this endeavor, and for the project updates, draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, and preliminary discussions of 
inter-agency agreement provided by your staff to the Navy on 
November 14 and 18, 2008. 

Tn a separate letter dated November 12, 2008, the Navy 
raised concerns that the Historic Resources ~echnical Report for 
che Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor (RHCTC) Project 
evaluated Navy property for National Register eligibility without: 
Navy input. This letter provides additional infarmation in 
response Lo your letter dated August 28, 2008 requesting Navy's 
written comments on the groject . 

The Salt Lake ~ligrIment poses fewer concerns but also otfers 
fewex benefits co the Navy compared to the Airport Alignment. 
The Navy previously indicated support for the Airport Aligmnent 
due to benefits for the Pearl Harbor Navy workforce, family 
housing areas and historic visitor destinations at Halawa 
Landing. Zn either case, careful collaboration to ensure a 
satisfactory outcome f o r  a l l  parties is needed. Navy's concexns 
relate to security, noise and traffic impacts (both during and 
after con.struction), appearance and the need f o r  adequate 
transportation spokes between the closest HHCTC station and major 
Pearl Harbor area work centers, including Pearl Harbor Naval 
Shipyard which is the largest industrial employer in Hawaii. The 
enclosed document discusses these concerns in greater detail. 

As mandated. by the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure 
Legislation, I-rickam Air Force Base and Naval. Station Pearl Harbor 
will join to form Joint Base Pearl Harbor Hickam i n  2090. As 
Navy is the lead service Ear the Joint Base, for planning 
purposes the issues discussed in the enclosure can be expected to 
apply to >lickam AFB and related housing areas. 



Should you have any questions, please contact my Public 
Works Officer, CDR Lore Aguayo, at 471-2647 or email 
maria.aguayoQnavy.miI 

W a r m  regards, 
n 

R .  W. KITCHENS 
Captain, U. S. Navy 
Commanding O f f i c e r  
Naval Scation Pearl Harbor 

Enclosure: 
(1) U. S .  N a v y  Initial Comments  for  t h e  EIcmolulu High-Capacity 

Transit Corridor Project, dtd 24 NOV 08 



November 24,2008 

U.S. NAVY INITIAL COMMENTS FOR TI.m HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY 
T C W S I T  CORRIDOR PROJECT 

I. Impacts to Security a id  Operations 

This issue was discussed in the secwiiy meeting of July 16,2008 attended by:both U.S. 
Navy and LICKS key players. 'T'11e Navy cites polential security issues regasding.the 

. Airport AItcmative as it runs adjacent to Navy property. The tocation of the Pcwl Harbor 
Station (832) raises security coilcerns due to its proximity to the Makdapa Entry Coiltrol 
Point and other hidl occupancy or critical Navy facilities..su~h as barracks, medical . 
facilities and administrati011 buildings. 'The location, elevation and design of all stations 
should incoxposate measures to protcct Navy propedy and prevent increased visibility of 

. and acmss to Navy asseEs m d  bperatio~~s. 'rl~e Navy is also concerned about pdtentid 
illcreases in traffic along Kamehamehii Highway at the Pearl Harbor Station and 
cungestio~t around drop-off zones for this station. Security concerns along the Salt ltdce 
Alternative arc: noted below under Item 3, Impacts to Navy Housing. 

' 

2. Navy Iteal Property Encroachmet~ts 

.City use orNavy land requires issuance of appropriate real estate documents prior to use 
of the property. 1~lease provide information on-dl Navy lands required by the City fbi the. 
istinsit project to this office for Navy review. A formal request must be submined lo 
Navy,Region Hawaii for such use at least nine months in advance to enable the: i 

processing of the request. Based 011 the info~mation provided thus far, in~pacts'to Navy 
property were noted at the locations listed below. In addition, it is our un~lersuinding that 
the project may also encroach upon Navy property along other pparts of the tra'nsit route 
outside of the Pearl Harbor main base area. 

I Salt Lake A~ternldive 
I a. #20, near Lawehema Street .; . :'- 

b. #2 1, near Radford Drive 
c. K22, near Peltier Avenue .. 

Airport Alternative 
a. Aloha Stadilim Station 
b. Arizona Menlorial Station . 

c. Pearl Harbor Station 
d. Ohana Nui Area 

3. Impacts to Navy I-Iousing , , . . 
. . 

Navy huusi~~g is cut-rently rnanaged.and conrmlled by Ohana Military Communities, 
LLC. Any necessary adjustments to property boundaries or real property e~zcroachmenls 

Enclosure (1) 

. ,.. .. . . . . . . 



should be addressed through formal agreements between City und County czlld the Navy 
. . 

as discussed above. 

Ln addition, the Navy is concerned about possible visual impacts of an elevated track 
system, increases it1 ambient noise levels in adjacent housing areas, and traffic co~zgestio~~ 
generated by transit stations. In particufar, tho Navy is coticerned about the Iocation.of 
the AIa L,ilikoi Station, the potentiat increase in vehicular traflic on Camp Cdiin 1'ri'vc 
and the imnpacts to surrounding housing areas and pedeswian safety. Camp Catlin Drive 
traverses tl~rough three reside1.1tial areas. When hlly developed, Camp Catlin- will have 
31-8 homes, Doris Miller Park will have 214 I~omes and Halsey Terrace will imve 477 
homes. A1Chougl1 Camp Catlin l3rive.i~ a residential secondary street servicing 
local traffic needs, coilstructiorl of a ti@ rail station at the north end of Camp 
Catlin/Arizona Road will likely result in Camp Catttfin Drive becoming a primary 
tliorougMare. 

Camp CdIin Drive is a federally-owned road that is an integral part of a secufiLy plahs 
negotiated between Olzma Military Com~nunities, LI,C and- the Depattment of the Navy. 
Substantial increases in traffic on Camp Catlin Drive may adverseiy 'impact . , , 

implementation of the security plan and jeopardize B e  security of the housing residents. . 
Cmp CatIin Drive is also a major pedestrian route used by students in the lzausing m a  
to ~wtk to Alian~mu Elernelztary and Inte~mediale Schools. 'Current vehicrrtaf traffic is 
heavy cnough'to warrant the provision of a security guard to assist pedesfxians across the 
street. Thc Navy requests that the City irt~pletnent appropriate mitigation measures foi* 
affected streets and surrounding areas and consider accepting fee title to this roadway] 









DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
COMMANDING OFFICER 

NAVAL SrATlON 
850 TICONOEROGA ST STE 100 
PEARL HARBOR HI $6860.5102 

11011. 
Ser MOO/ 028 

CERTIFIED MALL NO. 7007 3020 0002 3 0 4 4  3 8 3 4  

gr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
DepartIncnt of Transportation Service 
City and County of  Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3"" Floor 
Honolulu, HZ 96813 

Dear Mr. Yosbioka: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide co~ntnents on t h e  Draf t  
Environmental Tunpact-, Statement (DEXS) for the Honolulu Nigh-Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project. These comments supplement initial comments 
provided in our December 17:"008 letter. 

Navy's status should be changed from Participating Agency to 
Coapcratiny Agency based on our jurisdiction by Law and our special 
expertise related to the use of Navy lands both wi th in  and outside the 
Pearl Harbor area and along the proposed corridor alignments. As 
stated in our December 17" Letter, Hickam Air Force Base (AF13) and 
Naval Station Pearl Harbor will join to form Joint Base Pearl Karbor - 
Hickam in 2010, As such, issues discussed in chis letter and 
accompanying enclosures can be expected to apply to 1,Iickam AFB and 
related housing areas. 

In addition to concerns raised in our Decetnber 1 . 7 ~ ~  letter, Navy 
requires a complete understanding of Navy and Air Force properties 
needed for the corridor alignment. Although the DEXS discusses 
reduction of Navy road widths and land acquisition at Nimitz ~ i e l d ,  
Richardson Field, Navy-Marine Corps Golf Course, and MakaZapa Branch 
Medical Clinic, we have not been provided a detailed listing of the 
f u l l  scope of Navy and Air Porce properties along the entire corridor 
alignment. Request the City and County of Honolulu (CCH) provide Navy 
a letter listing all Navy and Air Force properties required, including 
detailed drawings and property lines, for all alternatives considered. 
This will allow Navy to fully understand the scope and breadth of 
impacts and to provide guidance related to those properties. 

Associated general concerns and specific DErS comments, along with 
a site location map of Halawa Landing, are provided as enclosures (1) 
and ( 2 )  co this letker. As a result oE the many issues associated 
with the cransit corridor proposal and potencia1 impacts to Navy and 
Air Force properties, Navy has assembled a team of subject matcer 
experts to address areas such as real estate, security, family 



housing,  u t i l i t i e s ,  fuels, hazardous waste and c u l t u r a l  resources.  
T h i s  w i l l  assist i n  the coordination required between Navy and the 
City in our role as a C o o p e r a t i n g  A g e n c y .  

We Look forward t o  continued dialogue thraughout this process. 
Should you have any questions, please coneact my Public works Officer, 
CDR Lore A g u a y o ,  a t  (808) 4 7 1 - 2 6 4 7  or e-mail maria.aguayo($navy.mil. 

'R'. W. KITCHENS 

Enclosures ( 2 ) 

copy to: 
COMNAVREG HI (N3, N4, N9) 
FISC PK (Code 700) 
WICKAM AFB (15 CES/CEV - R .  Lanierj  
NAVFAC HI (ARE1 ,  EV, OPHAM, OPwllGW, PRP)  
PACFLT ( NOlCE)  
PHNSY&IMF (Code 900 - D .  Webber) 



U. S . NAVY AODITXONAL COMMENTS ON THE ;HONOLULU HIGH-CAPWITY TRANSIT 
CORRIDOR PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (BEIS) 

(These comments supplement Navy comments of December 17"' 2008)  

General Comments / Concerns: 

2 )  Navy and A i r  Force land acquisition. Appendix B of the DEIS 
reflects a number of Navy-owned lands in the Pearl Harbor area 
that are identified as baing required for the Honolulu High- 
Capacicy Transit Corridor Project. A determination must be made 
by the Navy as to whether those identified lands can be made 
available for City and County (CCH) use Erom a security, 
operational and legal standpoint. This will require that CCH 
submit an o f f i c i a l  letter: identifying each parcel (Navy and A i r  
Force) and requesting Navy's comments on the acquisition oE those 
parcels Ear the. Corridor Project.  If property can be made 
available, fee conveyance to CCH would likely be in the best 
interests of the Navy for liability and administrative reasons. 
Certain properties may not be available as they have security or 
operational issues or are encumbered under existing long term 
agreements to other parties. As noted in our D e C @ & e r  1 7 ~ ~  
letter, the process for land acquisitzion Erom the Navy requires 
at least nine months. 

Recommend that the DEIS include a discussion that reflects that 
the acquisition of Federal lands differs from the acquisition of 
privately owned Xands. 

2) Impacts to Navy utilities. Identification and any necessary 
relocation of  Navy utilities including high-voltage power lines 
and underground utility lines will require extremely close 
coordination with the Navy. We are particularly concerned about 
water, sewage, and high-voltage electrical lines. No Navy sewer 
lines run along either alignment (Salt Lake and Airport routes), 
but several lines run perpendicular to these rouces, including a 
major 18" line from Camp Smith that crosses Salt Lake Boulevard 
in the auxiliary Stadium (triangle) Parking area, The airport 
alignment contains several sewer crossings, including one area 
where an 18" sewer parallels Kamehameha EIwy near the Federal Fire 
Department area. Water lines run along both Salt take Boulevard 
and along Kamehameha Highway near the Post Office. High voltage 
lines run parallel to Moanalua Terrace. Of note, abandoned Navy 
fuel lines exist along the proposed corridor route. Navy cannot 
guarantee lines are completely empty because of  potential water 
intrusion into these lines over time. Navy w i l l  not be 
responsible f o r  any potential releases from these lines during 
the course of construction. 

3) *acts to Navy roadways and traffic patterns adjacent to N a y  
property. Wear-and-tear on Navy roadways Erom increased t r a f f i c  
to-and-from transit corridor stations and park-and-ride 



facilities will result from implementarion of any of  the build 
alternatives. Further, Navy believes thac traEfic pattern 
impacts will likely result from construction o f  the Park and Ride 
facilities and transfer stations. For example, although the 
DrafL ETS states that no effects w i l l  be realized at the 
intersections surrounding the Aloha Stadium Park and Ride, Navy 
believes that residents entering and exiting Ford Island to and 
Erom Kamehameha Highway will, in fact, realize impacts Erom the 
additional 600 spaces planned at the Aloha Stadium Park and Ride 
dixectly across Erom che Admiral Clarey bridge (access to Ford 
Island). We request further mitigation discussions with the City 
for: (1) roadway maintenance related to those roadways affected 
by this proposal; (2) traffic congestion near Park and Ride 
facilities and transfer stations. 

4) Noise impacts to Navy housing areas: Although Section 4.9 of 
the Draft EIS does not specify noise impacts to Navy housing 
areas, Navy would like to discuss CCH's plans for further 
mitigation o f  noise impacts t o  Navy housing areas, both during 
construction and during rail operation. Navy recognizes that the 
Draft EIS discusses implementation of noise-blocking parapet 
walls and wheel skirts; however, Navy remains concerned about the 
cumulative noise impacts to Navy housing areas adjacent to 
Kamehameha Highway, Nimitz Highway, and Salt Lake Boulevard. Navy 
encourages maximum use of sound absorptive materials in the track 
area to reduce noise impacts to ambient levels. 

5 )  Construction impacts. All construction adjacent to Navy and 
Air Force properties and housing areas requires close 
coordination with the Navy, to include laydown and equipment 
yards, road closures, utility outages, ecc. Navy requests that 
CCN minimize construction impacts to personnel transiting to and 
Erom Pearl Harbor-Hickam and to those living in military housing 
areas. 

61 Impacts to Navy permits. Close coordination i s  required with 
Navy related to any impacts from the proposed build alternatives 
to existing Navy permits, particularly utilities (water and sewer) 
and drainage permits. Navy is concerned about quality and 
quantity of drainage and Navy permit effects resulting Erom 
corridor construction and Erom the corridor itself. 

7) Security concerns includinq proximity to Pearl Harbor Naval 
Station fenceline and housing / parking impacts. The Dratc EIS 
does not specify the transit corridor height and lateral distance 
from the Pearl Harbor Naval Station fenceline for the Airport and 
Airport/Salt Lake build alternatives. Further, unauthorized 
parking and increased vehicular and foot traffic will likely 
increase around transit corridor stations £or the various build 
alternatives, including the Aloha Stadium Station and Park and 
Ride, the Arizona Station, the Pearl Harbor Station, and the AZa 
LiLiko'i Station. We request further mitigation discussions with 

2 Enclosure ( 1 ) 



the City to discuss: (1) appropria~e platform height and stand- 
off distances from the Pearl Harbor Naval Station fenceline to 
ensure adequate Station security; and ( 2 )  CCII plans Ear security 
and prevention of unauthorized parking in Navy family housing 
areas and areas adjacent to Pearl Harbor Naval Station, including 
HaLawa landing (Arizona Memorial and museums, Richardson Center 
Complex, Rainbow Bay Marina, Dry Boat storage, and Oahu 
Concepts) . 

0 )  Integration of public transportation with transic corridor 
stations. The Draft EL$ does naC elaborate on the integration of 
other public transportation systems with the transit corridor. 
Depending on the time of day, the corridor will run every chree, 
six, or ten minutes. Navy is specifically interested in how 
other forms of  public transportation will integrate with the 
transit corridor schedules and ultimately transport riders to and 
from their originating or final destinations, including: (1) Navy 
and A i r  Force employment concentration areas (e.g., Pearl Karhor 
Naval Shipyard); (2 )  Navy and Air Force housing areas; and ( 3 )  
Military shopping areas. Further, Navy is interested in 
discussion of i m p a c t s  resulting from changes to the public 
transportation system as it integrates with the transit corridor. 

9 )  Hazardous waste and materials and Installation Restoration 
=)_sites. Information contained in DEIS Section 4.11, 
Hazardous Waste and Materials, requires revision for accuracy as 
it relates co Navy properties. Specific comments are provided 
below. Additionally, several IR sites exist along the proposed 
transit alignment. Navy requires a detailed review of the 
proposed alignment fox 1) subsurface oil monitoring wells, and 2 )  
an underground storage tank (UST) site at the golf course. The 
DEIS does not contain enough information to determine the 
potential impacts to Navy property for the western portion of the 
transit Line. Specific information for restoration areas around 
the Pearl Harbor main complex is provided in the "Specific 
Commentss* section below. 

3.0) Potential Impacts to Navy fuel distribution system. Based on 
information contained in the DEIS, it appears that the transit 
line construccion may impact the Navy's fuel distribution sysrern 
as it will be adjacent to a major Navy fuel storage and 
distribution system. Close coordination with the Fleet 
Industrial Supply Center (FZSC) will be required. 

11) Impacts co Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Properties. 
Any specific underrakings affecting Navy eligible historic 
properties require consultation with the Navy. Specific 
requirements are provided below. 

Enclosure ( 1) 



Specific Comments: 

2 )  Section 4.5 Neiqhborhoods: 4.5.3, p. 4-45, ALiamanu-Salt Lake 
description states, "Except for certain areas, Navy allows the 
general.public to drive through these areas, and many motorists 
travel to and from Kamehameha Highway and the H - l  Freeway." This 
statement is misleading as these roadways and the roadways 
through the Navy housing areas neat the airport are not 
specifically intended as main roadways f o r  the general public, 
Navy currently retains the ability to close these Navy roads 
under certain security postures. Navy i s  concerned about 
increased roadway maintenance related to implementation of any of 
the proposed alternatives in the DELS. Navy would like to 
further discuss with CCH appropriate mitigation measures for 
direct ahd indirect  effeces to certain Navy roadways resulting 
from implementation of any of the build alternatives. 

2) Section 4.22 Hazardous Waste and Materials: 

a )  4.11.1, 2d paragraph. Requires slight revision. Hazardous 
Waste (HW) is primarily regulated by Departmene oE Health (DOH) 
Solid and Hazardous Waste (SHW) Branch, Hawaii Administrative 
Rules (WAR) 11-260 series. The WEER Hazard Evaluation & 
Emergency Response (HERR) group is a mirror oE the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation & L i a b i l i t y  
Act (CERCLA) and is respansible fo r  release response of RS 
Hazardous Substance (HS)/petroleum and cleanup of sites 
associated with pasc releases of HS/petroleurn. There is a 
distinction of HW regulation under Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act: ( R C R A } ,  which i s  the responsibility of the SHW 
Branch and not the HEER group. 

b) 4.11.2, Military Uses, 1st paragraph, 2d sentence. The 
National Priority List (NPL) site is erroneously referred to 
as Pearl Harbor Naval Station. The correct NPL site 
designation i s  Pearl Harbor Naval Complex. 

c) 4.11.2, Military Uses, 1st bullet, Requires clarification. 
Navy still retains portions of property at the former Naval 
~ i r  Station Barbers Point (MAS B P I .  The Navy retained portion 
of the NAS BP is under Navy jurisdiction and not Hawaii 
Com~nunity Development Authority (RCDA) jurisdiction as noted 
in the 11131s. 

d )  4.11.2, Military Uses, 2 bullet. Refer to the NPL 
designation comment, PearL Harbor Naval Station. The NPL is 
also identified as the Eormer Navy Drum site and active Navy 
base. The former Ewa Drum facility is not a Navy base and has 
been closed under the State Contingency Plan (SCP). DOH 
provided Navy a concurrence l e t t e r  on the closure oE the 
former Ewa Drum facility. The Installation Restoration (IR) 
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site oE the former Ewa Drum facility is referred to as "Fleet 
Industrial & Supply Center (F ISC)  27 Ewa Junction Motor 
Gasoline (MOGAS) Spill." 

el 4.11.2, Military Uses, Ranked 'llt' bullet. Refer to the NPL 
designation comment, Pearl Harbor Naval Station. Please 
provide rationale for including this information, as the 
proposed transit corridor is outside of the borders of the 
Pearl Harbor Naval Complex. The road systems within t h e  
transit corridors are controlled by the State of Kawaii and 
CCH . 
f 4.11.2, Military Uses, page 4-112, last paragraph, last 
sentence. The draft EIS needs to clearly stare the Eormor Ewa 
Drum site has been closed under the SCP. 

g) 4.11.3, Environmental Consequences, Common to A11 Build 
Alternatives, 2d column, 1st paragraph, 3d bullet. Please 
clarify the connection between fluorescent Lighc tubes and 
vehicle components. Vehicles use lithium, halogen, and/or 
incandescent bulbs. 

h )  Additional XR Site information: 
i) Subsurface Oil: The identified proposed transit line 
runs adjacent to an existing subsurface oil plume. 
Estimated limits of the plume nearest Kamehameha Highway 
area of tank 54 are within 200 feet of Kamehameha Highway. 
Navy also operates monitoring wells just inside of the 
fence line along the highway. 

ii) Near the Nalawa Landing area: The nearest I R  site to 
the proposed rail route would be the Inactive Petroleum 
Pipeline at Halawa Landing. The area of known petroleum 
contamination is appraximately 400 ft west of  Kamehameha 
Highway (located in the parking lot area approximately 200 
ft east of Che Bowfin Museum). The approximate site 
location is shown on the attached mag titled CT061. 

iii) Near the area of the golf course: Northern alignment 
of the Airport Viaduct route is near several former IR 
sites (mainly transformer sites) and a current I R  site: UsT 
NS-29. UST NS29 is at the corner of Building A-19. 

3 )  Section 4.25 Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources: 
Any identification of or undertakings affecting a Navy eligible 
historic facility requires consultation with the Navy. Specific 
requirements include: 

a) CCH will need to consult the Navy during the execution of 
the specific undertakings affecting Navy properties containing 
eligible historic assets. This includes Navy review and 
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coordination during the planning and design phases of each 
undertaking. 

b) The Navy as a Federal. Agency retains authority for the 
identification of eligible historic properties on Navy land. 
As such, CCH should consult w i ~ h  Navy during identification of 
potentially eligible Navy histaric properties along and 
adjacent to the proposed transit corridor. 

C )  CCH will need to consult with Navy regarding the assessment 
of the Area of Potential Effect on historic properties for all 
undertakings, inclusive of all other requirements under the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. and as amended. 

Enclosure (1) 

















CHABERS OF D!STUCT OF I~AVAN 
I-I€ LEN GUMOR 3w ALAMOANA i3m'~vm. c-rfoo 

CHIPX OX1TEDSWE.S QETIUCT JUDGE I.KIN0I.tlI.U. HAWM 86'350-0400 

November 18, 2008 

Mr. Leslie T. Rogers 
Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration 
FTA Region I X  
201 Mission Straet 
S u i t e  1650  
San Francisco, CA 94105-1839 

Re: Honolulu R a i l  Transit System !EIonoluLu Hj-yh - 
Capaci.ty 'Transit Corridor Project, 2008/PfIvI-1) ; 
Security R i s k  for Ped.eral Court Buildir~q -.- 

Dear M r .  lzugers: 

Tila undersigned Judges, being all of ehe IJnited States 
Judges 04 the District of Hawaii, wrike ta strolzgly v-oice c31zr 

oppos i e ion to the proposed route of th.e twao luZu Rail Txruls it. 
System on Halekauwila Street immediately adjacent to the Federal 
Court Building. The proposed IIalekauwila Street route, or any 
route sirnil-arly close eo k h e  Federal. Cour~house, r a i s e s  
unacceptable severe securic-.y conce~:i~s - exposing our Cowctl-iuuso 
to potential terrorists' gunfire and/or bombing such as occurred 
in 01cJ.ahorna City and within trains in Madrid, or to a Lone 
atki-lck by an individual ho1.d.i.ng a grudge agai.net a particular 
&dye. W e  understar18 that: you have reviewed the i n i t i a L  draEt 
Erivironrnental Irnpact Staterfterrt submitted by tlze C i t y  and County 
of Ercmolulu. We believe there are suitable alternative routes 
o k t i e r  than Wslckauwila Street .  

On OcLubex l G t "  o f  t1ij.s year we met with the Cli ief  of the 
Rapid Transit Dj.vision of Lhe k p t .  o f  Transportation Services of 
t h e  C i t y  and Couney of Honolulu, M r .  Kenneth Toru Harnayasu, to 
express our concern of the high security risk to which che Federal. 



Courthouse would be exposed should tile r a i l  t r a n s i t  syst.em run on 
Halekauwila St ree t .  He informed us t h a t  he did not Eeel  there axe 
any viable alternatives t o  Haleka~lwila Street and that any change 
would be highly rrnlilcely and would require  I&m.olulu Ci ty  Councj.1 
approval. '/  We disagree thaL there are no reasonable alternatives. 

We believe t h a t  Queen S t r e e t ,  King St ree t ,  Beretania 
Street, and possibly other  s t r e e t s  could be ukilized i n s t ead .  We 
recognize, as  does Mr. Hamayasu, that any route (including 
HaZekauwila St ree t )  presents problems. 

We understand from our discussion with Mr. Harnayasu tha t  
the guideway structu-ce w i l l  be 4 5  Eeet: above s t r e e t  leva1 and w i l l .  
pass within a mere 45 f ee t  oE ttle Federal Courthouse 
building. Our Court building is 4 stories high, so the guideway 
structure will. be at the same level as the windows of three 
Judges' chambers. The guj.d.eway stxuctxra will be 25 feet  wide, 
providing 2 s e t s  of t racks  for t r a i n s  proceeding in either 
direction. There w i l l  be approximately SO Lrains, with a train 
passin.y by our Courthouse durirkg rush hours every 3 minutes i n  
each direction. A s  noted in t he  draft: erlvironmental Impact 
Statement, Halekauwila Street is an unusually. narrow street.  
Morever, currently there is  no publ ic  i:ranspo.rL system a.lnng t h i s  
street. 

Subsequent to our meeting w i t l - r  Mr. Bamayasu, w e  m e t  w i t h  
the C i t y '  s security conmittee . Tlze security committee presented. 
us w i t h .  i t s  s ecu r i t y  m.alysj.s entitled nHonoLulu Rail Transit 
Project F o ~ e n t l a l  Threats Lo Federal Court Building f r o l n  Transit 
Viaduct", a copy of which i s  enclosed. The City's security 
con~rnj.ttee ackrzowledged t h a t  this security analysis was prepared 
only after our earlier meeting with M r .  Bamayasu, and that 
previousZy no consideration bad besn given to the Federal. 
Courthouse's unique security concerns. It was a l so  noted t h a ~  
neither the U.S. Marshal nor any other federal court  security 
representa t ive  tias previ.ously consulted or eves1 contacted 
regarding a proposed t r a n s i t  l i n e  running along KaZekatir\ril.a Street 
adjacent t o  the  Federal Courehouse. The C i t y ' s  security committee 
a l s o  ackn.owlebged t h a t  none of the securiky s p e c i a l i s t s  who 
participated i n  preparing i ts ana lys is  was Eami.Ziar w i t h  secur i ty  
s tandards for Federal Courthouses. 

You trmy be aware that: the C i t y  Council. is considering 
i n i . t i a l l y  re-rout ing the ~rnil transit system to sun Dy the 
Eto.noLulu Airport  rather  than t h e  Salt Lake cominunity. 



Tile City' s securj.ty analysis concl~tdes thal; "the 
possibility of an assault from the viaduct t o  the Courthouse is 
deemed to be most; i~npxobable for many reasonsn; yet t l ~  analysis 
Eails  t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  address our cancerns. As an example, our 
primary concern is detorration of explosives placed inside a brain 
triggered by a cell. phone operated by terrorists from a far 
distance (similar  to what occurred i n  the Madrid attaclcs) . This 
could be accomplished i n  a number of ways; such as, several people 
carrying sufficient explosives boarding a train several stops 
before the Pedcral Courthouse and exiti~g one or two stops before 
t he  Courthouse a f t e r  leaving the explosives on board, or  simply by 
several suicide bombers. Further, the securi ty enhancenrents 
suggested by the City's a n a l y s i s  would afford l i t t l e ,  if any, 
protection fxom a n1ajo.r bomb blast within a passing train. 

Afcer the Oklahoma Cicy bombing and the terrorists 
attacks of Saptcmber 11, certain security issues aEEecting the 
Federal Courthouse were recognized, and corl.crete berms and 
:planters were pl.aced along 2.1alekauwi.la Street to impede trucks 
with bombs from destroying our  court building as happened i n  
Oklahoma C i t y  and Lebanon. A cable secured fence was constructed 
around the Lawn area on the northwest side oE the Courthouse, and 
secur i ty  patrols were imnplementod. 

Wa are still at: w a r  with terrorists w h o  want to descroy 
us - and will be f a r  years co come. Federal bui ldings have bean 
prime targets. 

l \ ioi ir the proposed rail transit  system on Balckauwi la  
Street would expose the Federal Courthouse Lo a nluch greater rislr., 
s imilar  to the train bolnbings which occurred i n  Madrid. We urge 
that: you consider this  security r i s l c  t ho ro~qh ly ,  and we rewest. 
thar  you require the t rans i t  system Co u t i l i z e  a s t reet  other than 
Xalekauwila Strest .  

Please do not hesitate to czontact us should you have an.y 
questions concerning tlse above. 



--..--. 
Judge Sanxuel B.  King 

Judge David A. Ezra has racuscd 
himself f r o m  considerat ion of  chis  
issue.  



As the U.S. Marshal f o r  the U i s t r i c k  of Baiuaii, E concur 
with C h e  above assessment of the Judges nf this District that the 
proposed route of the Honolulu Rail Transit System on HalekauwiLa 
Stree t  preseats a severe security risk to the Federal Cour t  
building, and I jo in  in opposing this roate. 

Very t ru ly  yours, \ 

' / Mark M. '~anohano 
U.S .  FIarshal for the 
D i s t r i c t  of Hawaii 

cc : Kenneth Torrl  Flayatnayu, P . E . 
C h i e f ,  Rapid Transit Division 
Department of Transportation Sexvices 
C i t y  alld Cow~Cy of tXonolulu 

M s .  Sherry L i t t l e  
Deputy Administrat;or 
Federal. TraasiC Administration 



HONOLULU RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

Potential Tl~reats to Federal Court Buiidirag fi+.um Transit 'Viaduct 

Thc constxnction of a transit vinmtct in dose proximity to the court housz: BS besn 
evaluated by security specialists for pote~itiai security vuli~crabilities. As a f ~ ~ u l t  of chis 
evaluation, t11e possibility of an assault hoxa the vvid11ct to the court house i s  deemed to 
be most improbable far nnally reasons, including: iack of access lo viaduct, emy dctcction 
o f  rrespassers, laclc of sufticiei~t tirm lo plm ah attack, lack of timz to carry out an aL~aek, 
lack o f a  plalrsibte escape rottte by a perpetrator, chalIenge of coordination between train 
schedules and target availability, and alternatives for accomplisi4n.g such m assault 
which. would have significantly !css risk of hifure. 

The evaluatioa barn i~rcluded a PI3 Force Proteeti011 Specialist with ~xtcasivc DOD 
experience, a PB Senior Secuiiy Specialist who was a fo~me.r DX-X&7&Aexecutive for 
Mass Trmsit and a PI3 Senior S~tfety aud Sectuity Specialist who was the former 
DOTJFTA Director 0fSafe.Q and Security. All OF these speciajists have conducted 
i~wie1-ous .i~iLnexability assessments for transit Systems, and maintain high security 
clearances and liaisons wixb their prior agel~cics for current threats, threat treads and 
security best pactices. 

Fat o f  the evaluation process was examining sicnilar systems the tern1 i s  familiar: with: 
the Miami Dade XSeopIe Iviover,. Detrojt People Mover and Seatie Monorail all travel 
wirhin close proxjrniry of buildings and in some cases within 50 Fect. Tl~e Detroit ~ ~ ~ o p l e  
Mover is adjacent to the federal court hause. 'There have ilwer bee11 any thxeats ~r 

irlcidents fiotn the I'eopt e iMovcs. 

The evaluatio~~ team contacted tl~e intcIligence comrnunily regarding this possible ~.hrear. 
Factors considered that wuuid. dissuacic this type of m assault are: lack t l ~ e  ab;,liry of "dry 
rum", challenged by tiniillg of the. target ~ s u s  train scl~edules, possibility of being 
detected fcluxing planning and execucion of the attack) and the lack 0.1 s good escapc 
method. The tea111 also clleckeit for new or existing current threats rha? would affect this 
situation; [lone were identified. ".- 

Signiikant challenges for anyone ateen1pti:ing an assatilt from the viaduct iilc!ude an 
intnlsion detection system protecting er?tr=ces to file track area, complemented wit11 
CCTVs spccificaIly pointed &om plat-fonn ends to track area. Trespassers will be 
detected and a Xesponse generated, making if very diffic.ulr tor a sniper to carry out 
sitr-veillat~ce or an attack s~lccessiillIy. 

Secwity standards for federal boildings are publisheced by thc US Gcnecal Services 
Adininisfration. Afier 9/11, the standards were categorized Bsted as sensitive security 
infomn~ation (SSI) and an no longer avlailable without a specific need to know. The ilS 
Protective Services and the US Nlarshais have access to t5is infotns&on. Jtdges izwd ro 
confer with them fir any guidance in this mafizr. 

November 10,2008 

., . , . ' . . . . , . . . . . , - . . . 



WONOLUI-U WAtL YRANSlT PROJECT 

A rcquiremenc in tile System Safety Mauagefz~er~t Plan (SSMP) is the development of'a 
Secivity Plan for the conskuctioo plme of the project, '1"he constru.ction contractor will 
be required to develop the pian ruld address secluity issues such as &is one. Tllere are s 
variety of measures that can be itwplemented, ii~cluding secwity fcnoing to restrict access 
to the guiclewczy, lighting to aid in detection, intrusion detection systems, and securfiy 
patrols. 

Though the evaluation tean fom~d this theatto be most improbi2ole: the foilowing 
security cnt~mcernents for the courthouse can be taken: 

Obscye the direct line ofview fr~mtl3.e viaduct. Installii~g a screening wall -- 
slang the viaduct in the areas of access where there is a direct line of view t:, 
the courrhouse will reduce opportuizitities for s\~rveiliance of the building and 
access to area where a direct *"ire event could be iamclxed. 

'CViadow glass i31rxdfrfr~e,a11choritig. Attaching iz cIea or rinted composite 
film over the window's glass to resist a direct fire or blast ovelyrcssiixe; dso, it 
keeps the glass panel togeikr as a single unit, thus reducing flying glass shzrds 
(Kobar Ta\;vers). Flowever, window frames rcquire anchoring to the building 
saucntre and a hoxizo~lei caxch bar should be instalrlied on tile inside of the 
window to "catch' tlw glass panel if rhe frame fails, thus, preventing the glass 
panel from becoming a rnissiie hazard. 

Relucc~te t11z Judges CI1a1nbers. Rclocatia~g the judges' ciitunhers to an area of 
the b~lilding that has li~nited or 110 direct Iine of view ar~d limitecl ent.ry, rnuhi- 
level access colfiols. ftcmovc aljf public, external, or internal ideatific~ion, 
signs, b o d s ,  menu's, entrances, etc that iisr directions or Locativns to 
Chambers. 

0 Tint -..--. Clxalambar windkws. Prevent i l ~ e  pu11lic from seeing into the Chwm'oers to 
detesndnc if tl~r;y arc occupied 5y applying a refl.ective film over the \vh~clows. 
This [nay also provide envirvmcnttai randitio~?ing saxlings to the buildicg and 
prevent ultra-violet danlage to office property. 



























The Honorable Barry M. Kurren 
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Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tr ly yours, 

d%- 79 %. 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 















CHAMBERS 01: DlSlTUCT OF WWAD 
HELEN CX-I.MOR -00 ,\LA MOANA ROI#EVA)W. C4OO 

U.UB uuNtru, sr .4~~ DKTKICT JUDGE HC)NOLRU. I+~WNI 968%0~#) 

The Honorable Todd K.  A p o ,  CounciLmember 
Honolulu City Council 
530 S. King Street, Room 202 
Hono%ulu, HI 96913 

R e :  Honolulu Rail T r a n s i t  System (Honolulu High 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 2008/PIM-1) ; 
S e c u r i t y  K i s l c  for  Federal Court Buildi.,nq 

Dear Councilman Apo:  

1 write on behalf of the Judges of t h s  United States 
District Court to strongly voice our opposition to the proposed 
route of the Ho~lolulu Rail Transit System on Halekauwila Streeir. 
irnmediatcly adjacent to the Federal. Court Building. The 
proposed Halekauwila Street route, or any route similarly close 
to the F e d e r a l  Courthouse, raises unacceptable severe security 
concerns - exposing our Courthouse to potential terrorists' 
gunfire and/or bombing such as occurred in Oklahoma City and 
within trains i n  Madrid, or to a Lone at tack by an ixldiwidual 
holding a grudge against a part icu3.ar  Judge. We believe there 
are s u i t a b l e  alternative routes other than Hale1cauwil.a Street: 
(such as Queen Street, which w a  understand f r o m  Mr. Kenneth Toru 
Hamayasu, Chiaf oE the  Rapid Transit Division of the  Department 
of Transportation Services of the City and County of Honolulu, 
was the City's i n i t i a l  choice for this route). 

We previously expressed our deep concern over this 
matter by letter dated November 28, 2008, to Mr. Leslie T.  
Rogers, Regional Administrator o f  the Federal. Transit 
Adminis t ra t ion .  We xei teraced our  posit ion by let eer dated 
December 9, 2008, addressed to The Honorable Nestor Garcia, 
Chairman of t l ~ e  City Council Transpostat ion and Publ-ic Worlcs 



Committee. Copies of both of these letters were sent to Mr. 
Ramayasu . 

We received a response dated December 24, 2008 from 
Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshiolca, Director of the Department of 
Transportation Services of the City and County of Elonolulu, 
informing us that any changes to the rail transit system route 
on Halekauwila Street would regxire City Council, actiart. 
A~cording1.y~ we are now addressing our concerns directly t o  the 
City Council. 

We understand from an article in the Honolulu 
Advertiser on January 3, 2009, t h a t  tlne City intends to puxsue 
an "aggressive schedule," includir~g such steps as promptly 
issuing requests for proposals on designlbuild contracts for the 
project's first phase, and revising a f i n a l  Environmental Impact 
Statement for Federal approval. An article in the Honolulu 
Advertiser on January 11, 2009, reports that a risk management 
feasibility study contract w j . l l  be awarded next month, and that 
the City has introduced Bill 63 to allow the City administration 
to seek construction proposals without Council approval. We 
urge the City Council to consi-der relocating the r a i l  transit 
system r o u t e  t o  avoid Halekauwila Street before making any 
costly commit;ments as t o  this route prior to the  final review by 
the Federal Transit Administration. 

On October 16 of last year we met lnritlz M r .  Harnayasu to 
express our concern about the high security risk to which the 
Federal Courthouse would be exposed should the rail transit. 
system m n  on Halekauwila Street. Be informed u s  that he did 
not feel there  arc any viable alternatives to Halekauwila 
Street, and t h a t  any change worrld be highly unlikely and would 
require Honolulu City Council approval. We disagree that there 
are no reasonable alternatives. We believe that Queen Street, 
King Street, Beretania Street, and possibly other streets could 
be utilized instead. We recognize, as does Mr. Kamayasu, that 
any route (including BalekauwiXa Street) presents problems. 

We understand from our discussion with Mr. Hamayasu 
that the guideway structure will be 45 feet above street level 
and will pass within a Inere  45 feet of the Federal Courthouse 
building. Our Court building is 4 stories high, so  the guideway 
structure will be at the same level as the windows of three 
Judges' chambers. The guideway structure will be 25 feet wide, 
providing 2 sets of traclcs for trains proceeding in either 
directiorr. There w i l l  be app~roximately 50 tlraixls, with a train 
passing by our Courthouse during rush hours every 3 minutes in 



each direction. As noted in the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, Halekauwila Street is an unusually narrow street. 
Morevex, currently there is no public transport system along 
this street. 

Subsequent to our meeting with Mr. Hamayasu, we m e L  
with the City's security committee. The security committee 
presented us with its security analysis entitled \\Honolulu R a i l  
Transit Project Potential Threats to Federal Court Building from 
Transit Viaduct". The City's security committee acknowledged 
that t h i s  security analysis wan prepared only after ~ u r  earlier  
meeting with Mr. Batnayasu, and that previously no consideration 
had been given to the Pederal Courtl?ouse's unique security 
concerns. It was also noted that neither the U.S. Marshal nor 
an.y other federal court security representative was previously 
consulted or even contacted regarding a proposed transit lirle 
running along Halekauwila Street adjacent to the Federal. 
Courtfiouse. Nor was the owmr of the Pederal Building and 
Courthouse given any not ice  of the proposed Halekauwila Street 
route. We erlclose a copy of letter dated December 15, 2008, 
from Michael D. Larson, Property Manager, U . S .  General Sexvices 
Administrator, Public Building Service, PJIUC Federal Building, 
300 ALa Moana Boulevard, expressing concerns over the 
Halekauwila Street route and the lack o f  any notice. The City's 
security committee also acknowledged that none of the security 
specialists who participated in preparing its analysis was 
EamiLiar with security standards for Federal Courthouses. 

The City's security analysis concludes that "the 
possibiliky of an assault from the viaduct to the Courthouse is 
deemed to be m o s t  iinprobable far many reasons;" yet che analysis 
fails to effect:ively address our concerns. As an example, our 
prjmary concern i s  detonation of explosives placed insfide a 
train triggered by a cell phone operated by terrorists from a 
far distartce (similar Lo what occurred in the Madrid attacks). 
This could be accomplished in a number of ways; such as, several 
people carrying sufficient explosives boarding a train several 
stops before Lhe Federal Courkhouse and exiting one or two stops 
before the Courtl~ouse after leaving the explosives on board, or 
simply by several suicide bombers. Further, the security 
enhancements suggested by the City's analysis would afford 
I . i t t l e ,  iE any, protection from a major bomb blast within a 
passing train. 

After the Oklahoma City bombing and the terrorists 
attacks of September 11, certain security issues affecting the 
Federal Courthouse were recognized, and c0ncret.a berms arid 



plan te rs  wex-e placed alorrg 13alelcauwila Street t o  impede trucks 
w i t h  bombs in t en t  on destraying our Court building as happened 
in Oklahoma C i t y  and Lebanon. A cable secured fence was 
constructed around the lawn area on the  northwest side of the  
Co~rrthouse, and secu r i t y  pa t ro l s  w e r e  impl.cincnted. 

We are still at war with terrorists who want to 
destroy us - and w i l l  be for years to come. ~ederal  build.ings 
have been psime t a r g e t s .  

The proposed rail. t r a n s i t  system on HalelcauwiLa Street 
would expose the Federal Courthouse to a much greater  r i s l c ,  
similar t o  the Lrain bombj.ngs which occurred in Madrid. We urge 
t ha t  you coasider this security r i s k  tb.oroughly, and w e  request 
t ha t  the CiCy re-route Lhe t r a n s i t  system to u t i l i z e  a street 
other than Balekauwila Street. 

Please do not hesitate to contact  us should you have 
any questions concerning the above. Our  judges would be pleased 
to meet with you andl show you the  close proximity of the 
proposed guideway structure to our chambers. 



As the U.S. Marshal for the District of Hawaii, I 
concur w i t h  t h e  above assessment o f  t he  Judges of this D i s t r i c t  
that the proposed route of the Honolulu R a i l  Transit System on 
Halekauwila Street presents a severe security r i s k  to the 
Federal Court building, and I join in opposing this route. 

Dated : ) & ~ a f q  23 , 2009 

V e r y  t r u l y  yours, 
1 -\ 

/ Mark. M. danohano 
/ W. S. Marshal for  t h e  

D i s t r l . c t  of Hawaii 

cc: Mr. Leslie T. Rogers 
Regional Administrator 
Federal Trans i t  Administration 

Ms. Sherry Litt le 
neput y Administrator 
Federal Trans  i t A c i r n i n i s t  rat ion 

Kenneth Toru Hamayilsu, P.E. 
Chief, Rapid Transit Division 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolu2u 

M r .  Wayne Y a s h i o k a  
D i r e c t o r  o f  the  Department 
of Transportation Ser,viccs 

Mr, Harry Berliner 
Department of Transportation Services 











Mr. Mark M. Hanohano 
Page 3 

Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTlON AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105.390f 

February 12, 2009 

Mr. Ted Matley 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration 
201 Mission Street, Suite LGSO 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for tile Proposed Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Conridor Project, Oalru, Hawaii (CEQ #20080469) 

Dear Mr. Matley: 

The E ~ ~ v i r o ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ t a I  Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced 
docume~~t pursuant to the National Envisonmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on 
Environma~tal Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFXI Parts i 500-1 508), and Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act. Our detailed comnents are enclosed. 

While EPA supports the g a l  of providing transportation cl~oices to tlie 
cotn~nu~ities of Oahu, we llave sonle concerns related to wetlands, water quality, 
environme~~tal justice, and noise illlpacts. EPA has rated this document EC-2, 
Er~virontrtewtc~l Concei-ns, hzsifficient Ir$ortricrtion, Please see the attached Ratirzg 
Fuctar.s for a description of our rating system. 

We are particularly concenled that the Draft Environmental Impact S tatenletkt 
(DEIS) does not contain any quantitative info~n-iation about the location, acreage, and 
potential. impacts to aquatic resources, hydrology, and waters of tile United States in the 
project area. Impacts to waters of the United States will be subject to Clem Water Act 
(CWA) Section 404 (b)(l) Guidelines (40 CI;R 230). If it is determined that an 
It~dividual Permit is required, only the Least Et~virotunentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA) can be petmitted pursuant to the 404 (b)(l) Guidelines. In addition, 
wittlouf any data regarcling potential impacts to l~ydrologic flows and potential 
downstscam impacts, it is difficult to determine whetller significarlt impacts may occur 
and wlut lnitigatiotz commitments are needed. EPA recommends that a meeting be 
scl~leduled with our wetlands staff and staff of the U.S. Anmy Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Branch to discuss CWA requiments and potential project impacts to 
hydroiogy in the area. 

Prink-d on XecycIed Paper 



We are sIso cotzcerned that required consultation processes, such as 1) Section 
I06 consultation for potential impacts to historic and archaeological resources, 2) the 
water quality assessmetlt associated with the sole source aquifer, and 3) the deterinination 
of consistency with the Hawaii Coastal Zone Management Program, have not been 
colllpleted. These processes sl~ould be completed prior to publication of the Final 
E~lvironlnental Impact Statenlent (IFEIS) in order to determine whether or not significant 
impacts will result. The FEIS sl~ould documerlt the specific consultation processes, any 
additionaI impacts identified through this coordination, and a11 resulting mitigation 
co~~mzitnzents. 

Finally, while we believe that most of the alternatives elilnillated prior to the 
DEJS are documented sufficiently, we have cemainii~g questions about why iizht rail or 
bus rapid bassit in at1 exclusive right-of-way were not considered as reasonable 
alternatives in the DEIS. Additional infortnation should be included in the FEIS 
explaiuing why these teclmologies were not considered to be reasonable alternatives and 
were tI1erefore not reviewed in the DEIS. 

We appret;iate the oppol?unity to review this DEXS and look folward to future 
coorditlation on the project. When the FEIS is released for public review, please send two 
copies to the address above (mail code: CED-2). ff you have any questions, please 
contact Cont~eli Dunning, Tran.spol.tation Tean~ i,eader, at 41 5-947-41 6 1, or Carolyn 
Mulvihitl, the lead reviewer for this project, at 415-047-3554 or 
rnulvi11ill.carolyn@epn.gov. 

Sincerely, 

f-' Kathleen M, Goforth, Manager ' Environmental Review Office (CED-2) 

Enclbsul\es: 
Summary of EPh Rating Definitions 
EPA's Detailed Commalzts 

cc: Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Department oFTraisportation Services, City and County of 
Honolulu 
Susan Meyer, U.S. Army Co~ys of Engineers 



BPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT I3NVIRONMEN'T'AAt IMPACT S'TA'TEMHNT FOR 
T H E  PI<OPOSBD X-IONOLULU N[CH*CAPACITY TRANSIT CORItIDOlZ I'IEOJECT, FEBRUARY 12, 
2009 

EPA recognizes that a sigilificant amount of anaIysis of alternatives 11as taken 
place and has been docume~~tcd prior to the DraEt E~lvil+onmental linpact Statement 
(DEIS), While we believe that most of the alternatives eliminated prior to the DEIS are 
documented sufficie~ltly, we have remaining questions about why light rail or bus rapid 
transit in at1 exclusive right-of-way were not ~nsidesed as reasonable alternatives in the 
DEIS. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should identify the specific 
rationale behind the elimination of these tect~nologies from consideration. 

Include additional infortnation in the HEIS explaining why light rail or bus 
rapid transit iiz an exclusive 6gi1t-of-way were not considered to be reasonable 
alternatives and were therefore not reviewed in the DEXS, if these 
teci~aologies may lii~ve resulted in fewer environmental impacts, furthcr 
justification is warranted to substantiate why those Less damaging alternatives 
werc not carried through for consideration. 

11. is also our uncterstanding that modifications to the aIignment described in the 
DEIS are being considered in order to avoid federal facilities in the current project arm. 
These changes and the impacts associated with tl'tcnl should be described ilz the FEfS, 
along with tlze reasons for considered modifications. If significant variations from the 
analyzed afternatives are proposed, the Federal Transit Adniinistralion (FTA) and the 
Department of Trax~sportation Setvices (DTS) sl~ould consider preparing a Supplemental 
DEIS for public review. EPA is available to (Iiscuss with FTA and DTS thc appropriate 
level of environmental docu~neiltation needed should new info~mation be incorporated 
into the document. 

Iilclucte infoln~ation in We FEIS about ally changes to the proposed alignment 
and iiml~acts associated with those cllangcs. Co~lsult EPA regarding the 
appropriate level of documentation. 

We understand that the project will everttually include extensions of the proposect 
project on both ends of the initial segment. However, t l~e  extensions to the project ware 
not analyzed in this DEIS. It is critical that seIection of the alternative for the initial 
segment not preclude a reasonable range of alternatives for those future extensions. 
Given that the p~+oposL"d project is an elevated s t~~cture ,  tliere are few remaining 
alternative sites where the subsequent extension projects can "link" to the project. The 
exte~~sions should be viewed as reasonably foreseeable future actions and, as such, should 
be analyzed thorot~ghly it1 the cumulative impact analysis. Specifically, what atlditional 



resousces of co~~cern will be affected should the proposed action be carsied forwas(1 and 
should the proposed extensions be built? 

Ensure that selection of the alten~ative for the initial segment will not preclude 
a reaso~~alable range of alternatives for f~tlire extensions. llclude an analysis of 
potential impacts, and ~nitigation for those impacts, that would occur should 
the extensions to the project be built. Identify all reasonably foreseeable future 
actions associated with the pfacernent of the proposed project as well as tire 
impacts to resources from those future actions. Provide any mitigation for 
these identified cui~iulalive effects. 

Wetlands and Waters 

In our lanilasy 6,2006 and April 13,2007 scoping comments, EPA stated that the 
DEIS should disclose the approximate area of waters of the United States that occur 
within the study area of the proposed pxoj ect, i~lcluding petmanent and intermittent 
streams and wetlands. Tl~e Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines at 40 
CFli Part 230.10(a) state tltat ". . . no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be 
permitted if tlzerc is a practicable alternative to the pprppos~d discharge which would haw 
Iess adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have 
other significant adverse environn~ental consequences." While the DEIS states that "no 
direct impacts to wetlands are expected" (page 4- 134), EPA believes that it is likely that 
the project will have both direct and indirect i~l~pacts to waters of the United States. FTA 
and DTS will have to de~nonstrate that potential impacts to waters of the United States 
l~ave been avoided and n~ininzized b the maximum extent practicable prior to obtaining a 
CWA Section 404 pemlit (40 CFR 230.10(a) and 230,10(d)). Our scoping comments 
fui-ther recommended that tile following information be included in tile DEIS, and we 
reiterate that this iilfom-iation should be inciuded in the FEIS. 

We also secoinmend that D l 3  meet with EPA wetlands staff and staff ofthe U.S. 
As~ny Coq~s of Engiileers to discuss Section 404(b)(L) requirements. Please coiltact 
Wendy WiItse oEEPA's Honolulu office at 808-541-2752 to asranye a meeting. 

* Work with EPA and the Corps to acquire a jurisdictional delineation of waters 
of the United States and impacts to those waters in the projectarea. 
Demonstrate that all potential impacts to waters of the United States have 
been avoided and miaimized. If these resources cannot be avoided, clearly 
demonstrate how cost, logistical, or tech~oiogicai constraints preclude 
avoidar~ce and ~ninin~ization of impacts. 
Quantify the benefits fiom measures and modifications designed to avoid and 
minimize impacts to water resources; for example, number of stream 
crossillgs avoided, acres of waters of the United States avoided, etc. 



Identify all protected resources with special designatioizs and all special 
aquatic sites' and waters within spate, local, and federal protected lands. 
Additional steps shouId be taken to avoid and minimize impacts to these 
areas. 
Identify and commit: to mitigation for any unavoidable itllpacts. Include a 
timefia~ne for ilnple~nentation of mitigation commitmalts along with the 
responsible party. 

Water QuaIity 

l'hc DEIS states that a Water Quality Impact Assessment is undernay, as required 
in areas Bat depend upon a sole source aquifer for drinking water. Tlle results of tbis 
assessment should be inctudcd in the FEIS. 

The IIEXS also states that the project's consistency with the objectives and 
policies of the I-Kawaii Coastal Zone management Program will be reviewed by the 
Department of Business, Economic DeveIoplnent & Tourism (DBED'I') Office of 
PIanning. This review should be conlpleted and documented in the FEIS. 

While we support DTS's plan to implement permanent best management practices 
(BMPs) to manage stormwater runoff, we do not believe that there is sufficient , 

infbmzation in the DEIS to docrimefit that th project will have no adverse impacts on 
water quality due to increased pollutants in slornlwater. Additional information is needed 
in the FEIS to support the conclusion that there will be no adverse impacts to water 
quality. Where the proposed project will widen existing roads, the curre~ll: ston~~water 
detention basins and structilres should be evaluated to deter~nine if they will continue to 
be effective. We also recommend the use of green infrastructure as part of stolmwater 
malzage~llent. Detailed information about green infrastructure approaches is availabfe at 
~p://cSpub,eua.aov/n~des/~eenil.rfiastructure/tech~~olan~.cfill. 

The FEIS shoirtd aho include a discussion of other impacts tlxe project may have 
on local hydrology, such as sediment tl-anspo~t, groundwater recharge, and flood 
attenuation, and how tlzese impacts would be t~linimized or mitigated. 

Recommendations: 

e Include the results of the sole source aquifer water quality assessment in the 
FEIS and confir~n that no significant impacts will result. Identify specific 
mitigatioii memures for any potential impacts. 
Itlclude a discussion of the DBEDT Office of Planning review of the project's 
consistency with the Coastal Zone Ma~xagement Program and confinn that the 
project is consistent with the program. 

Special aqitatic sites are defined at 40 CFR 230.40 -. 230.45 and incli~de wetlallds, mud flats, vegetated 
shalIows, coral reefs, and riffle arid pool complexes. 



Consider i~lcluding green infiasti-tlcture in lhe permane1lt BMPs for 
stormwater tnanage~nent and ciocument the BMPs in the FEIS. 
Identify the project's impacts on local hydrology, such as sediment tmnsporr, 
grotmdwater recharge, and flood attenuation in the FEIS rather than waiting to 
analyze these inlpacts at a future date. It~cludc specific mitigation 
colnlnitnlents in the FRXS and identify how these mitigation actions will 
reduce impacts to surface hydl~logy. Xncl~ide an analysis of potential 
hydroIogical impacts due to the reasonably foreseeable fit ture extensions of 
the proposed project. 

Noise Xmpitcts 

The DEB, including the visual impact sitnulations, indicate that residents in a 
number of areas may experience significant llnise impacts due to the proximity of the 
projed: to homes. EPA encourages DTS to consider noise abatement measures not 
specified in the DEIS, such as noise i~lsulittio~~ of receptor sites. 

EPA also recommends that particula~. attention be given to potential. noise imnpacts 
and mitigation in the vicinity of Pearl Harbor and the USS Arizona blelnorial. 

Recommendations: 

Coilsides additional noise abate~netlt mneasures, sue11 as noise insulation of 
receptor sites, for residences and other sensitive receptors that would 
experience noise impacts. Provide quantitative information in the FEXS on the 
decrease in noise impacts f i n  additional mitigation strategies. 
Provide additional noise mitigation in the vicinity of Pearl I-Iarbor and the 
USS Arizona Memorial, if necessary to p1.eserve the contemplative nature of 
tile site. 

Enviroemental Justice 

EPA previously provided feedback on the e~~viroumental jiisticc (BJ) analysis 
methodology proposed Ibr this project, which was based on the Oahu Metropolitan 
Planning Organization's method for detern~inhg EJ areas. While wc believe that the 
DEXS appropriately identifies EJ areas, we have concerns about the proposed relocation 
of residents of the Banana Patch community, wl~ich is identified in the DEXS as at? EJ 
area of concern. We encourage DTS to cl~oose a11 alterrlative alig~~meat that would avoid 
relocation of this community. If no reasonable avoida~~ce alternative exists, EPA 
recorntnends that extensive efforts be made to communicate and consult with the 
cotnrnuniey in planning and imple~nenting the project, and that all past and future 
consultation activities with this con~inunity be documented in the FEXS. 

111 addition, EPA secom~ner~ds that additiottal assish~~ce be provided to any other 
residents of  environmental justice cominunitics who will be relocated. 



o Identify an alternative alignt~lent that would avoid the Banana Patch 
cotnmunity and alter the proposed action to uccommodaee this nzodification. 

* Document the content and outcomes of the comnlunity ineetirrg held with tlze 
Banana Patch comnlunity, as well as any other past or plam~ed commtruica~ion 
with the comnz~mity, in the FEIS, 
Identify and commit to specific mitigation measures to minitnize the impacts 
of  relocation 011 low-inconze and minority populations. 

+ Coi~duct interviews with all potential displacees who have special ~leeds to 
ensure that issues are Fl~lly identified and a plan for assistatlce is prepared. 
Based on tke reslrlts from these interviews, identify and commit to additional 
measures to mininlize the impacts of relocation, silch as providing translation 
services, trallsporfation to visit potential replacelnent horrsing, tlrtdlor 
additional relocation specialists to work with tlzese cornnlunities. 

The DEIS states that Section 106 consultatiolz is onsoing. The consultation 
process should be cotnpleted prior to release of the m I S  and the process and required 
mitigation should be documented. This is critical to tlze ddelmindlion of whether the 
project will have significant impacts on historical resources. 

4 Coinplete the Section 106 process and document all related mitigation 
coillnlitnlents in the FEIS. Confirm in the FEIS that tile Section 106 
coilsultation process irlcluded analysis of potential impacts from the 
reasonabIy foreseeable future action of tlxe proposed extension of the project. 
Identify what, if any, additional impacts to historical properties inay occur 
with future extensio~~s of the project. 

I~lvnsive Species 

EPA's Jat~uary 6, 2006 atrd Aprif 13, 2007 scopiug cotnments includeit 
recomtnendations For minimizing the spread of invasive species. The islands of I3atvaii 
arc particularly vulnerable to invasive species, and construction associated with the 
project has the potential to aid in the establishmnent of invasive plants along ally newly 
disturbetl corddors. We reiterate our recol~unendatioas below and request that tl~eey be 
addressed it1 the FBIS. 

Recommendations: 

In accordance with Executive Order 13 112, identify proposed inetI~ods to 
minimize thc spread of invasive species and utifi.r;e native plant and tree 
species wl~elere revegetation is  planned. 



* Coordinate invz~ive species rnanayen~en t with local agcllcies and 
organizations, SLICII as the Oahu Ii~vasive Species Comnziftee: a voIuntary 
partnership organized to prevent new invasive species infestations on the 
island of Oahu, to eradicate incipient invasive species, aid to stop established 
invasive species from spreading 011 Oahu fhttp://www.l~ear.or~oisc/). 
Coordinate measures to reduce the pote~~tial for the spread of ii~vasive species 
with other ongoing planning efforts. Additional resources related to Federal 
and State programs to address invasive species can be found at: 
l~ttp://www.invasivespeciesinfo.gov/ 

Visaal Impacts 

The DEIS indicates that there inay be significant visual impacts resulting from the 
project. Context seizsitive design can be used to mitigate these impacts. 

Recommendation: 

Utilize context sensitive design, including neigl~borl~ood-based. design 
guidelines and community iillput, as rnitcll as possible to mitigate t11e project's 
visual impacts. 

Climate Change 

Research on global climate change indicates that many coastal areas may be 
impacted in the future by sea level rise. 'l'he FCC projects that gIobal sea. level wiI1 rise 
between 7 and 23 inches by the end of the ccenlury (2090-2099) relative to the base 
period (1980-1 999). Accolding to the XPCC, the average rate of sea level rise during the 
21st century is very likely to exceed the 1961-2003 average rate. Storm surge levels are 
aIso expected to increase due to projected sea level rise. Combii~ed with non-tropical 
stor~ns, rising sea level extends the zone of impact fiom storm surge and waves farther 
inland, and will lilcely result in increasitigly greater coastal erosion and damage. 2 

Recommendation: 

* Inclucle a discussion in tlle FEIS of the potential impacts of climate change on 
the proposed project and identify adaptive managenzeizt strategies to protect 
the project areit fionz t11ose impacts. 

IPCC, 2007b: Suntr~~ary for Policymakers. In: Clillxlte Chrmige 2007: It~tpncis, ddctptatiort I~,ICI 
Y~ckierability. Contribtrfiotz of Workitzg Crotrp 11 to the Fourt11 .lir/Is.sessint.rzt Report ofthe It2le~governti1etrtt11 
I-'rc~rel on Cll,,rnte Cltcinge [Parry, M.L., O.F. Catiziaai, J.P. Palutikof, P.J. van cter Linden and C.E. EXa~lson 
(eds.)]. Cambridge University I1ress, Caalbridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA. 























.--.----...--...--.-. 
status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 2/4/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Moses 
Last Name : Akana 
BusinesslOrganization : Federal Aviation Administration, Honolulu Control Facitity 
Address : 760 Worchester Avenue 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96818 
Email : moses.akana Qfaa.gov 
Telephone : 808.840.61 35 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 02/04/2009 
Submission ContentINotes : The height of the platform station along Aotele Street shoutd not aIter the 

flight path of aircraft landing or taking off from Honolulu International 
Airport. Prior to construction, an aeronautical study must be performed 
to ensure there is no impact to flight operations. 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 2/15/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Jeff 
Last Name : Neely 
Business/Organlzation : GSA 
Address : 450 Golden Gate Avenue (9P) 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : San Francisco 
State : C A 
Ttp  Code : 94012 
Ernail : jeffrey.neely @gs.agov 
Telephone : 4155223100 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/15/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : I have questions and concerns about the proposed routing, the proximity 

of the proposed line to the United States Courthouse and the lack of 
involvement or coordination with my agency. 







il S General Services Adrnini~tration 
P~.ibIlc Buildings sowice 

P J K K  Fedetal Bullcling 
300 Ala F~loana Boulevar.ci, Suite t-336 .. .. -. . ? ..... . ' ': .:'., 

Honokriu, Hawaii 96350 , : . . :?\, 

(808) 541-1 950 .',L.>\ .h. 
Pax: (808) 64j-3601 . .... 

Ti\:ayiic k'oshioka, Dir,cct~l 
Departtnenl of T;.anspot.tation 
Cicy m d  Cou~lty of kio:oaolul~~ 
650 S King Stleet, zrd $loor 
:!ot>oltil~, Hawaii 96S 1 3 

Tlte pnr.posi: of th.is Iitxel is XI express our coilwins o v a  t l ~  proposed kIono'iilill 'tGgi1 c8psoit3 
'I raxisit Cctr.idor Project 

i'l~e l,!niied Sta.~gg (+;i:ll~~al $G:;:~~GG$ .L',dclinistpation is thi: ~eoord owner 9.I- iile Prince Jonah 1<21hi0 
KalfinimtnaoLc X; ~cieral Build1'hg and (:orithouse loc&~I a! 300 iQa b $ o & ~ ~  B O U ~ V ~  ~i ("PKK 
Ru.ildlr@') We hme neT:er received an3 tioiici: from irk? Cit? snci Co~mnQ! of I.lonoIuiu Depazc.xr~enr 
of 'Tr'lai~spo~tai.itioi~ Services ]R?pici 'Trai~sir: ISivisioxi (T~O'T) abozt this p~t.,rojrot As silcki, we tveii: 
sirrpiscd to itxi111 tisat ?he poposed project entails the corsstrt~ctian alci  operation uf an (:levabed 
r~a~jsir  systsm nlntig t:: rn.mov,l st~ect direcrly d~~. i t thg the PJ'KIC;. BtdMing gn 'fltalekawila Sixes. As a 
fedeta1 agmc.cy tad pxapcrty oivnet. significc31tly ia.iilpncied by B1.e pro~~osed i)t(?je~i, Di>l' is required 
ro invite us to partjcipak in the scopii~g ptocess vthich qppesrs to l~ave occurrerl in late i l e c  2005 ail<! 

le.niary 2006 No1 I ~ v c  wi; ~.ecaivr;d any of the tnnitiple noticw af ~ ~ C I X  issued fbt this projjeci a id  
;ha d~af i  &nvirvn11~~12ta1 Xfi1p8.ct Stai:ement, See Eiist of 1.Sxalt EIS rwipisnis aitaci~ed "l the Draft 
EXS 

-l, w e  hop2 that this ys~jject has not pr.oceedcied so fur hat any possibility oi oily pro~~iding rx~ezii:ing.?~i! 
cotm1e:ti ai this time has bscrr efimitzated Clu; ob~~ious coacans inclldc noise, vibtation, sccum?-y 
?ad appaerit site easalne11-i We ale beraby xeyuestiug aan itmnediate n~ectli:llg with DOT ir! aidel- tl.ia.t 
vve may be briefed 8s .so tile pxopo8ed p1:ojkar md its ppa~iicula~. impacr 3pon the P K K  8uiibilzg We 
would caittioa DOT not to proceed on Qt: basis that that any ppoperi)? anacessarj. .for fds project 
(includi~~g air lights) aiong JIaIekawi!~ caa be obtained thmxrgh the zminent domain pivcess since 
this p~vcsss i s  liot avai.1able against the Il!?iierj Staies. 



M'e i!.irsi that DO I' will i~n&edi%ely corredr; its ncriicc giocsduAs a116 IICLW iiii;l~~de US 011 the mailkg 
I ~1st + fol. this pr:ject and provide ali docurllerlts pr~pared and inviliiions of p~iblia mestings fbt. the 
proposed piajsct co t . 1 ~  Vniied Srates of L'itfierica I'lease wte h i  aH infofm~tion should be sent i~ 
r h ~  P,T:Q< Bljilding as fo:oilocrtsi 

h4ickaal T) Laison: Propert) Malagel 
Pub!ic liuilciings S,";en:ici: 
US Gei1cra.1 S ~ ~ s i ~ e s  ~&?linisrratiori 
Prince Kdi.io Fde ln l  Building & US C(.rurbhouse 
300 Aia Moans Elvd:, Suite 1-336 
Konollzlu, KX 96850:.4392 
(809)  241 -3632 
ri?i~hlicJ.!as~>h@~sa;go\ 

We locik forward m I~zar-ing from ynG at your earliest ~ o d v d l i i ~ t i ~ ~ :  Thn& you 

oc; Carrie. Okintga, Cu~ .~ora i cn  c':nr:~.nsel 
Faith hGyai110 to, Chief of l ' t impo~ tstion P laa>j.ng 
I-,?die r, r(.og@rs, Regioi~ai Adrnikististoi' 







General Services Administratior?, Rogion 9 
Public Buildings Service 

t-lawaii Field Office, San Diego Service Center - QPDl1 
300 Ala Moana Wlvd, Si~ite 2-338 

H o ~ ~ o ~ u ~ u ,  Hf 96850-0001 
Pf~or~? (803) 541 -1950 

February 6,2009 

Wtlylle Yoshioka, Actit~g Direcbr 
Depaifment of Transportation 
City aild County of I-Ionolulu 
G.50 S. King Street, 3'"Ioor 
I-Ianolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

Dear Mr. Yoshiokrr: 

'file purpose of this letter is to bring to your attedioll t . 1 ~  following issues for the Draft Bi~visonr~le~rtai 
bnpact Stdement fat* the EIonoLuIu I-Iigh-Capacity Transit Corridor Isrqjoct (the Pruject) proposed by 
tlxc Departmetfit: of Tratlspoltdion, City ~ i l d  County of Hotlolutu (DOT). Thc Uaited States Gei~elcral 
Services Administsation is the owner ai~d property matlager of the Prince Jonah Kukio Kafanianaofe 
Fedcrd Building and Courthouse located nc 300 Ala Misnna Boulevard ("PJKK Building"). The PSKK 
Ruiicliilg houses ~q~p~.o.osimntely 2,000 federal employees from tenants sucb as the United States District 
Courts, Marshals Servica, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Secret Service, Drug Enforcement Agency, 
Coast Guard, Departmalt of Homeland Security, Internal Revenue Service, and Social Security 
Admi~zistratian. Fustlxer, the PJKK has approximately SO0 to 700 public visitors per day. 

We understa~~d that DOT is proposing an clevated ligltt rail transportation system which wilt travel on 
Halcknuwila Street, i~~cludiltg a portion of the site of tho PJKK Federal Building. On December t 5,  
we wrote to DOT to advise tl~cm that GSA, an affected property owner, had not received tttl it~vitation 
to participate in the scoping process. Nor have we received any of the multiple notices of intent issued 
for this project a~ld the draft Environmental Itnpncr: Statcnzc~~t. (A copy ofous Deccmber 15 letter is 
attnclzed). 

DOT'S fanttary 22 lwponse was silcut on the absenco ofrequired notice. DOT atliy expressed that 
GSA should ha.ve commented during the altcrnatives screening 11eld in 2006 without explai~~ing how 
GSA cotild have pwticipatcd since were never tzotified of the altcrtiatives screening. The resuit of 
this screening process was that DOT ciecided to place the mute on Ilalekauwita Strcet requiring the 
loss oEa portion of elxe site. DOT stated that any chiu~ges to the i*oute at titis stage wo\iId i~ced city 
cat~ncil approval thercby implying t a t  opportunity for meanin@ul comme~tt has been foreclosed 
wixich is in direct contsaventior\ of the Natio~lal E ~ ~ v i r o ~ m n t a l  Policy Act (NBPA), 

DO'f's exGuse for tb'ailure to notify GSA was that there was opportunity ta comment: on pwposed routes 
prior to the issuance of the Draft ETS. E-Iowever, t f ~ e  fact dlat there was a scseetiing process prior to the 
issuance of tile Draft EIS does not relieve the DO'I' of its legal obligation to ilotify iillterestecl parties of 
tllc EIS process. 

Furtller, tis stated above, GSk was never tzotified of tbc screening process. Also, the fact that the 
altes~latives screenings process was a public process docs ~xot meet the notice rccluim~ltents of NEPA. 



The fact 1luit the psoposcd psoject is pitblic kilo w lcclgc prc~vidcs only infi)rnlaticln ffom t l~c  govenlm en t 
to the citize~~s and does 1x01 allow infor~llation to flo\v f'soilz the citizens Lo the government. Nirtt~rc~l 
Xesot.l~.css Dg/&isc Co~cricil I,, :\401-lo1z, 388 F.Supp. 829 (D. D.C. 1 974). 

Since GSA is a propei-ty owner whose propel-ty is p~.oposcd for acquisition, GSA is an "interested 
pa:ty" under NEPA. ,See CO/OI?;J~ l ~ e ~ / e ~ - a l  S~~~inldl?:,v~ L I I ? ~  LDLII% Associ~tliolj, 482 F.Sup1). 206 (W. D. PA 
t 980). DOT is legally recluireci to notify i~lterested parties of the proposeti project. By failil~g to do sot 
DOT has pt.eclt~clcd GSA from raising environmental issues pdor to its selection of tialekaucvila as 
part of the preferred altertxative. 

Wc be1 iew that tIlere are iil~portant issues critical to DO'f's ability to make an i trfor~ned decision about 
the X-Ialekauwila Strcct portiot~ of the mute. GSh would have been ;ble to provide DOT information 
about the possible significant acl\~erse impact o.Ftl1e proposed plrojeet. We are very cot~cemed that the 
presence of an cfcvated rail trar%sit syste111 in close 1)roxifniry to tllc P.JI<T< will create security 
problems. 

In our February 3, 2009 meeting with Fait11 Miyamoto, Chief of Transporlation l'lanning, alld City 
consultants we ctiscussed solue of these security col1cet:ils. Aftes Ble bombiag of the fecleral building in 
Oktahonza, ail feder:l.al buildings were classified according to necessary security levcl. Minin~um 
security stanclards were established foi. encll security level. Due to high volulnc public contact and el~c 
prcsence ofthe US District courts ancl other agencies, tile PIKIC l.~ecl:cieral Building has beer1 classified at 
ti security level necessitating stringalt security requirements. As a sesul~, the PJICK building ~ I I L L S ~  lse 
setback to the tllasiznuln extent possible lkom any potential poillt ofexplosioa, liztrocluctioi~ of the light 
rail along ltlc I-Jaleltsuwila $(:reel ancl/ot- reclucirlg our cur-sent sethack will adverse1 y irnl~act the security 
of the occupants oftke PJICIC Fetleral Building arid may limit tlie agencies that can occupy this 
building. 

Duritzg this a~eetiiig, we also sl~arcd othcr possibie impacts ancl aslted for additional informatio~. \Vc 
ivcr-c informed that au Ala Moalls route had been the preferred alteri~ntive for rapid transit in the past, 
but was ruled otlt during tlic current DEIS groecss primal-ily because of prior oppositiotl fro111 thc 
federal co~nn~unity. Fra~~kly, wc are perplexed that "federal concans" were citecl as tlie primary 
roasotl that the Ala Moana altertl;~~.ive wits ahandoneti, yet we wese 11oC wnsulted during the process of 
selectirlg Halekauwila Street as the preferred local alter~~titive. It sl~oulcl have been obvious to DOT 
that GSA and the federal community ~vc)uuId hawe silllilar issues on eitl~er side of the PJICIC. Building; 
and in fact, our concerns arc more sc~.ious regarding the Halelcauu~ila Sweet alternative gival ils more 
liini ted sct-back. 

During our meeting we also ctiscussed serious concerlzs about the shor~falls in tile developmeat aizcl 
analysis of the City's in-house se~urity evaluatiorl titled, "Potential Threats to Fedasat Chust BuiIdirlg 
fi:o111 'T'ratisit \'iaduct (copy attached). 'Illis scc~lrity evaluation was prcparctl last year and was no1 
sltarcd with QSA. I11 fact, we orzIy learned of the exister~ce of this report by second !land sources 011 

February 2,2009, the day before our meeting. However, wc do appreciate DOT'S willinglxcss to 
provide considerable background il~forl~laiio~l regarcling the subj ject r-cport. First, i t  was conf~rmed 
during our meeting that the report was prel~asetI by the City's in-house security staff ulitllout any 
consultation wit11 GSA as the 1'JK.K Buildil~g's owlw or any fe'ederal. executive agel~cy tenants such as 
FBI, DHS, DEA and Secset Sesvicc. Second, it was confirrzled that t11e PJKK Builcli~~g had bee11 
inaclva.t.enlly o\lerIooked as a building u~ith a hig11 risk sec~~ri ty sttlii~g, and would have otherwise beell 
considered fos :I compressive and parricipatory security sl.ucly similar to those conducted at Pearl 



Harbor Navy Yarcl, 1-Xicicaiz~ Air I;osce Base, and Fort Shatter. We were told that DOT acknowledges 
tliitt. u ct~ml.)rehe~~sive security evaluation is in older. Subsequcr~t to our ~neeting, we received a 
telq~honc call iYo111 DOT'S sccurity con.sillt.ant, I'eter Loverso of Pitrsons B~.inclccrl~off, who llas 
I-equested a kick-off11>eeting with GSA regarding a secirrity evaluation sci~eciulecl for March 3 1, 2009. 

It appears that it is not too late for route clzat~ges corn a cost standpoint, as evidenced by a receilt 
cl~a~ige apjxo\~ed by the City Council from n routing :tloilg Snlt h k e  Blvcl. to an alternative route 
closer to the I-Ionolulu hltemadonal Airport. Further, we were il~fbnlled during the meetii-ig that the 
altclnatives to Halekauwila (Ala Monna ancf Queen Stsect) arc still consitIei.ed to be feasible laulcs 
from cnvirontnental impact, constru~ti~l)ility and cost statldpoints. 

In Oregon h'~:infiromner~fcrI C:ourzcit! 1). ICU/~Z~~~M, 8 1 7 f.2tl 484.(9'11 Ci I-. 1 OS7), the 9"' C;iscuit held that 
the form, conte~~t atlcl prepasatiolz of an EIIS shoilld fi~ster both infomed decision-making and infor~ncd 
pt11dic participation. Cestni nl y, a securi ty evaluation ~ : h i c l ~  i t~~l l~ate ly  assesses the true secul'ity risks 
of the I'roject on PJKI(. will provide, DO?' with the ability to malce an infonx).cci decision about t11c 
prol~osed route on l..Ialeka~twila Street in accorclat~ce with NEIJA. 

In  conclusio~~, we look fo'orwascl to working with the City DOT alld its consultants dusillg the process of 
a comprchcnsive and participatory security evaluatioi~ of the Iideltauwila Street route relative to the 
PJKIC Builditlg. Xiowever, there should bc 110 forcgo~ze concIusioll that mitigation of our sea~rity 
concenls skoultf stop short of a possible route cl~at~gc. 

Sincerely, 

I'roperty Manages 

Attachments: Ihxmbelq J 5, 2008 Letter to DO?' 
DOT - Potential Threats to I:etieral Court Building fiu)m Transit Viaduct 

Cc: Carrie Olcinaga, Corporatioil Counsel 
Fait11 Miyamoto, Clzicf of Tsansyorlatio~z Pia~liiiilg 
Leslie T. Rogers, Regional Ad~z~inistatos 

Recei vecl by: --"-. -- "-.-...--.--.-+"---------- 

Date: " . . ...... " 



U. S. General Servicbs Adrnlnlstratlon 
Public Bulldings Servlce 
PJKK Federal Bullding 

SO0 Ala Modna Boulsvard, Sulte 1-336 
Honolulu, Hawaii 98850 

(808) 541-1 950 
Fax: (808) 541 -3801 

December 15,2008 

Wayne Yoshioka, Ilir~ctor 
Dy>ttrtment o:f?'~.snsporlntion 
Ciry suld Clounty ol'Monalulu 
650 S. King Street, 3rd Floor 
l.Ionolt~lu, llawaii 968 13 

lieu Mr. Yoshio kn: 

rhe jaurj>.l,ose of this letter is to express our concerns over the proposed Honolulu Hig11 Capacity 
li.tnlsi.sit Corridor I.'ro.ject. 

'file United Slates Qe~~c.l'stl Sewices Acf~ninist~.ation is the record owner of the Pril~w J o n d ~  Kuhio 
I<afanianaule Feclerul1'3uildin.g rt~~d Corurhousc located at 300 Ala Moann 'Bou.levxd ("'13JKK 
Building"). We have never leceived m y  notice from t11.e Ciry mncI Couiliy of X-loi~olulu 13epsslr.mcnt 
of''rrt~r~spoltt~tio~~ Services Rapid 'T'tansil: I>ivisioi? (DO'X') about this projeot, As such, we were 
srrrpiisecl to lertrt~ t h a ~  the .e~,roposed project entails the co~zstructioi~ m ~ d  operatiot~ of an elevated 
transit system along a nuuour street directly ubutting the PJKK Builcling 011 I.fulcltat.\liIa Street. As w 
federal agency and property owner sigi~ificculdy impactcd by tile propctsed project: D0'1' is reqi~ised 
to invite us to parricjlsakc in the scopiag ptvcess wltici~ appears to have occwrsed j.n lute Dee 2005 md 
.lat~ua~.y 2006, Nor Ilnve i?rc: received wy ot'tlze multiple nolicos ol'intent issued for lliis projcct t ~ t ~ c l  
thc draft Envirotltuetltal Iinpuct Statenlent. See List oSDrrtf1 BIS recipients iittzbecl to the Dr:.xI:t 
EIS. 

We hope rl~at this prr!iect llas not proceeded so .fir th t~ t  ally possibility of our prot~icling meaningful 
cornrncllt af this 4i111e 11us been eliminated. Our obvious concerns include noise, vibration, scc~trity 
and apparent site easement, We are hereby ~.cquesting an immediate 111eeting with DOT in order ebat 
wc rilay be b~ie:retl as to :orhe proposed project alld its particular impact upon the PJKK Building. We 
would caution DO'I' not to proceed on the basis that ll11at any properly necessary for this project 
(iacludjt3g air ~:ights) n lo~ lg  IIalekawila can be obtained throi~gh the eminent dolllain process sitlee 
this process is not auailable ttgainst thc lluited States. 



W e  trust tililt C)O'T will lii~tfieciiti~ely correct its t ~ a e l ~ e  prt-,cadures md now include us on the fzisiling 
list Tot liiis 11ro.jeCI and ~jt.cjtlide nil documents l~repa~.arl md invildions of ysublic liloetings for the 
prcsposar.1 pi'o,ject to the Ux11ted S I U ~ ~  c;f Amesita. Please hate t11iii tall infotllnation sl~rii~kl he sent to 
dre I'JW Building as fallbws: 

oc: Cade Okinega, Corposatiun Ctrunscl 
Faith Miysirroto, Chid uf 'Yfsiaspo~~dtion P talu~iag 
~ e d i c  'I" bgcn, Regiot~aJ hd~?~i~iistratof 



'The c o ~ s r ~ u ~ ~ t . i o n  of ' s  transit via.&,i~;t it1 closi: nso?i.imity to the cotlre house his bedrl 
evahi.a.tc(i by sec,il.rity spe.~ifi!:~sc; Cur patel~tia,\ ssec>,tr&y ~.-.~:ln.:rabilities. As il ~es:~Pr of this 
evaluation, the pos$ibiIiiy of 21x1 assau!t from the via.dgce to the c o t ~ t  IIQUSC is deexlzd :a 
be most improbable j.br marry reesons, i:ic.itdiny: jack of ?xciccess to cu,iadi~ct, easy 6e~ccPio:i 
of trespasseys, lc;ctc of suB\cient til1:ie to p l ~ n  an aiwck, I.aclc of timi: to carry oil:. an atci;ck, 
la.ck of a plausibIe esca.pe ~ou.tc by a pt~yetratiar, chaileilge of coordi>mtion bexl>ieen trail1 
scheduies and targer a\;aiiabili-[y, a j~d a l i ~ ~ i ~ t i v e s  fox accoizzplishing sv.ch an ass~.c!t 
~vlzich would have signifc.&~~_tly lass risk of failure. 

-rile eva[t.&on :earn il~ciuded a PB Foxe Pmtecric!; Specialis wieh cx:.efisivir: 305 
e:;perie11c.e, a PB Se~~ior  Sccxctirily !:peciaii~t wlm was a former EH$f-lSA exsi.utive hi 
Mass *f'rsnsit and i: P13 Seriior Safety a d  Sec~rity Sgecialis~ bvho was the :f~n~>.si. 
DUl~iFZ'A Director of Saf3t;i and Security. iY11 of -these specia.lists have coiid~:c~ed 
rluruzrous tulnera.bilitjt a.ssessn:mts for erai?sit sjrstelms., ai~d :lxiiilti?in high. secii'irity 
cleareuces and li;lisom ~:ir;h their pricr ~gencies for cunznt [lxeats, rhtear tre~3ds ;?nd 
se~tlriqd bcsr practices. 

Part of the cvaluati,tior! p!:ocess was examining si.:lzi!a systems the iem~ i s  f ~ r ~ ' l ' r j . i i ~ ~  \\;l;h: 
the 3iin:ni D d e  PeopIe Mover, Dekroi'; People Move: 2nd Seanlc Monora:il all i.ia:..c:i 
witbin close proximity of hiidirigs and in some cases vi..ii;hi.n 50 fee;. :Tk Detroit Peoi ie 
&:[over i s  adj aceni: to the fscieral coiirt house, l*l:si., h8.ve never been sx~y rh?:eats sol 
;.i~cideil.ts from (:he People Mover. 

.. \ Ilze evaluation r;r,am coitiacted the i~~te:ligcizcr, co~.i~i-iii!tl;ty :y:ega~ciing t h s  possibie r.hreat. 
Faccocs ~ollsidered the1 wou!d, dissuscle ellis type of $1: assa111t are: lack the 2bilii.y ofZ'dry 
ieuns", cl~zllenged by ti~aiilg o f  thc targei: versus train sci~ed~tles, possibiiliy of beii>g 
detected (clurifig ptarming er.~d execu~oo o.ẑ i l~e attack) and rile :rick of a good escape 
:r~ccbc;c[. Tile ream also checkeil for new or exlstir:g cixrci:~xP tIjxc8.t~ G>.at wolfit?. af4eci. Chis . . .- si hlation; nonc were icIezltlfi;,sa. 

Sigrzificant cizailerlg~s fca allyon8 ai~ernpring tin ~ssauit  hoz-i; the viaduct ificlt~di: afi 

i~linisiori c:leteceiox! systen? p~otecting entlal:_ce.S Tg i&" -- ',-'. +L~?L,c " L . : ~ ~ :  3.-+- i ~ m p l e m e c l ~ i  \vizh 
CCyVs speciii'rcal.!y poiilteci froin piarfosixi. e11ds to tr~~:.ii; area. 'T'resgassi;rs ~vi!i bit 
detected and a rcsporxe ~cxxxiutcd, n;i~krng it very di'i'fii;u!t far a siliper ro c a n  ow, 
siirt~ei~la~clce or a11 attack suscessiitily. 

Secui:ily sea.;:c!~xrds fuj f ~ ~ l m s i  b~iiidings are published {.JS Gcr>er:?.i S:rvii;es 
Adn.iinistratii;n. After :")i I I ,  ?he s?audz:ds ~$1::: categayi:<& listed gs ssei~sitivi: secuj.itk 
11!fc111lation (SSQ and are rm longer availabl t withoi:t (3. speciiiiic nsec! 10 ktow. 'R!e i!S 
Prorecrivc Services and the US fikti-shals have ~tsce.ss i.3 ~ j l i ~  information. .T~dge~ ~j~~~~ i~ 
cill~ir wi,th them for zny guidar:cc in i~?i.s imltzr. 



il. requirement in the Sysrelzz Sakey Mana,gcss~eni PIaz (SSMP) is r.he deve!opmenr of a 
.-.., Security ?la11 for the colzstruclion phase oftlzi: prc?j.:ct. i he ccnsfl-wctior; cozc:.acior v:ill 

be required to clevclop cilc pian adilrcss security issues sucl~ ss this om. Therlz are a 
variety of I;lleastl.res ;.hat can be implemented, including security fel;clug to restrict xces:;  
to the guideway, l,igl-rei~z$ ro aid ia detectiou, intrusisn deleccios systems, and semiity 
p8trol,s. 

T110ugli the svaiuation ream tbuad this thyeat to be m t s t  improbable, the foilowing 
st%ccurity enhailcements for the coiat'n~use can be taken: 

e ()&satre the i!i~~emisg..~f vievi,'~_wr;'i the viciduct, Xi~szaUi!zg a screeolrg wail 
alolzg the vizdi~ct in the areas of access \&ere rbcrc i s  a ciiirect :liilze of view lo 
the coti~rhoilse svii! red~u:e ~ppoit~.fiisies i'or s~xveiiiar:.::e of the bui!cllng a:>d 
access to areas ..vJ,~ere a dicect fire evefit couici be laix!:cl.icd. 

M\r~;~V~~-&a.-gs fi!i~~,'frd.ifie s tac l~rh~g.  A<tac!.iii-qg a c!eiir or ti%i:tcCd corn posice 
tjlm over t ! ~  wind.uw's glass to resist a dixct $re ot 51ast sverpress1:r.i:; ;?)so, ir 

5 I keel3s the glass parlei t~gether as a singif: unit, 'il?::s reJ.ucing flying glsiss sfiaras 
(&bar 'Toivers). Ko~vcver, ;r\iinrJLow fraiaes i-ccyuire ai~choriig to the builiiira *D 

structure aid a koxizor,tai CZIC~I bar skould be ins'ialied on eke inside of the 
~vii~dofif to 'catch' the glass pane! 8 t h ~  frame fails, tilus, prevrnti:~~ the gi:.i.;s 
pariel from bec.ornii?g o missile hazard. 

19 j~glocxte the juc!!c.s CIbm~bers. Relocatkg the judges' chambers eo an area of 
the building ?&a!: has Ilrxziteii or ilr; direct !iix of view a i d  ii.tni:ed .zilit-y, multi- 
ltvel access coilxruis. Remove any public, e:i-ternai, or hli.en~al idenzificaeicrn, 
sig~is, boards, mei~i 's ,  enix'ani;es, atc :chat list c!iiiections or iocatioas to 
C l ~ a ~ ~ ~ b w s .  

Q 'Tilit Ciiari~bcr -.--- tt\:i~~biiws. - - - . Prcvent the p~b t i c  f r o l ~  seeing iilii. the Ci~~mbcrs  rc 
determine if they are occupied by applyi'ig a n-efiective film over c!:e w k d ~ w s .  
This may a!so provi.de ei:vironmenta! condirioniag savixlgs to .;he buiiding and 
prevent ulrra-vioie: &amage to office groperty. 

Novemii~r LO, 2008 
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HQUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE OF HAWAII 
STATE CAPkTOL 

HONOLULU, WAWAll 96813 

December 12,2008 

The T-ionorable Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Director, Departtnent of Transportation Services 
650 South King Stred, 3d Floor 
Honolulu, HI. 96813 

Comments on Rail DraEE Environrnentai Impact Statement 

Dear Wayne, 

We are writing to express orrr support for allowing bicycles and luggage on 
the FI-~onoitiIu rail system. Making provision for bicycles and luggage on raii cars 
will increase ridership of the new system. 

The draft OIS indicates (page 3-35) that accommodation for bicyclcs on rail 
cars is being contemplated during of'f-peak hours. We beiieve allowing bicycles on 
rail cars or& during off-peak hours would be a mistake. As you know, integrating 
the various modes of transportation is essential to maximizing the benefits of rail. 
Prohibiting bicycles during rush hour would discourage the use of bicycles as a 
commuting vehicle. Some commuters may not wish to leave their bicycles at a 
station due to fears of theft. Others may need the bicycIe to comnplete their 
commute once off the train. Either way, in a climate where bicycles can be ridden 
year-round, we should encourage their use not put up barriers t~ it, 

With regard to luggage, whether the airport route or the Salt take route i s  
ultimately chosen, we strongly support allowing luggage on the.train i~~cludii~g 
suitcases, backpacks, duffel bags and any other hand-carried containers. While 
there are important advantages to riding the train, there are disadvantages as well. 
One disadvantage is that a rider call only bring on what hefshe can c a y .  Putting 
any 'fu~tkr  limit an Itrggago discourages ridership. 



Some inay argue that allowing suitcases poses a security risk, but a suitcase 
carried to the checkpoint of an airport poses just as great st threat. Xt could also be 
argued thtt a person weighted down with luggage will impede other passengers. 
While this is true to an extent, it is outweighed by the fact that every person who 
rides the train will alleviate traffic congestion. 

Mahsllo for considering our comments. 

With warmest aloha, 

Ebpresent'dtivc 'Karl Rhoads 
District 28 

District 29 

Representative Marilyn Lee 
District 38 

kept'ksentativve Karen Awana 
District 44 

Representative Son Ksramatsu 
District 4 1 

cc: Mr. Ted Matley, Federal Transit Administration 















February 5, 2009 

Mr. Ted Matley, Cornmunlty Planner 
Federal Transit Adrninlstration - Reglon I X  
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, Callf~rnia 94505 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Dlrector 
Department of Transportation Sewices 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 So. King Street, 3'* FIoor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Subject: Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
City and County OF Wanotulu Draft EIS 4(f) Evaluation (November 2008) 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Clty's high-capacity 
transit: corridor project.. We represent the Ala Moana-Sheridan, central Kaka'ako 
and McCully communities whose residents and small businesses are located 
within a 7-block radius of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor project: 
route between Halekauwila to Kona Street. 

With respect: to the  central Kaka'ako and Ala Moana-Sheridan neighborhoads 
most dfrectly impacted by the HWCTCP route, we have the foliowing cancerns 
regarding displacement of exfstlng businesses and older residents, as well as 
further congestion of heavily-trafficked thoroughfares: 

Transit Xm~acts u ~ o r t  Central Kaka'ako business district 
In 2006, the Kaka'ako mauka portlon of Kaka'ako included 1,479 businesses 
with 16,931 employees (representing 3.7% of' Honalutu's non-agriculture 
workers), and generating $2.02 billion in annual safes. 

Of this amount, central Kaka'ako buslnesees in 2007 employed about: 1,971 
people and generated estimated sales of $259 million dollars (source: Final 
Report and Qwrteriy Report No. 4 for Contract entitled "Transit. Oriented 
Community-based Development Project': Honolulu City Council, March 2008). 

1. Central Kaka'ako transit rlght-of-way acquisitions: The City's HHCTCP DElS 
identifies nine private propertier; for acquisition in their entirety, with an 



Mr. led Matley 
Mr. Wayne Yoshfoka 
February 5, 2009 
Page 2 

estimated 20 small businesses that generate a t  least $14.4 million in annual 
income being directly displaced, An additional 28 properties (with roughly 30 
small businesses) are proposed for partial acquisition (source: NHCTCP DEB, 
Appendfx f3, November ZOO&), with various properties subject to toss of on- 
street parking, business vlsiblflty and aesthetics due to transit columns, 
Central Kaka'ako service businesses are especiaify vulnerable to transit 
disptacement because they are subject to multiple layers of regulation - 
rapldiy-escalating property taxes imposed by the City & County of Honolulu, 
combined wlth zoning/property assessments designed for larger iandholdings 
imposed by the Hawaii Community Development Authority. The nature of 
smali businesses also means that; their needs and unlque requirements 
cannot readily be addressed by a one-size-fits-all approach. 

OF the ~emaining 54 partial acqulsitions and 15 full acquisitions of house 
numbers fportlons within a sfngle TMK parcel) identified by the HHCTCP DEIS 
Por the central Kaka'ako route, a large number of home owners and residents 
In the area will be displaced as a result of the current alignment 

2. Mltlgatlon measures For businesses and residents displaced or impacted by 
transit route alignments In central Kaka'ako: Section 4-42 OF the D E E ,  
covering impacts of the HHCTCP route upon neighborhoods, glosses over the 
likely impacts in the Afa Moana-Kaka'ako region through this abservatlon: 

"[tlhe transition between ...[Do wnto wn] and Ala Moana Center would require 
acquisitions and displacementsa .. Because Kaka 'ako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, changes In land uses to transit-orlented development is 
Ilkely, which may result in r, change in character aiong the afignmetrt, 
espaciaily near stations (emphasis added). " 

With a total of 82 partial acquisitions and 24 full acquisitions in this area 
alone, the HWCTCP discussion of rn ttigatlon measures and ways to address 
the needs of those being dispfaced is woeFully Inadequate. 

We believe the following questions, which are not addressed i n  the WHCTCP 
DElS document, must be addressed by the City 8r County OF Monotulu for 
heavily-impacted neighborhoods like Ala Moana-Kaka'ako: 

c What steps has the City b County of Hanolultl taken in notifying property 
owners, residents and businesses of their Ilkely displacement (through full 
and partial property acquisitions), and what assistance has been offered 
to property owners, residents and businesses to compensate for their 
losses? 

* What kinds of displacement assistance and/or relocation assistance, 
financial ald or tax relief will property owners, residents and businesses 
be provided in order to address business disruption/terminaMon? What ir 
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the City & County of Honolulu's timefine far notifying affected property 
owners, resldents and businesses and offering asslstaance with relocation, 
Financlai aid or tax relief? 

What steeps will the City tk County of Monolutu take to help maintain 
service businesses in centraf Kaka'ako, especiafly where those businesses' 
strategic location near major employment centers (Downtown, Civic 
Center, Maklkl, Ala Moana and Waikiki) equals over $250 million in annual 
sales? 

For example, central Kaka'ako houses over 25% of Uonoiulu's auto repair, 
mechanicat repair/auro body and repainting businesses, as well as a 
substantial number of. businesses providing wholesale and direct service 
support to Waikfki, Aia Moana hotels, restaurants and retail ouMe&, 
Where will residents, employees in urban Honofulu and Ala MoandWaikiki 
businasses have to go to obtain these services? 

+ What actions wiii the City &County .\:f Hotaaiulu hke 'cu adaress 
displacement o f  property owners and residents on Fixed incomes or with 
limited means? What programs will the City & County OF Monoiulu provide 
to assist senior citizens and elderly property owners with relocatio~ 
Financing, alternative housing and transit assistance as development of 
TODs "of a different character" emerge in their neighborhoods? 

Transit: 1rn~act.s upon the Afa Moana/Sherida&community 
In its cursory observation of the impacts that the proposed translt route wlll 
have upon the Ata Moana/Kakalako area cited in Sectlon 4-42 af the DEIS, the 
HHCTCP D E E  fails to Incorporate recommendations from community planning 
and tramc studies conducted over the past decade for this area. 

For example, the City & County of Nonolulu's Ala Moana-Sheridan Draft 
Community Plan (Department of Ptannlng and Permitting, 2006) and Transit 
Oriented Communky-based Development Project, Phase I Report (Honolulu City 
Council, March 2008) have characterized this area as one with a rapldly-growlng 
percentage of elderly residents - 65-and older residents comprise 20% of 
today's population, and the number Is increasing. 

~eco~n iz ing  the hlgh percentage of elderly resldents in the Ala Moana and 
Kaka'ako area, the Ala Moana-Sheridan Draft Community Plan recommended a 
series of changes to improve pedestrian safety in the Kapiolani corridor (e.g., 
Kapiolani/Keeaumoku, Kapiolani/Atkinson Drive, AtkinsonfAia Moana 
Boulevard). 

It  also identifled the KapiolanllKeeaurnoku intenecti~n a5 one of the most 
dangerous intersections [n Honolulu. It sought to reduce the tcvef OF through- 
traffic through Sheridan streets by proposing that Pirkoi Street and Pensacola 
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Street be changed from one-way streets to two-way streets that utilized a 
landscaped median to provide a means for pedestrians and bicyclists to safely 
cross these two multi-lane streets, 

We belleve that the Following should also be addressed as part of  the HMCTCP 
DEE mltigatron measures for the Ala Moana/Kaka'ako community: 

What steps will the Cky &County of Honalulu take to address the existing 
level of: high traffic volume along the Kapiofani corridor and use transit 
station locations and services along its mass transit route to provide a 
safer transit- travel alternative Far elderly residents? 

What steps wifl the City 81 County of Honoluiu take to reduce pedestrian 
safety hazards in the KapIolani/Keeaumoku intersection, especially with 
respect to the elevated translt statlon planned for the Ala Moana Center at  
Nordstrom's? 

What design alternatives is the City & County of Honolulu evaluating to 
make it safe and easy For elderly, immigrant and very young transit-ridors 
and gedsstrians lo iravigate bcrtween the e!evsbd transit stetion and 
street-level buses departing/arriving at  Ala Moana Center? 

r What: alternatives has; the City & County of Honolulu considered in 
identifying the best soiutlons for separating pedestrian traffic from 
vehicular traffic in the Kapiofani corridor? For example, has tho City & 
County of Wonolulu considered construction of a pedestrian overpass 
between the Ala Moana Center transit station at Nordstrom's and mauka 
side of Kapiolani Boulevard? 

+ What steps has the City & County of Honolulu taken to evaiuate 
pedestrian-friendly alternatives For mauka-makal traffic in the Kaplolanl 
corridor (e.g., Kalakaua, Atkinson, Keeaumoku, Piikai, Pensacoia, Ward), 
such as modiwing the one-way directions for Piikoi/Pensacola Streets into 
two-way streets? 

What alternatives has the City & County OF flonolulu considered in 
identifying the best means of enhancing the use pf NBC Exhibitlon Hall 
and Arena and Its existing parking facilities with close proximity to a mass 
transit station? 

We strongly endorse the benefits that can accrue to our neighborhoods as a 
result OF transit development; and seek to work proactively with our city and 
Federal partners. Although the draft EIS has not addressed some of these issues 
in suficient detail to provide appropriate mltlgatlon, we are confident these 
issues can be daalt with in the months ahead as we complete our review of the 
Final EfS. 



Mr. Ted Matley 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
February 5, 2009 
Page 5 

We look forward to working with the City & County in addressing these concerns 
during this important year for transit planning and community development. 

Sincerely, 

District 11 
Makikijrantalus, Ala Moana, McCully 

Distrlct 23 
Waikiki, Ala Moana 

v ~ k  Councllmembe ke  Balnum 

District 5 
Manoa, Palalo, Makikl, McCulfy/Moiliili, 
St. Lauis, Kapahulu, Kaimuki 

Senator @y*s*'- rlckwood Galuteria 
District 12 
Iwilei, Chinatown, 
Downtown, Kakaako, Ala Moane, 
Waiklkl 

~hpresentative Karl fihoads 
District 28 
Palama, Chlnatown, Downtown, 
Lower Makiki, Siisiidan 

cc: Congressman Neil Abercrombie, District 1 
Congresswoman Mazle Hlrono, District 2 
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The Honorable Wayne Yoshioka 
City Department ot Transportation Servlces 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Director Yoshioka: 

The Kamehameha I-lighway Improvements Prolect Task Force is a 
roup of elected officials, business leaders, and community groups that 

Rave a common goal to m a 4  traffic. safety and aesthetic improvements 
to the highway while still maintaining a sense of culture and place. The 
project focuses on the highway from Waihona Street (Sam's Club in 
Pearl City) to Center Drive (Pearl Harbor Naval Base). 

This group began formally meetin since February 2005 after the State 
Legislature appropriated an initial($l.2 million for this effort. Since our 
initial meeting, we have continued to meet quarterly to discuss our plans 
tor the corridor and identify short-, mid- and lonQ.term projects that will 
improve and enhance this stretch of the hlghway. 

At our December 10,2008 meeting, a presentation was made on the 
i-lonol'ulu Hi~h-Capac~:j:Transit Cor:idot Project. We learned that tha rall 
project would utilize the median of Kamehameha Highway through the 
Aiea-Pearl City area. 

While we continue to support the City's effotZ to provide reliable and 
effective mass transportation options to meet our City's growing needs, 
we are wary of becoming merely a corridor for travel for non-residents of 
Aiea-Pearl City. For example, we are quite concerned about the impacts 
that a visually-intrusive viaduct may have on our ptans to improve the 
aesthetics of the area, our sense of community pnde, and our 
community's cohesiveness. 

At the December 10 meeting, the Task Force nached a consensus on 
several issues that we would like you, Mayor Mufl Hannemann, your 
Transit Team, and the City Council to carefully conslder when evaluating 
the mass transit options. The issues the Task Force would like you to 
consider are: 

We request that remaining overhead utility lines on both the mauka and 
makai sides of the corridor (such as the mammath 138 kV lines) be 
incorporated into 
the transit viaduct structure. The removal of these massive overhead 
power lines would help mitigate the further visual degradation that would 
result from the transit viaduct. Uslng the transit viaduct to carry all 
overhead utility lines may provide some aesthetic mltlgation at a cost far 
cheaper than undergrounding the overhead utilities. 

Placement of the transit viaduct down the median of Karnehameha 



Highway through our community should be accompanied by meaningful 
beautification improvements at grade within the median. A cohesive 
median beautification program would help mitigate the visual intrusion of 
the viaduct while fostering community pride and cohesiveness, 

Attached please find a list of the Kamehameha Highway Improvements 
Task Force membership. Those members who were present at the 
December 10,2008 Task Force meeting are noted. Thank you for 
considering this input 

With warmest aloha, 

Representative K. Mark Takai 
Go-Chair, Kamehameha Hwy Improvements Task Force 

cc: Mayor Mufi Hannernann 
/Attachment 









HQUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE OF HAWAII 
STATE CAPITOL 

J-IONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

Representative Jnnlos Munane Tokiaka 
41.5 S. Deret<wia Street I h .  322 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

December 16th, 2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
- IJepattment of Transportation Services 

City and County of Iionotuio 
650 South King Street, 3Cd Floor 
Iionolalu, 1,Tawai'i 96813 

RE: I4NL High-Capacity Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Siatement/Secrion 
4(0 Evaluation 

Dear Director Yoshioka, 

'fhank you for the copy of the draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Honolulu 
FIigh-Capacity 'fiansit- Corridor Prqjcct. Upon mview I would like to offcr Bze foilowing 
comment: 

As an outer-island legislator, rnysclf and reside~lts limn neighboring cout~ties are forced 
to pay the GET while visiting Oahu. If the City is using the GET tax lo fund this project 
i t  would only be fair to incluctc a route to the airpolt so that our outer-islai~d residents can 
also enjoy the bet~etits of a transportation systcm that they helped fund. 

Thank you for the opporiunity to comment 01; this project. If you need further 
infortnation, please contact me at 808-586-6270, or by email at 
reptokioka@capitol.hawaii.gov. 

ltative 

Representative Janies !s<unarre Toltiolta 
Statc Capitol, Roorn 322 I-ionoluiu, 1.11 968 13 
Pt~oile: (808) 586-6270 Fax: (808) 586-6271 

Etnail: regtokiok@,c,capitol.11aw~ 
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Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County o f  Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968 t 3 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: Honolufu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Oraft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) / Section 4(fj Evaluation 

Thnnir you hr your letters of November 12 and November 25,2008. The Department of 
Accounting 8r.d General Sowiflax retr.ains prepared to work with the E)i:~;sl-iirretlt ~f 
Transportatioi~ Services bul: questions the de minimrcs determination you made with regard to the 
Aloha Stadium (Table 5-1, Pages 5-45-10). Your project, incl~tding the park-and-ride, wi l  take 
approximately 6.2 acres of our Aloha Stadium site. This diminisiles our use of the site as a 
recreation facility, particularly the toss of paking during events. The new offsite park-md-ride 
parking comecred to the Aloha Stadium by this project tnay not compensate for ot~r on-site 
parking toss, As a reminder, comments in our September 8,2008 letter still apply, especially 
Xtems 1 thru 5, (See attachment or Pages 95-96 o f  Appendix D of this DEIS). 

If you have any questions, please call me at 586-0400 or have your staff call Mr. Bmce Bennett 
of the Public Works Division at 5864491. 

Sincerely, 

RUSS 8. SAlTO 
State Comptroller 

, Attachnent 
G: Ms. Katherine Puma Kedohn, Esq. DOH-UEQC 

Mr. Tcd Matley, FTA Region ItX 
Mr. Scott Chm, Aloha Stadium Manager 
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SAN RA LEE KU IMOTO 

Chairperson, Board df Agricultore 

DUANE K. OKAMOTO 
Deputy to the Chairperson 

State of I4awaIl 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

1420 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814-2512 

February 3,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Sewices 
City & County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact StatementlSection 4(f) Evaluation and 
Supplemental Information 

The Department of Agricufture has reviewed the subject draft environmental impact 
statement (DEIS) and offers the following comments that are limited to the East Kapolei - Pearl City Highlands segment. 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (Project) right-of-way and 
proposed maintenance facility will use approximately 88 acres of "Prime" and "Other 
Important" agricultural land, of which approximately 70 acres are actively cultivated 
(Chapter 4, pages 4-1 9, -20). The DEIS states that pursuant to the Ewa Development 
Plan, the larger agricuitural area situated on both sides of the Project right-of-way Is to 
bs eventually developed into urban uses (see Figure 4-3, Chapter 4, page 4-15). The 
entire Ewa plain makai of the H-1 Freeway, including the Project, adjacent planned 
urban development and the existing agricultural activities is within the City's Urban 
Growth Boundary. 

The Project site has many of the attributes that would likely qualify it as candidate 
Important Agricultural Lands, pursuant to Cliapter 205, Hawaii Revised Statutes. The 
loss of these highly productive agricultural lands and any relocation of the affected 
farming operations northward make it critical that the agricultural lands, north of the H-1 
Freeway and along Kunia Road, designated as "Agricultural Land Preservation" in the 
Ewa Development Plan and Central Oahu Sustainable Communities Plan remain in 
agriculture. 

The DEIS states that the project will displace less than one-tenth of one percent of the 
70,000 acres of agricultural land in cultivation on Oahu. Obviously the impact on 
agricultural lands in central Oahu is much greater. We recommend that the DEIS 
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include information on the scale of the agricultural activities affected within t h e  vicinity of 
the  Project. For instance, the DElS for the Hoopili development through which the 
Project right-of-way passes through, identified four farming operations that are leased or 
licensed to occupy agricultural lands in t h e  vicinity of t h e  Project - Aloun Farms (1,000 
acres of which 301 were planted), Fat Law's Farm (100 acres of which 80 were 
planted), Sugarland Farms (197 acres of which 64 were planted), and Syngenta Seeds 
(200 acres of which 59 were planted). These four farms had $6 million in farmgate 
revenues, or 4.4% of Oahu revenue from sales of all crops (2006 Statistics of Hawaii 
Agriculture, paga 81), or 14.3% of the farmgate value of vegetables and melons 
produced on O a h u  (ibid., page 80). The farms employed 77 people represents about 
3.9% of all the farm workers on Oahu (ibid., page 156). 

Furthermore, we recommend that the affected farm operations bs made aware and kept 
informed of the phasing of development, and that they be allowed transit of farm 
personnel and equipment for fields to be affected by the Project right-of-way so as to 
maximize their productive use of the leased/licensed lands for as long as possible. 

Sincerely, 4 

b a n d f a  Lee Kunimoto 
Chairperson, Board of Agriculture 
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February 6 ,  2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshiokrl, Di:ector 
Department of Transportation Set-vices 
City and County of EIonolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Wonolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

" - 
Your request fotor ccommonts on tile Honoiuiu Higit-Capacity-Capacity 'Transir 

Corridor Project Draft Envitoiunental Imnpact SratementISecrion 4(f) EvaIuation atld 
Supplotnental Information, has been reviewed. Irt accordance wit11 Chapter 343, X-IRS, wc 
have no sulbstantivc cammenc to provide at this time. 

If you should have any quesriom regarding this matter, please contact 
Mr. Neal Miyahita, Adnli~istxator of the Budget, Program Planning and Mawdgmnent 
Division at (808) 586-1530, 

c: Mr. Barry Fukunaga 

I 
' CEORGINA I(;. KAWAMURA.., c a  .". LW 

Director of Finaxlce ::: :) T 

7 :3 2 
r. v , ,  

z 
m 
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e:;: 
(12 
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No. f Capitol Dlsalct Building, 250 S. Hotel Slreer. Honolulu. Hawaii 96013 





. . 

DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS, 
I)IIIIIOTUR 

MARK K. ANDERSON 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT & TOURISM 
No. I Ceuilol District Bitildina. 250 Soutli Iiolcl Streel. 5th floor. Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 Tdophone: (808) 586.2355 
biailmg ~ddross: P.O. Box f359. Honolul~~, Hawaii 08004 
Web sim: v~zv.hawal.govldbedl 

February 3, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y .  Yoshioka, Director 
Departmet~t of Transportatio~l Services 
City & County of Ronolulu 
650 South King Sireel, 3"1 Floor 
I-Ionolulu, Hawaii 96813 

IJear Mr. Yoshioka: ... ; . . ,.- ." 
'. . 3 ;; .,,..,. 

L., ; 
Subject: . Ho~~olulu High Capacity Tra~lsit Corridor Project , ' ' C"3 sc 

Draft Environtnental Itnpacc Statement (BS) .I& 

TIla1,7nk you for sending the State Depart~ne~tt of Businss, Economic I>evelop!nerlt & 
'Tourism (DBEDT) a copy of the subject documenl for review. Following are [he 
ncorumel~dations of my departnlcnt by division. 

Rese.:rc!r and Economic A n a l ~ i s  Db~isioq -.-- 

I>I3;EIUT's Research and Bcortott~ic Analysis Division, the departmental lead for economic 
research, r~lethodology, data colteccion and tracking, has rhe fol1owing recomnlertdations. 

1. Page 4-254, Employtnent: The description on illdirect and induced jobs is not 
clear. We recommend the following wording: "indirect employment is the 
jobs created it1 the supporting industries such as builditxg suppliers, wholesale 
and retail trade, arid r-rarlsporcation, as a result of the rail construction. 
Inducetl e~i~ployine~lt results from the it~cnase in spending by the empfoyees of 
the construction and other supporting industries from incanle derived from Lhe 
rail const~~lction. " 

2. Table 4-33: The enlpployment impacts are over eslinlated tor thc foIlowing 
reasons: 

A) Total costs were used in eslitnating the jobs imptact, which is eqtiivalent 
to the assumption that all funds are comitlg fiarn out of state. Most of 
the funditlg- comes from the 0.5% County Surcharge Tax. Oahu 
resicbnts will reduce their corlsurnplioi~ on other goods rind services due 
to the il~csense in the total tax race. 'She job loss rltie $0 t1.e; reduction 
in resident spending should be taken into accoutlt, 
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3) The assumnption that all fu~lds will be spent on corlstruction is not 
accurate, A portion of the funds will be used for importing equipment 
arid conducting ot11e1- studies like tllc one u~lder review. When 
calculating the employme~lt inzpact, it is better to itemize the spending 
by seclor rather than assume that it will all be spent on one indoslry - 
constn~ction. 

Strategic Industry Division 

The Sttxtegic Industries Division of DHEDT, the departmental lead on energy, science and 
tecllnology issues, has i-Ile following rccc>~nrnentfatioizs. 

1 .  Page 4-108: With sespcct to tile amount of power the sysicrn is pl-qicctcd to 
consume, the repon sulcs, "The Project would consume approximately 1 to 2 
percenl of the total projected elecLricity generated in 2030." This is open lo 
sorue interpretation. What is t11c actual amount of power the rail will need to 
operate, and will. that demand coincide with  he ulility's peak electrical 
demand? Will the City and Courity clevelop any type of renewable cncrgy or 
energy storage projects to meet the ~-equirenlents f o ~  the system? Tile report 
goes an to sute, "Integration of piloto-voltaic cells into stations and other 
project fealu1.c~ couId reduce net project electricity demand." How mucl'l PV 
are tllcy estinlaling fhey will install, and what percentage of station or system 
energy requirements will he nleC by these additio~~s? What other alternatives 
are they consideri~xg as pl.ima~y or backup power for the system? The bottom 
Iine is thal rrlorc specific details should bc provided. 

2. In addition, we would like co call your attenhion to tile foilowing 
consideracio~ls: 

A) State energy conservation goals. Project buildings, activilies , arid site 
grounds should be designed atldfor retrofit with energy saving 
comiderations. 'fhe mandate for such consideration is found in 
Chapter 344, HIiS ("Stare E~lvirotlinerltal Policy") and ChapEer 226 
("Wawaii State Ylannillg Act"). In particular, we would Like to call to 
you atLention HRS 226 18(c) (4) which includes a Statc objective of 
prolrtoting all cost-effective energy conservatb~ through adoption of 
energy-efficient practices and technologies. 

B) Energy aud resource efficiency. We encourage a leadership 
co~~mnxitlnent to inlplement innovative and resource efficient operations 
and inan;tgemenc, and to design and co~fitruct sekated buildings to rneet 
and receive certification for U .S. Green Building Council's Lcadcrsllip 
in Energy and Ellvironn~ental Design (LEED), iuinong others. We also 
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encourage plantling for or instaliirtg crlcrgy reduction, emrgy savings, 
or eilergy prociucil~g efforts and techtlologies to lessen electrical 
col~su~nptio~l or to increase efficiencies in using eiectrical energy. 

Ttiairk you for iillowing us t.0 provide these recomnertdarior~s arid we took forwart1 to 
receiving a copy an updated Final EIS. 

Tlteodore E. Liu 

c: Barry Fukunagn, Office of the Govert~or 









UNUA GOV~RNOR LlNGLB 

THEODORE E. LIU 
MAECTOR 
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ECONOMIC DEVELQPMENT & TOURISM OiREcron 

OFFfCE OF PLANNING Fa*: w~et 587.2824 
236 South Brtretanle Streot, 6th Floor, Honolutu. Hawall 96813 
Mailing Address: P.O. &x 2359. Honolulu. Hawall 96804 

Ref No. P-12371 

December 24,2008 

Mr. Wayne Y.bYoshioka, Director 
Dcpartrnent of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S, King Street, 3Td Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

Uear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project: 
Draft Bnvironmentd impact Statement (EIS) 

Thardc yijti for sending the Offlee sf Pimining the Draft E:S for the abwe referenced 
project. The action triggering the environmental mview is the requested use of federal and State 
funds and land to implement the project. 

The project's purpose is to provide high-capacity rapid transit in the highly congested 
easr-west transportation corridor between Kapolei and the University of Flawaii at Manoa, as 
specified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Ytan 2030 (Oahu Metropoliran Planning 
Organization 2007). 

The Office of Planning recommends that the Final EIS sufficiently cover areas of State 
concern. The Final EXS should consider the impacts of the proposed project and appropriate 
mitigation measures covering the following issues: 

1. Agricultural Lands -Preservation of important agricultural lands is a priority for the 
State and counties. The Draft BIS has a discussion of the issue in Section 4.1.3 but 
coricludes that the effect would not be significant. These lands are currently in 
agriculturaI use and represent a significant percentage of prime agricultural Iands on 
Oahu. Please discuss how the Loss of these lands can be justified, how other lands of 
equal importance on Oahu can be protected, and the impact to the specific farm 
operations and whether they will be able to relocate, 

2. CtrlturaVHisturic Resources - The Department of Land and Natural Resources, 
State I-fistoric Preservation Division (SPIPD) reviewed the technical reports prepared 
for the project and did not have any questions or comments regarding the 
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methodotogy used to determine Nationd Register eligibility. SHPD has reviewed the 
preliminary determination of effects presented in the Draft ElS but has not completed 
concurrence on determination of adverse effects. SNPD has raised concerns 
regarding indirect effects to several resourccs and the tnagnitude of the effects to the 
Chinatown Historic District. The Final EIS should inofude an inventory survey of 
cultural and historic sites, with monitoring and preservation plans approved by 
SETPD. 

3. Coastal Zone Management (CZM) -The proposed project site is entirely within the 
State Coastal Zone Management Area. The State oversea protection of natural, 
cultural, and economic resources within the coastal zone. The project as proposed 
appears to generally conform to the State CZM objectives and policies. 

The Office of Planning looks f o m d  to receiving an updated Final E1S with the potential 
impacts and mitigation nleasures for the above issues clarified and addressed. If you have any 
qitestions, please call Scott Derrickson, AICP, in tile Land Use Division at 587-2805. 

Sincereiy, , 

~ b b k y  Seth Mayer 
Director 

c: Mr. Barry Pukunaga, Office ofthe Governor 
Office of Environmental Quality ControI 
Mr. Thcodore E. Liu, DBEDT 
Mr. Chis Baron, DBBDT 
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Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and Couety o f  Horlolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
HonoIuIu, I-Iawaii 968 13 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Drafi EnvkonmeniaI impact Stntemcnt 
i - i 0 1 ~ 0 1 u I ~ , . 1 I : ~ ~ c i t y  Tra~sit CoAdor ProOiectA Oallu. Hawgij 

Tt~irnk you for the opportunity to comment o t ~  this important and llistoric development, Afer 
careful review of the ddoumen\s provided for this project, we wish to propose the following 
recommendations: 

* Relating to Wnzardous Mate~ials sites, we Feel tltal the right of way acquisitio~k and site 
re~nediatiort for displaced huardous materials operations are not fully adtlressd. IF it has 
not already been done, the Depilrt~~le~lt o f  Health should be constiltcd to review this area. 

a Mitigation md flood plair~ managemet~t to conlrol stom1 water quaiity and quantity tray 
n c d  to be tnore adequately addressed. If not alrcady done, the Department o f  Land and 
Natural Resources should be consulted to review ti& area. 

When plminy the location of transit slops, i t  is crucial for the safety of passengers that 
the stops zurd surrounding development be built outside tsunami evacuation zones. Duiig 
a destructive tsunami, tt~c structure suppor~ing the t r a J t  system cotlid become part of the 
dclx-is field and cause extensive damage, includutg the loss o f  the system. 

4 In order to niert piisver~gew of approaching tsunamis or other l~azards, wc recommend that 
both audible atzd visua1 wanling dispkys be included in each transit station. The wanring 
displays should be able to provide elnergency information to passengers, hcludhg l~earing 
unpaired and visually impaired personnel. This wanline, system should aid hl instn~cting 
passengers where and how to evacuate should the need arise. 
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"ue to flomcland Security consideratiott arid for critical infiastructura protection, we 
recommend that the transit stations and support coIums for the transit system be built 
with blast barriers dcsignsd to prem~t  aurornobiles &om approaching too closely. Item 
such as cement planters, etc, could be incorporated into the dcsign and could provide a 
level ofdctcmence &om attack. 

According to the draft EIS, freeway traffic lanes will be taken away, some temporarily tbr 
construction and some permanently. Questions that arise include where will these lane 
closures occur and what are their durations? Are there glans for traffic rerouting? 
Evacuation plms wiIl be affected and first responders wifl need clear access to a11 
neigtiborlxoods. What plat8 have the City made or we planning to make in the future to 
mitigate the effects of any loss of lanes? 

What eRcct wi!! a luurrictme haavo On the new mi! system'? Are trains expec.ted to operate? 
By way of compa.rison, the train systcm in Elouston was shut down for ten days due to 
Hurricane 'fkc. What plans are in place to replace transportation tost for raii users once 
the system is deactivated due to damage? 

* TWO existing sirens in Waipahu and two in the Honolutu Kntevnarional Airport arm are 
directiy in the path of the proposed rail system. These four sirens will have to be relocated 
due to the consintction. We will gladly work with the contractor to find suitable locations 
for all bur sirens. 

if you have m y  questions, pkase writnet Mr. Richard Stercho, State Civil Defense Hazard 
Mitigation Planner, at (808) 733-4300, cxt. 583. 

Sincerely, 

Vice Director of Civil Defense 

c: Mr. Ted Madey, PTA Region IX 
Office o f  Environmental Quality Contrd 









STATE OF HAWAI'I 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

P.O. BOX 2360 
HONOLULU. HAWAI'I 96804 

OFFICE OF SCI-IOOL FACILITIES AND SUPPORT SERVICES 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
I3epartment of 'l'ranspo~tation Services 
City and Coutlty of Honolidu 
G50 South XCiiig Street, 3'd l7loor 
~~ i~no lu lu ,  ilawai'i 96813 

Dear Mr. Yosbiolta: 

STJBJEC'T: Draft- Environtne~~lhI T111pact Statement for the Honolulu Transit Colxidor Project 

Tllc Dcpartmeizt oCEducation (DOE) has reviewed the Draft F,nvil.onmenlJ Tlnpact Statemeit 
(DEIS) For kl~e 'Yrans~t Condor Projccl (Projcct). Tilt DDEIS is coinprchcnsivc in identifying ali 
DOE schools adjacenr to the Project, however there should be certain consislencies in 
ictcntificution tlu-ougllout thc DEtS. Pearl City Elementary Scl~ool is acljacen~ to the aligmlcnt 
but isn't identified as a school on all nyaps. Aliamanu Ele~ncntary and Alianlanu Middlc arc two 
distinct schools. 

The DEIS has no information on future public school sites wl~ich are in proximity to the Project. 
Maps shoultl inclit(1c the sites of the clementaty school 011 the Ui~iversity of Hawaii - West Oahu 
la~zd, and tlze elenlentxy and middle schools within the DepaiZment of Ha~vaiian Rome Lands 
East Kapolei prr>ject. 'I'he DElS also does not identify llle Pohutciilsa block in Kakaako (tdcljacenl 
to the Mother Waldroxl Park) as a pote~ztial. school site with its own impacts. 

Ln the maps ofplirnr~ctl extension rotdes for the Project, there is no ide~tilication or  the existing 
Babel-s Point Elelnentary or hnalilo Elementary. 

The largest anlount of iand that would. be given up for the Projcct is the estimated . IG acres at 
Waipa11.u High Scllool, if the maintcnmce anti storage facility is locrrted st tlte f o ~ l n e ~  Navy 
Drum psoper~y. In adclition to the removal, relocation and replacement orscl~ool Facilities in the 
scizooi area identified for acquisitio~, the DOE would want to see plans for landscapitlg siilcc the 
strip of land remains a part of the face of tho campus. The DOE also wants to be stire there are 
;idequate security measures taken to prevent public access from scllool property. 

The neetl for landscaping ancl maintenance ofthe landscaping also applies to Rdford High 
School, Aliamsu~u Middle ancl A1iamau.u Elenzeilbary, where the project proposes to cross along 
thcir 'Lfro~~t yard." 

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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Thc disc~lssion of transit orientecl tbvdopme1it, which gocs hand-iiz-hand with the develop~nent 
or t l~e  transit syslenz, doos not ackcnowledge t11:it increased residential density iin urban arms s~ich 
as Waipahu cauld ge~mato demand for additio~zal public scrvice space such as parks and scixool 
siles that catxnot be nlct in areas already so urbanized. 

'I'ke DEIS cliscussion on noise impacts.clairns there are 18 to 23 reside~~tid bnildiilgs, parks and 
scl~ools that will experience adverse noise effects. 'The DOE cvould lilce to hlow which DOE 
scl~ools are in lflat count. We would aIso liltc lo know 'which fi~ti~xe sc11,ools mig11t experience 
adverse effccts, such as a future school on tlze Pol~ukaina block of ICaltaako, 

The Board oEDduciQon (BOX?) has a policy for when air conditioning or other noise control 
nieasums must be provided. During construction, or during the transit system's operations, if 
transit generltted noise levels exceed tl: BOE stai~dtu-d of 55 dBA; the project will need to 
provide mitigalion. If the mitigation includes air co~~diLioning, il illt~st also include electrical 
upgradss to supporl the air conditioning as well as provide ollgoillg maintenance. 

The DEIS ack~owledges schools adjaccilt to the project will be affected by a variety of 
ccnst~~~chian issacs. The DOE notes the DEIS statements that: efforts will be made to mitigate 
these effccts. The DOE seeks asstuance that itch001 principals will be colzsulteti about 
construction schedules ar~d all construction ilnpacts whe11 work is planned near thc affcctcd 
sdzools. 

The DOE appreciates the opportunity to review the 131'315. If you have any questions, please call 
Heidi ~Meelcer of thc Facilities Development Branch at 377-8301. 

Si~icerely yours, 

D u a ~ ~ e  Y. Kashiwai 
Publib Works A(!ministrator 
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area, not the Kapolei-Waipahu area. The idea is that there will be more 
riders who use the rail i f  the destination is the downtown area, and it 
should provide immediate traffic relief in the Salt Lake, H-1 Middle and 
Kaiihi areas. Each of these areas are severely impacted by current 
traffic volume because each of them have major highway and freeway 
interchanges with no room to expand. As someone whos worked as a 
courier in that area on a daily basis I can tell you first hand that these 
places are the ones that back everyone else up, These areas also have 
a high volume of industrial traffic which will benefit greatly from less 
vehicles in that vicinity which in turn may curb their fuel usage, and help 
keep costs associated with transportation of their goods at a reasonable 
rate. 
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February 6,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department af Transportation Services 
City and County of EIonoluIu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
l,ionolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: Comtnents on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Honolulu Iiigh-Capacity Transit Corridor ImC"f%) Project 

Mahalo for tlze opportunity to provide coxnments on the subject DEIS and for extending 
the public review period on this important project; 

As stated in tlze DBIS, the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands (DHHI,) has several 
new development projects in East Kapoki that wauId be impacted by the proposed 
HHCTC project. We have reviewed the document and provide the folIowing 
comments. 

Over the past few years DHHL has expedited the number of homestead awards to 
qualified native Hawaiians and have focused on ensuring that new and existing 
homesteads are livable and complete communities. DHHL seeks to enhance the quality 
of life for all its beneficiaries and to ensure that they not onIy have adequate shelter, but 
their homes are energy efficient, we11 served by schools, internet ready, transit ready, 
and pedestrian oriented. Our goal is to provide live, work, play and educational 
opportunities witkin our communities. , 

Kapolei/Ewa is the fastest growing region in the State of Hawai'i. There are several 
public and private iinvestments driving the growth of this secondary urban center on 
O'ahu. Major road and utility infrastructure projects, a University of Hawai'i West 
O'ahu campus ( W O ) ,  major residential clusters, and nodes of commerciaI 
development are amongst the investments being supported as the region continues to 
develop. 
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DHHLfs Kapolei lai~ds are in the middle of this prospering secondary urban center. 
The investments in infrastructure, employment, education, recreation, hwsing and 
commercial projects have contributed to a holistic community. These developments are 
leading to the actualization of Kapolei as O'ahu's Seco~tdary Urban Center, and not just 
a bedroom suburb of X-lonolulu. Since many of DHHL's Iands elsewhere in the State are 
located in rural or remote areas, there are few places better for DWJ,  to have a greater 
impact: on meeting the needs of its beneficia~ies than in Kaporei. 

DHHt's East Kapolei 1 and 2 projects represent DHWL's ideal master plan community 
development efforts. DHHL's primary goal is to provide thriving cvrnmunities where 
people can: 

Live (proposed single-family and multi-family residences within East Kapolei 1 
and 21, 

' Work (Ka Makana Ali'i regional shopping complex), 
* Play (the proposed Kmc Center), 
* Learn (UEIWO campus, and proposed elementary and middle school sites in 

DI-1HL East Kapolei 21, and 
* Shop (Ka Makana Ali'i regional slropping complex). 

Additionally, DX-II-IL has lands within Kalaeloa that would probably be best suited for 
i~~clustrial or industrial mixed-use development, with the potential for providing more 
work opportunities for its beneficiaries residing in Bwa and Waianae. 

Approximately 2,650 new housing units are piatmed for DX-IX-IL East Kapolei I and 2 
projects along with the headquarters for DEML, ope11 parks, and a preschool. Also 
planned for DHI..IE's East Kapolei 1 and 2 projects are public and community services 
i~tcluding the Kroc Center, a new fire station site, spaces for Hawaiian organizations 
and a Hawaiian Homestead Heritage Center. Some of the housing will be developed by 
the State of Hawaii's Housing Finance and Development Corporation (X-XHNX:). TI~uus, 
the pproposed developments on DI-TWL Bast Kapolei I and 2 projects will not only 
benefit DHHL's beneficiaries but all residents as welt. 

The DI-ML East Kapolei I and 2 parcels are further surrounded and supported by other 
work; live, play and learn opportunities. The UHWO campus will be located 
immediately mauka of the East Kapolei I parcel providing learning opportunities 
(including a State Department of Education elementary school site). Recreational 
opportunities will be provided at proposed park sites and at the f i o c  Center, which is 
situated within walking distance of most of the residentiaI units in DHHL East Kapolei 
2. A 1.5 miItion square foot regional mall is planned in the commercial parcel of I3T;IFIL 
East Kapolei I ("Ka Makana Ali'i regbnal shopping complex"). 
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When finished, the W O  campus is expected to have roughly 743,000 gross square 
feet- of building space with room for expansion that could accommodate 7,600 students 
and 1,000 faculty and staff. DHHL supports the plans of the University of Hawai'i - 
West O'ahu campus to locate in East Kapolei. The proposed campus also attracts 
housing and commercial developments and provides opportunities to create 
communities where one can live, work, play, and learn. 

Additionally, Kapolei's tremendous growth creates a critical mass that will attract new 
employment opportunities, as well as transit ridership. The W O  campus, Kroc 
Center, and the planned Ka Makana Ali'i regional shopping cornpIex on DHHL land, 
and other commercial and retail projects will provide future employlnent so that 
Kapalei/Ewa residents will not be forced to commute to Honolulu and Waikiki. For 
this reason, WHHL is supportive of if& proposed phasing of the HHCTC project to 
start constructiun between Kapolei and Waipahu. 

Our detailed comments on the DEIS follow: 

On page 2-Nt the key components of each transit are described in a "sidebar." We note 
that there i s  no mention of public restrooms (even automated public toilets) or wbat 
form of security will be provided (including security cameras). We would think that 
both types of facilities are necessary for old, young and otherwise. The impacts of 
including or not including such facilities should be directly addressed in the Final le6 
(FEIS). 

Vehicle Maintenance and Storage FaciIity - On page 2-38 of the DEE, it is noted that 
one potel~tiaI location for the required Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility would 
be located on a 43-acre site makai of Farrington Highway between Waipahu High 
School and Leeward Community College. While we concur that this site would allow 
for an efficient transit "system operation because it is more centrally located and 
vehicles could enter and exit the fixed guideway in either direction...", the loss of 43 
acres of centrally Iocated land wilI have a significant negative impact to DHHL's goals 
of providing either housing and/or economic bet~efits to its beneficiaries. This site is 
centrally located to H-1 and H-2 and would be ideal for warehousing operations far 
larger retailers. Located between two educational facilities, this site is also ideal for 
famiIies with school-aged children or for adults interested in changing careers or life- 
long learning. 

We believe that if the City and County of MonoluIu would be willing to exchange 
Varona Village for the proposed Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility near 
Leeward Community College, this would help to mitigate the impacts of losing the 
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latter site. The I-lawaiian Homes Commission Act requires that land exchanges be of 
equal value. 

On Figure 2-14 (page 2-25), the location of the "Proposed Park-and-Ride Lot" for tile 
East Kapolei Station is shown h t  what is not shown is how commuters will access the 
parking lot. We would, of course, be concerned about Iate commuters speeding 
through the DHHL East Kapolei 1 project to access the "Proposed Park-and-Ride to t "  
for the East Kapolei Station, endangering our beneficiaries and their children 
commuting to a proposed ?JOE elementary school in the W-I West O'al~u site. 

On page 3-53, in the "sidebar" entitled "Summary of Findings; Transportation 
Conditions and Effects," we note that under the category of "Effects of the Build 
Alternatives," there is no mentipn of the traffic impacts from cars generated from the 
"Proposed Park-and-Ride Lotsu on streets immediately surrounding such facilities. 

Table 4-1, Page 4-25? "Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations (Section 4.3)" - The 
land under the selected Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility site would eliminate 
either landowner's opportunities for developmetlt of their respective sites, This should 
be ittcluded in Table 41 or elsewhere in the FEIS. 

Page 4-28, Figure 4-9 - Wl~iIe Figure 4-3 indicates the "Fuktre Campus of UH West 
O'ahu" and the "Pi~ture Salvation Army Kroc Center," Figure 4-9 does not show these 
important community resources and facilities, even though they are currently not in 
operation (but will be by the time the transit statioits arc built). Rppre 4-9 should be 
revised accordingly. 

Page 4-171, Table 4-36 - There is no mention of DWWT..'s East Kapolei 1 (between U f i  
West O'ahu, North-South Ecoad, Kapolei Parkway and Kapolei Golf Course) and East 
Kapolei 2 (between HoopiIi, North-South Road and Ewa Villages) projects. Table 4-36 
should be revised accordingly. 

With the electorate voted in favor of proceeding with the HHCK project this past 
November, UHHL wishes to express its support for the HMCTC I'ruject; but wants to 
ensure that the project is done "right." We believe that the E.IHCTC project will increase 
its beneficiaries' accessibility to jobs, scl~ools, shopping and recreational opportunities, 
without having to own a second car. 

Df-31-ITd wants to be on record that it supports the exte~lsion of the HHCTC west towards 
the City of Kapolei as iang as there is a transit station (identified as Kapolei Parkway 
Station on Rgure 2-5 of the DEIS) located at DHHL's Ka Makana Ali'i regional 
shopping coinpiex. 
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIS. Should you have 
any questions regarding this matter pisnse feei free to contact Darrell Yagodich from 
our Planning Office at 620-9481. 

~ i c a h  A. Kane, Chairman 
Hawaiian Homes Commissiol~ 
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Mr. Micah Kane, Chairman 
Department of Hawaiian Home Lands 
State of Hawaii 
P.O. Box 1879 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96805 

Dear Chairman: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 5 771 -125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Each station will have a secured public restroom. Patrons will ask the station attendant 
for access to the restroom. As discussed in Sections 2.5.4 and 4.6.3, in this Final EIS, a Safety 
and Security Management Plan (SSMP) will be developed and implemented for the Project. 
Security will be provided in all stations and on all trains; and the City will coordinate with the 
Honolulu Police Department regarding security for the Project. 

Further, as described in Section 2.5.4, Safety and Security Measures, in this Final EIS, 
the Project includes security measures to protect public services and facilities. Additional 
mitigation measures will include: 
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Design and architectural details to enhance safety. 

Use of closed-circuit television cameras and lighting included as a specific design 
measure. 

Security patrols of transit property and vehicles, ongoing train safety awareness 
education, and ongoing public security awareness education. 

Security cameras will be included throughout the system. 

As described in Section 2.5.10, Project Phasing, of the Final EIS, to support phased 
opening, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable space. No location has been identified near the Downtown area 
with sufficient available space to construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will 
be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. i 

Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
resources. 

Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly; therefore, overall project construction can 
begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. As described in Section 4.19.3 Cumulative Effects, current land use plans 
anticipate extensive development of the Ewa plain irrespective of whether or not the project is 
built. Thus, the project may have the effect of intensifying land use in the areas near the 
planned stations; however, the overall development plan will not be substantially altered by the 
Project. The State of Hawaii prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) of the effects of two 
major transportation projects, the North-South Road and Kapolei Parkway) in the Ewa area. The 
evaluated growth-inducing and cumulative impacts of the projects under the Hawaii 
Environmental Policy Act, see EA § 3.15.4. 

The Ewa Development Plan (DPP 2000) strives to designate some areas for dense 
development while preserving other areas for agriculture. 

Access to park-and-ride lots associated with the future extension projects would be 
designed as part of the project development process for each extension. 
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The traffic impact of park-and-ride lots is discussed in Section 3.4.3, Effects on Streets 
and Highways, in this Final EIS. Traffic impacts are projected at six intersections near the East 
Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Ala Moana Station areas. Section 3.4.7 presents 

, measures to mitigate these impacts. Traffic conditions with the planned mitigation are identified 
in Table 3-23, Effects on Traffic near Park-and-Ride Facilities and Bus Transit Centers-Existing 
Conditions, No Build Alternative, and the Project (without and with mitigation). 

The acquisition of land for a maintenance and storage facility is addressed in 
Section 4.17, Maintenance and Storage Facility, in this Final EIS. Section 4.4, Acquisitions, 
Displacements, and Relocations, in this Final EIS, describes the process for land acquisitions 
associated with the Project, including land for the maintenance and storage facility. 

Figures 4-9 through 4-12, Community Resources and Facilities within One-half Mile, in 
this Final EIS, depicts existing facilities. 

The East Kapolei I Development is included in the development assumptions. 

Department of Hawaiian Home Lands' support of the Project and support of the West 
Kapolei Extension with a Kapolei Parkway Station is noted. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 

Enclosure 
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Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Depattment of Trmsportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3'& Floor 
HonoIdu, Hawaii 96813 

, . 

Dear Mr. Yoslrioka: 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 'Ko~lolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project (I-LHCTCP) 
1-Ionolu.utu and Ewa Districts, Oahu, Hawaii 

Thank you for ailowing us to review and comment on the subject application. 'rne docun~ent 
was routed to the various branches, offices and groups of the Department. We have the 
foilowirlg Wastewater Branch, Clean Water Bramh, Hazard Evaluation and Emergency 
Response Office, Indoor and Radiological Health 'Branch, Built Environmental Working Group 
and General comnents. 

Wastewater Branch 

The document identifies the cment and %re need to address mobility and travel reliability 
issues to support transportation and land use planning poiicies, and improve transportation equity 
in the conidor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Manoa on tl4e Island of Oahu. 

The subject project is located in the Critical Wastewater Disposal h a  (CWDA) where no new 
cesspools will be altowed. 

Infomzation provided to our office showed that the E.ICTCP's Maintenance and Storage Facility 
may generate domestic and non-domestic wastewaters, We have no objections to the &1fk BIS 
provided ail wastewahrs generated by the facility shall be comlected to the available public 
sewer system. 
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Clean Water Branch 

The Depatmenl: of Health (DOH), Clean Water Brmcb (CWB), has reviewed the subject 
DEIS. The CWB staff also attended December 16,2006 Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Conidor Project Water Resources Agemy Coordination Meting held at the Transit 
Office. Please note that our review and cumments are based on the limited technica1 
information provided in the DEXS and additional in.fo~mation md knowledgement 
obtained during the agency coordination meeting and its compliance with Hawaii 
Administrative Rules (W), Cl~apters 11-54 and 1 1-55. The City and County of 
Honolulu (CCH), Departwent of Transportation Services CC>TS), may be responsible for 
Eulfilling additional requirements related to our program. We recommend, that CCH-DTS 

. and its consultant also read our standard comments on our website at 
http://ww.I~a~vaii.~ovheald~/environmen~l/env-ul~~ninfr/landu~elC WB-stal~d~dcomm 
ent.~df, 

1. Any project and its potential impacts to State waters must meet the following 
criteria: 

a. Antidegradation policy (HAR, Section 1 1-54-1. I), which reqdi'es t k ~ t  the existing 
uses and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses of the 
receiving State water be maintained and protected. 

b. Designated uses (HAR, Sectioill I-54-3), as determined by the classification of 
the receiving State waters. 

c. Water quality criteria (HAR, Sections 1 1-54-4 through 1 1-54-8). 

2. An application for an individual Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) 
authorized under Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 401; Hawaii Revised Statutes 
(HRS), Section 342D-53; and HAR, Chapter 11 -54 is  required for the subject project. 
Table 4-37 (Page 4-176 of DEB) 11% identified that a Depwfment: of the Army @A) 
CWA, Section 404 permit is anticipated. As discussed in Item No. 4.13.1 @age 4- 
128 of DEXS), the requirement of a RA Section 404 peinit triggers the need for 
DOH'S CWA, Section 40 1 WQC. 

We were fhther informed at the meeting that a standard ((individual) DA CWA, 
Section 404 permit is required for the placement of drilled shafts/piers in at least 
four (4) streams. 

In addition, tho construction of any drainage outfall and associated shore protection 
structures may also require the DA CWA, Section 404 permit and DOH Section 401 
WQC coverage if the work is to be conducted below the high water  nark. 
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Section401 WQC Application and Guidelines tnay be picked up at our office or 
downloaded froin ow website at: 
~://www.hawaii.~0vlhealthlenviromentdVwater/c1eat1~ater/1'0~ms/wuc-index. htnt 

3. The CCH-DTS is required to obtain a National PoIlutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) pennit for discharges of wastowater, includil~g stom water moff, 
into State surface waters authorized under CWA, Section 402; HRS, Chapter 342D; 
and HAR, Chapter 11-55, Ail NPDES permit i s  required for effluent discharges 
fiom the following activities cardor facilities: 

a, Stonn water associated with industrial aotivities, as defined in Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations, Sections 122.26(b)(14)(i) through 122.26(b)(14)(ix} and 
122.26(b)(14)(xi). 

b. Storm water associated with construction activities, inoluding clearing, grading, 
and excavation, that result in the disturbance of equal to or greater than one (1) 
acre of total land area. The total land area includes a contiguous area where 
multiple separate and distinct construction activities may be bking place at 
different times on different schedules mder a larger common pim of deveiopmeot 
or sale. An NPDES permit is required before the start of the construction 
activities. 

c. Treated effluent &om leaking underground storage tank remedial activities. 

d. Hydrotesting water. 

e. Co~lsttuctio~i site dewatering emuent. 

f. Vehicles wash area($). "-,- 

g. Small Municipal Separate Starm Sewer System. 

For certain types of discharges into Class A or Class 2 State waters, CCH-DTS may 
apply for NPDES general permit coverage by submitting a Notice of Intent (NOT) 
form. The CCH-DTS  nus st submit a separate NOT form for each type of discharge at 
least 30 days prior to the start o f  the discharge activity, except when applying for 
coverage for discharges of storm watcr associated with construction activity. For this 
type of discharge, the NO1 must be submitted 30 days before to the start of 
coastructio~~ activities. The NO1 forms may be picked up at our office or downloaded 
from ow website at: 
htt~://www.hawaii.~ov/h~lth/environ tc4ntd/water/cieanwater/Poms/~!enI-indx.htm1 
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4. The CCH-DTS must also submit a copy of Ble NO1 or NPDES peimit application to 
{:he State Department of Land and Natural Resources, State Ijistoric Presetvation 
Division (SWD), or demonstrate to the satisfaction of the CWB that SWD has or is 
in the process of evaluating your project. CCH-T)TS should submit a copy of their 

request for review by SHPD or SKPD's determination letter for the project along with 
CCW's NO1 or NPDES permit application, as applicable. 

5. The adequacy of the statement (Page No. 4-134 of DEB) I'fLMTost of the guideway, 
stations, and trmsit.facititizs are p l w e d  within roadway corridors and-in non- 
wetland area. Therefore, no direct impacts to wetlands are expected for any of the 
Build Alternatives" and the statement (Page No, 4-135) that "[BJecause no impact to 
wetlands ale expected, no 1nitigation.i~ expected to be required," needs to be re- 
evaluated. (Emphasis added) 

a. The DEXS needs to discuss in details whether wetlands exist within the project 
constsuction and operation Iiinits. There was no discussion on potential impacts to 
wetlands in the Water Resources Technical Report. Limited discussion regasding 
wetlands' presence is located in Item No. 4 of the "Natural resources Technical 
R~post" 5tad Page Nos. 4-!28 md 4-130 of the DEIS. The potential indirect 
impact to the "spring-fed" wetland system it1 Kalauao adjacent to a segment of the 
project (and is currently used by the Sumida Watercress Fam) is identified in the 
DEIS. 

b. Page No. 4-21 of the August IS, 2008 "Natural Resources Technical Report" 
indicated that Field investigation of wetlands along the proposed alignment was 
conducted in December 2007 and Jmuary 2008, But, there is IIO indication of 
whether a wetlands delineation was performed. Wetlands delineation and 
wetlands function shall be properly identified and mitigation measures proposed if 
advew impacts to wetlands are "unavoidable." We acknowledge that 
Page No. 4-L28 of the DEIS did indicate that "[I]f mitigation is required for fill 
placed in the wetiands, the project must comply with Compensatory Mitigution 
for Losses of'Aqualic Resotirces final Rules." However, under this situation, the 
C W  prefers to have the on-site compensatory mitigation measuses that will 
address wetlands ho t ion  replacenlent and acreage loss, 

6. For water pollution control purposes, DEIS and associated technic81 reports should 
also include an assessment of potential adverse impacts to the quality of receiviag 
State waters resulting iiom the construction site(@ storm water discharges (either 
directly or indirectly) into and construction activities within the State waters 
including perennial streams,.htemittent streams,.gulches, ditches, nature chainage 
ways, etc. 
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7. Prior to DOH'S establishment of Total Daily Maxinun Loads (TMDL) for CWA, Subsection 
303(d) listed water bodies, discussion is needed on what types of Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) measures will be implemented during the project constritction and operations period 
to ensure that there will be "no net ~ U C ~ C ' E ~ S O  of 108itings of pollutants of concerns" for each 
of the listed streams, estuaries and embayments. 

We note that Page No. 4-1 of the "Water Resources Technical Report," identified that many 
of the streams within the construction corridor are listed by the DOH as impaired water 
bodies under CWA, Subsection 303fd). Item No. 2.1.3 (Page No. 2-4) ofthe same report 
also indicated that "dwing the design phase of m~11 sectian of the project area, a Permanent 
BMPs Technical Manual will be produced." 

8. An Appiicable Monitoring and Assessment Plan (AMAP) shall be properly 
established and implemented to adequately monitor and assess potential project 
constsuction related Short-term impacts and operations da ted  long-term impacts. 

An AMAP shall be properly designed and implemented to ensure the adequacy of the 
implemented BMPs measures and to demonstrate that the project construction and operations 
related activities do net cause irpplicatsle watey quality criteria to be violated in the recdvicg 
State waters. 

An AMAP should be developed using the Data Quality Objectives @QO) planning process 
and include Quality Assurance (QA) and Quaiity Control (QC) methods to be used. 
Tile y uspose and goal of the DQO process can be found at -. 

9. Tile CCII-DTS shall be informed that aIi dischasges related to the project construction or 
operation activities, whether or not NPDES permit coverage and/or Section 401 WQC are 
ihequired, must comply with the applicable State's Water Quality Standards. Noncompliance 

I . with water quality requirements contained in FUR, Chapter 1 1-54, andor permitting 
requirements, specified in HAR, Chapter 11-55, may be subject to penalties of $25,000 per 

[ day per violat?on. 

If you have any questions, please visit our website at 
http://www. hawaii,e;ov/i~ealt1denviromnental/water/cle~~water/ind~x.html or contact 
Mr. Ed Chen of the Engineering Section, CWB, at 586-4309. 

Hazard Evaluation and Emer~encv Response Office fHE'EQ 

The route of the fixed &wide-way rail system goes tlwough agricult~wal and industrial areas where 
soil contamination may be encountered during excavations for the system's conshuction. It is 
appropsiate to conduct Phase X investigations of those properties with the potential for chemicaI 
contamination, and Phase 11 studies when necessaty. This includes businesses associated with 
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automotive repair (oil and solve~~ts), dry cleaning (chlorinated solvents), petroleum and 
petroleun products r e f ~ g  and storage (gasoline, diesel and other products), pesticide nixing 
and storage facilities (metals, dioxins, chlorina&d pesticideskerbicides), etc. 

A major cornpoilent of potential contamination is the artsay of pipelines in the lwilei District. 
There are also extensive areas of known contamination along Diliingham Boulevard and the rest 
of the Honolulu Harbor area. Great care should be taken when excavating along this route. 
Coordination with the HEER Office is imperative. The appropriate contact for the Iwlei District 
is Ama Femandez. She can be reached through the HEER Off~ce at 586-4249, 

BI summary, tfie City and its contractors should be in direct contact with the HEER Office to 
locate propei.ties along the route already in the HEER Database. Ail Phase X reports, sampiing 
plans, md Phase II reports should be reviewed by the HXER Office. Piease call Richard Palmer 
at 586-0857 if you have any questions regarding the co~ments. 

Indoor and Radiological Health Branch 

Project activities shall colnpty with the Administrative Rules of the Department of Health, 
Chaptm I 1-40, Comwcpnlty Noise Control 

Should there be any questions, please conmt Russell S ,  Takata, Environmental Health Program 
Manager, Indoor atld Radiologicd Health Branch, at 588-4701. 

Built Envirorunental Working & o u ~  

The Hawaii Department of Health Built Environment Working &ouy (BEWG) is comprised of 
20 representatives from 12 divisions within the Depattrnent holding as its overarching goal 
cross-programmatic colLaboration. By implementing this approach, we intend to improve the 
health and safety of Hawaii residents through the pt-omotion of 11ealhy com~unity design 
policies and practices. 

Based on our review of the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor EIS Review, the following 
are a listing of our recommendations and comments: 

Recommendations: 

Transit User Benefits Section: Recommendation is to include the health benefits of utilizing 
transit. (Summarized by Katie M. Heinrich, Ph,D,) 

* Over time, physical activity levels have declined due to increased reliance on time-saving 
devices, and reduced physical demands of work, housework, and travel. This has created 
an energy imbalance (consuming Inore aalories than are expended) resulting in higher 
obesity rates.' Rail, transit has the potential for increasing physical activity, since most 
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trips begin and end with w a ~ k i n ~ . ~ ' ~  As compared to people who do not use public transit, 
those using rail walk an additional 10.5 more minutes per day," with 113 of American 
transit users walking the recommended 30 minutes per day.2 Even small increases in 
physical activity, such.as a brisk walk of 15-20 minutes, help expend u to 100 calories i' per day, potentialty attenuating weight gain for 90% of the population. By construction, 
light rail. stops involve greater distance than bus stop, inviting more walking, and one 
round-trip rail co~nmute involves an average o f 4  walking trips each day.' Rail use can 
also result itx public health cost savings ((e.g., $12.6 million over 9 years for 9100 
resihnts in Charlotte, NC;' or $4800-$6600 per person each year nationally4), 
development rights around rail stations and rights of way, increased land values, lower 
rates of injury and death, reductiotls in vehicular accident costs, reductions in ah  
pollution, increased access to care, stress reductions, and reduced traffic conge~tion.'~~'~ It 
is imperative that the design of areas aro&d and to rail stations is n collaborative effort 
between health, housing, transportation, and environmental advocates'in order to create 
art attractive built environment that supports wdking to destinations for everyday 

References 

1 .  Stokes RJ, MacDonald J, Ridgeway G. Estimating the effects of light rail transit on health care 
costs. Health Place 2008; 14:4S-58. 

2. Besser LM, Danneberg a. Walking to public transit: steps to help meet physical activity 
recommendations. Atn J Prev AIed 2005;29(4}:273-280. 

3. Li F, Harmer PA, Cardinal BJ, Boswortl~ M, Acock A, Johnson-Shelron D, Moore SM. Build 
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Chapter 2, Page 2-20 states that it is "envisioned" that bicycles will be allowed on trains. 
Recommendation would be to plan for bikes to be allowed on trains as well as in the design of 
tle transit stations. Light rail vehicles can be equipped with interior bike racks as achieved in 
other states. Visit h~:l/www.vta.orglsewi~es/bikes.htm1#bikes~0n~~b~ses for additional 
information, 

Chapter 3, Page 3-35 explains that each guideway veilicie would be designed to accommodate 
bicycles in "off peak hours". It is recommended that guideway vehicles be designed to 
accommodate bicycles at all times. The MOST ilnportant time to accommodate bicycIes would 
be during peak hours. 

It also states that several stations would be located at existing or planned bicycle facilities. 
Recommendation would be for a11 stations to have bike facilities. Bike stations that we installed 
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at transit stops provide transit users a safe, and secure location to store bikes. It can also provide 
opportunities for bike share and rentals, bike repair and encourages users who may travel longer 
distances to utilize transit knowing their bikes could be stored at the station. Visit 
hffp://www.bikestation.or~. 

As meutioned on pages 3-43 to 3-44, allowing bikes on trains, as currently envisioned, would 
create a demand for bicycle lanes or routes near stations. Reco~nmendation would be to plan for 
access and connections for bicyctes to and from transit stations preferably as marked bike lanes 
or routes. 

The discussion of existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities (3.2.5) does not mention that the 
bicycle facilities are also "sometimes narrow or not contintious" as they do mention fox the 
pedestrian facilities. Please include this language in reference to bicyclists as well. 

Chapter 4, page 4-93 states that "new vegetation" wili be provided whenever trees must be 
displaced. Recontmend that such vegetation should incltide the planting of new trees whenever 
feasible and as appropriate. 

Ga visual impacts (Citaptcr 4), recommend providing visr~ai simulations ofthe rail system 
between Halekauvr4la St. and Ala Moana Center. The height of the rail system is the issue. The 
Halekauwila St. intersection simulation looks like it runs 20 feet above grade, but does tfie height 
hrcrease once it reaches Ala Moana Center? Also, any visual shots to show the project's eft'ects 
on existing mountain-to-ocean view corridors, like Piikoi St. and Ward Ave, would be welcome. 

Commeu ts: 

We appreciate the City Department of Transportation Services' willingness to coordinate with 
t l ~ e  City Departtitent of Planning and Permitting TOD initiative, and that they will ask 
communities for input on station design elements. We recommend that 

Each community along the proposed route have a sense of ownership of tbeir 
neighborhood station 

r Public outreach shouid continue throughout the design and construction phases, 
especially with regard to environmental justice areas 

If the Airport route is cl~osen over the Sdt Lake and combination options, recommend the DEIS 
provide mare discussion on its connectivity with feeder bus routes. 

Based on Chapters 3 and 7, the Airport route appears to have higher lidership, need for 
fewer parcel acquisitions, fewer acres convei*ted to transportation usage, and would be 
built on level, less hilly terrain. 
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The Airport route seems to be slightly less cost-effective than the Salt Lake option. 
However, the small difference appears to be made up by iiacreased ridaship. 

Linkages between the train stops 'and local resources should be made apparent (e.g., schools, 
shopping, parks). Reco~nmend these linkag~s be provided through visual simulation or GIs 
mapping. 

Please call Heidi Smith at 586-4495 if have any questing regarding these recommendations and 
comments 

General 

We sttongly recommend that you review all of the Standard Comments on ow website: 
www.hawaii.~ov/heai&h/e~t~i~n1~'tent~I/env-w1~inrrl1and~sc/1md~~e~h~l. Any comments 
specifically applicable to this project be adhered to. 

If there are any questions about these comments please contact. Jiacai Liu with the Envirotunental 
Ptsilming Office at 586-4346. 

Sincerely, 
n 

KELVIN 14. SUNADA, MANAGER 
Bnvironn~ental Planning Office 

c: Bany Fuknnaga, Governor's Office 
DDEU 
OEQC 
WWB 
CWB 
HEER 
Ira 
BEWG 
EPO 











From: Keaioha, Katherine P. [mailto:Katherine.KealohaQdoh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2008 6: 13 PM 
To: Roberts, Stephanie L 
Subject: DEIS Comments 

Aloha Stephanie: 

Attached are the initial comments from OEQC, can you please give me call after you have 
reviewed them? 
My numbers are 586-4285 and 265-1796. 

Thanks so much! Aloha- Kathy 



1. Relationship of the Proposed Action to Land Use Plans, Policies and Controls for 
tlze affected area. 

Please cxpoutld on tlze paragraph on page 4-164. In  accordance with Section 11-200- 
17(1i), I-lawai'i Ad~ni~listrative Rules, please discuss if there are any conflicts or 
inconsisteacies in the proposed project. Xf so, please discuss the reasolls that yotl plan to 
proceed ~lotwithstalzding the absence of full reconciliation. 

I11 Section 4.17.10 otz page 4-164, pursuant to Section 11-200-17(j), Hawai'i 
Administrative Rules, please discuss the extent to whicll the proposed project would 
foreclose filtui-e options and tlze extent to which the proposed project would narrow the 
range of beneficial uscs of the environment or pose long-term risks to I~ealth and safety. 

2. Status of Necessaly Approvals 

Table 4-37 oil page 4-176 presents thc list of necessary approvals. Pursuatlt to Section 
I 1-200- 17(h), Hawai'i Administrative Rules, please also indicate the status of each 
approval. 

3. Resources - Irreversible and Irretrievable Committzlents 

111 Section 4.19 on page 4-175, pursuallt b Sectio~l 1 1-200-17(k), Hawai'i Administrative 
Iiules, please expound on the existing text by conside~~ing "resources" only as "energy, 
coilstructio~z tnaterials, and labor." The 111le notes that "resources" also meatis natural 
aixd cultural resources committed to loss or destruction by the action. 

4. Recoinlnet~datioil - Summa~y Table of Probable U~lavoidable Adverse 
Environmental Effects 

Section 1 1-200-I7(1), Hawai'i Administrative Rules states in pertinent part that "[tllze 
draft EIS shall address all probable adverse e~zvirontnental effects which cannot be 
avoided. it woald be lzclpfui if the EIS included a table summarizing these unavoidable 
probable adverse environmental effects 

5. Mitigation of Lfazardous Materials or Wastes, Poteuztial Toxic Tort Liability 
lssues 

Pursuant to Sectiotl 1 1-200-17(m), Hawai'i Administrative Rtiles, with respect to 
mitigation for impacts from hazardous tnarcrials and/or wastes, Section 4.1 1, on page 4- 
1 13, notes that tlze City would perform partial or complete Phase 1 Site Assessmet~rs in 
accodance with American Society for Testing and Materials protocol E 1527-05. Please 
discuss what lneasures the City would take wit11 respect to relnediation and/or re~noval of 
the offending hazardous tnaterials or wastes contaminatioll prior to property acquisition. 



6. Mitigation in General 

With respect to mitigad011 tneasures in general, please discuss measures to reduce 
significant, unavoidable, adverse impacts to illsigtlificant levels and the basis for 
considering these levels acceptable. Also, wilere a particular mitigation ineastire has 
been chosen from among several aItetxative tnitigatiotl tneasures, please discuss each 
alterizative measure and disclose the reasons for ciloosing a particular one. Please discuss 
the timing of each step in ally mitigation process. Please disclose what perfortnatice 
bonds (if any) may be posted, as well as psovisiolls proposed to assure that the mitigation 
measures will be taken. 

7. Sutnrnary of U~lresolved Issues with Discussio~z 

Pursuant to Section 1 1-200- 17(p), kiawai'i Adnlinistrative Rules, please illclude in a 
separate and distinct section in the EIS that summarizes unresolved issues and contains 
either a discussion of how such issues will be msotved prior to comtnencement of the 
action, or what overriding reasons there are for proceedirrg without resolving the 
probtcms. 









STATE OF W W A U  
DEPARTMENT OF LAi'iR AND Nrl'l'WIUL RESOURCES 

POSL Ui+'fCE BOX 621 
I~IONOI.Ul,ll, HAWAII 968W 

Mr. Wayne Y. Y oshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and Calmly of Honolulu 
650 South. King Street, 3rd Moor 
Honolulu, 1-Iawai'i 968 13 

Subject: 1-fonolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project (City and County of Honolulu) 
h a l l  Environmental Impact StatemenrlSection 4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced submittal receivcd November 
2008, regarding improved transportation equity in the corridor between Kapotei and the 
University of [Xawai'i at Manoa on the island of Oahu. After review by the Department of Land 
and Natural Resources (DLNR), division comments have  bee^ compiled. The following is 
representative of the State Historic Preservation Division, the Commission on Water Resource 
Management and Division of Aquatic Resources, the Division of Engineering, band 
Management, the Division of 'E'orest~y and Wildlife, and State Parks. 

I. Historic Preservation 

The Slate Historic Preservation Division (SIIPD) disagrees with the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) that this project wilI 11m "no adverse effect" on known and 
potentially unki~own historic properties, potential burial sites, cultural landscapes and 
traditional cultural properties. The FTA's determination has the potential to eradicate over 
80 potentially eligible known sites and overlooks impacts existitlg viewplanes in Dwa, 
Chinatown and to individual properties. Additionally, the SHPD ha concams about the 
treatment of potential burials and archaeologim1 sites, including cultural layers that may bc 
found during the arci~aeological inventory phase. To date the State Historic Preservation 
Officer has not concurred the FTA's determination. 

A. Architecture: The Architecture Branch providcs documents on the draft Historic 
X<esources Technical Report on September 26,2008 (2008.376210809AL44). On 
December 17,2008, the SW'I'D Arc11ifectul.c Branch participated in a workshop 
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regarding effect determinations for the proposed 'Transit Corridor project as part of 
ongoing Section 106 consuitation under tile National Historic Preservation Act 
alongside representatives from Passons Brinckerhoff (PB), the City and County of 
Hotolulu's Department of Transportation Services, Historic Hawai'i Foundation, 
the National Trust for I..listoric Preservation. A total of 83 architectural resources 
within the ale& of potential effect have been determined cligiblc for nomination to the 
National Register of IXistoric Places. PI3 staff presented a fitttling of adverse eEect 
for a total of seven properties: SoImirin House; Akso EIouse; Higa Fourpicx; 
Teixeria Efouse; Kamani 'Trees (Diilingham Blvd.); Dillingllam Transpot-tation 
Building;. and tile Boulevard Saimin property. A Ending of tto historic properti~s 
aff.ected or no adverse effect was presented for the remaining 76 properties located 
along the corridor. 

SHPD Architecture Branch has expmsscd concern over these prcliminaly 
determinations on a number orpoints. First, a finding of no historic properties 
affected implies that no historic properties are present in the area of potential effect 
or thar the undertaking will have 110 effect as definecf in 36 CFR Part: 800.16(i). 
I,lowever, it appears that FTA has only affected the project's direct affects and has 
not Yaken into account the indirect aff'ects of the project on historic resources. For 
cxample, the raised guideway may impede customaly viewplatles, changes to the 
scale and character of the setting, or transit based development around stations may 
have Long-term impacts to the historic resource. 

SWPD bdieves that visual effect must be given greater con side ratio^^ where it 
concerns illlpacts to integrity of setting, feeling, and assodation. For example, the 
indirect effects of guidway crossings on Nu'uanu Stream Bridge and Wono'uli'uli 
Stream Bridge. Other resotlrccs thar dese~ve additional consideration for indirect 
impacts per 36 CFR Part 800.5(a)(2)(v), include the 'Aiea (X-Xonolulu Plantation) 
Cemetery, Tong Fat Wood 'Tenement Buildings, Aloha Tower, OR St L Depot, 
Motller Waldron Park, Walker Park, lrwin Park, and the Aloha Chapel. SHPD 
suggested that simulations be developed to atmlyze the character of visual and 
atnlospheric effects and parcel takings to this and other individual resources. Adverse 
effects arc not confined to direct impacts to a parcel and can include cumulcttive and 
far-reaching impacts to historic resources as provoked by the Project, u~cluding 
proposed transit based developinent around transit stations. 

The abovc should also bc duly re-considered in regards lo constructive use 
determinations under Section 4(f) of the Deparlmcnt of 'rranspo~-tation Act. Per 23 
CPR Part 774.15(a), as published in the Federal Register Vol., 73, No. 49 (March 12, 
2008): "A conslruclive use occurs when the transputtation project does not 
incorporate land from a Section 4(1) property, but the p~rojcci's proximity impacts are 
so severe that the protected activities, fwtures, or attributes that qualify the properly 
for protection under Section 4(f) are substantiaIly impaired." Irnpairrncnts incLude 
noise level increase, obstruction or elimination of primary views, restriction of 
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access, vibration impacts, etc. Table 5-2 cites de minimis Andings for direct use 
determination undcr Section 4(Q for the six Quonsct hut grottping along Dillingham 
Boulevard, Chinatown historic district (see below), Hawaiian Electric, Radford High 
School, and P e d  Harbor Naiional Historic Lmuldmark (see below). These 
determinations are stilI pending. 

Regarding the Chinatown historic district, listed on the National Kegistcr of Historic 
P h e s  an January 17, 1973, SHPD cxpr.essed specikic concerns. The district 
nomination rccords the following description: 

"The boundaries of the district, as established by the I-iawai'i E-Iistoric Places 
Review Board, are as follows: a 50 ft, line on the ' etva (north) side o%Nu'uanu 
Stream, the matrlca (enst) side of Beretania Street, a line 50 fi. from the building 
line on the Diamond Head (south) side of Nubanu Avenue, and 50 fi. makui 
(wcst) of the longest pier stretching into Honolulu Harbor. The major reason for 
its early devclop~nent and continuous history as a commercial area was due to the 
close proximity to Honolulu I-Iarbor." 

Under statement of signi'lcancc, the nomination reads: 

'Throughout thc wi~oie of its 180 years as a trading center in the Pacific, 
Honoiulu has always been closely identified with its harbor--the principsli 
cl~annel of contwt with the outside world. It is, however, that portion of 
I-Ionolulu immediately adjacent to the harbor at the mouth of Nu'uanu Stream 
which holds the longest contiliuous history of native and inmiigratd settlement 
and where the story of Hawai'i's common folk has been most compactly 
unfolded (. ..)" 

As the intitnate connection between the arctlitecturd district and the waterfront are 
called out us character-defining feaLures of the National Register ~~oomination, SHPD 
has significant concerns regarding a determination of no adverse effect to the district. 

SHI'D Architecture is in receipt of the PTA7s Dcccmber 1 1,2008 letter inviting 
consultation with the Secretary of the Interior regarding potential advcrsc cffcct to 
the Pearl Harbor Nationd Historic Landmark. SHPD looks folward to continuing 
consultation regarding this site. We are in receipt of the Histosic Hawai'i 
Foundation's (HHF) December 10,2008 letter which raises questions regarding the 
ii~adequacy of the description given in the Draft EIS to the vital significance of the 
National Historic Landmark. 

Moreover, in refcrcnce to the above-named correspondence, pIease veri$ that the 
resources of the former Naval Air Station Barber's Point and lands west of the West 
Loch station were omitted because they wil1 be fully consulted on in a separate Draft 
EIS at a later time. As referenced by HHF, discussion of the resources associated 
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with former Marine Corps Air Slation 'Ewa Field should parallel the import of the 
newly ddcsig~~ated Vdor in the Pacific National Montiment. 

Discussion of effect detminations and the abovc-named points is scheduled to 
continue with consulting parties. SHX'I) Architecture participakd in a driving tour of 
ll~e proposed route (Airport akernative) with PI3 stuff and the IIistoric I-Iawai'i 
Foundation on Sa~ucuy 9. We will rcsumc discussion of drafl miligalioll 
cormnitments following closer concurrence on effcct detelminations. Regarding 
Tablc 4-5, "Acquisitions and Displacements Surnma~y," please provide an itemized 
list of how many parcel acquisitions and displacements by land usc impact eligible 
historic resources, Finally, please note that National Register criteria considerations 
D and G are not cited regardrnng ~nethodology. Federal Transit Administration has 
not yet completed its review for cffcct determinations pending our office's response 
to individual eligibility &terminations. 

B. Archaeology: The Ares of Proposed Effect: (A133 was divided into 10 different sub- 
arcas to evaluate below-ground effects. 'The proposed project covcrs the fundable 
twenty-mile segment of the corridor between East Kapolei and the Ala Moan8 Center 
with alternatives for both Fixed Guideway Transit Afternatives of the Salt Lake and 
Airport routes, The project does affect potential lluman burials, subs\irface featmes 
and cuiturai deposits that have not yet.previousiy been identified. We agree that once 
column locations are identified archaeological inventory work wouId focus on these 
locations and if historic properties are identified then mitigation plans should include 
archaeological monitoring, possible achaeteological data recovery and burial 
treatment plans. SI-IPD participating in on-going 106 consultation on a Programmatic 
Agreement to address t11e above issues. 

C. Culture and I-Iistory: SHl'I) Culture 'and History Branch concurs that the transit 
project as a whole will change the chaacbx DF the physical features within the 
corridor (36CPR 800.5). StIPD is specifically cotzcerned about the affect view 
planes from traditional lookout points such as Mrtkukilo and Pu'u Kapolei. As stated 
in our September 26,2008 correspondence: "Fttrthermore, we were encouraged that 
at our meeting it was indicated that indirect impacts to landscape and setting, 
i~lcluding view sheds makai to maeika, tvili be examined to determine the broakr 
impact of the corridor itself We believe that this macroscopic dimension wil1 aid in 
accurately reflecting tile comprehensive effect of 111e picoposecl project and in tun? 
facilitate idcntiflcatioi~ of appropriate mitigation." Other examples of character 
changing impacts would include those to landscapes such as the Banana Patch 
community, Sun~ida Watercress Fartn and Aiea Plantation Cemetery. At the same 
titne, we do recognize and appreciate Ulat some modifications to the alignment. havc 
been made specifically to minimize adverse effect. 

'X'hc Oahu Island Burial Council (OIBC), I-fui Malama 1 Na Ibpono, ttnd Office of Hawaiian 
Affairs have been consulled, as stipulated in the National I,listoric Preservation Act, Section 
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106. OIBC at their Januar~~ 1.4,2009, mceting summarized their consultation work with 
F'ITA but seemed to be only addressing the Programmatic Agreement concerns and not the 
Draft EIS or relevcult studies. We wjll defer their comments on the Draft EXS at this time. 

We understand that u Memorandum of Agreement is being dovelupcd to address the 
concerns of the Architecture and a Progammatic Agreement is being developed to address 
Archaeology and CuItural/l-listory respectively. Also, please note that the Advisory Cou~~cil 
on Iiistoric l'reservatioz~, National Ptrk Service, and the National *kust for Historic 
P~*eservation were not listed as consulting partics in the Drafi ETS. 

We hwe not reviewed the llonolulu High C~yacity Transit Corridor A-ojeef Archaeolo~ical 
Resourcc.~ Technicul Report. Xn a separate transmittal shortty fortl~coming, thc SWPD will 
comment in more detail regarding the filldings of the technical report. We look forward to 
the Arc;haeoIogical fnventory Survey Plan (Phasc I) which will be done by the construction 
phases, along with an Archaeological. Inventory Survey Rcport(s) and an hrchaeological 
Monitoring Plan. 

1f there are any questions, please contact Pua Aiu, SHPD Administrator, at 692-801 5. 

11. Aauatics and Water Resource ManagemetTt 

The proposed Honolulu I-Iigh-Capacity 'Transit Corridor Route will cross the following 
streams: Hoi~oulittli, Waikele, Kapakahi, Kaio'i Gulch, Waiawa, Wairnafu, Kalauao, Aiea, 
Ralawa, Moanalua, Kalihi, Kapalruna, and Nu'uiuiu which a11 empty into thc Pacific Ocean 
along the southern coast of thc island of Oahu. AH these streams are pereatlial except for 
?&dp'dkahi and Kalo'i GuIch which are non-perennial. The Division of Aquatic IZesources 
(DM) kds conducted many biological surveys in Waikele, Waiawa, HIaIawa, -Moanalua, 
Kalihi, and Nu'uanu streams and has obsewed native n~acrofauaa. The estuarine, lower and 
middle reaches native macrofauna which may be impacted by the transit corridor include 
native fish species suclx as S'renogobius hawaiiwtsi,s, flleotrB sundwiceulsis, Mugil cephalus, 
Kzihliu xenuru, Kuhlia sui.tdvicetl.is, md the native freshwater crustacean, Mucrobrachiunt 
grandimanus. Other native macrofa1.ma which migrate to the upper reaches would also be 
intpacted ctuuring their migration through this corridor. Impacts on the native macrofauna and 
other aquatic resources can be mi.nimized by avoiding any work in the stream channels or 
along banks, Impacts on thc nearshore reefs man8 fdwza would also be minimized by not 
disturbing the stream channels or banks and addressing heavy rainfall rtmol'f from this 
project. 

Additionally, the fhllowiag mitigative measures should be implemented during the 
construction of the fixed rail transit systcm and associated areas to minimize the potential hr 
erosion, siltation and pollution of the aquatic environment include: 

I .  Lands denuded of vegetation should be planted or covered as quickly as passihb to 
prevent erosion; 
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2. Scheduling site work (purticularIy the exmvation and grading) during periods of 
minimal ~ainfaU; 

3. Ese to silt fences or other means to prevent sediment. &om entering the stream; and 
4. Preventing construction materials, petroleum products, debris imd landscaping 

products from falling, blowing or leaching into the aquatic environn~et~t. 

We recomnetld the use of best management practices (BMP) for stormwater management to 
minimize the impact of the project to the existing area's hydrology while tnaintaining on.-site 
infiltration and preventing polluted runoff from storm events. Stomwater management 
BMP's may earn credit towasd LEED certification. More infan~~ation 011 stormwater BMPs 
can be found at ~://l~awaii.~ov/dbedtkcznllinitativdlid.ph~. 

There may be the potcneial for ground or surface water degredation/conbn~ination and we 
recommend that approvals for this projcct be conditioned upon a review by the State 
Department of I-feaith and the developer's acceptance of any resulting requirements related to 
water quality. . 

A Stresun Chamel Altcrantntion Permit is  required by CWhM before nny a!teratibn(s) can be 
made to the bect and/or banks ofa  stream channel. 'lrlc planned source of water for this 
project has not been identified in tile Draft EIS report, therefore, we cannot determine what 
permits or petitiol~s are required from our office, or whether tl~ere asc potential impacts to 
water resources. 

We recom~lend that the Final EIS disclose projected potable and non-potable water demands 
associated with the project, including indirect and ct~rnulativc effects such as the City and 
Counly's proposed mnsit oriented developtnent that wiIl sux~ound the rail system. We also 
recommend that the proposed sources to meet these demands be i(1cnt:ified. 

XP therc are any questions, please contact Ken Kawahara, Watcr Dcputy, at 5 87-0214. 

DLNR, Engineering Division, has rcvicwed the subject document, and have no comments at 
this lime regarding Rood zone(s) traversed by proposed project alignment. However, we do 
have the foliowing general comments: 

1. Column construction in stream will Iikely trigger conzmcnts related to acluatic habit.& 
and bioIogical/environmental issues. Response to these issue.$ would have to be 
prepared. 

2. As required by the City and County of Honolulu's Flood Plain Management 
Ordinance, my construction planned in a Flood Zone designated as RE (Floodway) 
will require a detailed fIoodway study and/or 110 risk certilica~ion, 

3. h Conditionul Letter of Map Rcvision (CLOMR) is required if there are any changes 
in water level (44 CFR 65.12). 
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4. Note :ellat FEMA is conducting a Flood Idst~rat~ce Risk Study that will update 
approximately 60 milcs (Kaena Point to Kawaiioa Point) of coastal flood hazard 
boundaries. Ptelitniilary stlidy results have been issued to thc City and Coullly OF 
Honolulu, Deparlmcnt o f  Planning and Per~nitting. 

Please note that tile project site must comply with the rules and regulations of the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) presented in Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(44CFR1, wlwnever development within a Special Flood Hazard Area is undcl-takcn. Please 
be advised that 44CPR indicates the miilimum standards set forth by the NFIP. Your 
Co~nrnunity's local flood ordinance may prove to be more restrictive a ~ d  thus take 
proccdcrrce over the minimum NFIP slandards. 

If there arc any questions, please contact Eric X.iirano, Engineering Administer, at 587-0230, 

IV. 

Among the lands owned and managed by DLNR are two parcels in East KapoIei, Ewa, 
EIawaici, located west of the proposed North-South Road alignment stnd muka anti mslkai of 
Parrington I-Iighway. 'X'he tu;a parcels are identified by Tax Map Key Numbers ( I )  9- 1- 
1736; and 9-1-1 8:05 (the "DLNR Parcels"). These parcels have cxcclient (ong-term 
development potential, and DLNR has accordingly identified tl~ese parcels as future itrcorne 
producing lands to support DLNR's operations and maintena~celmanagemcnt of the State's 
public lands add natural and cultural resources. DLNR has also comlnunicated its desire to 
the City and County of I-Xonoluh (the "City") to have these parcds rezoned to allow for 
commerc;iaI m l o r  other income-producing uses. 

Various sections, figures, and tables in the Dralt EIS provide for the fixed guideway 
alignment and a park-md-ride facility to be located within the DLNR Parcels, e.g., Figures 2- 
2,2-3,2-4,2-5,2-15,2-38,2-44,4-3, 'Fable 2-6, Appendix A. I-Towever, it is not clear 
whether lhese pwccls are included among the properties identified by the City for acquisition 
(see Section 4.3 and Tablc 4-5) and whether compensation will be paid for any such 
acquisition. 

'I'he conveyance of any easement or orhcr lights over the DLNR Parcels to allow such 
facilities, and the amount of con~pensation to be paid for such easeme~r/rigllts, if any, 
requires the approval of the Board of Land and Natutd Resources (BLNR). As of the date of 
this mcmorandurn, BT,t?R has not granted any such approval, and therefore, BLNR's 
approval should be added to the list: of Anticipated Permits and Approvals required for the 
proposed project (Table 4-37). It should also be notod, however, that DLNR has had prior 
discussions with the City regarding use of portions of the DLNR Parcels for h e  proposed 
transit project and DLNR's dcsirc to rezone the DLNIZ parcels, and DLNR intends to 
continue to work with the City on these issues. 
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We understand that either mute proposed in the Draft EIS invovles some State Lands 
managed by other State agencies or entities. la mast cases, these State Lands \lave been set 
aside to the governnlent agency for a specific purpose, pursuant to Section 171-1 1, HRS. 
Any uses deviated from the specific purposes in the set aside require approval from the 
Governor and the BT,NR. 

The State is currentIy prohibited from conveying any portion of ceded lands due to a Hawaici 
Supreme Court decision dated January 3 1,2008. If any proposed acquistion of property 
requires fee title conveyance of the ceded lands, the outcome of the appeal filed by the State 
to the US Supreme Court may affect the final design of the project. 

For future easy reference, it may be helpfu'ut if the Final EIS contains a table on the 
acquisition with information on ownership and current uses on the affected properties. 

If there are any questions, please contact Morris Atta, Land Administrator, at 587-0456. 

V. Forestw and WiIdlife 

Accordit~g to comme~lts submitted September 15,2008, the Division of Forestry an.d Wildlife 
(DOFAW) stated that on Page S-1 - Abutilon is mentioned as "threatened," but it is actually 
listed as "endangered" according to State and Federal law. DOFAW would like to provide 
the following for your consideration. 

The existing State Department of Transportation Habitat Conservation l'lm (X-ICP) for 
Abutilon, covers only a limited geographic area related to North-South road (DOT), Kapolei 
Parkway, University of Hawaii West Oahu, DIiHL right-ofientry and subdivision, m1d 
DLNR W r e  development pla1.t.s (pgs 9-1 8). Additional 'DHWL lairds are included utrder a 
Certificate of Inclusion registered with the Land Court. The Ci.ty and County of Honolulu 
land ownership was identified in the original HCP @g 9) and a Certificate of [nclusion issued 
for a portion of their lands. However, the current lICP does not include all affected lands or 
current planned activities withim the rail transit corridor (see attached Table 3. 
Landownership of Parcels at Kapolei Properties). Activities and iands within the HCP arca 
can be included by an additional Certificate of Inclusion, but activities outside the I-ICP area 
will need an amendmeirt or new HCP. 

Mitigation activities should address increased fire management measures. Although the 
current: I-XCP iizctudes a fire management strategy, it does not take the proposed project into 
consideration, so it does not address fire conccrns for the project: under review. 'I'he prvject 
under review could create new threats to the Abulilon reserve, with concern of discarded 
cigarettes or equipment sparks for example. 
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'i'he level of fire management ideifliiicd in the cul~ent T-IC1' includes: 

"A fire management stratcgy consjsting for the following measures is being implemented lo 
ensurc that the plants are not accidentally destroyed. 

Identification of tire fighting resources availabtc near the Kapolei population; 
* Provide infomation to fire stations to assist them in protcctiw A. mcnziesid from fire; 

Identification of water resources near the Kapolci population. 
The details ofthe fire management strategies arc described in the Final Interim Managcmcnt 
Report. for Abzrdilon rtzenziesii (DLNR DOX:iI\W 2003, Appendix G)." (p. 2 1). 

If additional plants are discovered outside thc boundaries of the lands covered under the 
current HCP, &ell the lransii conidox will need a new Habitat Conservation Man (see 
attached information on IICP and I'i'L) or an men~fn~ent  to the existing HCP. Additionally, 
should a plant sulvey of the transit corridor show no endangcrcd plants in the Kapolei-Ewa 
area, it does not constikite a findulg of no plants present because pla~xts can emerge following 
rainfdl or scarifi~ation. Therefore, it is recornmcndd that multiple surveys are done and 
that tlte biology ofendmgred flora and fauna be considered, especially that ofthe Abulilon. 

The issue of invasive species is not addressed in the HonoluIu High-Capacity Transit Dr.nft 
EiS. The implementation of this project creates risks related to the introduction of new 
I~armful invasive species, weeds OT pests that could be brought itlto Oahu by importation of 
heavy equipment and materials sourmd from sites off island, be it from othcr islands or 
continental locations. For example the red imprted fire ant is a serious pest in a number of 
southern and coastal sstatcs including: CA, TX, NC, AR, NM, DE, atzd in other areas aro~tnd 
the world. Recent xonotnic input analysis indicated that if established in Hawai'i, the 
estunated negative impacts to Hawai'i's economy coi~ld bc as high as $200 million within 20 
years and it would affect our way of life and human l~ealth. Apart from the potential 
introdttctions h n l  out-ofistate import risks are the inlfa-state risks between islapds. A 
nutxber of pests are present on othcr islands in Wawai'i but not present or are utlder control 
on Oahu, e.g. xniconia, littie fire ant and coqui frogs. Appropriate mitigation would involve 
implementing provention tneasures, paying cIosc attention to pests at thc site of origin for 
incoming equipment and materials, cleaning, inspeclions and treatment both before shipping 
and after arrival on Oallu would reduce lhese risks significaatly. 

The Llraft EIS describes plans fw the pilanliily: of trees and other landscaping projects. 
Nursery plants sourced from outer islands are a known pathway for "hitchhiker pests," and 
should be subject to inspecliolls and appropriate treatment. Also, the plants that are 
considered for planting could themseIves become harmful invaders or contribute to existing 
proble~ns, if not screened properly. Species under consideration for planting should be 
reviewed using the University of 1,IawaiLi, Weed Risk Assessment system that allows high- 
risk potentially harmful species to be identified, while low risk ctltcmativcs could be a more 
suitable species selected for this project, 
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The subject projcct Draft EIS did not address tree removal plans, or lack there of, in the rail 
transit corridor. If free removal is part of the construction pracess, ehcrc is conmrfl in central 
Honolulu in the Kapiolnni Blvd area where a papulsition of white tern, Gygis nlba or Manu- 
o-kfi, is known to nest. 

Further mitigation could involve implementing pre and post construction surveys to 
determine what plant species are present along. the transit pathway and remove any 
potentially invasive species as a post cot~slruction mitigation action. If the prevention 
mitigation measures mcntiotled above are implemented succcssfully, this latter problem will 
likely be minor or insignigcant. 

TE there are'any questions, pleasc contact Paul Conry, DOFAW Administer, at 587-4182. 

VI. State X'arks 

The subject project Draft HS does not acknowledge the tratsil corridors alignment near 
Skttc Parks, and the impacls il may have on those weas. 

Section 5.4.1 of the Draft EIS states that the project will require direct praperty acquisition of 
' several recreational areas;one of which is Ke'ehi Lagoo11 Beach Park, resulting in a section 

4Q use. Directly adjacent to the beach park is the 1-Iawai'i Disabled Arnerii~m Veteran's 
(DAVJ Kmhi Ltgoon Memorid that was set aside to the depa~tment and is operated and 
maintained by the Hawai'i DAV. Its location may place it new [he alignment for both the 

. Airport and Salt: Lake alteniativcs, however, there is no meritioil of it in the documet~t. 

We also note that Aiea Bay State Recrcution Area, also under our jurisidiction and a section 
4(f) area, was discussed ia the Drafl BIS md determined to have no use based on the criteria 
for review of 4(f) properties. There is concern that the criteria used to make this 
determillation is unclear. 

If there are any questions, plwse contact Dan Quinn, State Puks Administrator, at 587-0292, 

'fhaltk you for the opporlunity to submit cotnmetlts. 
-4 2 b 

z 
Zi? 
17 

2 2  1;D" Ir; 
11.-!<3 

; f P; 
3-: 2;: :,; C3 

1Pr:  Chairperson g"'? --. 
k.' q; 

Depamenr of Land and ~atural&$urces. 
r72 - 

c: Mr. Ted Matlay, FTA Region IX 

















UNDA LlNGLE 
GOVERNOR 

STATE QE HAWAII 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

869 PUNCHBOWL STREET 
HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813-5097 

oo?v!v ursclcrs 
IAICtlAEI. D. PORMRY 
FRANCIS IJIIUL KEEW 
BRIAN W. S2KIGUCIfi 

JlRO A. SUUZDA 

tN REPLY REFER TO: 

January 29,2008 

h4r. Wayne Y .  YoshioIta, Director 
City and County of ~~Ionolulu 
Department of Transpoxtation Services 
650 South King Street, 3'* Floor 
Honolulu, HI 868 13 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka; 

Subject: f-IotxoluIu High Capacity ?'ransit Corridor Prqject Draft Envirot~rncntal 
Impact Statement (DEIS) ar1cVScction 4(Q Evaluation 

Thank you Tor providing the subject docuxnent for review and comimrlts. 

The Statc Departn~ent of 'rrai~sportation (DOT) understa~lds that the subject IIBIS cfiscussm s 
project by the City and County ofl-Xonolulu, Depdrtnxcnt of Transpot.tatiot~ Services (DTS), for 
the dcvclop~~~e~~t  of a High Capcity Transit Corridor Project ("Project") that would provide a 
fixed guicteway transit service otl Oa11u in a travel corridor between Kapolei, wit11 potential 
cxpat~sion to the University of Hawaii at Manoa (UH Manoa) and Waikiki. 

Four alternatives arc identified via a series of  scrcrcening and scoping studies. This DElS 
cvril~~ates those four alternatives: 

1. No Build Altet~xative 
2. Fixcri Guideway Transit Alteri~ative via Salt Lake Boulevard (Salt Lake Alternative) 
3. Fixcd Guidcway 'rransit Alternative via the Airport (Airport Alternative) 
4. Fixed Guideway 'Transit Alternative via the Airport and Salt Lake Boulevard (Airport 

& Salt Lake Alternative) 

The Locaily Prefomcd Altcnlativc selected by the Honolulu City Council inciudes a fixed 
guideway transit system ti'om East I(apolei to Ala Motma Center and planned extensions to West 
I(apold, UH Manoa and Waikiki. 'fl~e system would use sfleel-wheel-on-steel-rail technology 
and all parts of the system would either be elevated or in exclusive sight-of-ways. 'X'he Project 
also requires the construction of transit stations and supporting facilities. Further, some city bus 
services wili be reconfigured tb ;align with the p~~oposed transit svdtions. 
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Tlle Project will getlerttc significant impacts to DO'I' airports, higl~ways and harbor facilities. 
The tixctt guidcway rail syste~n should be viewed as part of a comprehensive, multi- and intcs- 
modal transportation system. This requires early, continuous, direck coordirtatioil and carcful 
ilcsign and coi~structiotl planning with the DOT. The Prqicct requires connectivity wit11 othcr 
transportation and transit systcms as well as all other means of transportation used by coinmulcrs 
and travelers such as, but not limited to, buses, taxis, sltutties, service vans, tnotorcycles, 
scooters, bicyclcs a11c1 walking. The Project must be carefully integsated witllin the existing 
systcms and cnal>Ic travelers' transfers between t h ~ c  systems. DOT therefore recom~ne~lds that 
lhcse linlcages and public use pattcms for ull rnodcs of travel (i.e. bus, bikc, pdcstrian, etc.) be 
further analyzed. DOT i s  particularly interested in the ev&luations, finclings and 
recotntnendntions at tho sitcs where D0'1' facilities are locatcd. 

The following comments aar from the DOT'S three modal divisions, who should bc consulted 
during the Project's planning, design and constnlction plxases for their concerns for impacts to 
right-of-ways, easel~ieats, real property and infiastructurc. 

The two airport alternatives will impact tile airport system. DOT requests that DTS contact the 
Airports Division Planning Section at (808) 838-8810 and address thc following issues: 

I .  The Airports Division understands that tlte Airport Alternative invofvas two stations 
on the f~Ionolitlu international Airport (HNL) property on Aolele Street. One is next 
to the new parking stiucture and the other is at Lagoon Drive. 

2. The station adjacent to the new parking structure will be connected to the structure. 
Clear signage is necessaty for rider's access of the other airport terminal buildings. 
Therc arc: scvcrdl opcrationd and enginee~ii~g issues related to a transit station 
loc~ted near an Airport terminal in dative proximity of airport operational arcas 
(AQA). DTS should meet with Airporls staff and the Airports modernization team to 
address the rail station's location, its impact oti airport operations and future airport 
improvements. 

3. To ensure that the L,agoon Drivc statiotl lnccts the Pedcrai Aviutioii Adtlzillistration 
(FAA) FAA Part 77 obstruclion height linzits for thc: cnd of Runway 22R, DTS 
should submit a FAA Fortn 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, to 
the FAA. 

4. DTS should also meet: with the 'Transportation Security Adninistratiol~ (TSA) to 
review any security issues or requirements for the rail stations at KNL. 
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HARBORS 

The project will generate impacts to the harbors system, particularly where the trailsit stlt. r I O ~ S  are 
adjacent to 1-XonbluIu I-larbor. Dot' requests that DTS acirlrcss the following commenL3 aid 
initiate or continuc coordination with tho Harbors Division Planning Scction at (808) 587-1888. 

1. Page 2-32. The DOT understands that the rail system int.lterfaces with Nirnitz 
Highway in the area between the Pier I5 area and past the HECO power station area. 
Figures 2-33 and 2-34 show the two stations in this area. 'i'lte stations appear to avoid 
conflicts with the entrallces to Harbors' major. shipping terminals. 

a. DOT requests consideration for a station located at the Aloha 'Tower cotnplcx to 
provide dircct accoss tt, the complex and to downtown Honolulu via fiort Skeet. 
If this location is given consideration, then Harbors Division is willing to discuss 
options for redcvcloping its cul~ent office t>uilding into tr combination parking 
structlirc and transit sttttion, subject to thc nccd to satisfy the comnzunity's 
concenl regarding the image and appearance of downtown Honolulu and Nimitz 
I-lighway as a pathway to Waikiki. 

h. Given the importance of this section of Ni1nit.z Highway to the waterkont area 
and to downtowt~ Eionolulu, additional study is needed to ensure proper siting of a 
transfw station. Propcr placc~nant is ci-itical for lniiliinizing impacts ,to the harbor 
area, the highway system arid the Aloha Towor complex, and also for n~aintili~ling 
waterfront access, pedestrian safety, a desirable visual and spatial atmosphere aitd 
the proper acsthctics for downtown Honolulu. DTS should consult wit11 DOT a~ld 
the downtown stalceholders on the location of this transit station. 

2. Page 3-14. Please note that Kewalo Basin is DOT Ifarbors!l~ird Oahu harbor but is 
soon to bc transferred to fhe Hawaii Community DevcIopniet~t Authority (kICDA). 
Chaiter Boat operations as me~ltioned in thc docurnettt occur at this harbor and not at 
1~Ionolulu or icalaeloa Barbers Point I-iarbor. 

3. Page 3-14. Ocean Recreation is nor an activity of DOT'S commercial harbor system. 
Ocean Recreation is under the jurisdiction ofthe DLNR - Division of Boating and 
Occan Recxcution. 

4. Page 3- 14. Trucks carrying freight enter I~Ionolillu I-[arbor through Nirnitz I.lighway 
and also Ala Moana Boulevard (at Fort Armstrong). The wadtvay fronting Fort 
Armstrong is AIa Mwana Boulevard and not Nimitz I-fighway. 

5. Page 3- 14. Please also include Icalihi Street in the discussion of freight movoinent. 
Eastbound cotltainer trucks utilize Kalihi Street to get onto Intcrstatc Routc H-1. 
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6 .  Page 3-44. The correct name for Oahu's second harbor is Kalaeloa Btbers Point 
I-Iarbor. It is noted as Barbers Point Harbor on this page and elsewhere. 

7. Page 3-48. le is noted that alternative routes may be required as an impact of thc 
construction of the imnprovem~nts. Any improvetnent required to Pdcilitate alternative 
routes (111rning radius, etc.) should be tile responsibility of the Project as a mitigation 
measure. 

8. Page 4-61. Kewilo Basin should a t o  be included in the discussion of the makai 
edge. 

9.  Page 4-171. 'There is no "Krilacloa Harbor 2020 Mastcr Plan" or "Honolulu Harbor 
2020 Mastcr Plan". The Qallu Cotnmercial Harbors 2020 Master Plan incorporalos 
both Ho~~oluIu and ICatae!oa Barbers Point: I-Iarbors. 

HIGHWAYS 

DOT also confirms that thcre will be impacts to the highway system, At a signi~icant inumber of 
Iocations, the rail fine, transit stations and other P~~ject support facilities will be functionalIy 
adjacent to, physicaliy abut or cransect highway system roadways and right-ofways. The transit- 
oriented dcvcloptnent (TOD) within the comlnunities arounci the rail stations will also impact the 
highways systetn. DOT requests that U'fS address the foIlowing comments and initiate or 
conlinuc: coordination with the Highways Division Plaitt~ing Branch at '(808) 587-1830. 

1. Chapter 3 val-ious pages. Planning horizon of 2030 is ased thsoughout the document. 
Standard practice is.20 yews seer constl-uctiotl completion. With a construction 
completion in 201 8, the planning horizon should be 2038. 

2. Page 4-98 3"' paragraph. The reference, 'The State of Hawaii regulates conmt~nily 
noise pollution through HAR I 1-1 6," is incorrect. The correct wference is HAR 11- 
46. In aaition, Hawaii's noise lovcls are Inore restrictive than the Federal levels and 
the project needs to conform to both requirements. WAR 1 1-46-4 has maximum 
permissible sound lcvcls in d13A (dBA dcfirral as the A-weighted sound level or unit 
of iaeasurcn~ent describing the total sound level of all noise as measured wit11 a sound 
level meter using the "A" wcigl~ting network). The followiog is the maximutn level. 

Drty time Night tinlo 
(7a1n - 1 Opm) (I 0pm-7am) 

Class A 55 45 
Class B 60 SO 
Class C 70 70 
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Class A includes all awas equivalent to land zoned 
residential, cotrservation, preservation, public spacc, opcn 
space, or similar type. 

Class B includes all areas equivalent to lands zoned for 
muiti-family dwellings, apartment, business, commercial, 
hotel, resort, or siinilar type. 

Class C includes a11 arcas equivalent to Iands zoned 
agriculture, country, indust~t-inl, or similar type, 

3. Kamehameha ~ ighway  Irnprovemc?nts - Waihona Street to Center Drive. D'I'S 
should coordinate Project. woxlc with improvements to this area. 

4. Design Criteria. DOT Highways requests all strcetscapc improve~nents by DTS 
utilize DOT Highway standard drawings, details and specifications. Parlicuiarly, as 
foilows: 

a. A visual picture record ofassets within thc higl~way right-of-way prior to 
constt~tction shall be made by DTS and approved by DOT's Highway Landscape 
Architect for restoration aftelwards. In general, all Pindscaping shall bc i*cstorcd 
to its original condition after construction is cotnpfete. UTS should provide As- 
built drawings in the fotm of both full size drawings and electronic tiles of all 
work within the highway right-of-way. 

b. Work within the highway right-of-way shdl enlploy DQ'Z' tiighway standard 
Invusive Species Management. specifications and Tree Protectioi~ zone 
construction detail. All trallsplantabtt trees as determined by DOT to be removed 
by construction shall be transplanted at DTS' expense to another State right-of- 
way sitc approved by DOT's I-Iighway Landscape Architect. 

c. XYrS shall not move relocated utilities under DOT sidewalks and should consult 
with D0'1' Ibr exc~ptions, New utility boxes shall be screened by lanclscaping or 
placed in underground vaults. 

cl. The handling of tile anticipated additional trash in bctweeil stations needs furthei- 
explanation. 

e. Ail mectian underneath the rail sllafl be low maintenance rockscape or decorative 
paving wit11 limited, shade tolerant plantings at intersections. 

C. New plantings sliaiI be non-invasive plants a9 defined by the K-lawaii Chapter of 
tile A~nerican Society of Landscape Architects. DTS shall employ native plants 
whcrc they arc: the best choice for the conditions. 
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g. The design of thc rail should include measures to limit bird nesting and perches 
that produce bird droppings. 

5. ConsEruct.ioo Criteria. 

a. During knstruction, WI'S skdtl maintain all landscaped areas to DO'r Highway 
standards dtilizing DOT maintenance specifications including mowing, edging 
and trimming, Weeding, pruning and care of sitrubs and trees, fertilizing, pesticide 
and herbicides, clearitlg gutters, swslles and ditches, invasiva plant renzovat and 
lubbish and debris removal and disposal. 

b. DTS shall be responsible for inaintaiaing all irrigation impacted during 
construction and provide watering as necessary. All sile furnishings that are 
removed during constructiot~ inclt~ding but not limitcd to traffic signal poles and 
heads, itrigation controIlers and valves, backflow preventers, fence fabric and 
utility boxes shall be dolivered at DTS' expense to the DOT Highways Oahu 
District Baseyard or disposed of at DTS' expense if DOT does not desire to kccp 
the items. 

G Farrington Nigliway - Fort Weaver Road to Interstate Route I-i-1. 

a. In rocognition of Farrington f.Iigllu7ay as the main street of W'hipahu, DOT 
spent $4 million dollars in 2002 fox a maill street revitaIixation project. In 
2005, the project received the Betty Crocker Landscape Award Crvm the 
Scenic Hawaii organization. 

"l'hb project spoasoreci by the State Department of 
fiansportntion helpad ~raqforrn a bleak, Ifeless, uninviting 
purl of Farrington I-fighwq far motorists. The result is 
lam-hscnpi~tg effort ttzat quicldy clznrzged the area und which 
wilill: continue to improve ..." 

b. DOT'S intetaction with the WaipLihu community has bee13 ovenvhelmi~lg positive 
eater sense and the impmvements to Farrington I-Iighway fiavc contributect to a g 

of pride and renewal in the community. As a result, adjacent properties have bcen 
i~nproved and new businesses have moved in along the highway. 

c. Sincc the Project is going to remove these significmt improvements to Waipahu's 
main strect and add a rail stn~chtrc fi~~thcr affecting the aesthetics, DOT requests 
DTS colrsult wiih and the Waipahu stakeholders to provide equitable 
impmv~m~nts to the sidewalks to include material sidewalk improveineuts, stseet 
trees, sitc furnishings and undergrowlding of overhead utilities. 
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d. All cxisting rnediail Ires to be somoved by Project construction shall be 
transplanted at DTS' expense to anothcr State right-of-way site approved by 
DOT'S Highway Landscape Artillitect, 

7. Katneha~ncha Highway - Interstate Route H-1 to Aloha Stadium. Kamchamcha 
Highway is the main strect fur two cornmmlnities; Aica and Pearl City. Since 2005, 
DOT has worked with the Aiea and Pearl City communities through an cxtensivc 
public involveme~~l process to identify improvements to this main street. Tltrough 
this process, the community and DOT agreed to improvements tlmt were suspended 
pending the outcome of rail, This Project illstalls a rail sti-ucturc to the area, which . 

could negatively illlpact the ares aesthetics, 'I'hereforc, DOT rcqucsts thc that DTS 
cotlsult with DO'f and lhc Aica and Pearl City srakef~oldc~s to provide equitable 
improvcmcn~ to the sidewalks, such as mateiiat sidcwallc imp~*ovemalts, street trees, 
site furt~ishings, cnl~ancen~ent of areas around Surnida Watercress farms and 
undergroullding of overheat1 utilities. 

8, Nimiti: Highway - Nuuanu Stream Bridge to Haiekauwila Boulevard. 

a. Nimitz Highway from Nuuanu Stream Bridge to WaIekauwila Boulevard abuts the 
downtown central busi~lcss district wutereont and some of the most valuable real 
estate in the State oFit.Iawaii. It is also the point of arrival for all cruise ship 
visitors to Oaltu. Additionally, I-lawaii Tourism Authority's research indicates 
over 80% of Oalm visitors' first i i~~pmsion of 1-lawaii is driving from the Airport 
to Wailciki via Nimitz Highway. For over 20 yews, the downtown comrnu~~ity 
has explorecl mwns to relocate the HECO power pla~it that detracts from this 
valuable watcrfio~~l area. The addition of a rail structure and station locatcd near 
the HECO power plant will require further study of the 'Nirnitz Highway corridor 
and a careful analysis of impacts to thc Aloha 'rower conzl~lex and adjacent harbor 
faciiitics. Also, case must be taken to tnaintain ped~strian safety as well as to 
avoid creating a less than desirable visttal arid spatial atmosphere for visitors and 
residents movi~xg tl~rough this aced. The aesthetics, image and appearance of 
downtown Hondlufu are arcas of great concern to the community. Therefore, 
DOT requests UD'TS cvnsult with DOT and downtown stalceholclers on this matter 
atid to provide equitable improventcnts to thc sidewalks including material 
sidewalk improvanents, street trees and site furnishings. 

b. Recognizing the impol-tarice of this stretch of Nirnit-r. Highway, in 2008 DOT 
installed plantings ofcoconut palms. As such, all existing mcdian trees to be 
removed by Project construction shaiI be transplanted at DTS' expense to anotller 
state rigl~c-of-wdy site approved by DOT'S Highway Landscape Architect. 

DOT appreciates the opportunity to provide cornnxents. Given the anticipated and potential 
impacts to multiple DOT facilities, it would bc be~~eficial to have DTS make periodic 
~iresentalions to DOT as past of the on-going Project planning and coordination with DOT. 
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Presentations should cover issues such as the Project task list and rimeline, coordination for 
design and construction phasing, environmental issues and mitigation measures and physical 
impacts to and itltigration with DOT airpoi-t, harbors and highway systems. Further, these 
rncctings should include all or cun~binations of the modal divisions based on the particular 
subject malbr  or area and localion being discussed. 

If there are ally questions regarding all three modal divisiolis of DOT, please contact Mr. David 
Sllinmkawa of tile DOT Statewide Transportation Piamling Offifice at (808) 587-2356. 

vcry huly yours, 

% 
BREW-ON T. MORIOKU, W.D., P.E. 
Director of 'rransportatiot~ 

c: Mr. Abrabarn Woag, Federal Highway Administration 
Mr. Ted Matley, Fcdcrtrl Transit Administration 
Ms. Katherine ICealoha, Office o f  Environrnet~tal Quality Control 













DfSABILkTY APJD COmUPZTCA'ffON ACCESS BOARD 
919AlaMoana loulovrud, Room 101 *Honolulu, Hdwtlii 96814 

Ph. (808) 586-8121 (V/DD) Fa (808) 586-8 129 

November 24, 2008 

The Honorable Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street 
Third Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

The Disability and Communication Access Board was disappointed that a 
representative was unable to attend our Board meeting on November 20, 2008 to 
dialogue with Board members on the issue of accessibility for persons with disabilities in 
the proposed rail system, We understand that a representative may be able to attend 
the next Board meeting scheduled January 15,2009 and we look forward to his or her 
attendance. 

At our November 20,2008 Board meeting, we used the opportunity to coalesce some of 
our concerns an accessibility and wish to relay tliern to you in advance of the January. 
2009 meeting in the hopes that you or your staff are better prepared to engage in a 
meaningful dialogue with our Board, 

Our Board has strong concerns that the project meet not anfy the minimum guidelines 
for accessibility, as required by law, but also be functional, safe, comfortable and usable 
for people with disabilities. It has been our experience, unfortunately, that many 
projects consider accessibility to be an afterthought to the conceptual design. 
Community presentations on the rail system to-date, including visuals and schematic 
drawings, do not appear to reflect the population of people with disabilities as a 
consideration in planning and designing the project. For that reason we strongly urge 
you to include our Board and other people with disabilities in the earliest phases of 
conceptual design so as not lo limit options because a project is too late to change 
when already in an advanced stage of design. 

2' 
The following are some of our preliminary concerns: 2 d f . .  r, 

1. Since the system is elevated, what is planned for vertical acces*%l$ll st&ns? L): 
What is planned for fhe entire route from the Park and Rids onto?fh$ traitx&elf? h.3 

<...* . 
;r . r;l 

2. HOW are you planning to incorporate people with disabilities in bgtginine :?? 
feedback? r: . .: c 

!., .. @ ["., 
i 2 d 
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3. What access accommodations are planned for people with visual and hearing 
loss? Most of the time the emphasis is on mobility access only. 

4. What is planned for maintenance, especially with elevators? Since the sysbrn 
is elevated, what will happen when the elevators do not work? 

5. Will there be standardized criteria for all the stations since it appears that there 
may be different design consultants warking on various stations? 

Are you addressing program non~architectural issues as well (i.e., policies regarding 
assistance animals, emergency egress, audible station announcements, etc,)? 

The Disability and Communication Access Board would like to know what information 
has been learned from other systems (BART in San Francisco, METRO in Washington, 
D.C.) in terms of access deficiencies and how to avoid them here. 

We iook forward to your aliendance at our January 2009 Boaid meeting. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact Francine Wai, Executive 
Director at 586-8121. 

CHARLES W. FLEMING 
Chairperson 
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February 8, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Y ,  Yoshiaka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street 
Third Ftaor 
Honolulu, Hf 96813 

Regarding: Honofulu Hlgh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Ofaft Environmental Impact StaternentlSection 4(f) Evaluation 
November 2008 

Dear Mr. YosNoka, 

The Disability and Communication Access Board would like to thank you for the 
opportunity to review the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation dated November 2008. The 
purpose of this review is to ensure that this project wiff take into account accessibility 
design requiremants for persons with disabilities, 

With respect to the Final Environmental Impact Statement, we recommend the follawing 
general statement should be included in the EIS/$ection 4(f) Evaluation: 

"AIl buildings, facilities, and sites shall conform lo applicable federal, state, and 
county accessibility guidelines and standards, Mawali Revised Statutes $703- 
50 requjres aii Skts of Hawaii or County govertlrnent buildings, facilities, and 
sites to be deslgned and constructed to conform to tha Architectural Barriers 
AcVAmerlcans with DisabilJties Acf Accessibility Guidelines (36 CFR Parts 
I ?GO and 7 19 I )  issued by the U. S. Access Board, and other applicable deslgn 
standards as adopted and amended by the Disability end Communlcafian 
Access Board. The law further requires all plans and specificefions prepared 
for the constructh? of State of Hawaiiar County government buildings, 
facilities, and sites to be reviewed by the Disability and Communication Access 
Board l'or conformance to those guidelines and standards," 

The U.S. Department of Transportation, a major funding source for this project, has 
adopted and will enforce these design guidsfines. 
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These comments are in addition to separate comments to your Department regarding 
the accessibility of the system (irrespective of the route taken) for persons with 
disabilities. The rail system will be a major transportation alternative far individuals with 
disabilities and it is critical that the design not only be minimally accessible to meet tlie 
requirements of the law but also take into account best practices for maximum usability 
and comfort to increase ridership, 

Should you have any further questions, feel free to contact Mr, Curtis Motoyama, 
Facility Access Coordinatar, or Mr, Gary Batcheller, Facility Access Specialist at 588- 
8121. 

Sincerely, - 

FRANCINE WAI 
Executive Director 
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1 M. Wayne Yoshioka, Dircctor 

/ Dcar Mr. Yoshioka: 

1,inds Linglc 
Governor 

Jonathnn W. Y. Lai 
Cliaigerson 

Department of 'rrazspottation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honoiulu, Hawaii 968 1 3 

I&: Honoluiu I-I-Iigh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft. 
Environ~nental Impact Statement/Section 4Cfl EvaIuati~n 

I . . 
We have the following comments to off;: 

Thatlk you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmedal Impact 
Statement ("DEIS"), Sectiotl 4(f) Evduatiol~, relating to the I-IonoluIu High- 

I .  Due to the high Ievd of Archaeological I<csources 
Occurrence identified in Chapter 4, Figure 4-50 of the DEIS, 
we recommeild that an Arckeological Inventory Snrvey Plan 
and Survey be conducted for the proposed route of the 
I-lonotulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project within the 
Kskaako and Kaiaeloa Community Developmenl: Districts. 
A11 study and ducu~nentation should be eoorciinated with the 
Statc Historic Prese~vation Office, Depasttnent of Land surd 
Natural Resources, State of Hawaii. 

Anthony J. 11. Cl~i~ig 
Excc~~tivc Director 

677 Ala lMoena Uot~lcverd ' 
Suiti: 1001 i 

1 2. Wc arc concerned about the impact of the Ywjcct to the 
I~lonolulu, Ifawnii I 

96s 13 
Queen Street Park as noted on page 5-15 of the DEXS. ft 

I appears that thc straddle-bent columns would be located 
within the M a u h  portion of the park. Public parks within 
thc Kakmico Community Developmellt Dislrict represent an 

Facsin~ifc important and scarce resource. We reconmend alignmwnt 
of the Konolutu 1-Iigh-Capacity 'li'ansit Conidbi ir;l this area* . . 

E-Mail 

Capacity Transit Cor~idor Project. l'leasc: jtlclude our, comments and your 
responses in &e Final BnvironmentaL Impact ~fateme~t;i"l;~~S"). 

cotttact&i),l;ctlsweb.org 
." '-,I 

web s i d  .Z ei 3 3 ,!..j 
www. ttcdawvct~~org i ..d ., 
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to lie entirely withill the roadway right-of-way to avoid any 
loss of park space to straddle-bent colum~s. 

3. Native Hawaiian re-internment burial sites are located within 
the Ewn portion of the Quteen Street Park a.nd witl~in the 
Mauka Diamol~d Head co111cr of Motller Waldron I'ark. 'I'hc 
City and County of hionoIulu shouId couldinate with the 
State Historic Preservation Office and Oafiu Burial Council 
in identifying and monitoring native Hawaiian burial sites 
during constructiotl. 

4. The I-Iawaii Comrnutiity Developmcnt Authority ("MC:DAV) 
I~as plannilzg and zonitlg jurisdiction within Kalcaako and 
Kal+eIoa Community tfevelopme~~t Districts and a 
develop~nent permit from fi.CDA is requirexnes~t for ally 
development within these Districts. L)cvclopment pemlits 
from tiw HCDA shall be required for construction of the 
transit guideway, transit stations and any other accessory 
structures associated with the Honolulu High-Capacity 
'Yransit Colridor P1.ojecc witl~in the ICakaako and Kalaeloa 
Corninunity Development r)islricls. 

5 .  SnlafI busii~esses in Central Kakaako are a vitai part of the 
Stale's economy and include nearly 200 bi~sinesses 
employing close to 3,900 people and generdting 
approximateiy $60 million in annual sales. Any impact to 
these businesses due to constructior~ and operation of  the 
transit project needs to be discussed in the FEIS. 

6.  Hatekauwila Street is identified as the alignment for the 
Locally Prelencd Alternative. It appears that the elevated 
guideway support cohrmns wiIl cncroach into the traffic tales 
on Halekauwila Street. If there will be a loss o f a  travel lane 
on Kalekauwiia Street, regioi~al traflic ilrzpact due to the loss 
of travel lane ~ ~ c c d s  to be addressed in the FEIS. 
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7. It appears that portions of the ILocclily Preferred hligtuilent 
and transit stations are localed within lands owned by 
Gcneral (?mwth Properties, Inc. ("GGP") and Kamehameha 
Schools ("KS"). 'The MCDA is currentIy reviewit~g inaster 
plan applications submitted by both GGP and KS for ths 
development of lands wilhin tl~e Kakaako Cornmulrity 
Dcveloplnent District. We request that your department 
coordinate thc alignment as well ay t11e locatio~i and detailed 
design of tlc stations with rhc HCDA, (i(iP, and KS and 
report its findings and rccomme~~dations in the FEXS. 

8. The issue of "elevated" or "at-grade" track ibr t l~e Kakaako 
and Kalaeloa Districts docs not appear to be Cdly explorul. 
This issue needs to be analy~ed in depth and (at a minimum) 
thc Knkaako and Kalacloa communities need to be engaged. 
Though the DEIS refers to the possibility of building wctions 
of the transit corridor in ICapolci "at-grade", stakettolder 
discussions conducted in the Ralaeloa Community 
Dcvelop~nenl Ilistrid have produced support for a grade- 
separated system. We request that the PEIS i~~clude 
community feedback and analysis of the costs and benefits of  
constructing "eIevatedV and "at-grade" tracks Ibr this projcct. 

9. The alignment of the Projcct within the Kalaetoa Community 
Dcveiopmeiit District will impact tnultiplc landowtic~s and 
created a level of confusion as to the timing, requiremcnts 
and impacts to future program activilics and plans. The FRIS 
should clocurnent any cotnments received from and response 
given to the II~waii Army National Gu~t1, Ford Island 
Properties, Department of 1-Iawaiian Ilomcs Land, Carn~cl 
Partners, Hawaii Public Housing Authority and the Veteran 
Administration with rcspect to aligrlment imd other expecrcd 
impacts of the projecl upon tl~cir kmd usc and programs. 

10. The Kalaeloa, Kapolei and Ewa Beach communities 
currently suffer from the lack of a  nutt ti-modal h-rlllsportation 
system and the distancc to eelnployment centers. The DElS 
does not discuss how the Honolulu I-Iigh-Capacity Transit 
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Corridor Project will be integrated into ti transit-bus-shuttle 
system a!xd will meet the needs of these corntnunities. 

Along with the general comtnents listed above, specific cornlnents include 
the following: 

e Provide the extent of a~cluisition of additional right-of-way 
along alignment including size, locatiol~ and dimension of 
anticipated right-of-way acquisition. Page 33-39, Table 3-21. 

r Provide morc detailed information on tleigitbor11ood parking 
programs. Page 3-44, Section 3.4.5. 

Xndustrial uses should also bc included in the description of 
Kakaako. Existing Land lJse Overview by Planning Area 
(last paragmpll) Page 4-1 1, Table 4-2, 

Xncfude Kalaeloa Master Plan and Kakaako Community 
Dcvcfopn~cnt District Ma& Area PIatls in Future Land tJse 
Plans and Policies, [>age 4-1 3. 

e Identify Symbol "'W" oti Page 4-32, Figure 4-1 2, as the John 
A. Burns School of Medicine. 

* The Kakaako Community Ilevclopment District is comprised 
of 614 acres, inclucfi~~g the h4akai Area, Page 4-42, Ala 
Moana-ICakaako. Please note that the Ala Moatla Boulevard 
is not a part of Kakarrko Marka Area. 

Chapter I ,  P. g. 1-7, Pigurc 1-4, Major Activily Centers in 
t . 1 ~  Study Corridor refer to the ICalaelon Industrial Park near 
1;'ort Barrette and Roosevelt Roads. 'I'he reference to the 
KaIaeloa Industrial Park is inco~~ecl  as his Pdciliry does not 
exist. The icferenclce should instead refer lo 1he Kalaeloa 
Community Development District. 



I f  there are any questions, please feel free to call me at 587-2870. 

Sincerely, 

AJklC/DN:ak . 

c: Mr. 'Tcd Mailcy, F'Th Region XX 

















PHONE (808) $94-1000 FAX (008) 594-1865 

' 0  " '  STATE OF HAWAl't "' ': i 1 . . 

DFRCE OF NAWAllAN AFFAIRS 
711 KAPI'QLANI BOULEVARD. SUITE 500 

HONOLULU, IiAWA1'136013 

Waync Y. Yoslshiokir, Dir.ector 
i)cpartmct~t of Transportation Services 
City anti Couilty of l l o ~ ~ o f u l ~ ~  
650 South King Street, 3'" Floor 
llonolulu, I-Iawni'i 9681 3 

RIG: I.Xonolt~lu 1,Xigh-Capadly Transit I:ol.ridar. Project, Draft Envit'ctnmental lmpsct 
StwtctnentlSeclion 4(f) Ii:valuation, IsIatld of O'atlu, IIanoluItt and 'Ewa Districts 

I'hc Oflicc of Hawaiian /Iffait's (OE,lA) is in rcccip of rhc abovc-maltioncd Icltcr ctatccl 
Novembci 12,2608. The Ocpartmct2llt of Trunspor\~\iot~ Services - City and County of 1-Iou01ulu 
(D'TS) bas submit~ecl a copy of lhc Drafl Environmcetal i~rlpact Stal.c~~~cl~t/Section 4(f} 
Gvalnatioo (Xlraft EIS) for tltc Honoiulu High-Capacity ?'lansit Cor~,ictor Project (I'rojc~l.) to our 
office for review anti comment. OIL4 11as reviewed tltc project aad offirs tile followirfg 
commerl ts. 

The Draft EIS was prepa~cd pitrsuunt to tllc National Et~vironrncnlal Palic)l Acr (NBPA), 
Sectiot~ 4(fl of [ha l1.S. Deptirtn~enc, of 'Trallq)onarion Act of 1964, Hawaii Revised S\alutes 
(HliS) Chapter 343 and the Hawaii Ad~ninistra~ive Iiules, 'ritlc I I ,  Cllapter 200. 'rl~c rcview of 
illis Drui'l EJS wus [riggc~cd by both sialc nncf fedet'al environmentt~l and transporlaLion palicy 
laws and thus our cornlnents on ll~is document will reflect these laws arld politics. (.)MA would 
also likc to uote that Sectiurl 106 consultation, pursuant 10 tkc National Historic Prescrvatiotr Act 
of 1966 (NIWA), has atso bccrl triggelcd by this proposed actioll 1111ti is being conducted 
concuncnl la tile L>mft f31S/Secfion 4(f) I'valualiotl. 

'I'he Rolc of' (IHII 
OHA has sulxtar~~ive oblijialio~ls lo protect the c u l t u ~ ~ a l  atld natural rcsourccs of I..lawai'i 

for its beircficii~rics, rht: people of [his tnncl. The I4RS tnanrlalc that OHA "lsjervc as the 
principal pitbIic agcncy in ~ h c  State of Hawaii tcsponsiOlc for thc pl-foilnuncc. development, ;mti 



coordinariva of pwgsams ililtI activities tctar.i~ig to nutivc Wawiiiiaas ancl Mawaiiitns; . . . anti ir:jo 
assess the policies ancf practices of olkcr agctlcies impacting on natilrc I-Iawaiiatls al~d Ilawuiians, 
rrncl conducting advocacy cffo~'[s for ~lative 1.Iawaiians and I-inwaiians." (MRS $ 10-3) 

By direclion of tllc statutory mantiates, OHA contini~es to corlduct advocacy efforts 10 
prolcct thc tsaditio~ial cultural landscapes of 13i1wai'i. 'fhis iilclucies 1I1e protection oi' 
t~r-chcological allti historic rcsourctccs, rhc pevpettration of lriiciitional atld cuftural prtrtcriccs, it11d the 
catuinued Licalth of' our rcrrcstrial and marine ccosyswns. 'rkc dialague that hus piuyctl out in 
1 1 1 ~  decision on whether thc City sl~oulcl prtrsuc the lurgcst public works prqject in tlte history of 
the Slatc of l-Iawaiti llns been controversial and widely publicized. OX-JA secks not to weigh in 
on tl~c contsovcrsiaf nlerits of dcvclap~nenl ttut secks lo asscss the potentiai impicrs tlltrl the 
Project wilt kuve on (.he Ir\i.rdscape of the transit corritlor. 

Public Bearings for the Draft EXS 
OIXA is decply concelsecl with format of tkc public hearings during the I)ri\ft F,1S 

proccss. The public incctiags were sct~edi~letl for 2 hours, bul the local mecliil t.ej~oi.te(l thrtt [Re 
first meeting o n  December 0, 2008 ended after thi~,ly-onc minules. 11 was also rcported thal only 
t.cn reside~lts offctod testimony during thc firsl; mcctitig on 13ecettlber 6, 2008. OIIA staff was 
able to ntrenct flte December 1 1 ,  2008 p~tblic hearing for the DraB ElS at Bishop Museum at 
6:00pm, The mtxting started shortly after 6:00pm with public ccmmctlrs bcing acccpiccl tit 

6:051)111 after u brief inlroduciion by the projec~ staff. After tltrce 1nc111bcrs of the public offcrcd 
teslimony, tile jpublic beating was ofiicially closed ;it A: 12p1n. 

Our staff is ct>nccmcci that. me~nbers of Ihc pubic \vho were  sot able 10 lllctkc i t  1.0 tllc 
il~cclings on Limc may not havc been affolxlccl the opportunity to comtncill duritlg tllcsc public 
rncelings. Iiesidcnts am oftcn A~cccl tvith ~tlany hatdships, tlave tnfiny rcsponsibilitics rincl time 
commitmcn~,  inay go to g1.c;~ Iet~gtl~s in ostler to atlcrltl pubtic tncctings, 21t.rti alu: 1101 always ablc 
to ~nakc the meclings precisely on ti~nc. The public shoulti ht~vc been nilowed to offer comments 
on the prc'l>oscd project ciuring the full two hours rhai wits allol.l.cd and advcrlisccl for public 
Collllllell t . 

/irchcoIogieal, Cultural, and Historic Resonrccs 
Archeological, cultut.al, and historic plascsvation laws and rc.gulations provide a 

regulatory context from which rhcse zesources will bc itfeotificd, evalualed, alid Iwated. As lhc 
1~'rc~jccl is fcdor;~liy tegulareci by the NHI'A, ilrld its implemcntit~g regulation 36 CFR 800, an 
early dctcrmin:ition of "atlve~se effects foward hisloric properties" was detertllincd by thc DTS 
~ m d  tilt I::cderai 'I'ransil. Authority. 

As a restlll o f  f.hc dcterl~~ioation o.f'"itdve~se effects toward historic Izropcstics", f i  

Menluranclum o f  Agsee~ncnl (MOA) is bcing devclopccl to acldress the advessc effects toward 
his~oric properries. According to thc consulration process descrilxd it1 lfle EJS, the process 
cvould irivolvc rhc State Historic I'wscrvation Division (SI-IPII} :and other conniititlg parities in 
disoussjons rcgarcting iid~ene effects on historic 13t'opa.tics resulting in all I\/iOA. 



To our ktiowlcdgc, consultatit~n with tflc SI-IPI) and the O'aku fslai~d Burial Council 
(OIBC) 11ns bcen taking pliicc in wccnt rnrrntl~s and the dcvclop~ncnt ol'aa MOA has beell 
plSogrcssing. C)I4A asks that our. office bo includetl as it consulting party to the MOA, as OHA is 
tt specifically named Native I-lawaiian Orgcrtiizrtfion in tile NHI)A. As Section 104 consultation 
Ilas comolcncetl with out. office, we frtrthes requcsl that  const~ltirtion cont.inue with our agency. 
I?asly and coatinucti consult.fition with ulI parities of the MOA shows n psoactivo cffori is being 
trlacle l>y the leati agetlciw respntisiblc for coitsultnlion untlcr Section 106 reguiqt' c foils. 

Accortling to the Draft l3S, o pl~asecl upproacli to idctilily ardlcological rcso~rws, 
inclwling burials will be user1 in tilc I'sujecr. As a plursed itrcl\eologicai invelikory survey wilt bc 
completed as tl~c prqject conlmerlces, rRe extent of irrchcoiogical rcsotirces that tnity be prcse111 is 
yet. to be sccn. 'I'l.)crcforc, a Programmittic Aylcetncnt (PA) is bcillg dcvclopett by lbc Icads of 
tile t)sc!jcct which will stipulate the full cxlcnl of rcspo~lsibililies prior la each co~\slruc(ion phiise, 
idetlt iSy invited concu~riiig signatories, and provide dilcct.ion oil mitigation of ndvwse cffccts. 
OHA would likc lo bo offcrcd an opportunity to rcvicw and provide com~nent on the PA upon its 
cornpielion. 

Mirigation mcawkrcs for any potential a.ci~cologicttl resources that lnity be affectcd durillg 
consimckion inclode n~ci\eological monitoring, prcscrving archeological rcsourccs, arid burial 
rrcatmenl.. Subs\nrf;ice archeological resources inctucting burials could be iinpactcd by 
cot~slructioti. OHA ttdvocatcs for aschcologicaI monitosiag it1 any ground disturbing activities 
associatecl with the project. At thc very Icitst, archnco~ogical monitoritlg should he [)erfornied in 
aicas iclclirihetl with a "Matlcrnte" and "I-Iigh" rating. Bccnusc an arclleological monitorirtg plan 
is yet lo be clrr~lteci r~nd releaseci wc leq~icst to be providcd this illan for review ant1 comrnent 
upon completion. An approved archc~logici~l ~nonitoring plan pufiucl~lt to the h4OA sl~ouItf bc 
cntu:lctl to sct tip it process lo handlc any atcheological resources 01% iwi kiipuila that miiy bc 
unearthed ditring cons(luclion. 

OHA rcquest D?S's assurances tlmt shoulcl iwi ktipuna or Nafivc I-frtwaiian cultt~ral or 
traditional dcp)sils bc fotind cluring the construction of h e  project, work will cease, atld thc 
al)propriaic agcncies will be conlactcd putsuuril to applicable law. 01-IA wotrld i11sc1 like lo bc 
notifictl al that timc. 

Natural Hesources 
During early coasuitation for this project, conccr~is wc~.c expressed about thc ko'o1oa'ul;t 

(.4btrrilotr ~.rtcitziesii), con~monly kiluw~i us [lie ccct 'ilima, The ko'oioa'uta is an cndt\ngcrccl plant 
wllich is known 1.0 inhabil arcas of KapoIei. Tllc fcdcn~l govcrtiment is currently implcmcnting 
a conservation plan for this cndangcrcii plant. OkIA tlotcs that thc proposed lrrqjccl would 
cncroacll into within 200 fcet of an eslablished contsngci\cy reserve cont.aincd witllitl a habit\\( 
conservation plat1 of fl~cse eatfnngered plants. (DEIS, pagc 4-1 19) OI-IA realizes tllat miligalion 
meastllcs havc bcai spccifiecl for ttiis habitat cooservatio~l pli111 that include fttture de!:cttzpments; 
I~owcvcr, \lie scc,o~nrnend Ilia\ rhc inciclcntal take Iiceilsc kc ~cviewcd to cnsun that [tiis 
parrictilarly largc and itniquc proposaf will coinply wirlj spccil'icd tncasuscs previously 
clolumlined. Thcrclhic, vje urgc tllal the D'TS scconsicter Il.~cir asscrl.ion of a [incling 01' 110 et'fcct 



on ally thrcittcnetl, ci1ct;uigercd or protccled species (DEIS, pxgc 4.- 125) lt111iI (his is dotic. Also, 
has tile IYl'S consrrllcd with ihe U.S. 12ish a i ~ l  Wikllif'e Servicc rcgarcling scabir(1 atiractioll 
prevenktivc mcasuivs and it~corpora~ccl thcm into their ctesigll plsi~s? Wc waultl like 10 see n 
copy of TITS'S Secliot) 7 co~~sufratioa. 

Contarnii~ateti Sitcs 
As thc DEXS slttlcs (111 page 4-1 13, tilere rrre a 11t1m1)cr of properlies proposed to he rrsctl 

t l l t i t  are c;onleminatctI. D'I'S should assess whether chemicals of potentiat coaccni are gtcsatl in  
shitllow soil or grounclwatc~. at tlrcsc sites. IS alIowcd (o go forward, remccliat.ion of the 
conla~ninated alcas bcforc: tlcconslruclion will lil<cly be ncccssury. Aclditio~~ully, long-tcrnz 
biological itnd chcrnical monito~.ing shoulct be estilblishcrl lo oleitsure nny ct~tillge in conta~ninant 
levels over time ~ I I I ~  fhc ~ss~cialctl biologics1 ICSPOIISC. 

OfIA tlocs apprccia1.c that IYLS ploposcs peunulctlt bcsl ~nanagelncrll practices (B t~ l l~s j  
to address wakr 11tlali1y (hat includc an iuspec~io~\ and mnit~tcnancc plan to cr)su~'e thal ltiey arc 
attainirtg thcir objectives. (DEIS, page 4- -132) 

Stonnwatcr 
Genc~ally, 01-IA wishes lo ace stoi'mwtilcir as a Icsotrrcc lo be ct~pturctl and conserved 

ril(hcr lhan a i~uisame to be chaoneleci arld tirained away. The usc of pelmcable paving mtitcrials 
can bc used lo txtain some of the rail\ lttat L:;illa, itnd calcl~ btlsins can captuia and help lo slow the 
ru~loff Ibei.cby iaducing rurbitlity. We hope Lhat D'I'S en11 incorporutc ihesc iclcas illto thcir walcr 
nnanagcmcti[ systan, which alrcatfy includcs sollze of these cancepls. 

X'ehu.1 Harbor Natiorial M'ildlili. Refuge and tVctlands 
(11-Ifil notes ihiit ttlc 17carl Harbor Naiio~lal Wildijfc ltcfugc is listccl hnI>il:~t (01. 

cnrtiungcrcci htuut~ and i i  oxisrs within lllc pi.qjccl corridor. (DEIS, pages 4- 123) in I'acl, I f  rS 
proposes to put a possiblc "maintctiancc untl storage L'acility" (ISHIS, page 4- 132) rr Inere 1,000 
f'cet i'llom this pmtcctecl habitat. OHA apprcciatcs tRsr thc wetlands arc to wmain intact (DEIS, 
page 4-12Gj; however, this in ao way cnsrlrcs tl~at tliere will be no adverse cffcc(s to thc~~i .  

For examplc, OHA sees that 13'1's propascs to fill in s o ~ ~ ~ c  wetlands, (BEIS, page 4- 128) 
We also poi111 out that the 13i'al'1 El5 pluirlly states that this "maintenence aild sloragc fitcility will 
i~~cludc tun increased level of I3MPs bccnt~se it would bc the sy s l c~~~ ' s  lnost ittdusfrial Licilily." 
(DEIS, page 4-132, empl~asis acidecl) OFIA urges that strict H'MPs slloulcl apply lo Illis lypc oi' 
facility no nlattcr ivherc i t  is loc;itcd alld that sincc this is u "possiblc" location, glricing it uext lo 
enclangercci species tlabital is not tllc best citing for i t ,  We rcco~tlmcnd that altcrtlative locationu 
bc ~ n t t l y z ~ l  in the F31S. 

OIXA seeks clarificatio~~ h a t  the classification 01' the rcceivi~~g state ivatws for {his 
csruary is Class 2. As such, we poi~~t out that. DTS lnust bc awc31.c of ~ I I C  obligalioils to pl~)tcct 
thcsc waters for rccreaticrt~, equttlic IiTc (and wildlife), watersupl~lies, zunci (Slat ~ U I Y  discharge 
~ncts~ reccivc lhc ltesl degrcc US ircatllielll co~ripatihlc with this class. Rtrtker, no aew lreatcrl 
sewagc tlisclkal-gcs s11i111 be pcrmittc~l within wtuarics. Ok1A ~lc~tes tIw the i.'carl I..lar.bor esluary 



will bc irnpactctl by this proposal uad rcgtudiess of Ltlc cu~rcnt, statc of lllc watcr qltitlity of any of 
the lcccivil~g watcrs; i! is not lo serve as an excuse for 137's to shirk rhcis obligiltions. We also 
ask :rboul compatihilit)l with section 320 of [he C.:leso Wa1.c~ Act ant1 its ossocin\cd Nationr~l 
1:~stu:iry Program. 

1Snergy 
(>HA would J s o  l k c  la poinl out tltal Iiawai'i is sc-i~~vuiting its cncrgy portfolio. As 

SLLCJI, DTS S ~ O U J C I  considel' that by 2020, 20% of Hitwai'i's clcctricity is to be from lancwi~blc 
sou~.ccs. t'urliler, on Januilry 28, 2008, Assistaot Secscfasy of Ihc I)cpiirr~lzctli of Energy and 
Oovcrnor L,it~dil I,iaglc sigrlcd a g~auutibrouking M e m ~ ~ i t t ~ d u i ~ ~  of Utidcrslanditlg (MOIJ) 
bctwcctl the srnte g o v c r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c n t  anti rhc: U.S. Dcpantna~t of I!nagy's Office of Et~crgy Efficiency 
aucl Reucwable Energy. The MOU estimates that Mawai'i can potentially n~cct between (40 anct 
70 pt:rcent of its fu'ulnrc energy neccis frotn ctenn, renewable cilcrgy sourccs. 

As sttch, tllc lepislatutc has rccommentled applicaars consider the Lcittlcrship in G~~eigy 
and Envirot~~ncrrtal Design (1,f.<El.)) Grecn Building Rating Systei11, which is the natiotiully 
:lcceptccl bencbnurk fo~.  the dcsign, construction, and opett~tion of iligli p w f o ~ ~ ~ ~ a n c c  gtcen 
builtfings. OI-lA recotrtltzcnds tllc use of pbotovoltuic and s~llall uririd harvesting clccrrical 
ficnet.atk)n for pcl.ip11wal uses such as parking lot lighting. Solar energy sllould also be 
incorl?~wlcd inla the buiIdi11g platis. During constructian, OHA urges Iho uso of recyclable 
n'talcrials: slccl studs anci structural mcmbcrs, a~ id  wooct producls from ccrlifiod susl;~inable 
soruces, t,a~tdscapii~g should iliclucle nntivc species and I;\rge trees lo provide shndt. rtncl cooling 
to buildings t ~ s  well us parking lots. Additii~~irl!y, stale agctlcies cue rcgulatcd by FIRS $196-9 
clealing with cnorgy efficicuc)~ and cnvirot~znc~ltal stntidasds for slatc facilities, motor vehicles, 
a~lcl tratlspvrhtion fitel, Aldlottgll Il'tc LY1'S is not obligirtad to adl~cve to this statute, its it is 11ol it 
sLale agency, a~ ty  cl'forts by your agcllcy co conlpty with rt~c slandards sct L'orih in tkc statute 
would show a g ~ o d  hith cff'ort to minilnizc llic impact thitt thc I'rojcct will !lave on energy 
consumption. 

I5nvironrnentsI ,lustice Collccrns 
CIFI.4 cxprcsses sotne c o n c m  over the situ;~tial with thc 100 percenl alinotbi ty Banrind 

Patch cotnmuoity that will be clramatically affcct.e(f by this pra:oposal. ON/\ agrees that this 
cot~~trlunity is unique silt1 rve rccognizc tliat this tig11~-knit commtlnity has beet1 living tl~crc for 
getie~.t\tions. Displacanenf of this cntirc: community i s  solnetlting Ihiit will !lave to be adcquatelp 
add~.cssecl. Wc also point. out Biat the rcsideats of (his area (who do not have access to basic 
iaf~~~st rucwix scs\~iccs sudi its water atxi sewage) living in tnuiti-generatio~~ai housing, 
mainly as a rcsult of economic circun~stancc, not so  rnuck as a rcst~ll of cultulal influctlct%~. 
(1:)1,31S, page 4-35) 

Signage as R 1'001 for Presel.vation 
Wltal cu!fu~'al resources are affcc[ed, cff'cct ivc docurncnrulion or the r.csou~.ccs ;tad the 

culttt~.al lundscapc in which it is locatecl in shoulcl bc considcrcd us a nlitigatiot\ mcasurc. 
Sign2,n.c wtated to tho prcservaiion of tesourccs or tbc locatioli of a wlocalcd cx displaced 
r'c:sotrlcc shoultl hc co~lsidct.c!il in order ru plascrve thc history tu~tl cultulc of'a landscape. This 



~nitigation mcasula could also ltavc rllc potwltial l o  dcvclop economic 01- comlmniIy-based 
activities which wouItl bslcfit thc local commut~iiics LIlilt will be af fcc t~l  by tire Projcc[. 
Llonsttltation regardiag this matter could bc cot~ductcd wirh local cosnmunily orgilnizations cud 
local tiawaiiari Civic Clubs. 

Visual and Acstt~etics Conccr~rs 
'I'hcre is no doubl Ihiit [he Psojjcct wil l  crcalc sod prodttcc visual and ticstl~etic effects or1 

tllc landscapes within the transit corridor. Mitigatior~ t~~eastt~-cs discussccl it1 the DI!IS focus o n  
prcscsvii~g visuai rcsot~sccs al-ld cnhatlcing thc pt'ojcct dcsign to comply wit11 itpplicablr: policies. 
"Shc DBIS includes measitres to consult wikh the cornmur~ities surroutlding each statioil fix illpul 
o n  station dcsign clcmcnts. OkIA st~pporls this mcasurc i~llri  rccom~ncnds consultalion wit11 eactl 
rc:spcctive communi1.y'~ Ncighborhoocl 13ottr(l and it-lawaiiaa Chic Club. 

M i l l l ~  residetlis havc expressed concerns ovcr tlrc visual ar~cl ilestlletic impacrs Illat thc 
~~roposeci projccr will have on ll~e lantlscapc. As a l'osii-~ of o~itignting [he et'fccts thc proposed 
project \vill iiave otl tlw cc~lfural laadswpc, we arfvocale that narive pfancs sftould be incolponictxi 
illto the lanctsca~ring und vegetatiotx plans i~rounci the rail transit corridor including the trilrlsit 
stations whcn at all possibtc. I.,andsciiping will] ealivc plants fu'urthcrs the ~rattitioaal Ilawniian 
concept of mirlama 'hitla and cr-cates ti more Hizwaiiun sense of plact:. 'This cotlccpt is one stnall 
way (he cultural furtdscape can be prcservccl i ~ r  ;la urban setting. 

'Thank you Lbs the oppoi.turtiiy MI cornnxenl. If: you / lave fut.lRcrqmstions, plcasc contacr 
Jason .Tcrcn~iah by phone at (808) 594- 1 8 1 6 or c-ruilil hi111 at ji!s!?~?i$P.\?!u~!~!:~:. 

C: Ted Miitlcy 
F7'A Repi011 IX  
201 Missiotl Street, Suite 1650 
San Ft.rulcisco, Califort\iil 94 105 

I<al-hcrinc Puana fCecilolla, 1)irector. 
Office of  Ei~vimnnet~tal Quality Control 
fkrwai'i State Del~artmenl of I-Icalth 
235 Soudl 13crelania Sir-eel. Suite 702 
I.lonolulu, Hawaii 968 13 
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Mr. Clyde W. Namuo, Administrator 
Office of Hawaiian Affairs 
State of Hawaii 
71 1 Kapiolani Boulevard, Suite 500 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 3 

Dear Mr. Namuo: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Public Hearings for the Draft EIS 

All five Public Hearings on the Draft EIS were scheduled for two hours each. Though the 
Public Hearing Officer's section of hearing oral testimony from the public closed priorto the end 
of the meetings because of lack of public comment, the Public Hearing Officer stayed through 
the entire two-hour scheduled Hearing and would have been able to reconvene the Hearing if 
requested by a member of the public wishing to provide comment. In addition, individuals were 
able to speak with a court reporter to make official comments and/orplace written comments into 
the record for the entire two-hour time period the Hearing was scheduled for. Thus, the public 
was allowed to offer comments for the entire two hours that were allotted and advertised to the 
public. In addition, comments were accepted on the website and in writing through February 6, 
2009. 
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Archaeological, Cultural, and Historic Resources 

FTA has extended an invitation to OHA to be a concurring party to the Programmatic 
Agreement (PA). 

The PA prepared for this Project is included as Appendix H, Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act Programmatic Agreement, in this Final EIS. OHA has been a 
consulting party throughout the Section 106 process and has been requested to provide input to 
the process at several points during the process. OHA was invited to and participated in 
consultation meetings related to development of the PA under Section 106. 

Archaeological site investigations will be conducted pursuant to the PA and described in 
Section 4.16 of the Final EIS. It will include survey plans, sunley and coordination. SHPD will 
be consulted throughout the process. 

Pursuant to Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 6E, work will stop and SHPD would be 
contacted at the time of discovery of any iwi kupuna or native Hawaiian cultural or traditional 
deposits. The City will notify OHA and other interested parties of the discovery and any action 
taken. 

Natural Resources 

Although the Project will have no effect on threatened, endangered, and protected 
species, mitigation will be implemented for the Abutilon plants, kooloaula. A State Incidental 
Take License for kooloaula was issued on March 18, 2005, to the HDO T. The City will secure a 
Certificate of Inclusion from the State for the Project. Mitigation measures have already been 
specified in and HCP for the population of kooloaula, including the establishment of an ?&acre 
contingency reserve for the plants. Specific measures to protect and offset losses of the 
kooloaula have been established by the USFWS in the existing HCP. If an HCP is needed or if 
the existing HCP needs to be amended, the City will implement the measures outline of the 
USFWS in the new or amended HCP. This will offset impacts to the plant, and there will be no 
unavoidable adverse environmental effect to the kooloaula. Additionally, prior to clearing and 
grubbing near the kooloaula contingency reserve, the area will be surveyed. Of any kooloaula 
are found, a horticulturist approved by DLNR will be given an opportunity to remove the plants 
and transplant them to the contingency reserve. 

Section 4.13, Ecosystems, of this Final EIS explains that the Project will not adversely 
affect protected migratory waterbirds. Hawaii's waterbirds and migratory birds have adapted to 
multi-lane elevated free ways with thousands of automobiles, buses, tractor trailers, traveling at 
random intervals, at a rate that is 10-20 mph faster than the train, see Section 4.13.3, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Ecology], in this Final EIS. 

As Hawaii's waterbirds and migratory birds have adapted in the past as discussed above, 
it is, therefore, reasonable to state that the birds would adapt over time to a fixed rail train that 
travels at a slower rate of speed (50 mph) than current traffic. 

FTA has concluded Section 7 consultation. Appendix F of the Final EIS includes 
consultation correspondence, including correspondence with the USFWS. The USFWS did not 
express concern about seabird attraction. 
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No endangered species have been identified on either of the evaluated maintenance and 
storage facility sites. , 

Contaminated Sites 

If the Project has to acquire or be built on contaminated property, the contamination will 
be remediated within the construction limits. The Project will not perform long-term biological 
and chemical monitoring as that responsibility resides with the responsible party, as described 
below. Further guidance is included in FTA Circular 5010. ID, which will be followed for the 
Project. This guidance provides: 

"Contaminated Property (including Brownfields). Appropriate due diligence concerning 
contamination is conducted as a part of the NEPA process and before selection of a 
contaminated property in a capital project is considered. 

Appraisals may consider contamination in determining the market value of the property. 
The terms, "contamination" and "hazardous material" are interpreted broadly to include all 
contaminants that can affect property value. 

(a) The legal responsibility for hazardous material clean-up and disposal rests with 
parties within the property title chain and with parties responsible for the placement of the 
material on the property. Grantees must attempt to identify and seek legal recourse from 
those potentially responsible parties or substantiate the basis for not seeking 
reimbursement. 

(b) During the NEPA process, the grant applicant will have considered not only the 
estimated project cost of appropriate remediation (remediation being any action, 
developed in consultation with appropriate regulatory agencies, to reduce, remove or 
contain contamination), the applicant will also have considered and taken action 
regarding the short and long-term liabilities associated with Brownfields, if applicable. 

(c) To encourage the complete assessment of contamination prior to Project decision- 
making, FTA generally will not participate in the remediation of contamination discovered 
during construction. 

(d) The grantee should contact FTA for technical assistance regarding contaminated 
property. 'I 

Storm water 

As noted, the Permanent Best Management Practices (BMPs) Plan will describe 
practices to be included as part of the Project to address stormwater quality before the water is 
discharged to streams or existing storm drain systems. The BMPs will promote a natural, low- 
maintenance, sustainable approach to managing and increasing stormwater quality. 

Permanent BMPs, such as bioretention areas, vegetated buffer strips, dry swales, water 
quality basin, and structural BMPs with oilwater separators will be considered, as needed, 
during the park-and-ride site and the maintenance and storage facility design process. Selection 
of permanent BMPs will be site-specific and may be modified as a result of geotechnical data 
collection during final design. 
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The discussion of permanent BMPs has been revised in the Final EIS, Section 4.14.3, 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Water]. As stated in this section, pollution 
prevention BMPs, such as regular inspection and cleaning of the drainage system, will need to 
be a part of the stormwater management plan that will be developed during Final Design. 
Permanent BMPs will be implemented for the maintenance and storage facility and the park-and- 
ride facilities. Permanent BMPs will also be installed for stormwater that drains from the 
guideway at all crossings of waterbodies. In some instances, the discharge of stormwater from 
the guideway may increase stormwater inflow to some waters as a result of rainfall collecting on 
impervious surfaces where infiltration currently occurs. However, because stormwater quality is 
not expected to be adversely affected, no streams or downstream marine waters would 
experience negative effects. Stormwater runoff will be filtered through landscaped median areas 
and sedimentation collars where possible. Stormwater will be filtered through specially designed 
bioinfilfration units near water bodies on the HDOH 303(d) list of water quality-limited segments 
(specifically Sites 4, 12, 18, and 19). In locations where space does not allow for their use, 
downspout filters will be installed on drains near impaired waters (Sites 7 and 30). 

Permanent BMPs will be installed as part of the Project to address stormwater quality 
before the water is discharged to streams or existing storm drain systems. The BMPs will 
promote a natural, low-maintenance, sustainable approach to managing and increasing 
stormwater quality. At a minimum, all stormwater downspouts from the guideway will include 
erosion control BMPs and energy dissipation devices to prevent any scour of landscaped 
medians. An integral part of the permanent BMPs will be an inspection and maintenance plan to 
ensure that the BMPs operate as designed. The Project will consider the use of permeable 
paving materials in locations where runoff would not be polluted. 

Pearl Harbor National Wildlife Refuge and Wetlands 

No endangered species have been identified on either of the evaluated maintenance and 
storage facility sites. As the Project will not adversely affect endangered species, no alternatives 
have been evaluated. The environmental consequences of the Project, including at the 
proposed maintenance and storage facilities, are presented in Section 4.13.3 of the Final EIS. 

The Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit triggers the need for Department Of 
Health's Clean Water Act, Section 401 Water Quality Certifcation for the Project. 

The Clean Water Branch of the State Department of Health has provided comment on 
the Draft EIS. Through the individual Section 401 Water Quality Permit, the Clean Water Branch 
of the State Department of Health will ensure that the State's anti-degradation policy (HAR, 
Section 1 1-54- 1. I )  will be complied with. Permanent BMP's to protect water quality include 
vegetated swales, retention ponds, and grit removal structures; these are discussed above and 
in full detail in Section 4.14.3 of the Final EIS. 

A large detention basin is proposed for the Leeward Community College Maintenance 
and Storage Facility Site, the preferred Maintenance and Storage Facility Site. The detention 
basin will overflow via a new 60-inch drain to the shore of Pearl Harbor at Middle Loch. This site 
is assigned to a Category IVB because nearshore waters supported, until recently, a mangrove 
forest. To meet avoidance alternative minimization requirements, structural elements of the 
drain will not be placed in waters of the U. S. The system will have a permanent oil/water/sand 
separator prior to the ouffall, and any discharge entering Pearl Harbor will meet water quality 
requirements for the estuary. See Figure in Section 4.14.2. Impacts will be limited to infrequent 
flows generated by large storms. These treated flows will contribute fresh water to the Loch. 
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However, Pearl Harbor is considered to be an estuary because of the resfricted exchange with 
the Pacific Ocean through a narrow mouth, and the substantial freshwater flows from a number 
of contributing springs and streams draining southern Oahu. 

Energy 

Future generation of electricity from renewable sources will enable the Project to provide 
additional reduction in fossil fuels. As a worst-case analysis, the Final EIS evaluates a future 
scenario where all electricity is generated from fossil fuels. Even in this scenario, fuel 
consumption islandwide would be lower with the Project in place compared to No Build 
conditions. 

LEED standards will be followed for the maintenance and storage facility. There are no 
applicable LEED standards for the guideway. Where LEED classification is not available, the 
principles of the U. S. Green Building Council will be followed during the design and construction 
of the Project to include items such as recycling materials, instituting a waste management plan, 
use of fly as in concrete, and using Low-VOC paints and coatings, and many others. Integration 
of photo-voltaic cells into stations and other project features could reduce net project electricity 
demand. The Project will incorporate other sustainable design measures, such as the use of 
native plants. While the Project is not regulated by HRS Chapter 196-9 requirements, DTS 
supports the intent of the statute by providing an efficient and sustainable system. 

Environmental Justice Concerns 

There is no reasonable alternative to displacement of the Banana Patch community. 
DTS has been coordinating with residents of the Banana Patch community since October 2008. 
Every household has been visited by DTS staff to discuss the Project, and potential relocation 
assistance. 

A special community meeting was held at the Alpha Omega Christian Fellowship Church. 
Invitations were sent to each Banana Patch community household. At this meeting, a brief 
presentation was given on the Project and public testimony was recorded by a court reporter. A 
transcript is included in Appendix A, Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Responses, of this Final EIS. 

DTS will continue to work with individual property owners to provide relocation services. 
As stated in this Final €IS in Section 4.4.3, "Relocation services will be provided to all affected 
business and residential property owners and tenants without discrimination; persons, 
businesses, or organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly and 
equitably." As a whole, the community cohesion is typical of a set of neighbors and is not 
particularly tight-knit. 

Signage as a Tool for Preservation 

As described in the Section 106 PA that is included as Appendix H to the Final EIS, the 
Project will document and provide cultural context for resources in the study corridor. 
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Visual and Aesthetic Concerns 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty was considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in the Draft EIS. The Project would be set in an urban context 
where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are typical. The 
following measures would be included with the Project to minimize negative visual effects and 
enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 

Develop and apply design guidelines that would establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

Retain existing trees where practical and provide new vegetation. 

Shield exterior lighting. 

Coordinate the project design with the City's TOD program within DPP. DTS will 
consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements. 

The City and County of Honolulu is conducting workshops with communities where rail 
stations are proposed. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations 
and give opportunities to residents to contribute ideas about the appearance of station 
entryways in their neighborhood. Ideas generated at the workshops will be incorporated into the 
station planning process. 

A landscaping plan has been outlined in the Final EIS in Section 4.8.3 to mitigate visual 
effects of the Project, including utilization of native plants, and replacement of trees and lost 
vegetation as appropriate. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Ve tr ly yours, 

v92- 
WAYNEVY. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContentJNotes : To: Department of Transportation Services 
From: Janet Gillmar/ ASLA/ 

Campus Planning Office1 U. of Hawaii 
Date: February 6,2009 

Comments on the Rail Transit DEIS: 

1. Alternate plans anticipating possible lower population and tourism 
levels 

Two major new factors that could affect future population levels on Oahu 
because of a potential shrinkage of a mainstay of our economy, tourism, 
have arisen in the past year or two, global warming and economic 
turmoil. "The tectonic plates have moved". Given that our situation 
has changed since rail transit plans were begun, we need to review the 
plans in this light, make adjustments and proactively anticipate possible 
further adjustment in subsequent phases. 

The first one of the new factors is recognition of the seriousness of 
global warming and the effect human activity has on it. The exponential 
increase In long distance global tourism that we have seen in the past 50 
years may roll back in response to restrictions on air travel due to global 
warming. Of course, it could be that new passenger ships that use sails 
plus auxiliary engines, maybe solar powered, could allow the 
maintenance of current air travel volume to Hawaii. But we cannot make 
reliable projections here and need to be prepared for different scenarios. 

The second new factor is the current global financial turmoil which 
includes volatiie oil orices and reduced weaitth in our traditionat soutces 
of visitors. Of course, there is the potential that risina incomes in Asia, in 
particular in China, will offset lowei North American hmily travel 
budgets. Perhaps Hawaii will succeed in substantially increasing its 
presence in high technology sectors, significantly expand a ricuiiural 
production, or find another way to support our ourrent or higaer levels of 
resident population. But, again, we cannot make reliable projections so 
need to be prepared to move in alternative ways. 

The result could well be that our population will either not grow any more 
or would even shrink. Just one effect of this possibility is that rail transit 
planning should not continue to assume that it is politically impossible for 
any portion of the existing road lanes to be occupied by a rail line on the 
surface. Putting the transit line on the surface through the Chinatown- 
Downtown- State Capitof Special District, for instance, would make a 
maior difference with resDect to concerns about the neaatlve visual 
impact of an elevated raii line through this central and fistorical part of 
our city, which has been carefully protected by City ordinances for many 
years. 

2. Salt Lake versus airport route 

It would seem that adding a spur to the airport from a main line through 
Salt Lake, or a spur to Salt Lake from the airport, should be feasible and 
would add immensely more value to the transit system with relatively 



little added construction cost or operational problems. Tcis is a feature 
in many other rail transit systems. There could be " A  trains to the 
airport, or Salt Lake, and "5" trains to Kapolei from central Honolulu and 
vice versa from Kapolei to Monolulu. 

3. Visual and cultural impact on Special Districts 

An elevated rail line should not run through Chinatown-Downtown-the 
State Capitol Special District not only because of the special district 
status for 2 of those places but specifically because ot the severe visual 
impact on the mauka-makai views that are part of the special district 
ordinances as well as the adjacent urban environment. The logical and 
traditional Hawaiian wav of orientina oneself on islands is bv reference 
to the radius of a circle,'via mauka-kakai views, and along ihe circle, via 
Ewa and Diamond for central Honolulu, Impeding or degrading those 
views would have a serious impact on irnportanthistoric buildhgs and 
landscapes and a Hawaiian sense of place that everyone, including our 
economicaliy important visitors, would sense and react to negatively. 

4. Conceptual and detailed design 

Mow well the conceptual and detailed design of all parts of the system is 
done, especially the elevated ~ortions of the system and the stations, 
will significantly affect community acceptance.'ln general, all elements 
should be as visually unobtrusive as possible. 

a. To do that, stations need to be individually designed. The landscape 
architect should be an equal partner from the beginning of the design 
process. The architectural design for each structure as a whole should 
be low-profile, not heroic or iconic. Each structure should be sensitively 
attuned to its urban and/or scenic landscape context, the architectural 
character of adjacent buildings and very well designed in its construction 
and detaiis. 

b. The structure for elevated aortions of the system should be a thread 
of unobtrusively elegant sculpture that varies i'n color and form, 
chameleon-like, according to its context, 

5. Impact on existing road lanes, sidewalk and planting space 

Where an eievated structure is inserted in an existing road right of way 
corridor, what happens to the sidewalk and tree planting space if existing 
road travel lane capacity is to be maintained? 

6. Impact on ability to provide future bicycle lanes 

Interest in providing for more and safer bicycle travel via designated 
bicycle lanes has increased. I f  some of the right of way space is taken 
for the piers supporting an elevated rail line, how can bicycles be 
accommodated? 















\MaV?r Rerourccs Resencrli Center 
Enviro~llncntal Ccntcr 

February 6, 2009 
BE: 0784 

Way~le Yoshioka 
Departtnctlt of 'Cransportatian Services 
City and Coiulty of Nonolut~l 
650 So~ltlz Kiog Street, 3"" tloor 
I-tonoiulu, HI 968 13 

Dear Mc Yoshioka: 

Draft Envirot~inetltal impact Statelnent 
I-Ionolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

I-lol~orolulu and Ewa, Oahu 

City and County of Elor~oolulu, Department of 'I'mi~sportation Services proposes to 
constn~ct a high-capacity nil syste~x between East Kapolei atld Ala Moana Center. Tlle Draft 
Enviro~unental Impact Sbtelzletlt includes a No Build and 3 Build Alternatives. The Build 
Alternatives w o ~ ~ f d  involve between 19 and 25 miles of elevateti guideway and would i~lclude 
transit stations, a maitlte~~allce and storage facility, and park-and-ride facilities. 

'Skis review was conducted with the assista~~ce of ICari ICitn, UWM Urban and Regional 
Planning; Panos Prevedouros, UHM Civil and Eizvironrnental Engineeritlg; Evelyn Cox, UEIWO 
Biology; and Ryan Riddle, E~~vironmel~tal Center. 

We feel that the DEIS does not adequately capture tile full range of costs and benefits 
associated with the proposed project. It appears to focus too narrowly on transportation eielnents 
rather than on rlle fir11 range of social, environmental, and econolnic benefits and costs associated 
with the proposed project. While travel time savings are indeed an impol-tant potential aspect of 
the project, so too are other factors sttcil as mobility, access, energy use, and ecoilomic issues. 
The DEIS also fails to adeqtrately iacorpot-ate col~cepts ofsustainability especialiy as it applies to 
project design. 

In addition to our generat cotntnetlts we aiso have several specific comments. 

%SOD Dolc Slrwt, Knusr hnncs 19 I-lonc~lulu, I-law,ii'i '16822 
'Telq)l~une: (WI 956.7:361 I:ax: (LIOU! 056-:I980 

An Equal O~) l~or l i~ r l i l y /A i~ i r~ l~~~ iwAcl io~~  Irlstitution 
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Alternatives Considered (pp. S-2 - $4) 

The project calls for an elevated guideway. The benefits of chis system compared to an 
at-grade system have not been sufficiently demonstrated. How ~nucll additional performance in 
tertns of reduction in travel time is achieved by elevation compared to sig11a1 prioritization and 
other operating procedures that could be i~nplernetlted with an at-grade system? 

The bellefits of being on tlle groutld, up close to activity generators cotnpared to proposed 
elevated statio~ls in the ixiddle of roadways have not been demonstrated. There is insufficiellt 
discussion of the benefits of at1 exclusive right-of-way and ailtomation over an at-grade system 
operated by drives. t-hw do the labc savings associated with a ft~Ny automated system compaye 
with tile capital and environmental costs of building aa elevated concrete strt~cture? 

The documents do not sufficiently describe the operating characteristics of tile system 
vis-8-vis other cotnpetitlg teclznotogies in terms of performance, convenience, and trip quality. If 
instcad of building an expensive elevated trallsit system in which billions are spent on coi~crete 
strtictures, what if a cornparabte level ofspetlding was on buses, at-grade tight rail, and 
improvements to the energy grid? Given the iu~reliability of Oal~u's electric systetn and the two 
recent islandwide blaclcouts, tnore attention should go towards design of a more appropriate 
systetn given apparent limitations in the present electrical infrastruclure. 

DElS Base Travel Times (p. 1-5) 

One of our faculty reviewers offered this anecdote questioning the DEIS' given 
vehicular travel time of 89 tninutes froin Kapolei to Dowiltown: 

Huving rmiu'eci in Knyoki Ji)r a sshor:! pet-i~c/ $2007, 1 Icnowji'orn personcrl 
expet-ienm rhar the tnorning yenk period ,?rove1 lituefi-om Kapolei to ~iownfown is alwcp 
tmder. 75 rulinutes in (he aOsevrce of rain or. any /me closula. I wcrs startled that the DElS 
use,s 0 alilne of $9 minutes. 

In a non sciemztific survey of people listening in to a aradio program some mcasuremetlts of 
travel titlle from the 14- 1 fi-eeway to Alalcea Street it1 dowl~tow~l if they depart Kapolei between 6 
AM and 7 AM were discussed. The average time of the caifers was abor~t 60 minutes. Therefore, 
roughly speaking the LIEIS may be ~ising a SO% overestimate of the travel time which leads to 
false benefits of travel titnes by rail. 

The DEIS fails to demonstrate the root causes of traffic co~xgestion, T l~e  real issue is 
traffic flow col~ditiotls 011 Nimitz EIighway which varies widely as these travel tinles show: I I, 
16 or 18 minutes wit11 good conditions, 25, 30 or 41 ~nirrutes with poor conditions. 'I'his makes it 
clear that a roughly two mile long Nilnitz Viaduct will provide a cotlsistent travel timnc fkom 
airport-to-AIakea of about G mi~tntes, reducing the peak hour trip from Kapolei to dowtltow;~ 
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from about 60 ~ninutes to about 40 minutes. A relatively modest invest~nenl solves a huge part of 
the morning cotninute congesrion. 

Note that rail will be providing airport-to-Alakea transit travel time of about 50 to 54 
mimtes depending on the route selected. The airport route provides the longest travel liine for 
this origin-desti~iatiot pair while the Salt Lake route a little shorter. 

Alternatives and Technologies Considered but Rejected (p. 2-7) 

Tlze DElS is inaccurate in claiming that OMPO rejected the Pearl Harbor 'Cunnel. The 
UH Congestion Study found that this alternative has substat~tial traffic benefits at a cost 
comparable to that of the rail. There has been no substantiation to the tunnel's alleged costs 
between 7and I f biI1ion dollars. 

Methodology (pp. 3-2 - 3-3) 

The Synchro 6.0 software suite was used for intersection analysis. Synchro applied thc 
KCM Operational Analysis tnetl~odology and intetsection input data to estimate control delay at 
each study intersection. This traffic analysis rnethod is not suitable for saturated conditions, and 
is not suitable for corridor and regiotlal studies. I-1CM illentions these limitations. Allnost all 
traffic elements alotlg this corridor are oversaturated, thus MCM ~nethodologies do not apply 
(ualess the wrong data are used and degrees of satrvation are low). Either way the output is 
wrong or misleading. 

Futuw Conditions and Effects: No Euild Aitertiative (p. 3-16) 

On page 3- 16 the DEIS states, "Even with $3 billion in roadway improvetnents tinder tlle 
No Build Altenlative, traffic delay in 2030 would increase by 44%", If one was to correctly 
model all the cotnmitted congestion rclief projects in the Oallu Regional Trartsportatiotl Plan 
2030 and co~nbi~le them with the fact that Oahu's populatioa I~as been stagnant or falling (and 
bound to further fall due to tile poor econonly and housing prices), the higlzway cot~gestion in 
2030 could improve by at least 15%. 

For example, the PM zipper alone will carly about 1,500 vehicles per Itour through the 
Kalauao screenline with three or more people in tileem thus resulting it1 a person capacity of 4,500 
going west. 'I'l~ese are individuals removed fiom the existir~g network thus providing substantial 
traffic relief, The westbound utilization of the rail will be optimistically 6,000 people through the 
Kalatlao screenline of whom at most half will be drivers and ex-caipooters or 3,000 people. 'The 
PM zipper coinbitled with a Nitnitz flyover can potentialIy result in a co~ltinuou~s trip at 55 miles 
per Ilot~r from Iwilei to Wailele to ICapolei. This comtnute is lialfas long in duration as that by 
rail. Therefore the PM zipper lane can potentially be more beneficial. However, the DEIS tries to 
convi~lce LIS that initjor traffic congestion re1iefprojects will not yield much relief wheseas the 
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rail wit11 its inferior speed and 15+ stops to Kapolei will yield superior travel time savings and 
traffic congestion itnprovetnetlts. Past of the season is lilcely that planizing models are insensitive 
to bottlenecks atld ollly provide rough estimates based on some assu~lzed values of capacity. One 
of our reviewers asserts that a regional n~icrosirnulatio~ traffic nzodet assessing tlxe impacts with 
and without correctly modeled ORTP 2030 projects is needed to assess the benefits of the 
projects ill Table 2-3 of the DEIS. 

Transit Ridership (p. 3-26 .- 3-34) 

TIle description of patronage estimates for the system is weak. 'I'here is illsufficient detaiI 
to adequately review and validate the estimates for ridership. Given advances in ridership 
forecasting and spatial atjalysis of trip origins and destinatiot~s, more disaggregate level 
illfortnatio~l should have bee11 provided. While the tulderlying model seems appsop~,iate for 
regional highway planning, it seems less appropriate for analyzing a specific transit corridor or 
for estitnating the detnatld for rait transit ill specific neighborhoods or associated wit11 individual 
stations. in pal-ticular, the travel bel~avior of pedestrians and those lnalcing shol-ter urbat~ trips 
does not appear to be adequately captured. More attention should be given to public transit users. 
The forecasting tnetkod relies too l~eavily on out-dated population estimates and doesn't 
incotporate more recent changes in growdi, development, and eco~~ornic conditions. 
Additionally, there isn't sufficient distinction by trip purpose, nor adequate modeling of induced 
trips or behaviorai changes associated with the construction of the system. 

Specific improvetnents for the transit-depetldeilt or IzousehoIds witllout access to private 
aummobiles slxould be described as well as the station-by-station impl.ovetnent in services for the 
elderly or persons wit11 disabilities. Tlle benefits or changes in IeveI ~Ftransportatioa setvices for 
low income as well as other e~zvironmental justice populations should also be evaluated at the 
neighborhood or 'TAZ level. Many of tile maps and displays lack stifficie~lt detail in older to 
evaluate neighborlzood or community-level impacts. 

The increase it1 ridership related to transit oriented development should also be 
addressed. Efforts to validate the ridership forecasts slzouId be &scribed as well as an assessment 
of 11ot just data quality, accitracy, and reliability but also assumptio~zs regarding growth and 
developtnent in the corridor served by the proposed transit system. The robustness ofpatrorlage 
esti~nates given changes in fuel prices, econotnic growth, employment, and otller trig-tnaking 
activities are not adequately demonstrated. 

A related area of concern is the impacts of the system on bus ridership and service to 
co~nlnunities in outlyit~g areas. 'The extent to which the bus systetn will support and feed ridess to 
the rail system slzould be described as well as the changes in set-vice for all transit patrons. 'To 
what extent will tlxere be duplicate bus and rail service? 

Effects on Parking, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities, and Freight fpp. 3-4 1 - 3-44) 



February 6,2009 
Page 5 

The analysis of transportation impacts fails to adequately cover tlle relationship between 
increased and improved txil services and changes in the level and distribution of bicycle, 
pedestrian and other trips. While some mention was made of improvemeills to pedestrian 
facilities, the effects of these investrtlents on pedestria~l tripmaking behavior aren't described. A 
more complete discussion of non-motorized travel deillaild and its relationship to improved 
transit services should have been included. 

Environtne~rtal Analysis, Consequences and Mitigation (p. 4-1 -4-175) 

The benefits of the proposed system in terms of reduced air pollution, greet~ho~tse gas 
emissiotls RII~ dependency on fossil f ~ ~ e l s  have not been adequately described. The estimates of 
transportation impacts sl~ould I~ave been related to both local greenhouse gas inventories and 
carbon budgets. The tra~tsit system has the potential of significantly affecting not just emissions 
but also patterns of local develop~nent that in turn shape land use, development, and travel 
behavior. 

The environmeaal benefits of taking cars off the road have not been sufficiently 
quantified. It's not just the reduction in traffic, but also other costs (parking, repair and 
maintenatlce, safety, etc,) that should be quantified. The reduction in non-point source pollution 
associated with autotnobile use as well ss the decreased disposal costs associated with motor 
vellicles might also have been described. 

Environ~nental impacts associated with the proposed project were also inadequately 
described - nainely the impacts associated with the production of concrete and the coust~.uction 
of an elevated system. A life-cycle approacli to estimnating environmental impacts over time for 
the various cotnpoilents of the systcm as we11 as alternatives sl~oald have been provided. 

In  r-egards to etlcrgy expetlditu~e, a tnore thorough discussion of energy usage should be 
provided. Estimates of the per vehicle, per trip energy requiretnetlts of the proposed system 
compared to alternative t~avel modes (bus, privatc auto, etc.) should have: bee11 provided. 

'The REIS should also discuss the potential public health benefits associated with pttblic 
transit such as increased access to health facilities and a reduction in motor vellicle accidents. 

[,and Use (pp. 4-10 - 4-1 0) 

Changes in the density of development associated with the proposed project sllould be 
discussed in the DEIS as well as the potential for reducing suburban sprawl and the preservatioll 
of green space, farmland, and areas for carbon sequestration. 

Economic Activity (pp. 4-23 - 4-22) 
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'fhe econotnic vaIue of the project in tertns of stilnulus to the economy is i'iot sufficielltly 
described. What share of the total project costs can be provided with local factors of production 
versus imported labos, capital, mnaterials and supplies? Are there adequate construction support 
facilities for a project of this magnittude? Wilere will the concrete come from? What will be the 
effect of this project on other planned capital projects in both the public and private sector? How 
does this psojcct relate to other planned transportation projects on Oahu siictch as i~nprovemenrs to 
Nimitz Highway and other large-scale constructioa projects'? While there is curtztltly an 
economic slowdown, what will be tile economic coilditio~ls at the time of construction and 
during (fie duration of tlze project? Bettcr ecoilo~nic data for the planning, construction and 
operating phases of the project shot11d be provided. 

More current information regarding key indicators of economic performance for 
Fioiiolulu should be provided as well as the effects of a large construction project on the local 
economy. Whicli eco~~ornic sectors are likely to be affected? To what extent will proceeds from 
the project generate local versus off-island returns'? I-tow much will local busil~esses benefit tiom 
the project? 1-Iow tnuch new labor wiI1 need to be imported info the state? Wliat is tlze local atid 
regional impact of tIie project in terms of income, job creation, wages, inflatiorz, and econornic 
welfare for residents? 

Energy and Electric and Magnetic Pietds (pp. 4-107 - 4-109) 

TIie adequacy of the electricity system to s11ppot.t this project shot~ld be inore fully 
demonstrated in tertns of generation, transmission, and distributioii issues. Development of a 
"smart grid" as weI1 as opportuliities for renewable energy (solar, wind, etc.) chat make use of 
stations, guideway structures and other elemeats ofthe syste~n sl~oirld also have been included. 

Maintenance and Storage Facility fpp. 4- 15 1 - 4- 142) 

Tlie rail yard is located several miles inland with no direct access to the harbors. Tlie 
DEIS is silent as to how rail cars and rail eqriiptnent will be transported there since rail cars do 
not fit on regular flatbed trucks and even if they can be acco~nmodated by length and by weight 
on custom flatbeds, tRey do not fit by height due to the existence of several overpasses along the 
fiecway. What are the logistics and costs of this significant part: of construction? 

Cash Flow Analysis (pp. 6-7 - 6- 1 1) 

The proposal appears to be based on overly opti~nistic fou.ecasts of econolnic growth and 
gelteral excise and use tax (GET) receipts. Efforts to captture federal econolnic stitnulus f~inding 
should be included. More details on factors influencing the availability and likelilzood of federa1 
aid diould be provided. Changes in the tax base due to increased investment aiid consrrwction of 
capital facilities sue11 as stations and other improvements sfiould also be described. The impact of 
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increased access to improved transportatiol~ services on comnzercial and residetltiaI property 
values and the resulting ilzcrcases in tax revenues slxould also be included. 'I'he potential for tax 
incretnent fiizaming, improvement or benefit districts or other strategies for value capture should 
atso be described, More discussio~l of fare policy should also be included in the DEJS, The 
cross-elasticity of transit Fares as a fuilctiolz of changes in otl~er transportation costs (bus, private 
automobile, etc.) shotild also be provided. A more col~erent description of farebox revenues ilz 

the short-term as well as over the life of the project alongside articulation oFtransit fire policies 
shollld be provided. 

The project's cash flow al~alysis anticipates the use of local f ~ ~ n d s  for the first 
cotistr~~ctiotl phase and a co~nbitlation of Locat and federal funds for tile remaining phases. The 
project should not bcgin until the full extent of federal funding is lu~own in writing as part of the 
next 'Srat~sportatiot~ Act of Congress. Additionally, tlte project shooId not start until a substa~tial 
poltion of tile federal f~tnding (e.g., a portion t h t  covers half of the. cost of the first cat~stritction 
phase) has been actually released for the psoject. 

?'he DElS clearly specifies that Kapolei-to-dowi~town travel time by rail is 50 to 54 
minutes. 'This travel time estirnate was cleacty known in August 2008. Yet in September 2008 
the City mailed all residents a large eight-page brochure tlxe centerfold of which states that 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center by rail will be 40 minutes. Why the discrepallcy in figures? 

RaiI Extension 

A Supplemental DEtS is needed to address the route beyond Ala Moans Center as the 
public's understallding of the project is of a rail system fsom Kasolei to UH with service to 
Waikilci. A Supplen~e~ztal DEIS is required to assess the impacts for the whole corridor. 

Two related observations fro111 the suppletne~~taly report "Trartsportation Techl~ical 
Report, F,tonolt~lu I-Iigh-Capacity Transit Corridor are as follows: 

Figure 3-29 sllows that rail Iilte overtlies the fieeway near the Ulliversity of Hawaii. 'This 
is a sceliario that: tile city vigorously disclainled in the September to November 2008 time 
frame but: then it presetlts it in official docui~zelzts. 

The Ala Moana Center station annngement is a ~nystety. 111 the 20-mile plan, tile station 
is approximately at the 3"' floor level. In the 30-mile plat1 the station is a~proximateiy at 
the 6"' floor level. What is the exact plan for the Ala Moana Station and how can the 
guideway expand past tlze Ala ~Moana Center given tlle density, and height of buildings 
along Kona Street and Atltitxson Drive'? One reviewer suspects Eltat roughly i~a l fa  billion 
dollars wottld need to be expended to recol~figure (that is, to demoiisll and reconstri~ct) 
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the guideway align~nent between Pensacola Street and Atkillsoll Drive, including the 
demolitio~~ of the 3"' floor station and the creatioli of a 6''' floor station, if rail lliis any 
hope in reaching U1-LManoa or Waikiki via Kana Street. 

TOO Potential 

What is the impact of station generated traffic, tzoise and pollutiorl to Transportatio~l 
Oriented Developinelit (TOD) potential and TOD plans'? Wilere is the discussion and 
assessment? 

Peak I-iour Screenfine Level-Of-Service  methodology 

In the Transportation 'fechnicat Report the peak how screenllline level-of-service 
tnethodology is ctcscribed. The DEIS states, "To measure and describe tlxe local roadway 
network's operatioilal statas, an LOS grading system was developed to describe a facility's 
operation, ranging froin LOS A (free-flow traffic conditioils with little or no delay) to LOS F 
(over-saturated cotiditions wllere traffic flows exceed design capacity, resulting in long queues 
and delays). The operation of the roadway segments was calculated by cotnpariilg traffic 
volutnes on roadway facitities to the saturated volume LOS thresholds for each individual 
facility. The LOS is reported for each individual screetllitle facility, then weigltted by traffic 
volu~nes to report overall operating conditions across each scree~~line." 

This is an ad Roc method that is not a ~~ational statldard. It is not appropriate to use the 
I-liglxway Capacity Manrial's LOS measure without using the HCM methodology. 'Sfie HCM 
LOS for fieeway screenlines is based 01.1 density and speed not on volume-to-capacily ratio. 
Furtller~nore, the volutne to capacity "metl~od" in the DEIS was wrongly applied in the 
Alterllatives Atlalysis. The table below slzows that general purpose traffic was estinzated to be 
31% above capacity (estirnatc of 1.3 1) but by tl~eix mrnbers, tlze correct estimate is 62.5% over 
capacity (estimate of 1.625.) Capacities are not revealed everywhere in the DEIS, so the 
reviewer cannot clzeck the stline calculations in the DEIS. 
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AA Tablo 3- 12 .- 2030 Rail 
Kalauao Btraarn Koko Head bound 20-mile Alignment 

Kapolel to Ala Moano Center 
Revised I Forecast I Vntrtme/ ( 
Facility Volume Capacity / capacity 1 bph)  I mtio- l in 1 10s / 

H-1 Fwy 
1 F;rly (I4oV) i 

1.1 .I. r ;xr~y  (B(1perf 1 
Moanalua &I 
t:ametiamel~a Hwy 
Manarj~d L.rrn%? I 1 
Total Getleral Purpose Traffi 14,650 21,1211 1.310 1 F 
Tutol H O V  Tvaffic 

DEIS (from reclinical Report 2030 with F i ~ s t  Project 
Appendis C Table C-3) Salt Lake Option 

Kalauaa Stream Koko Head bound. 2030 Forecast Volutne/ 
Facility Volnlne Capacity 

Capacity (vljh) Ratio-2 LO5 . . 
I begs 

H-1 Fwy 9,500 12,170 1.281 F 
14-1 ~ w y  (novj1 1,900 , 1,640 0.863 E 
ti-l F;.lv (ZlppPc') 1 1,900 1,460 0.768 0 
Moanallfa Rd 1,700- 1,290 0.759 0 
Karnshatnelis Hwv 3,450 2,350 0.681 E 
Min.iy?d i.anPs 
r o ta l  Genera1 Purpose Traffi 
'Totdl I-IOV frilffic 

I ~ ~ f t a t o d  

people than in 2006. 

3 , ;  1 I I \ ~ ~ I V I ~ D C I I ~ { P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ L  7 ~ - ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ k  fkbrAy~.w,:l.~~~f K*:.,:c,Q, 2 ~ 7 .  

Figure 3-1: Hlstorlc Trends in Population, Vehide Ownership, 
and Vehlcle Miles Traveled for O'ahu 
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'TI~ank you for the opportunity to review this Dral.t EIS. 

Peter Rappa 
Ellviro~lrnet~tal Review Coordinator 

cc: OEQC 
Karl Kim 
Panos Prevedouros 
Evclyll Cox 
Ryan Mielke, UPIWO 
James Moncur, WRRC 
Ryan Riddle 

































UNIVERSITY 
of HAWAI'I" 

SYSTEM 

Omce of Capltaf lmprovarnonla 

February 4,2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
City and County of I-Ionali~lu 
Department of Transportdon Services 
650 South King Street, 3fd Floor 
Wonoluiu, Ilawai'i 968 13 

Subiect: Com.rnents on the rXonolulu High-Capacity T r a d t  Corridor Project - Draft EIS 

Dcar Mr. Yoshioka: 

The UUvivorsity of Hawai'i continues to support the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project as being an integral part of the multi-modal transportation solution to serving the needs 
of the University campuses on O'ahu as well as the larger O'ahu community. 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide the attached comments from three of our campuses, 
University of Hawai'i at M&oa, Leeward Community College and Honoluiu Cotnmunily 
College. We look forward to working closcly with your planning and design team in assuring 
that at1 of our O'ahu campuses are adequately served. 

Sincerely, 

@ rian K. K, Minaa~ [M$ 
Associate Vice President for Capital Improvements 

G: Chancellor Virginia Hinshaw 
Vice Chancellor Kathy Cutshaw 
Chancellor Manny Cabral 
Vice Chancellor Mark Lane 
Chancellor Miclrad Rota 
Executive Assistant Bxian Fwto  
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1900 East West Road, Riomodicel Scienurs 0.102 
HonoUu. Ilarvai'i 05822 

releononr (m8) 956,7935 
Fsx: (MS) QS8.3'IS 

An Equal Oppartun~q/Affirmalivo A t i i n  Insrulio~~ 



UNIVERSITY O/ HALVAW 

LEEWARD 
CQMMUNL'TY COLLEGE 

January 31,2009 

To : Brian Minaai, Associate Vice President for Capital Improvements 

From: Mark Lane, Vice Chancellor of Administrative Servfces 

Subject: Draft Environmentaf impact Statement -Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project (HHCTCP) 

Leeward Community Coilege (LCC) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DE1S) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (HHCICP) and submits the 
attached comments for your inclusion in the formal response by the University of Hawaii to the 
City and County of Honolulu's Department of Transporration Services (OTS). We would like to 
preface our comments by voicing our continuing support for the WHCTCP as being an integral 
part of the multi-modal transportation solution for our island residents. All components of this 
project that impact Leeward Community Caflege (LCC) can cerrafnly be mitigated. We look 
Forward to working with you as we pursue mutually acceptable solutions wirh DTS officials and 
others in order to address the needs of the Coflege's students, faculty, staff, and community. 

As you know, LCC is  the third largest of the UH la-Earnpus system, with an enrollment of nearly 
7,000 students. in addition, LCC is considered a regional community asset wirh special events 
and performances that draw in excess of 100,000 patrons per year. Yet the campus is 
accessible by one (11 ingress and egress point. This makes the health and safety of ail campus 
visitors, whether students or community members, a top institutional priority. Adding more 
development to this area, such as a rail station and rail system maintenance and storage 
facility, on the limited roadway network that presently exists requires thatcghtful consideration 
as there are direct impacts to the LCC campus. On baiance however, we do believe that the 
HHCICP, combined with the ICC Second Access Road project, offers opportunities that would 
help remedy the campus access issue for the foreseeable future. 

For your informatMn, the campus continues on-going dialogue with engineers and planners 
, connected with the NHUCP. Our next meeting with HHCTCP officials is scheduled far February 

19"', from 1:30 to 3:30 on the LCC campus. 1 would like to extend an invitation to iou, Mike 
Unebasami, and/or your designated representatives to attend this meeting. f will forward an 
agenda to you as soon as it is available. 

96445 Ala 'Ikc 
Poao City, Hawal'l98782 

Pl~one: (808) 455-0213 
Far: (808) 455-047 1 

An Equal OppoitunitylAffirmativeIAffiative AMlon lnstlution 



We respectfully submit these comments to you for inclusion in the UH response to the DEIS. 
Should you have any questions or require further clarification of our statements, please feel 
free M contact me a t  your convenience. Thank you, Brian. 

cc: Manny Cabfat, Chancellor leeward CC 
John Morton, Vice President, UHCC 
Mike Unebasami, Assaciate Vice President, UHCC 
Brian Kashiwaeda, Director of Facilities Planning, UWCC 
Kay Caldwefl, Campus Council Chair, Leeward CC 
Linda Musto, Faculty Senate Chair, Leeward CC 
Stu Uesato, Counselor and Student Government CWvisor, Leeward CC 

$8445 Ala 'Ika 
Poafi City. Hawai'i 96782 
Phone: (808) 455.0213 

Fax: (808) 455-0471 
An Equal Opportuni~tAffirnrative Aclion lnslilution 



January 31,2009 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Comments 
Honoblu High-Capacjty Transit Corridor Project [HHCTCP) 

1. Vehicle and Maintenance Stora~e Facility 
The Navy arum Storage site, located directly Ewa of the campus, is one of two possible 
locations for the project's vehicle and maintenance storage facility. It is likety that this 
site will be selected due to its ceotral island location and rail accessibility points from 
both the Ewa and Koko Head directions. In addition, this site would be in the first phase 
of the construction schedule due to the fact that testing of the rail system could not be 
conducted without the completion and access to this facility. The vehicle and 
maintenance storage facility would include several buildings far administration, a 
system control center, and employ approxlmately 150 people. It would include tracks 
for aaln storage and maintenance and the facllity would be in operation 24 hours a day. 

At the present time, the only access to/from the site would be by way of Waiawa and 
Ala lke roads. This is also the only access to the campus. A permanent second access 
road to the vehicfe and maintenance storage facility and LCC should be provided to 
ensure for adequate and safe vehicular movement and to address potential health and 
safety reasons should the need ever arise to evacuate the campus or the vehicle and 
tnaintenance storage facility due to man-made or natural emergencies. The Second 
Access Road Project's environmental assessment (conducted by the State Department 
of 7i-ansparration) was completed in January 2008 and construction of this roadway is  
imperative in order to serve the needs of the community, the current and expanding 
enrollment a t  the College, and future development of the vehicle and maintenance 
storage facility. The preliminary plans by the C&C for the vehicle and maintenance 
storage facility would complete approximately one half the length of the Second Access 
Road. Funding of the remaining roadway project to the Waipio Point Access Road 
should be a top priority. 

Completion of the Second Access Road would fulfill the access needs identified In the 
original master plan of the College which was completed in 1966. Without this 
roadway, the students, faculty, staff, community, and in the future, the employees and 
contractors associated with the HHCICP, will continue to see an increase in the time 
necessary to move tojfrom the area and navigate the bottleneck that is created several 
times per day at the intersection of Farrington and Kamehameha Highways with 
Waiawa Road. 



In addltion, according to the DEfS, the vefiicle and maintenance storage facility may be 
used asa staging area for various phases of the HMCTCP construction. Without the 
Second Access Road project, this would cgntinue ta add increased truck and vehicular 
traffic and hasten the deteriorating conditions of the existing Ala Ike and Waiawa 
roadway infrastructure. 

Other campus concerns regarding the vehicle maintenance and storage facility include: 

a) LCC Observatory Impacts: That iighting within the complex and associated 
track/roadway network is compatible with night time viewing from the LCC 
obsewatoty complex. 

b) Perimeter Boundaries: That appropriate and secure perimeter boundaries around 
the complex and adjacent to the campus are created with sufficient lighting, fencing, 
and landscaping in order to reduce the threat of vandalism and property damage. 

C) Air Ctuatity: That during the construction phase of this complex, that adequate 
measures and safeguards be taken to ensure that dust and other particulate matter 
i s  not released into the air. The Ewa side of the LCC campus, closest in proximity to 
the complex, contains our Native Hawaiian plank collection, automotive instructionai 
facility, and an indoor/outdaar daycan facility. Air quality is of utmost importance. 
The campus requests that frequent air sarnplfng tests be conducted during the 
constructioa phase of the cornpiex. 

2. LCC Transit Station 
The HHCTCP plan indudes the construction of a rail transit station on the Ewa side of 
the LCC campus. This is not a park-and-ride stationfstop. The rail tine would enter the 
LCC campus from the Ewa side of the property line, cross the LCC Ewa service road, and 
stop a t  the transit station situated on a parking lot that is home to four (4) portable 
buildings. These buildings are currently in use by the LCC Qffice of Continuing Education 
and Workforce Development (OCEWO -3 buildings) and the University of Hawaii-West 
Oahu's (UHWOJ Center for Labor, Education, and Research (CLEAR - 1 building), The rail 
line would then continue on a Koko Head direction, across an CCC parking lot, then 
crossing Ala lice befare traversing the Hl/Farrington/Kamehameha highways. In order 
to construct the transtt station, the C&C would have to acquire 3.94 acres of land from 
LCC and the UH. The transit station platforms would be approximately 300 feet in 
length. 

Campus concerns regarding the transit station Include the following: 

a) LCC Portabfe Buildings: The three (3) OCEWO portable buildings comprise 
approximately 5,500 gross square feet of space. These buildings house the LCC 
continuing education and workforce development administration, instruction, and 
support facilities, This community and public service program setves more than 
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3,800 students during the year through their various academic, workforce, and 
personal enrichment programs. Elimination of these buildings would reauire that 
suitable facilities are provided on the LCC campus in order to continue uninterrupted 
offerings of credit and non-credit programs to our students. This is also a revenue 
generating unit of LCC and as such closure or elimination of any program due to lack 
of adequate space or facilities has a direct impact on the campus operating budget. 

bf UHWO Portable Building: The other displaced portable building is related to the 
UHWO's Center For Labor, Education, and Research. LCC will defer all OEIS 
comments related to the impact of the transit station on this facility to the UHWO 
administration. 

c) Programmatic Impacts: Etirnination of the parking lot near the OCEWD building 
complex will also eliminate the LCC motorcycle range lot and the forklift training 
site. This has a direct impact on the campus' ability to deliver these programs and 
services. Replacement facifities for these two programs are necessary. Without 
replacement facilities, the campus stands to lose its largest non-credit revenue 
generating program and will be required to terminate employment of instructors. 

dl Parking Impacts: According to the preliminary HHCTCP plans, the LCC campus wouid 
lose up to 180 parking stafls. This problem is even more profound given the fact that 
enrollment at LCC is at record levels. On-campus parking solutions must be found, 
especially during the construction phase of the project and up until the time rhat the 
rail system is actually operational. Replacement of the lost parking stalls can be 
mitigated by constructing a paved parking area in the overflow parking area on the 
makai side, or lower campus, area. Service road improvements would also be 
required. 

e) Roadway tmpacts: Tho rall llne will cross Ala lke and the Ewa service road as trains 
enterfexit the campus boundaries. These roadways provide the only access to the 
lower campus facilities and services. It is critical that during the construction phase 
of the rail station, that access to the lower campus, either by these roadways or a 
campus-approved alternative, be maintained. Lower campus access is required for; 
daycare drop-offjpick-up services, emergency/medical vehicular access, contractor 
and building maintenance, observatory facilities, food service and bookstore 
deliverles automotive instructional facility, nursing program facilities, the 
recreational court complex, and overflow parking. 

f) Security Impacts: Since the LCC transit statiorl is  not associated with a park-and-ride 
lot, then riders who utilize the LCC stop will likely be members of the LCC 
community ... either students, faculty, staff, or the public at large attending a special 
event, theatrical performance, or other like service or program, Insomuch that 
these services and programs arc offered during set periods of the day, LCC will 
request that the transit stops be adjusted to coincide with the classes and activity 
schedule of the campus. It is requested that the transit station operational hours be 
restructured so rhat riders are not permitted to board or depart the rail line at LCC 
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during the non-class or non-activity times, This will certainly assist with potential 
security, vandalism, and property damage issues to the campus, the vehicle and 
maintenance storage facility, and the local neighborhood residents. 

g) Transit Statian tn$ress/Egress: Access to the station platforms will be via a station 
plaza and entrance tamp system of approxintateiv 270' in length that would connect 
to the existing promenade walkway facing the mauka side of the Math and Science 
building. A rail system ticketing office Is also planned at the entrance to the Etatian, 
To ensure safe pedestrian (including ADA-related accommodations) access tolfrorn 
the station, it is requested that the station walkways exrend and connect to the 
existing LCC pedestrian corridors and walkways. It is not dearly evident from the 
preliminary plans or the DElS that the two walkway systems are connected. 
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UNIVERSIN - ~j HAWAI'I* 

HWLULU 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

Office of the Chrncclfar 

TO: B h  Minaai 
Associate Vice President for Capital Improvements 
University of Hawai'i System 

HonoluIu Community College 

FROM: Michael Rota 
Interim Chancellor 
H ~ n ~ l u l u  Community 

SIJBJIE<ST: XlCC Comments on the Proposed Hoootdu High Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Below please find Homtdu Commdty Coliegc's WCC) comments on the 
aforementioned Draft: Environmental Impact Statement (PEKS). These oommeats 
represent an abstract of  comments provided to me by the W C  faculty and M. As the 
pracoss moves fotwaxd and project details are made clear, we pian to request C . e r  input 
from HCC stakehoiders, including our students. 

It is  important to note that the Kapalma Station, which will be locnted on land cwently 
owned by the University of  Hawai'i-NCC, is only one of Eve stations Wuded in all 
variations of the rapid transit system plan. With a development of this magnitude it is 
essential for us to be informed md involved in ail phases af the plmn.int and cowtnrctiou. 
La prior projects led by lhrt City and County of Hoxloluiu we have found that we arc often 
times either not informed appropriately, and forced to make last minute acco~madations 
for tho project, or involved enough to ensure that the campus continues to operate as 
seamfessly as possible and that the projeot can be efficiently and effectively completed. 

In summary, the DBIS proposes the Following 
Tho Kapalama rail station will be located at the comr of Uillingham BouIcvard 
and Rokm Street. 
The rail system will travel along the entire length of the WC's Main campus 
along Diiliugham Boulevard. 

874 OiIiinsham 8ouImrd Honolulu, Hawai'i 9M117-4S98 
Telcphosc: (BOB) 845-921 1 Wx:(808) 84Wi73 

An Equal Opplrtunity/AftirrntiueAction JnsfiMion 



Brian Minaai 
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Below please find Honolulu Community Collage's (HCC) concerns: 

I&&k rrnd Safeh: The areas in ad around the Main HCC campus, partioularly along 
Kokea Street and the Kapdama Canal, are congested and hazardous for parken, wallrcrs, 
md drivers. The project wU1 undoubtedly iacmase hazat.dow conditions, due to the 
higher voiulne of commuters and vehicles. It is unclear in the propod whether 
sidewalks, road widening, or other safety mmwes arc going tt, be impiemenred in 
parallel to the rail project to easure the safcty of our students, employees, and the gcderal 
public. Liability will become an increasing concern as volume grows after the iflitid 
opening of the Kapatama Station. 

Pr-Carnpus lirntrance and Parkhg: As noted above, patking dong Koken Street is 
at a premium. The proposed location for the ffipalama Stntion is immediately adjacent to 
the primary entrance md parking bt, Lot 1 (see Attachment A), for students, faulty and 
staff. It can be assumed that wmuthori.r;ed vehicles will enter tlt~ campus through the 
Kokea Strcct entrance and park in Lot 1. The campus is not prepared eom a funding or 
pl&g perspective to reiocate the enmice or parkhg and given tiithe fiscal condition of 
the State it is doubtful that we wit1 wceive such fimding. It is  unclear in the proposal 
whether h d i n g  from the project will be allocated for traffic abatement or the relocation 
of the entrance and parking lot, Again, liability will become an increasing concern as 
rider volume grows. 

Traffic: Although the ultimate god for the rait project is to decrease OraEfic congestion, in 
the current configuration, the roads (Dillingham Blvd, Kokea St., and Kohou St.) wili 
become even more congested. The intersections of Kokea Street and Kohou Strset on 
Dilliigha Boulevard are extrerneIy congested during peak mc hours. The DEfS does 
not include i n f o ~ o n  on whether the support strucme will impact the existing fanes and 
alleviate at these intersections. The intersection of Mukawa SbxC and D i l l i  
Boulevard is also a Mgb f&lc area throughout the entire day (due to Costco, Home 
Depot, a d  Best Buy) and details on how t&e traftic will be m a w e d  for the lefi-tunkg 
lanes and the support: columns should be ad&ssed. 

PMwe Growth and Cwuc&: I4CC has one of the ody remainkg large, vacant, and 
developable parcels in the Whi-Palama area The Campus' long tcrm piks  for the 
former City and County of Honoltrfu incherator lot atp: to consCnrCt a Science and 
Technology Building to accommodate growing state workforce nee& in S'EM related 
fields, In 2006 the tegidatwe appropriated pl&g money that has not yet beeo released 
by tho Department of Budget and ]Finance, Until we begin construct4on, the tot is being 
used for pathing. A pwaject of this magnitude wilt need space for a baseyard during 
cotrshction and, on- construction is completed, mi1 maintenance. Our concern is that 
we may lose this lot. 



&&y&gcture and BuJldfn~g: It is unclear in the cusrent proposal whether buildings, 
particularly the portables (Buildings 71A-D) at the wmer of the Kokea and Mllingham, 
will have to be moved or demolished to accommodate construction of the Kapdarna 
Station or the rail sy&m itself. In addition, ?he shuladon of Dillingharn Boulevard on 
Page 4-76, Figure 4-28 shows the removd of  power lines. It is assumed h t  as pact of the 
m m t i o n  of the elevated guideway, the power line will be placed underground dong 
the new rigbtdEway for Diltinghnm Boulevard, but becattsa of the current contigumtion 
of buildings and roads we are unsure how this portion of the project can be campfeted 
without major interruptions to campus operations. 

m: Noise as a msult of the trains so close to the campus wilt be un issue. At a rail 
~ l n s i t  presentation given to the HCC constitut?ncy in October 2008, it was stressed that 
the train will. make less noise than a city bus. However, this is misleading bemuse txain 
noise won't be heard in a vncuum and will not replace bus noise; rather it wit1 add to the 
current level of bus and traflic noise. Furthermore, it cm be assumed thar traffic volume 
of large vehictes, such as Thc Bus, will increase in ffequency and volume due to the 
Kapalatna Station and new business development along the tfain mute. This will simply 
compound traia noise. 

Envuonmenr: The@ are True Kaamii Tms located along the south side of Dillingham 
Boulevard. The DEIS shows that these ms wdil ba removed. We strongly recommend 
that these historia trees be preserved and transplanted somewhere on the NCC Main 
campus. 

If there are any questions, pl0ase contact me at 845-9 187. 





DATE: January 2, 2009 

FROM: llniversity of Hawaii at Manoa 
Office of the Vice Chancellor 

Response to: 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Envixoxolunental Impact Statement 
Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Dated November 2008 

Comments: 
The following comments ase supplied by the University of Hawaii at Manoa (UMM) administration. 
We believe lhdt these comments not onIy represent the opinion of the UHM administration but that 
lfiey also reflect much of rhe UHiM campus community's opinions on the transit topic. 

Overall the UHM administration is in favor of establishing a high-capacity transit system that would 
serve the needs of  the UHM and other UN campuses as well as the larger Odtu comn~unity. We 
believe that if done properly, this system could provide needed travel options, help to alleviate the 
growing trafic congestion md encourage transit oriental community development white supporting 
fiaure growth, new development appollunities and connectivity for university campuses. While 
there is general support and agrecrnent for the concept of the high-capacity transit system, how the 
system is designed and integrated into the cornmuriity and that it integrally support the university's 
ileecls, arc of specific concern. Furthermore, tftis Draft BIS does not, specificidly or in detail, 
address the Moi'ili'ili / IJHM leg of the project, the comments Rerein will be particulary focused on 
that poaion of the proposed transit system, 

Meetin? UFhM's Prirnarv Needs: 
The University of Hawaii Manoa campus has an ellrollment of 21,000 students and 6,000 Ptrculty 
md staff. UX.M is largely a commuter campus. Tl~ere is a noticeable difference to flonolulu's 
traffic when UH is not in scssion, The existing comnuter condition puts street parking pressure 011 
the surrounding neighborhoods and causes the campus to create more parking facilities. Having 
viable transportation options to the single occupant vehicle will help to alleviate the ongoing tension 
with the neighbors for parking arid allow the limited campus space to be used in support of higher 
education programs rather than parking. In addition, a viable high-capacity transit system could 
support future growth at the university and not constrain that growth with the treed to increase on- 
campus parking infrastructure. It is critically important for this transit system to serve inter-campus 
connectivity as major portions of the UII progrnm expand to locations such as West O&u and 
Kakaako. The core high-capacity line is important but to successfully serve the UW popluation's 
needs a11 effective feider system of buses must bc in place to support travel to and from tho trains. 

The Manoa campus is a center for athletic, artistic aid academic events. Tens of thousands of 
people arrive for a singie campus event. Traffic congestion i s  a deterrent for increased participation 
for these events. A properly integrated transit system should suppoa greatcr community access 
and participation in these events. 



[t is of primary importance to the uriiversity that any transit sysrcrn that interfaces wih the campus 
provide a safe trunsportarion mode for our students- in the stations and on the trains. Transit 
connections with die university stlould not com~rrornise the safety and security of campus life a ~ d  
operations, The system should bring added econoinic value to the campus and surrorrnding 
community and it shouId not have detrimental visual or environmental impacts. 

Meetinn U r n ' s  Secondarv Needs: 
A high-capacity transit system slkould enhance llousing and tratlsportation options for UH students, 
Caculty, staff and ale comnkunity. 'The transit Iine must not overwhelm or bifurcate the community 
but create ecor~ontic vitality with improved livability and property values. 

TIle Moi'ili'ili area is overdue for reviralization. The U W  administratioti is very interested in 
engaging Kamehameha SchooIs (US), other property owners a1c1 the community, the City and 
County and other stakeholders to discuss the mutually beneficial opportunities for rhe 
redevelopment of the Moi'ili'ili area. 

Kamehameha Schools has rnajor pruperty leases terminating in that area currently and over the next 
five years. UElM is considering new housing and cornrnercial opportunities in the area, KS, artd 
other property owners, are interested in improving the value of their holdings, the colnmunity 
wants safety, affordability, livabiiity and it fears displaceinent This impending redevelopment 
shouid not proceed in 8 piecemeal fashion, k t y  changes will eRmt the economy and character of 
rhe neighborhood. issues of density, housing, commerce, zoning, infrastructure, and transportation 
will be Fundamental considerations in the redevelopment of the area. In Table 2-3, Cotnrttitted 
Congestiorc Relief Projects ofthe draft EIS, itidicates hat the University Avenue W - I  on and off 
ramps will be nlodified. These modifications, community planning and especially the introduction 
of the transit line must be considered holistically if the university/ Moi'ili'ili community will be 
integrated and invigorated and if this leg of the transit line is going to be useful and beneficiat. It is 
critical that the City and County become engaged, in the immediate future, with UN, US, the 
community and other stakeholders in planning the rcdevclopment ofthis community with die transit 
integration. ff the City und County does mt soon engage with these stakehoIders, the 
redevelopment will proceed as needed and it will be much more difficult to include the transit line 
through tile ncwiy ~zdeveloped community in the future. 



PotcntiaI Visual Effects: 
l~icluded ar@ images including rr, sirnitlation and drawing of the Universily Icg of the vansit tine. 
(Figures 1-3) These images do not show the further impact of tbc station. 'fhese images itldicate that  
the design of the line is not integrated into the fabric of the community. 

Figure 1- Existing Condition- University Ave and King Street - 
Looking Mauka up University Ave. 

Figure 2- Transit Line Simultttion- University Ave md King Strcet - 
Looking Mauka up Urliversity Ave. 



Figure 3- Elevation of Buildings with Transit line- 
Corner of University Ave and King Street 

In Section 4.18.2 Indirect Effects-, on page 4-170 Neighborhoods, there is a statement, ".. . I i - I  
Freeway. have afleccted neighborhoods by cutting through ond sepnrazing communities i9t the rtrban 
area and chmiging the character of conrmuniti.c:ss. .. . however eflecrs as extensive as those caused by 
the cortslruclbn Crfa ttowfreewuy would !tot occur". Although the transit line impacts along 
University Avo tnay not be as extensive as those caused by H-1 they are substantial, they have a 
high visual imyact and they have, orlce again, the potential aE negatively and irreversibly changing 
the character of the Moi'ili'ili commut~ity as H- 1 once did. The W- 1 overpass has also had a 
detrimental impact in bifitrcating the university/ Moi'ili'ili community connection for the last forty 
years. This should not happen again. This is the time co look at the needs and aspirations af all 
parties, to otlce again make Moi'ili'ili wi~ole and to comprehcnsivcly plan for the beneficial 
integration of transit into the Nloi'ili'ili I UH community. 













Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering 
2540 Dole Street, Holmes Hall 383, Honolulu, Hawai'i 96822-2382 
Telephone: (808) 956-7550, facsimile: (008) 956-5014 

February 4,2009 

MEMORANDUM 

'r0: Mr. Wayne Yioshiob 
Director, Department of 'Sranspoctation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 

FROM: 
Professor 

SUBJECT: Comments on Rail 'Transit Draft HIS - 
My review was based upon the I>HS scctioil4F dated November 2008 and particularly of 
chapter three on transportation impacts. Ilowever, most of my comments refer to thc 
supplcmc~~tary wporl "Trat~sportation Technical Report, Honotulu High-Capacity 'I'rai~sit 
Corridor Project, Prepared for: City and County of Ronoiiilu, 417 pp, August 15,2008" which 
includes much. inore detailed atxatyses and expla~lations on the traffic and transportation analyses 
that uwe the foui~dation of the resuits presented in the DEB. Italics and quotes refer to dircct 
passages frorom tile subject DBXS and accotnpanyiog docurnentatio~~. 

(1) Traffic Analysis Mothutlology 
I,evel-of:,Fiervice: The Synchro 6.0 ssqfiware suite (Synchro) wcrs used for inle~section u/?uly?iis. 
Syncho ~ippiied (he M,'M Operutionrrl Artctlysis ~nethodology c i~d  iniersection i~zl)ut datu to 
esfirnnte control deldry trf each study interseciion 

This traffic analysis method is not suitable for saturated conditions, and is not suitable for 
corridor and regional studies. lXCM rnentions these limitations. Alrnost all traffic elements 
along this corridor arc ovetsaturated, thus HCM metl~odologies do not apply (unless the wrong 
data are used a11d degrees of sarulrttion are low.) Either way the output is wrong or misleading. 

(2) Peak Hour Screetrline Level-of-Service Mctl~odology 
7b measure and describe the loccrl i*oadwuy nelwortc's operational .starz~s, an LO5 grading 
sy.stei?z was dcve~oyed io describe ~t.fitcilily 3 operuiion, ranging Jhcm LOS 11 @ee-flow tr4uiPc 
condjtinn.~ with little or no delay) to LOIS F (over-sattrrated coizdffions whew trat"fic.flows exceeci 
design ccpacily, resttlring in long cjzieues and daluys). Tlze operuri<~n of (he roc~dway .seginent,s 
wets culculnted by coinpar.it$g xraflic volunzes on roudu~ay,fitcildfies to fhe satzwaled volutna LOS 
threshold$ for each indivi~(uul,fucilily. The L0,S is ~epnrledfor each individual sclaenline 
fucitity, then weighted by trafic volzitnes to report overall operciting conditions across euch 
screenline 



'This is an ad koc method that is not a national stal~dard. It is entirely inappropriule to use the 
ITighway Capacity Manual's LOS measurc witlilllout using the HC:M med~odology. The I-ICM 
L,OS for freeway screenlitles is based 011 density and spced not on volume-to-capacity ratio. 
l:urthermo~c, the volurnc to capacity "111etI1od" it1 the DETS was applied wrongly in the 
Alternalivcs Analysis. The table on the top half of page 3, in whicb all black cells are the 
reviewer's corrections, shows chat general purpose trafic was estimated to be 3 1% above 
capacity (estimate of 1 .B 1) bul by tlxir nutlzbers, Il~c corrccl cstimate is G2,5% over capacity 
(estimttte rtl: 1.625.) Capacities are not revealed everywhere in the IItiIS, so the reviewer canllol 
chcck the same calculations in the DElS. 

(3) Porcarsts 
Neither tile DBEDT (provider o f so~ l~c  of the base forecasls), nor the City nor their a,nsnlta~tts 
tmcIerstand that mosl growth phenomena in  a n~etropolita~l area concerning city expansion and 
their traffic follow an S-curve depicted by rnany years of existe~zce as a villagc, tra~sitioning lo rz 
city, seve~'al years of growill into a ~~~etropolitittl area Eollowed by a very long period of tnaturity 
wit11 si~lall growrlx (and decrease) periods. '1'21is stutly crroneunsly assumes a ii~rgc fuuttlre growlh 
for west Oahu and nightmare traffic scel-iarios whereas Oahu's population, developnlent arid 
tourist attt.actio11 have ended their sharp growth and have cnterccl (heir mature level with a lot of 
negative bumps alot~g tllc way. For exampic, DBEU'I' Ilata Rook Table I.06, I-Iotloluln 
population in 2006 was 906,715 and it cIroppcd Lo 905,GOl in 2007 which was behre the sharp 
economic dowilt~rrn of late 2008 which is expected to last till 201 L. 

As shotvn ill the figure 011 page 3, if S-shape forecasts were uisecl, then the unreaiist-ic dcrnand 
levels shown in the Alternatives Ai~alysis (Ah) would never haii appeared, Flowcver, sotnething 
itlesplicable l~apperled betweell AA and DEIS: Scnenlinc demands have beet1 reduccd by 28% 
without any explanation. As sl~own in tlla table on page 3, dei?lntlds in thc 2008 DEIS are lower 
by 28% for year 2030 cotnparetl lo what they were in tlzc 2006 Alternatives A~dysis.  

Such a discrepancy (28%) it1 dcn~and produced by the OklPO forccastii~g model is highly 
suspect. Qualifed aiternativcs such as 'l'SM and Mat~aged I,anes were dismissed bascd on high 
demand figures in the AA which were subsequently moditied in the DEB.  A suppletnelltal 
DEIS is t~ccdcd to ovaluate qualified alten~atives wit11 the reduced demand forecasts. 

(4) 1,oc:liized Traffic A~lalysiv at ar~cl near Statiotlv 
... Ih>we\er, the naizire (?[/he .YJLS~CIII '.s operulio~ is SWCJI //?a/ I I ' C ~ ~ ~ C  covki' ~ I I C I ' ( ? C I S ~  ~ ( 1  foc~dized 
levels, ~her.el?y reqzrit+ingjiwiIze~~ anu/y,ri,r. Tlzese recteor?,s ir?cluc/c thejhlloivk7g. /i~cIoi'~s: /,bullet lisl 
otnittcd l 

While a number of good reasons arc listed for induced and circulaiing trafii'fic around stations 
(how ~ i c r c  taxis accoutlted for:'), tile aaalysis is localized and dze impacts of these trips on the 
whole are not assessecl, dzerefbre, the L)L.iIS ~nodels prociuce underestimatcs of vehicular VM'T, 
vchiclc l~ours, pollutioa and 1.egioila1 congestion for dle Itail scenario. 

111 gcneral, this is a piecerncal at~aIysis that is ~iot appropriate for a project of lhis ~llagniti~de and 
with such pervasive col~stiction a~icl bits muting i~npacts. 



AA Table 3-12 2030 Rail 

H-1 FWy 
14-1 Fwy (WOV)1 
14-1 Fwy (tipper) 1 
Moaclatua Rd 
Kamehameha Hwy 
fvlanagoct ~arla t 
Total General Purpose Traffic 14,650 21,121 1.310 1 F 
'Total WOV Traffic 

DEIS (frotn Technical Report 2030 witti First Project 
Appendin C Table C-3) Salt Lake Qptiotl 

Kalauao Strsam Koko Head bound. 2030 Forecast Vol~~me/ 
Facility Volu~ne Capacity 

Capacity (vph) Ratio-2 LOS 

H - l  Fwy 
k t - 1  F\vy ( ~ i o e ) ~  0.863 
H-1 Fwy (Zipper) 1 
Moanaltla Rd 
Kameliarneha Hwy f 3,450 1 2,350 1 0.681 1 E ] 
Managad 1-anos 
Total General Purpose Traffi 
ltttal t4OV I'rilflic 

Figure 3-1 : Historic Trends In Population, Vehlcle Ownership, 
and Vehicle Mlles Traveled for O'ahu 



(5) [)#IS Does  rot Assess t11e Impacts of the Project as Def i~~ed to the Public 
As described in the Draft EIS, the Locally I'referred Alternative, caI1ed llze "Pdl  Prqjecr, " is tn? 

np1?r.oxirricrtc 31-mile corridorjiof~z l<~i j~ok i  lo [!re ~Jniversily of klt~wtrii a/ ~bfctnoa wiih a 
connection to Waikiki I;io~~vevcr; n~rrenliy ~vailttble~fiirzdig .youraces urSe if01 su[ficie~( fo.fur7d 
r l ~  Firli I'roject. llqcr.efi)re, (ha foars ojlhe L)rtdl EiS is on ihe "l;i'r.sf i.'rqject, " cl funrktbie 
npp~.o,~irn~ttei!y 20-/?tile ,sectio~? bst~vee~z /<ast Kcyolei and A h  ~Monna Celvef: The First Projec~ is 
idenl@ed as "/he l'rc?jecl" for. /he ~?ttr.l>o.se (?ftlte />qji LILYY 

'I'his is a llugely critical simplification and it 111tlst be rectified with a Supplcmcr~Cal IXlS. 'L'hc 
DEIS should have i~lclucied both the full projcct alld the 20 tnile tninimum operating segment or 
fiindable project or whatever the City wishes to call it. The people's undershndil~g is that the 
sail system is Kapolei to 1JI-I with service to Wailtilti. The routes beyonil tllc hla Moans Cenicr 
are necessary to be assessed in the DEIS. CVc do t~ot ask [he city to assess its mayor's 
obfuscations of Lhlure rail service from Ilawaii Kai to Waiauae, but the proposal always has been 
Kapolei to Ill-I. 

A Supplcnzental I)I::IS is taequired to assess the impacts for the whole corridor. It is not possible 
to begin tile syste~il, ficlish it to Ala Moana COI~CI; and wl~cil it comes time to expand it, the 
expansion impacts are such that preclude any expansion. 

((1) No Build Assessment of  OXi'T1' 2030 Congestion lielief Projects 
i'agc 3- 16: "Even 10iiJ7 $3 Billi~)~z i f 2  ~'oadkvay iir~~~rovemenk uilder.  he NO R u i l d d l t ~ ~ * ~ ~ t ~ f l ' ~ ' ,  
(~~lti f ie delc!y iiz 2 0  vrtouM tnci.ec~~e 1~1) 44%". 

If one was lo correctly moclel all the commiltccl congestion relief projects in 01<TI) 2030 ('Table 
2-3) and cornbi~ie tliein with a the fact d ~ a t  C)a21u population lias been stagnant or I'alling (and 
bou~zd Lo Iitrlher fall due to poor economy and housing utlaffordability), the highway congestiolz 
in 2030 could be itnprove by at leasl: 15%. 

Por example, the PEvI zipper alone will carry about 1,500 vph tlnaugh the ICalauao screenlinc 
with 3 or marc pcople in thcm resulting in a pcrson capacity oF4,500 going west. Tl~ese are 
people removed from tile existing network tl~us providing a substantial relief, 

'L'he westbound utilimtion of the ruil will be optimisticttlly 6,000 people though the Ihlauao 
screenline elf whom at most I~alf will be drivers and es-wrpoolers or 3,000 pcople. 

'I'he PM zipper combined with a Niinitz flyovcr practically guarantee a cotxtilzuous trip at 55 mph 
fro111 iwilci lo Waikclc to ICapolci. 't'l~is co~lzllltrtc is halras 10111: in duration as that by rail, 

'Tl~crefose, the I'M zipper alone that carries Illore persons tllun rail can be molx belzeflcial that 
rail. Hawcver, Ll~e DEIS tries to co~~vincc t ~ s  that major kafllc congestiot~ relief prqjacts will 
yield "peatluts" whereas the n~il wit11 its inferior speed and 15-1- stops lo lCapolei will yieitl 
superior travel time savings and traffic colqpstio~z it~~provements. 



Part ofthe nason is likcly [hat pIa11ning models are i~tsensitive to bottlenecks and only provide 
rough estilnates based on some assutned values of capacity. Until this autl~or sees proof of' use of 
a rcgional ~nicrosimulatiotz traffic nlodel assessing the itnpacts without and with correctly 
modeled OR'TP 2030 projects, he asserts that the analysis n~cthod was inappropriate and largely 
incapable in assessing the benefit of the projects in Table 2-3 of the DEIS. 

(7) TOI) Po tcntial Not Assessed 
h final obscwation is that peopte lnay ~zot realize the unintended conscqt~ences around some 
stations, particularly il'they buy property in one of the city's 'Transit Oriented Developlnent 
plans. For example, in the Pearl EIighlands station, according to the DEIS estimates, over 1,700 
vehicles in a day will come to park and vdkc the rail, 300 vehicles will drop off passengers and 
over 300 buses will drop off and pick up over 8,000 transfer passengers. 'That's a lot of tral'fic, 
and that's station-only reiated traffic concentrate of the msh l~ours and this traffic wit1 be on top 
of alI the ((heavy) regular traffic in thc area. 

'She qttescion then is ... What's thc impact of station generated traffic, noise and pollution to TOD 
potential and TOD plans? Where is the discussion and fisscssmcnt'? 

(8) Over the A-1 Freeway st U~livcrsity Avcaue? 
This author cIcarly recalls 
incumbent inayor 
Haanematl's beating of 
political opponent Ann 
ICobayashi for her 
complaining about the rail 
guideway going over the H-1 
freeway on its way to the 
IJH-Manoa campus. Botll 
City and TIannetnann 
vigorously and rudely 
disclaimed this in the 
September to November 
2008 time fr~~tne but lhen the 
City preseIlts this image on 
t11e official website as of 
February 4,2009. the proposed rail clearly overflies the heway! 

(9) Two Stations at Aka Moana Centet-? 
The Ala Moana Center station arrangement is a 
mystery. In the 20 inile plan, the station is 
approximately at the 3'd I-loor IcvcI. In the 30 mile 
plan the station is approxirnatcty at the 6'h floor 
Icvel. What is llie exact @an for tl~e Ala Moana 
Station and how can the guideway expand past Ihe 
Ala Moama Center given the density, and height of 
buildings along Kona Street and Atkinsoil Drive? 



This author suspccts that 1.oi~g1~Iy half a billion dollars would tleed to be espcndcd to rcconligurc 
(that is, to demolish aitd reconst-ruct) the guidcway alignnxellt between Pe~tsacola Street and 
Atkinson Drive, inclilding the denlolition of the 3d floor station alld thc crcatiotl of a 6"' floor 
statiot~, if rail ltas any hope in reachittg IJEI-Masoa or Waikilti via Kona Stsect. 

(10) Why the Uonbte TI'PCIL 3 

by Aloha S tadirtrn? 
Tltere is no explanation for this .. ... r 
particularly widc double ,.,..,. ,,,<d~' 

:,.'* \..,,- 

tracking by Aloha Stadium. 
.... What's the purpose, why bas it 'I:*.>. - -,,.,.:> . '1.  ........... . . . .  .......... ::>*:-. .. .*--...- 1.. - - - -_.. 

11ot pr'eseated in detail and ,!.. j.!.~~..>.7-~::.? .: '.:. .- . -,.1.- 

.............. , , . .  , - 9z.:.b.. .:. .'" 
......... ..... whal is tl?e cost of it? ..5 ....... -- , L ....-?.."... 

i'i. ....... ,,,;. .......... 3.,:; : .... <;:;?'. .. , ,..... ... , ..... *;:-:- >;;, ,,:,,, .,.,\. ..,. ............. ( I f )  OMPO Never Re,jcctcd , ,:.,. .! 
I'earl ICIsrhnr 'l't~nnel as %%; 

.&?A 7,. 

Clairnecl in TaBle 2-2 
'fhe IIEIS is wrong it1 claiming that OMPO rejected llle I'cslrl I-larbor 'l'unncl, 'I'ltc OH 
Congestion Study fo~~llcl that this aitewative has substantial traffic benefits at a cost cotnparable 
to mil's. Titere has been 110 ~111~stai~tiatio~1 to the t t~ l~ t~c i s  allcged costs berwcetl sevell all<\ 1 I 
billion dollars. Virtblc ~~rojects should not be excluded through uttprofessional conduct. 

(1.2) Federal. Funding 
jr%c I'~qj(<c6'.\' tush, f/ow at~~dysi.~, S , IV / I~C/ I  i , ~  /~)~+e.ve~~ied in &'ec6jon 6 4$ aLT)icipule.s the laa oj'~ocalfinrds,/ai~ 
~tte,fit:rt coimtrzic~iorr /)/7a,se u r ~ i  a coetbittmio17 of Local atrd Fc~fc~'al,fu~~cls./ht~ rhc /.otltait?itrg /dtdr,ses. 

The project: must not start until the fit11 extent of the fedelill funding is ltnown in writing as part 
of t11e next Transportation Act oTCongrcss, and the project slt~)uld not start until a substantial 
portion of the fidcri~l funding (e.g., a p o ~ ~ i o u  that covers half of the cost of tlte lirw constructio~i 
phase) Ilas becn actt~aily released for the psoject. Anything clsc is simply rccklcss public policy. 

(13) DICIS Base Travcl 'i'inics Are Itlaccurate. 
Having resided i ~ z  Kapolei I'or a sllorl period if 2007, I know from personal experience that the 
morniixg peak period travel time fri-otzt Kapolei LO downtocvn is always under 75 minutes in the 
absence of rain or any lane closul.~. I was startled that the DEIS uses a time of 89 tninutcs. 

I took tlte opportunity to ask pcopie listc~ling fo a radio program that t: participate to ~nalce sotne 
~neasure~nents of travel time fi0111 the EI-1 freeway on-ramp to Alaltca Strcet in downtown if'thcy 
depart Kapolei betwccn G AM and 7 AM. So fur i received six quafified met?suretnettts of 49, 
62, 75, SO, 62 and 50 minutes averaging at about 60 minutcs. ',rItereforc, roughly speaking thc 
DEIS uses a 50% o\rerestimnle of tlze travel time which leads to k~lse benefits of travel times by 
rail. 

The DEIS hiis  to de~nonstrate the loot causes of traffic congestion. Tlte s a n e  travclccs reported 
these airport-lo-Alakea travel tinles: 18, 16,41, 1 I, 30 and 25 minutes l'or an avcwge of 23.5 
minutcs (DEIS uses 25 minutes). The teal issue tl~elafore is the tsaffic flow condit io~~ on Nimi.tz 
I-Iwy. which vary widely as ~hesc  travel tinxcs show: 1 1, 16 or 18 miautes with good conditions, 



25, 30 or 41 nlinutes with poor coilditions. 'T'his nlaltes it clear that a roughly two lllile long 
Nimitz Viaduct will provide a consistent travel time fsom airport-to-Alakea of about 6 minutes, 
seducing the peak hotir trip frot11 Kapolei to downtc)wn frotn abottt 60 ininutes to about 40 
minutes. A relatively inodest itlvestment solves a huge part of the morning commute cotlgestion. 

Note that rail will be providing airport-l-o-Alakea transit travcl titnc of about 50 minittcs (It is 50 
to 54 minutes depeltdirtg on the route sefected. The airport route provides the longest travel time 
for this or ig in-dcs t ia t i  pair.) 

(I. 4) How Will the Rail Cars Go to the Rail Pard? 
The rail yard is located several miles illland with no direct access to the harbors. Yet lhe DEIS is 
silent as to how ruif cars and rail equipment will be transported there since rail cars do not fit on 
regular flatbed trucks and even if they can be accommodated by length and by weight on custonl 
flatbeds, they do not fit by height due to the existence of several overpasses along the freeway. 
What arc the logistics and costs of this signit-icant part of the cot~structioi~? 

(15) Rail Travel Tirncs for Political Com~ncrcials : ~ s d  for NEPA r)ocomcitts-Why tile 
1)onbIe Standard? 
The DEIS clearly specifies that Kapolei-to-downtown travel time by rail is 50 to 54 minutes, 
This travel time estimate was clearly known in Aitgtut 2008. Yet in Scpteinber 2008 the City 
mailed ali residents (using taxpayer funds) a large eight page brochure the cen~xerfold of which 
states that 1Capolei to Ala Moana Center by rail will be 40 mitltltes! (For those unfamiliar with 
the alignmel~t, the Ala Moana Center is five statioi~s after Downtown.) 

(16) ThcBus i ~ ~ v c r l t o ~ y  
In refereilce to 'Xgble 3- 12: 
'r11eBus 2007 Velzicle 
inventory: Why is this 
itlventotky taken from 
"Ndional "Transit Databasc, 
2007" and not directly from 
'IIlcBus or the City'? Why is 
the total passenger capacity 
not listed? 

At any given time, what 
pelxentstge of tllese buses 
are service redy as 
opposed to in repairs or 
waiting for repairs or parts, 
or daltTaged and beyond repair awaiting replacement? It is illy understanding that a lot of buses 
(about 20%) sit at depots during peak periods and express bus "crush loads" are artificial due to 
lin~ited scheduling of capacity. A case in point is the picture sfiowtl above. It was taken at 6:30 
AM on a ~lormal weekday in 2004. The &eeway is bumper-to-bumper in the town-bound 
direction, yet d Ieast 53 biises sit at the depot, many of tlle111 a~ticulated (which are typically 



assigncci ro thc cxpress routes.) Wow c a n  7'1icHits "bitrst iit the seutns" as a pro-rail corntzercial 
claimed in late 2208 when many of the buses sit etlnpty at thc dcpot? . 

(17) 'SheEoat its a Threat to the liaiI 
TheBoat vessel inventory in page 3-3 1 is wrong. It shoulcl also bc ~nenrioned that its schccfirle 
rcljability is poor due to frequent mechanical iiilures and high seas. 

Siucc wc spend the significant amount of $6 million a year on 'TheBoat, why didn't the UEXS 
es t i~~~i l t e  the prootit~ctivity ancl congestion raliictioll of [his alternative transpol-Pation mode? Will 
T'heBoat: reduce rail's ridership? 

(18) Ur~realis tic Pares 
"So main tail^ consistency witk the cravcl deiilaild a~lalysis, the actual 2007 average fare of80.77 
per linked trip was asswncd !B grow witk inflation ttirougt~oout tlic forecast period. 

So the DElS assutneri that farcs arc the same as TheBus, which givcn tllc cost to build and 
operate the rail, this means rhttl: trips are essel~tially l7cc lo itscrs and tlle general public pays for 
it. How can this possibjy be t~conciled with the Council's desire to cover 30% out ofthe fare 
box? 

What tcincl of admiizis~rator, engincer a i~d  platlncr docs it take to build a five billion dollar transit 
scrvicc and then charge a dollar per ride? X must have this answered so wc are able to tcach our 
studenis this "new matli." 

(19) Hoyopiii 
'I'he EIS For the I-Io'opili project analysis h r  permit al~plication was done by a cotlsultant other 
that1 Parsotls RrinkerI~of~ It sl~ocvs projec1cc;l 2030 freeway traffic condilions with and without 
rail transit. Tlierc's no dirlkrcnce; both are level of service F. It is clear that rail or not, traffic 
conditions along the subject corridor wilI be tcrriblc. So t l~c  City clearly violated the intent of 
thc NEI'A proccss to clec.w.ly infot.tn Oahil's citize~ls that rail is 110 solution to traffic congestion. 
Vife all know that the City used taxpayer illoiley to Q thc cxact opposite. 

(20) Forecasts ft-om the OMPO model 
'I'hcrc is a long list ofl imi~a~ions of the OMPO tnodef usctl to develop the all-importatlt rail 
forecasts. I-[ere are a icw: 

20.1) 'I'he n~odel was developed in 1994 by Parsons UrinkerlzoTf. Ir is vcry old in terms ofboith 
archilectiire anti d a e  validity. Xt is also of interest that the satne person who developed it as a 
Parsons Brinlcerhoff forecaster now is an Federal Transit Agent who inspects lllc forecasts. 

20.2) The lnodef has pararnetcrs for dead attractions such 21s the I<oclac Hula Show and the [)ole 
Cantlcry, but has not parameters fbr Superfkn4y, KO Olitla, Water Acivetltures  ask, Nurth Shore 
and 1-Ialeiwa. 

20.3) The OMI'O ~lloclel is llardly a tnodcrn activity-based mia.osimulatio11 platform. It is a11 

old, aggregate platform with highiy cornpaitmentalized trip definitions such as 



~vh.jour.ney-~o/fio~~~ -work, /.tome-bct,ssed work 
\YO. jotlrney-fo/frorn -M~Q/(, hotn~-hc i~~ '~I  olklei* 
M ~ I Z  jo~rney~~o(fi-oni -r.rjot.k, norz-bctsetl 
ivw jotrr.~.tey-ro(fi.o1?ff ~lork, I Y O ~ I C - ~ J C I S C ~  
cr~~c~,jorrrrzey-~~~-~~~o~/c, work-bc~sed 
~m,jou~.tsqy-crr-bvork, ,ton-h~?sed 
nlc urof-wet-lc-reialed, hofite-bcue~i k-12 SCI?UUI 
17c no/-wurk-rel<rrerl, komc-I~c~.~eci college 
ns /?or-work-r.ei;ttc-.d I~oftte-bn.sed shop 
MO t ~ ~ ~ - ~ t ~ o r k - r e l ~ i e d ,  l~onze-bases1 other 
MI? ~~of-~.vu~k-relcited, non-i?onze-based 

It is also extremely culnbersotne to use as use as this note tells all: E~rc/? ojihe eleven (rip 
pulpose.~ rraquirev cr scpcrrtrfe rrp/~liccx~ion ofprogrum K. So just for 111c weekday   no riling 
travel one has to run the n~ode choice lnotlel I 1 rimes lo detclmirle if rail will havc any share of 
tlze passengers using coefficients that were "r~ctjictjusted" from otl~er cities. O i v e ~ ~  that TleRus 
share is high compared to other cilics with bus systems, I suspect lhd  thc adjustme~~ts {?rere very 
generous in favor of' rail. 'Ulc DEIS does not prcsent or explain any of illis. 

20.4) The OM1'0 model depends on marly assumed static capacities for variota facilities. This 
makes it siisceptiblc lo range errors and easy manipulations. Note that tlie transit factor rabie 
depends on cotlgestecl times. It would tnslke sense that nto1.c pcoplc would choose transit ~'I:OITI 

Kapolei to downtown if n time of 90 minutes is used insteatl of the correct time of60 ~ninutcs. 
Aitd that mas dotlc, 

Same concern applies lo artcriat and freeway capacity which cat1 be arbitrarily set too high or too 
low to satisfy the ol>jcccivc oFdx analysis such as "promote sail and unclercuk I..iO'T lanes." 

,.. 

7 2 7-3 1 (,'ci[~acily,fi,r crt.ecr type 5 (vehicles / lune / horrr) F5.0 

. . 
Aro/c.: The c i~nc i t i e .~  on [he lnBb ciue vehicles per Icrr~epei. hour. 

'T'hanlc you for the opportunity to provide comments. 
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December 4,2008 

CITY COUNCIL 
C I T Y  A N D  C O U N T Y  O F  H O N O L U L U  
H O N O L U L U ,  H A W A l t  9 6 8 1 3 - 3 0 6 5  

*". 
.,, .cn 

Wayr~c Yoshiuka, Director 
Depaiatmeni of 'kansportntion Services 
City $ CJoun~y of l-ionolt~lu 
6% S. King St., J~ Ploor 
Monalulu, J-Iawnii 96813 

RE: DETS ~o~nnl'ents on the I%@noiultt IligB Capacity Tmtrsit Corridor Projccl- 
(I) Prctposed Project Pllasing; ancl 
(2) Airport Altcrn~tive Rortte 

Dcar Director Yohioka: 

'Thank yoti fior allowing me to comment on the Honolulu I ti& Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project for tltc Draft Environment fmpr~~r  Statenlent (thc "DEIS"). 

I respect full>^ submit that two changes hould bc made to the DEIS. First, the proposed 
construction phasing is not optimal. The first phase of the rail system should be from Aieii to 
Dnwt~towl? rather than from Ensi KapoIei to Waipahtr, Second, the current Minimum 
0pcl.aEing Segrlzer~t (the "NOS") for the roue should go through the airport and Pearl Harbor 
arca rather than Salt Lake Boulevard. 

1. Tllc First Phase of ffle Rail System Shorrld Co from hica to Downtown 

The DEIS contemplates construction of the FIonolwIt~ rail system to be built in Soonr phases, 
with each phase opening foi- operation upon con~plction of constt-uction. (&g DEIS, Pig. 2- 
44). The LlKfS kns the first pi~asc and operating segment going from East Kapolei to Pearl 
Highlands, wit11 a proposed completc opening someti~ne at the end o f  2013, 'The secor~d 
pl~asc horn Peal Highlat~ds to AIoha Stadium is nor slated to opet~ to the public until the end 
of 2016. (SM, DEIS, p. 2-20), 

Instead of the proposed phasing containcd ~ I I  the DEIS, the Bnt  p11ase oC the rail system 
shotlid go from Aiea (he  Alol~a Stadiutu stop) to Downtown Fionolulu (the Aloha 'I'ower 
stop) rather than East Kapoloi lo FVaipahu. 
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These will si111pfy Ire insufficient ridership of any rail system to jtistifjl opening the initial 
segment of the rail from East ICupolei to Waipabu. Significantly higher ridcnhip will be 
gaiancred for an Aien to Downtown phase. Garnering a high initial ridership during the first 
phase of the ~.a.il sysectn will provide a more direct benefit to the convnunity and Inore 
immediate tr2fic r ~ l i ~ f ' .  Such an initial hian to Downtown phase em 1x1iM greater 
cotn~nunity support, initial enl-i~ttsias~n and Iong-term ridership for a Nonolulu rail sysicm 
than a little used East Kapotci to Waipahu phase. 

F~trthermore, it may take over a cIccade to construct the entire MOS. There are numcrous 
unknowns tl~st could occur during tl~c constructioti of thc MOS, including a cotlti~ued 
economic slowdown that jeopardizes funding or a natural disaster sttcll as a hrtrricanc that 
could jeopardize construction cost cstimalcs. Uy cotutructing the first phase l'roin hied LO 

Downtotvn rather than East ICapofei to Waipahu, the City wit1 insure that evcn if'thcsc 
contit~getlcies occur, the p~rbtic will still have a rait system that it can glean signilicanl 
benefits f~*om. ITihe City runs out of fifis~zcial resources or u natural disaster occurs, anti all 
the City is able to construct is ail East Icapolei to Waipai~u segment, the public will have 
expended enortnous public resources Lor a nit segment that does not make much practicaI 
SCLISC. 

Ail initid inaiiiie~~ance facility can be constructed in the industrial arcu surrotrtlding the 
airport for an hica to Dowritown phase. 'I'llis should not bc a balSrier to starting cot>structiotl 
oftlze rail in-town rttthcr than from the West. 

In the alteritative, if the City wust starf rhc construction in Leeward Oahu, the DEIS phasing 
should be altered to i~dl'iale constructiot-1 at the proposed Waipat~u maintenance Chcilily and 
pisogress eastward. Swh a conslruction schcdule is far more scr~sible tltatl starting in Bast 
Kapolei where there are curre~tly no residents or jobs, 

The D E B  cxami~~ed td~re'ee possible route configurations, 011s following Salt Lake Boulevard, 
onc that: goes to the ail pot^ and Pearl Iiarbolb and a third that examined botb. (See, DEIS, 
p. 2-1 9). 

'I'he Airport route should bc tllc MOS. 'f'his route will yield higher ridership and is far Inore 
sensible given f-lonolulu's demographic conditioi~s, Givcn kllonoiu'lu's main industry is 
tourism and its second largest industty is defense, connecting EIlc Airpo~i and the Pearl 
Harbor areas mttlces much more sense thin pursuing the Salt Lake Boulcvard alignment, 
Fu~-tl~ermorc, this route was the Locally Preferred Alternative in 1992, the last time Honolulu 
cmbnrkcd on the rapid transit project. 
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Again, thank you for allowing me to provide co~niuents on the DEE. Plcasc do not hcsitdtt: 
to cco~ict t t~e i f  you have any fi~rther questions. f3esr; wishes. 

Ilonol~~lu City Councillz~ember 
Ilistrict tV (Waikiki, East EIonoluIu 









C I T Y  A N D  C O I j N T Y  O F  H O N O L U L L  
H O N O L V L C I ,  HAWAI I  9681 3-3065 / TELEPHONE 507.700( 

January 14,2QU9 

Mr. 'red Matley 
FTA Region XX 
20 1 Mission Stroer, Suite 1 650 
Sat? Francisco, CA 94105 

Subject: I.Ioi~oluiu High-Capacity Transit Cot-ridor i'rqje~t 

Dear Mr. Matley: 

I would like to take this time to thank you and the Federal Transit Adn~inistration (FTA) on 
behaif of the citizens of  the City and County of Honolulu for your expertise and diiigent 
oversight of the Honolulu High-Capacity Corridor Project (Rail Project). Your oversil;lnt of 
the developizlent of our Kail Project will assure our citizens' that they will be rewarded with a 
rapid transit system that i s  fisca!ly sound, and will meet ,the needs cf the communities 
now, ..and ill the future.. . without undue burden given the current ecorlornic times, and rislcs 
associated with the developrncnl o f  systems of this complexily. 

I would also like to convey to you my complete support for a rapid transit system for the City 
a~id  County of klot~oluln that will ineel the lteeds of' our citizens. .,being affordable, beneficial 
and with Iess finallcia1 risk associated with its development, constniclion and co~~tinued 
operations and maintenance. 

In regards to my support, 1. have been intimately involved in the Rail Project since its 
inception with a keen interest in making sure that we follow tluough with meeting the 
aforeme~ztioned neecls (tenets) of our cirizcns.. .again, being affordable, beneficial and with 
mitigated financial risk. 

In my review ofthe Ilrafi Er~viromnentai Statement (DEIS), I have several concerns in our 
ability to meet these tenets and theresulting tinmtncial burden that. wwili be placed on our 
raxpayers. 1 have voiced my concerns througlt various means ii~cluding several editorials (see 
attachnlcnts A, B and C) for your review. And through this letter, X would like to personally 
bring these concerns to your attenriol~ ill your oversight capacity. In the end, my coilcerns can 
be suinrnarized as fiscal in assuring that the citizens arc not burdened with a11 ~unnffcirdable 
rapid transit sys tern. These concelxs arc as follows: 

I ,  General Excise Tax (GErf) levels are down ulzd would be expected to decline further due 
to the current ecowmic sitttadon we are experiencing on a global basis. In particular: 



C;E'f ~ollecliut~ over the Iirst 20 months was $246 millioiz. I f  averaged over I5 
years.. .die total would be about $2.2 biliion, which fails s11ol-t of dze ovcrly- 
q~limislic $4.1 billioil in GET surdlarge revenues estimated for in & l ~ c  I3raf 
Envircjnmental lmpmt Statetner~t (DBIS) 
According to tile Pi.esidcnts Budget for FY2007, stated in the Annual Report of New 
Staits Proposed Allocatioi~ crf Fmds tbr 13scal Year 2007, there arc 21 othcr 
transportation projects ahead of Honolulu's Rail Transit Project chat Inve nppljed for 
1'ull Funding Grant Rgrecments (FFOA). 

A fail~irre in adequate funding \vould leave a heavy financial burden 011 the citizens of the 
City axicl County of PIo~loiulu which would only rcsulr in additional taxes either tlmrrgh 
extensions a~d/or incseascs in the GET; it~crease in property taxes; and additiottal costs 
incurred ttwot~gh the issuance of bonds to fund the dcvefopment of the Rail Pi.o,ject, 

2. ' f i e  proposed dlanye fioin tlie Salt Idtikc Boulevard alignment 10 the Aisporr aliglirnellt 
appears unjustified and impractical iiz ten~is of benefit and costs. For instance: 

* Costs for the airport aligru~~.ent are reported to acid $220 million more to the total 
price of tile Rail Projcct, wit11 an additivnal$75 inillion to doubie-deck the platform 
and guideway a-c the Lagoor? Drive Station. This is above the much more practical and 
atfordable Salt Lake Boulcvcird route. 

* 'She 20-mile loog Mininzurn Opemble Segment (MOS) from East Kal~olci to Ala 
Moala Center via Salt Lake BouIcvard was approved by the Honolulu City Council 
in Feblzraty 2007. 'I'wo days after the rail ballot initiative was appso\rcci in the 
November 2008 General Election, a move to switch the route fi'orn Salt Lake 
Uouievard to the ailporr was proposecl, leaving a bitter taste in the mouths of those 
who voted for mi1 tlelisving the iine \wuld run through Sait Lake Uonlevarti. 
'The proposed airport rail station appears lo be too Far from the passenger tern?inal, 
naftiiig it difficult: if not impraotical, for visitors to use-especially with no 
comiectioa illto 'Mraikiki. 
The costs {'or openklion and maintenance ofthc airport alignment over the Salt Lake 
Boulevard dignment would he higher and pose an additional burden to the taxpayers, 
especially if tile first scg~iient is built from East Kapolei to Waipaixu. 

'Phe cf~angc to the Airport aligiln1i3111 fj:om the Salt Lake Boulevard alignnlent Tor the near- 
term does not appear to be fiscatly prudcnt, nor does it provide the benefit to the cointn\rnity 
and citizens. 

3. 'The DlSaA. EIS Iists the air poi^ aiignmcnt's daily riders11ip as 95,310, compared to a 
ridership of 87,570 by 2030 i i~ r  S a l ~  Lake Bouieva~.d, The Salt Lake cummi~ity questions 
this disjxtrity, pa~?icuIaslp si is~e  [he DF2IS does not explain how these nun~bcrs werc 
determined. 

I at11 srrbr~~itting a copy ol:testi~~?.ony from Rcrn 'robes, chair oC lha technology selection panel 
(we c.rllachr~e,zr D), itt response to a series ofq~iestiorrs during a recent cutrunittee meeting. 
Based on his comments and expertise, the Salt I,& cornn~unity and myself Surthes 



lescaxched botlt the airport and Salt lake Uoulevalrd alignine~~s. Hew arc several of otir 
lil~dings Ihat qi~estion the validity ofthe nirpan alignn~e~lt's 95,3 10 ridership count: 

Ii~clepcnda~l research cot~ducted by a i~leinber oftbe Salt Lake Neigl~borhood Board 
shows several agparen t inconsistencies i r k  the D a f t  EXS . (see ~~t~ackrroctnt E) 
There are about 7 million annual visitors to Hawaii. Seventy-one percent of those 
passengers go through the Sioaolulu International Airport, wit11 the remaining 29 
pcrcertr going to the neighboring islands. 

* Asitin visitors Iota1 t~j>proxir~~sttcljr 2 ~niilion per annutn, with the nlajority being 
J'z~pnnese. They arrive early in llle ~~ lo r t~ ing  and take b~tses to tlie hotels as part of the 
tour package. Checkin litnes are usually mid- to lace-afternoons. 
Of t11c 2 1 rnajor cities that launched rail systems since Ihe 197OYs, orlfy 7 were 
connccted to the airposl ( ~ e a  al~acIzmenf F), Most of the links to airports cvcxe built 
after tIxc rail systems were launci~ed. This is wily the airport spur should he built later 
or concunentl y wit11 a spw into Waikiki, 
'I'tlcrc :ire approximately 12,500 dvilia11 elnployees with h e  base parking at hick an^ 
and Pearl Harbor combined, Most military personilel either live 0x1, or IIV~P, the 
bases.. .with very ~1.101-t colnmute titnes to their workpIs\ce. 
Atrout 727 state atzd 15,000 private sector en~ployees are at the airport. There arc over 
7,0f)0 parking staIIs at the ailpoi?, including the new 1,800 stall parking structure for 
employees and locals to use. 
Qahu has a population of approsimately 900,000 rcsidenls, ofwl~ich 60,000 - 70,000 
residents live along a 4-mile stretch sf Salt Lake Boulc~ard. These residents 
represent w solid ridership base and can generate more revenues and thercforc less 
taxpayer subsidy for operation and nlaintenance costs. 
In comparisolz, when the Minirl~um Operittde Segment (MOS) is compktcd and 
operational by 201 8, the airj)oct rotite's daily ridership csti~natc of 95,3 10 and transit- 
oric~lted development (TOD) opportunities will not be fully realized uizlil 2030, as 
projected in thc L3131S. 
The Salt Lake Boulevard atignnlcilt, tvjt11 ttvo proposed passenser stations, compared 
to four far t l~c airport route, meets the Cost Effectivel~e-ss Index (CB1). A third station 
in M~tpunapuna, with a 150 itcses and onc owner, would further irlcrease SaIt Imke 
Boulevartf's <::I31 and ridership level (see machmenr G). 

In comparisot~, San Francisco Intelnatio~~wl Airport (SFO) has over 34,000 workers, 6 ~11iIlior-t 
residen~s in Bay Area alone and approximately 16 million annwi visitors, yet SF0 has had 
tlifficulty in rencl+ng projectetl daily ridership of 17,800 on the BAKT airport extension. 
Ridership levels arc: nowhere ilear what BAR'T officials had hoped atlld the route is Iosing 
money. 

'The above concerns strictly address the need for fiscal accotttitability, especiaIly in Light of 
the current economic times we are experiencing. ..globally, and the impact that this will l ~ a v e  
on Nstu~aii's taxpayers. It is iri~portant that we take care of our citizens first in providing them 
thc ttlost affordable and beltcficial rail transit system. 



In  vie.wl of the aforcmcntioned statements and 0x1 behalf of the citizcx~s of the Ciiv 8 
Countv of fiooolulu, I xeqrtest that the FTA. $riven. its oversight and responsibilities in 
tile develonmcnt o f  tb.is_x4npicI n.ansitslistcn?,condactfsensr.ste ricicrship a m  
m e n d e n t  o f  the current riOcrsf~ip anaIysis to validate whether the i l ir~ort  alignmeat; 
or the Salt X,akc ~otrievarcf alig~iment shortld be preferred. Further, the communih 
firtnlv believes that beginning the nroiect in East Kanolei does nor makc ssense since it 
will do little to ridieve traffic P;ridlocli. To ensure greater ridersl~ir, and reduce trafilc. , 
the first segment should i n s t e a d o i n v n  and proceed tmvardls~apoiei. - 
rl'herefore, this sxtslvsis should also add]-ess the stationing antf nroposed sequcncinfff 
the work. 

I \~~ouid also request that tile F'TA look at the delivelv anprosch r>ronosed in 
seprlrenting !.he work, and consider tile use of a "Mastct- Contl-actor" with the 
experience and ctlnabilitv to 11t1dertake the re.sponsibilIitv in accepting in b f ~ e  part the 
risk associafetl with the ix1regr:ition o' thc rapid transit system comnonents. And nof: 
:.111ow the Citv and County o f  r.3[oirolalu arid our- taxwavers to deaI with this r i a  

On behalf o f  Wpa~~ers  who will be paying for this pxojc.ct, as well as the many others in the 
community \who voted in, favor of rail in the November 2008 election believing that it would 
pass along Salt Lake Uoulevatd, thank you for ycmr consideration of the above requests. I 
look forward to your thoriible response to tllese: requests so that OUT taxpayers can be 
assured that this project is pcoceeding in a fiscaliy-prudent and cost-effective manner. 

."; c;3 
cD 

Please give this mntter your inlrncdj.atc fittention since it appears a resolution to $k:jk1%;e the 
alignlx~erlt fiom Salt Zdake Bo\ilevarci to the airport is pending before the City ~o@$], wh~& 

7 ~ - : < 3  N., will make a final decision on January 28,2009. .,, ... .-' - 
2. *:;<:: .., ..: -:t 
E .  <;; 
-:. .- -. .? x> 
; ' 2; CLY 

Sincerely, :;r ,Y . . 

cc: Wayne Yosl~iolca, Depal-tment of 'Transportation, Cit.y and Colurty of X.Ianoltrlu 
Leslie Rogers, I<cgions Acirninis~rator, Region fXt Federal Transit Administration 



Another View 

Salt Lake a better choice than airport for rail route 
13y Romy M. Cachola 

POSTED: 01 :30 a.m. I-[ST, Nov 26,2008 

Both Honolulu dnilios endorse t11e airport mute for the 20-mile n~illi~nunz operable segment of the rail project. It is il 
everyone's best irltercst to car*efiilly consider tbe following facts bafiorc stepping up to support the route. 

1) Co~~st~.uc~ion cost. 'Yhc nirport I-outc costs $220 millioil more that1 tl~c Salt Lake Roulcvard (SLB) route, We need 
to avoid tl1e mistakes oT other cities and analyze whether filnding estimates we wlzal taxpayers can afford. For 
example, extending I>envcr's Fa~'X'~acks, which was estin-rared in 2002 to cost 34.7 billion, now costs 57.9 billion. 
Denver oFficials are cot~tctl~plating raising their sales tax to fund this increase. 

N RicIership lc~els. Tkc Dral5. Environmental Impact Statement. lists 953 10 daily passengers oil the train by the year 
2030. This means that when l1l.e rail line is ccranp!cte-d by 2018, ridership and transit-oriented development pacentia! 
for the airport won't be rcnched fbr 12 n~ose years. 1.n comparisoa, you don't have to wait until 2030 wit11 Lhc S1,B 
route, ~ ~ h i c l i  \.vould go through the densely populated cormnunity of Salt Lake, where there woujd be a solict 
ridership from day one. 

'1'tle estit~~ate of95,3 10 daily passengers on the airport roure is questionable. 'I'he1.e are about 12,500 civilian 
e~nployees wit11 free parking at Ilickatu and Pearl Rarhor aild about 727 statc and I5,000 privde smtor employees s 
rhe aitport, and more Illan 7,000 parkil-lg s~alls at the airport, iticlt~ding the new 1,800-stall parkiiig structitre. 

'Tl~sse are all Jisince~ztivcs ~ Q I '  ernl>loyees a1 the iiil.po~.t, 1,Tickatn nizd Pearl Harbor to ridc rail. 

111 cotnyrtrisor~, San Francjsco luternatiunal Airport has 111ore tl~an 34,000 workers and higher visitor arrivals tkan 
Honolulu, yct SIiO has hiid difficulty rclzching a daily projected ridership o f  only 17,800 on a BAR'I' extension. 
Since the cxtensiotl ope~lcct ~ I I  2003, ridership is nowhere near wilat BART officials had hoped and the route is 
losing money. 

1 ,) Operation a l ~ d  tnaintel~ance costs. f:urre~?tly, laxpayers subsidize tlie'I'llcBus at $1 30 tnillion pet ycar. With rail, 
! the O$M cost fh'or both is estitnated at more Ilvan $200 million. 

When the initial mil segrHent is built fioln East Kapolei to Waipahu, who will rick it? 'rids first scgnleizt might not 
: relieve trat'frc sitxce gridlock begins tvl~ere H-l and H-2 nlerge. 14s you extend the first segi~~eiit, it w l l  still be "a 
: train to no\vltese," With less ridership and fsrr~box revenues, taxpayers will pay morc for O&M, whidt will cor~tii~ut 
I to i t~crcasi: until it re;.tchcs do\vntown. 
f 

'I hc above nr*gitmcnts are good reasons lo build the first scgmcnt from doiownto\vt~ to East Kapolci via SLt3; delay III 
i ailport route anti give the statc/city anrple titlie lo plan and build a station closcr to the passenger terminal; and 
) conslruct a Waikiki spur. 

! Thc acivantages of adding a SLB station in Mapunapu~za are: 1 ,  the landowner is willing lo clonatc land and h d p  wi 



~. 

stntio~~ conseruction costs, and 2. tl~ese are bettel. opyjoi-tunities f o r  a Wordable housil~g and trailsit-oriented 
clevclopmcnt . 

'The debate belwcen Salt Lake Boule~lard and the airj~ort should not pit one c o m ~ ~ ~ u n i t y  agair~sl I11e rest of the island. 
"Il~is is ~ ~ o t  s popularity conksl. but a saious pocketbook issue wit11 billions oi'dollal-s at stake, 

Other Illan encouraging colnmutws to leave their cars at hotnc, a successful rail project shouldn't bankrupt taxpayers' 
pocketbooks. Simply put, t11e Sal t  Lake Rouicva~d mute is cheaper better than d ~ c  airport. 

Itorny M. Cnchola represents Disi-rict 7 (including Mapunap~lmi, Airpoi?, Hickam, Pearl Harbor, Salt f,ake and 
Foster Village) on dll: I-IonoluIu City Council. 

Find this article at: 
http://w~.starbullelinN1~mIeditorials20081 1 25~Sal~Lake_a-better-choicecetI~~nnair~ort-for-rail-mute.html 

r" Chock the box to include the list of links referenced in the article. 



Attachment B 

lIECEMl3Z3R 6,2008 + BAWAXX F11,XPLNO CHIIONICldE + 3 

Salt Lake Route Saves 
Taxpayers' Money 
By Romy M. Cachola lnkcrnatiol~al Airport, with the rc- 

n~mediately follo\tling rhe 
Crenei4c\l Elsctio~l, the 
Cotcncil proposed to 
change the route of the 
I-fonolulu Itail Transit 
Project from Salt .Lake 
Boulevard to the airport. 

The proposa.1 surprised many voters 
who felt that tl~c dlange was impropcc 

T11e media hinted at a pc~iitic* A I corn- 
pron~ise in  the sclectiorl trf Salt Lake 
Boulevard For the 20-mile &linjrnum 
Operable Segment (MOS) of tbc rail 
project. The tlvtb is, for the rail project., 
lcaclcrs in the Salt lake conimut~ity and 
1 flavz not ,pla>led political ga~nes. In- 
stead, wc liave worked very f1at:d to jus- 
t.i@ why Sale Lake Boulcva~d is the 
better mute for thc Won~lulu Rail Trarl- 
sit P.rojec.t. 

H'crc are out. findings: 
Airport 

'I'he rail statiotl is too h r  away 6om 
Lllc pessenger tem~ioal, making i t  a 
hassle to lug around suitcascs. 
There is also little ince~~tivc for vis- 
itors to use railsincc tlicre is no con- 
llectiai~ into Waikiki. 
?'l?ere arc ovcr 7 milliou annual vis- 
itors to .I-lnwaii. 7 t percent of pas- 
scrlger. scats go through RonoIulu 

n~aining 29 perc:e~~t going to tbc 
~~eigltbnr islmds. 
Asian visitors, the majo.rily o f  
wtlotn are Japa~ese, total appt.oxi- 
mately 2 million. Tlwy wive  early 
in tkc inornil~g and are taken via 
buses to briefings or towrs before 
checking in at their hotels in the af- 
ternoon. 

* Out 0.f 21 major U.S. cities that 
launched rail systelns siircc the 
19705, only 7 ivcre connected lo the 
airport. Most of the airport spurs 
were built after the rail systcins 
were litu~~ch~*d. 

Pearl Xlarbor/blickam 
Tltere arc rtppwxinzately 27,000 
civili~ll co~ployees combitle(I at die 
airport, Pearl Harbor a.t~d I.lidcam 
wilh lree parking 011 base. 
Most: mitittury person~~el live 011 base 
or within a sl~ort driving distance. 

lktndt  Oriented Development 
(T0D)lHousing 

The SLB ulignxnent extends thrcmgh 
Mapunap~~na which cncumpnsses 
150 acrcs and i s  owtzed by .y single 
lando~~oer who is willing to donate 

(cof~fl,inrrzrcrl nu QTC 6) 



from page 3, Sall Lske ...I airport workers and higher visitor 
land a~:d help build a sratim). r'idding anivi~ls then Ilonnlulu. 
a statjon in Mapuaiip~rr~ would itl- 

crease ridersl~ip for the SLB aiigcl- 2. Mcw York's Metropolitan Tral~s- 
tncal and provicle greati?r pottatiotl Authority hss propnsuci J! 

opportuniiics h r  nKorc!able hcrusi~ly 23 perccnt fare bik.e for  rhe I.,ung 
and T O ,  p:rrticularly &I: Island Rail Road and a 43 percent 
I .  Stadium Mall liiku fbr Long Island Bus Bres-a 
2. 'K-Mart across Stailiuttl kinll 
3. I'urincr Ck>s[co site 
4. Salt Lake SBoppif~l; Ce~lter 
5. Mapunr~puna 

Operado~~inteimnce(O&M] & 
COi\str~rctius~ C:osts 

The SLB route is sllorter and costs 
less than rl~e ailport route. 
When completed, t i ~ c  initial seg- 
mcnt from East G~polci to W~ipirh~, 
wilf tleve Jess ridersflip and w n ' t  
relieve traffic gridlock. O&M costs 

proposal wlliclr lias alqered pas- 
sengers. 

3. Denvcr's PasTtacks trarisil extcn- 
sion, estirnnicd in 2002 to cost $3.7 
billion, now costs $7.9 billion. Or- 
ficials \nay raise their sdes tax to 
fund this ilicrcasc. 

Based on rllc above, 1r.e should be 
skcplical of the projeclcii 95,J 10 riders 
for (he nirpai? routc at~tl the eslirnand 
$220 nlillivri that will be ttditcrl to the 

and taspnyer subsiciics will be more cast of  constructio~l. If the numbers 
and will iiio.e;rsc u~tijt  f l ~  20-mile providcd in the Draft Environmental 
MOS iscowplcted.'l'l~is will lirt'thc1: irnpact Stabmcnl tlon'l milich, taxpay- 
\>urdei~ \axpayrrs' pocke1b:toks. ers wiil bc hced with lflc foliowing ad- 

ilitional funding proposuls: 
Rtrthcnnorc, ~ v c  should look ar tiit 1Sxtcnd thc half pc-rcent GET col- 

rmmii cxpcricnccs of other citics and I C C ~ ~ O H  beyoi?d tl10 Year 2022. 
I~opahlly lean1 frtm their ~n~istakcs. Incnasc thc,GET to ooc percent. 
1. SanFrancisco's B B K  was cxtcnded Bort'ow lnatlcy hv floatins bonds. 

lo the airport it1 2003 with a pro- liicressc propcrty taxes. 
jected riderslrip of :7,800. Cur- Raise hrcs. 
reiitly, t h y  aro hard prsssed to rueet 
projections, despite [laving 34,000 We sliould d~iljk firs! and Forcmosr 

-..;. .,....-...... " _ -___I_ ,--.. " -..- -l. of the welfare of 
our iaxpaycrs 

Joseph M. Zobian, M.D. 1 and select rllc 
I routc that is less 

Board-certified 
ophthalmolagist 

U.S. Pea~w Corps VolutroQf. 
Philippines 

San Morcoiino, Zambales 
1988 to 1990 

'ragalog and Ilokano spken 

SPECIALIZING IN: 

costly a~td that 
will m c r  locals 
wlio will ride the 
rail dcspite a b d  
eco.xloll?y. 

Leaders ant1 
wsidents oT Salt 
Lakc, aitl\ou$\ 
upset with thc 
propos~l route 

*CATARACT AND LASER SURGERY election arltl the 

*COMPLETE EYE CARE deletion of' $30 
*EYEELASSES IXND CONTACT LENSES lnilliorl for SL.13 

wihning, haye 

I standing job in I Call (808) 678-0622 for appointments deSn.ng Wt 
fi 94307 Farrington Highway, Suite B7a Lake Doulcvaiuf 

Waipahu, HI 96787 il as the bctter 
route. 



Attachment C 

Reduce rai 1. burden on O'al~u's taxpayers 

A recent article in The Honolulu Advertiser reported that general excise tax collsckions are down 
compared with Iast year's totals because of the bad economy and declining visitor arrivals. 

funding for the city's 20-mile rninin~um operable segment of' rail has always been a major concern for 
nie. 

The half-percent GET collection for rail for the first 20 months was $246 million. If averaged out over 
the 15 years of collection, the total GET would be about $2.2 billion, which falls shad of the overly 
optimistic $4.1 billion in GET surcflarge revenues estimated in the draft environmental impact 
statement. 

The following are other reasons for concern: 

t With GET levels down, there may not be enough funds collected to build the  eight-mile first 
segment from East Kapolei to Waipahu, which I suspect may cost around $1 billion. 

The airport alignment, if selected instead of Salt Lake Boulevard, would add $220 million more to 
the total price tag, plus an additional $75 million to double-deck the platform and guideway at the 
Lagoon Drive station, 8ccarrli.n.g to the draft ELS. 

According to the president's budget for fiscal year 2007, as stated in the Annual Report on New 
Starts Proposed Allocation of Funds for Fiscal Year 2007, there are 21 other transportation projects 
ahead of Honolulu's rail project that have applied for full furlding grant agreements. 

I stated early on that we can expect one or .more of the following proposals if our col'lstruction cost 
estimates are off: 

t~ Extend the half-percent GET collection beyond 2022, the final year of tax collection. 

Increase the GET to I percent. 

4 Borrow money by floating bonds. 

Increase property taxes 

It seems that the administration's plan to fast-track the first segment: of the project using collected 
GET funds is coupled with the notion that once consti.uction begins there will be no stopping. This 
may explain why the administration is hinting at floating bonds sooner rather than later to make up for 
the shortage. I f  we are forced to borrow money, as i suspect we will be, the debt sewice will be an 
added strain on taxpayers. 

Instead, I strongly suggest, if at all possible, that the city fast-track its application to secure a FFEA 
with the Federal Transit Administration before starting construction. 

i The benefits of an FFGA are that it: 

Defines the project scope. 

I l~ttn.n://~~~t~~w.ho1~nIi~11~advertiser.~t~111/at~t~~/~~b~~~dI t/.~rti~l~'~A1Il=/2OO8 I21 G/OPINION03/8 12 1603 14& te... 1/14/20 



r Establishes a firm date for project completion. 

e Provides a mechanism for designatirlg funds for future years. 

s Leads to the development of accurate cost estimates. 

a Pssmits the use of state and local funding for early project activities without jaopardizing future 
federal fundjng for those activities. 

An FFGA will result in better predictability and transparency and hopsfully prevent cost overruns and 
delays of the project. Also, an FFQA wijl give our taxpayers peace of mind and comfort in knowing 
that they won't be saddled with the bi~rden of repaying long-term debt through borrowing. We would 
further save taxpayers' money if the more a#ordable Salt Lake Boulevard alignment, which has a 
solid ridership base, is selected. 

The City Council and administration need to keep taxpayers' best interests in mind for this multi- 
billion-dolfar project. A successful project is one that will not only encourage commuters to leave their 
cars at home but also won't barlkrupt our taxpayers' pocketbooks. 

Romy M. Cachola is the councilman for Cooncil District VII (Salt Lake, Halawa, Mapimapuna). He 
wrote this cornmsntary for The Advertiser. 



Presentation oa the Evnluatio~~ and Selectioa Iteport by tftc Fixetl Guidervay Technology & 
Evalr~arion Panel. 

Councilmember 'Tc~dd Rpo: You ~rtet~tio~~ed a potential problem with Diilinghain and the existitlg 
powerii tlas. 

I t o n  'Tobcr: That's correct. 

Ayo: So it's iiltepatiny an elevated system with existing powerlines? 

Tober: I think it can be deab with. Lt'll be a cl~allengr, for thc engineers 1.0 calm up with a way to 
do that. 

Apo: So has nothing to do with rl~e actual systcrn. It's just 11 tnati:er oofwhat's tfxre t~lready and 
how to tidal with it? 

Tober: Correct. 

Apo: the Sait bnke vs. airport rotice----I've been an advocate to get it back to tlie airport. and Pearl 
Lfarbor, One way is LO run lines thn3ugli both of ekern. 'X'hc otl~or thing I've thrown out before is to 
run a lirlc through a le  side and raku a spur to the other side. Givcn what you've seen fro111 the 
commercial (airpori) and residential (Salt Lakc) standpoil~ts~ i fwc look at doing it with a singie 
fine and a spur, any opnion on ~ I i i c h  one \voulct make the ix~ost sense? 

Tuber: Mo;anitrg which direction the spur sllould come Crorn? 

A p :  1'111 asking whether we sl~ould lun a line ttlrougli Salt I.,&e and take a spur tkrangii P k r l  
Ilarbor. and tile aiq~ort, or run the lirie through Pearl E,larbor. and the airport and rake a spur 
throttgtl Sah Lake? 

Tober: I think the day-to-day traffic, tile potcntiaj that you have on Salt Lake, is greater. 'l'he 
airport has times ofthe day wIlc11 you have lots of people coming irt atld wllen you have some 
dead periods of tinre at the airporl. -l'i~tlal's fro111 tny own persoeal experience. I came in yesterday 
afternoon at 5 pm anci took R 5 pm btts from tlle airport to the hotel. Veiy 1i1:tJ.e traffic going on at 
that point ill time. So the daily ridersllip potential on Salt Lake i s  probably gmater fllan at the 
airport. l'lrat's based in part on nlp own experience in runtring rail tratlsit, wi~ ich we did irk 
Cleveland. So the spur probably is better taken to the airport. For when you have planes corning 
in and tourists and workars out there. Probably it's better coming ofl'of the Waikiki-Downtown- 
1~lon.olulu end of rliiegs, rather than the Kapnlei end of things. 

Apo: Let me throw out a Cactat. that you're not at\lare of.-he employn~ent factor. IF it tvas just 
tila ailport, J'cl tend lo agree wit11 you pretty easily. But when you tiwow in the e~nploytnent factor 
I'or Pearl i-larbor, which is a rnajor crnploycr in that area, as well as thc industrial area around the 
airport. We'd probably nccd to show you the numbcrs. You can do tlle evaluation. The significant 
daily peak traffic worker rrut~sportarion tltar's needed through there. Would that affcct your 
analysis? 



Tober: I( ~jrobably \vould. I' 11ava1't Rarl elany real csspcreinces wit11 Pcarl and looking at that nrca. 
'Y\mr vesy n~cll couid he a I I Y ~ ~ Q T  facto~ in LCYINS OF wl~ese the gxeateest aU-day rit\esship potclnliai 
 night be. 'That's somethilzg that T'm not aware of right now. 

(1 :52) 

* * *  



Attachment K 

C:OMI\IIEKTS 01: MAiII<. "1',4YI,OR (3s 
IIIZAF1' EN VIRONME3'KAI, IIMI?AC~* S'X'127'EMEh:T 

1'..011 J:fONQL,UL[! RAIL TRANS] I' PROJECT 
lhcember 9.2008 

.l*liank you for the oppo~-iui~iry to submit cotnrnents on the Drafr FIS for the Hotzolulu Rail Transil: 
IJr.oject. My rlame is hldark 'faylor. 1 reside in t \ ~ c  Salt Lake neighborhotrd of I-f.onolulu aud served froni 
1993 to 2007 as an elecred ~netnber ol'clze Aliatnanu-Salt [,rike-Fostec Village Neighborhood I3oal-d. 

First, Itlo operll~lg paragraph of secrio~? 6.4.2 of the Draft E1S (antitled "Project Cask Flow") stales that 
 bod:^ the "Sale Lake ancl Airport Alternatives would be fi~~ar~cially Ceasible." Yet this same paragraph 
suites that tlie Aiipore Alternative ~ ~ u l d  requite $1.4 billion in Federal fitnding, anti that the FTA "has 
not been approacfied lo consider- tlte Sl.4 billion for the Ail-13ui.t A.lterniitive.:: 

Gtveu that there i s  110 intlicatiol~ chat Federal funrling d the $1.4 billion level will even be con,sidered by 
the FTA, ho\v c a n  the 1I)rilft El's state ~onclu~ivtely that the hirpon ??\lternative i s  "~inaacially feasible"? 
Unless and until the F'I'A indicates in wrirjng that it is wiliil.~g to consider providins f f .4 billion, the ETS 
should s L ~ k  that flit.. Airport Alteriemative has not been shown lo be financially feasible. To do othcm~ise 
is mislewiirlg nnd itwires a fiscally impnldent policy cfecision on the initial trarlsit. alignment. 

Second, Table 7-2 of t l~e  Draf i  ETS (entitfed "Effectiveness of Alternatives in In~proving Corridor 
Mobitity") contains figui+es that appear questionable; if not incow~ct. 

l'hc table indicates t l ~ a ~  7-lansil: Ridership in 2030 ~vil l  bc only b% Iiigher fix the Airport Alternative 
than FOP the Salt Lakc i'ilten~a~i\ce. Yet, i,t also indicates that l ' rar isi t  Usel- Benefits will be 5% higher 
fur tl.le Airport Alterrlative than fos the Salt Lake Alternative. 'Tliis signific.ant inconsistency should 
be eitfler corrected or Fu\ly explained. 

.lhz Airport: Altcmrrtiue's purported 5% advnntape in 'X'ransit User 13cnefiis equates l o  rebuceci tnvcl 
iitne fix a?] tratisit users of 800,000 hoclrs per year compared to the Salt t a k e  Alternative. Yct, the 
1:)rafr E1S irldicates the Airport  ail routc actually Qkes longer to traverse ttxat~ the Salt I,akc rail routc. 
In fi~cl: assurnitlg half of projected daily rail trips in 2030 include the portion of  the system between 
Aloha Stadium and Midctle Street, thc Airport Alternative will incr.casc travel time for rail users by 
over 500,000 hours per year'. I-low can the Airpofl Alterrialive ciec~-ect~cse travef tjnx for nil transit 
users by 800,000 hours per year \rille11 if, incr.enses travel t i t w  for transit users by 500,000 hours 
per year? Agaitl, this significant inconsiaency should be eitl-lcr corrected or frrliy explained. 

Third, ':['able 7-7 of the Draft EIS (eneitt.ed -'Cost-efTectivenrss of the Build Altemativcs") indicates the 
Sair Lake Alternative is inore cost-effective thau the Aii-port Alternative, bur only by a small mar:yin. 
l'ile figures in dlis table :Ire dasivecl by dividii~g the cost of the system under each build alteinativc by 
the ~~urnber of hours of"'1'randt l iser Benefits it produces. 'Tbetelbra; i f in fkct tfiere are any revisions to 
the Transit tlscr 13et?el'rts it] Table 7-2 i r j  light oTtlle discsepatzcies identified ahovc, Tkble 7-7 should 
also be t~viseiell refle~t the impact ort die celaeivc cost-effectiveness of cxach build alternative. 

'Pilank you again for the oppoi+tutlity to cor??rneti[. 

' 90,000 projccted daily trips multiplied by %, multiplied by ?. rniotll.c?s longer per trip, multiplied by 365 days per ycar, divided by 60 
iriinotes per hour. atluafs 547,500 I~ours. 



Dcceinber 7,2006 
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DEC 1 6 20 A M  '06 
Coumil Chair Deia Cmz and Cotmcilrnembers, 

C I T Y  CLERK 
My name is Taylor and I'm a seven-ted %%Bbk#B8Pdkair of tlxe 
~kmmu'salr take/f;oster Village Neigl~borhood Board. X &w up in the Salt .Lakc 
area, p d u ~ t e d  korn Momalua Nigl~ School and have owned a horn& in Salt W e  for the 
past twelve years. 

As yoti've already heard iapiiar testimony, our Neighborhood Board bas voted 
un:ukmously in favor of building a Mi>nolulu rail transit system with slrl alignrncnt that 
includes Saft Laks Boulevard. I'm here today to help expiain why. 

The p q a s e  of rail transit is to mow people. According to the City and County of 
HonoIulu's online GfS system, there are about 50,000 people resicIi,ng within a rriile and a 
half of the Salt Lake transit station location proposed it1 the City Admiaistration's 
Alternatives Analysis. Ln the Board's view, it would make no sense to construct a rail 
transit system that bypasses suck a large cancentratinn o f  potential riders ( a d  Council 
constituents). 

The major perceived drawback of a Salt Lake BouIevard alignment is that it would 
bypass Honolulu International Airport. However, this is less of a problem than it may 
appear? for a simple reason: dr travtders cmry tuggzge, an.d therefore arc unlikely to use 
rail transit to go to and frotx~ tl~c airport. 

Other cities have reaiized this, In selecting a transit aligrunent, the Council sl~ould be 
acvare thnt most transit systems built in the W.S. in the past 35 years DO NOT service the 
local airport. Of the 21 mxljor rrlass transit and light .[.ail systems latmd~ed ill U.S. cities 
since 1970, only 7 connect directly to the airport (see attached tal~le). And for the 7 that 
do hiwe airport connections, in all cases the airport was not served when the system 
opened. On average, tbe airport collnection was established 7 ya;w after the system 
begm operation. 

Xn a couple of instances, Los Angelas and San Jose, the amsit line m s  fairly dose to tile 
airport, and there's a shuttle bus service batween the closest transit station and the airport 
terminal. Such a solution could be a.dopted in Honolutu if the Council were to opt for a 
Salt Lake Boulevard trar~sit aligtuncnt. 

III conclusion, 1 urge thc Councii to rnake rail transit available to local taxpayers living in 
Salt L&c who have lo commute back and fot.th to work every day, rather tha11 to tourists 
exiting rile airport who will wonder "w11a'L's that nmor~orail thing?" as they peer out the ,,' 

window of thcir taxi or rental car. 

This cor~cludes my testimony. MahaIo for your atta~tion. I 

a707 "' Misc. Corn. No. ,- 



AWl'On'l' SERVICE PROVlDPD BY U.S. RAPID TRANSIT NVD XdCTIT RAIL SYSTX'EMS OPLPilCD SINCE 1970* 

+Excludes stiorl (iypicatly Loss than 3 mites) ''l~eritup streatcar lines", c.g. io Little Rock, Memphis. Tanpa 
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Director %ape YosSioka 
Departmer: t of  TransportaCion Se~:vices 
Ui. lsy and County of ?.ic>:iol:l-i 
G50 S .  icing S t r e e t ,  3'"- .C .i.c)o:: 
Honoluiu, HI 9632.3 

May 5 ,  Z O G B  

Subject;: RXSOZiTTlOi?? 08-97 R3VLSZONS TO THE PUBLEC 
TNFMSTRUCTURE MAP FOR THE P R I W Y  U R B W  CENTER 
DEVELOPMENT P M  

Our cornpwxly , R e i  t nanayement. & Research LLC, :i.s property 
manager for  HXPT :=roperties 'i:xusr : I~HRPT" j at?.(J. nacaqes 150 
:xc.::csrj of land k;z the Mapunapuna InBus'irial  area Chat: arc 
ob?ned by co!npanics a f  f i:!.iated w i t h  IIRP'i'. 

7.'he C J z y  ~ounzii. is currently rev iew ing  revisions to t h e  
Ptzbl ic  Infraslruc:tuze :4ap for @he Primary Grban Center f o r  
t h e  Honoiulu Kigh Capacity Transit Corridor Project. We 
axe requesting thai: the PZM amendments inc:li-tde a s-ymho3. f OX 

a tlranai t s ta.l'.ion al: Mapunapuna . 

Mapunapu:la is already a ntajor :job cai?te%, and a transit 
s t a t i o n  WOLZ~CI be a signi.Ei,cant: benefit i*,o the' T,lzousands of 
pecplc? wh.3 work and cio business i!~ a:~d around 57apunapuna. A 
Eapnnapuna 'i..rans.i. tl, stat ion co~~lzLd also capture ridership 
from neaxby xasidential cam~unities in MoanaLua, TripZer ,  
arrd e a s t e r n  Salt Lalce. Furthermore, w i t h  i t s  proximity ko 
Dora~ntoun and its loca-iion &long the transit:  corridor 
bet veen Ka,polei and espec:i.a .I. l ) 7  urbn.n hianoiulu , Map\izlapuna 
h&s ttre pote::tial to be redeveloped to'include more usab2.e 
i n d u s t r i a l  space and other officejcomnercial and 
residential land us2s. In short, t h i s  ares has grea t  
Transit Or iex i t ed  Cevel.apmer:i; (TOD) poi-.snt:ial. 



Radeiw?.tLapmene CJL t.k.i:j area an8 ar. additional. tralzsi.l-; :.ito? . - at-. ;)iagunapurm :.~,.il. signif icaat: iy eskancc-! i:ransj.t .'ide~sRli.p 
along i i z i s  carrid~r. 

Jan%< emsnt an8 YRP:T' are  w i l ; l . i i i q  tc assist: t h e  C i e -  and 2 . "  :.,.L.- 
County o E  Honoj.riiu tc; ?x:19 '~:eai_,i.ze the devel.oprne;xt o f  2% -.I.,-- --.._ --.--- -_.__-. ..-..-. .. 
transit: S ~ O T )  at Map~nsp??ei. - ................. 4-," ..-,- k.." .. ..-'-.......-..-. .-.. 

;q.le l ~ o j :  forward ~0 xorking s i t h  jrou. Pic-ssa 8c>iIrt hesitata 
Co contact me at 599-SSGO. 

Bradtoud Leach 
. V i c e  Presi.cient: - Paci.2 ic Regicn 
2eit Managenen'; 6; Reseaxch LLC 

Cc : ~6.incj . l  Chair Ba.rba?ra MalrshaLl 2nd al.1 Cou:lcil.meinhers 
Mr. Xcxlry Zag, Director BPP 



ROh4Y 1M. CACIKOL,I 
COUPtCILh4EM13)X 
(808) 768-5007 
(808)768-~0I I (fax) 
0-mil: rcacltd~<@l~lonolulu.gov 

Mr. 'Wayne Yoshioka, Ilircctor 
Department of 'l'ratuportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
f-Io~~olulu, FII 968 13 

C I T Y  COTJNCXL 
C I T Y  A N D  C O U N T Y  O F  H O N O L U L U  
H O N O L U L U ,  HAWAII 96813-3065 / T E L E P H O N E  5 4 7 - 7 0 0 0  

lie: f:oinrrjents Reliakin~ i;o the Draft Erivironrncniai i m ~ u c t  Siitte~~ient jDEI3) for the 
Hol~olulu Rail 't'ransir l'roiect 

'hank you for this opportunity to submit final comments on ihe aforementioned pi'oject on behalf 
of residents in m y  distl'ict. 

My concelms include the foilowitlg: 
X. Ridership Bstiti~ates 
11. First: Segment from East Kapolci to Waipqhu 
111. Alternative First Segment: Downtowtl to Kapolci 
IV. General Excise Tax Col [eclion 
V. Construction. Costs 
VI. Operatior\ & Mninlcnance Cosls 
VI1. Transit-Oricnrcd Development 
VIII. Other Concerns and Questions 

I, RII)KI<SNXP ESTIMATES 
'Sl~e DEIS lists sidcsship for the airport alignment as 95,3 LO daily passengers by the Year 2030 and 
87,570 daily passengers by 2030 for the Salt Lake Roulevard aaligntncnt (SLKf, i arn skeptical of 
both ridership projcctions, in vicw of the following: 

A, Airport Visitors 
Bascd on data ti-on~ the Hawaii Tourism Authority, I-Iawaii has about 7 million 111ain1and and 
internationttl visitors cach year. Of this amount, 71 percent go Ei~t'o~tgli I-Ionolutu International 
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Aisport, while the remaining 29 percent go to the ~ieiglrbor islands. Asian visitors, the majority of 
whom are Japanese, total approximately 2 million. Japanese visitors usuatly coine in a tour group 
with a tour packcage, which incIudcs airline, hotel and ground transportation, and anractiotls. They 
~isttaIly arrive in the tnorning. I-Iowever, becattsc cl~eck-in time at the hotel is in the afternoon, 
ground tt-ansportation is waiting for them to take them shopping or clsewherc utltit check-ill. 
'Sherefow, tficy wiit not be likely to take the sail. lfo ridership pruiections for tlte airt)ort 
al i~itrncnt take into consitleration ttlesc fi~aros:: 

There arc other Pictors that may discourage visitors froin riding the sail. First, the proposed 
passenger station on Aolelc Street is too fir away fro111 the passenger terminals. 

* What is  the clist:ince from tLc Dnssenaer station 011 Aoleie Stroct to t b  domestic attd 
intersantiom1 tertninals? To the interisland termiual? 
WOen Dasseitrrers discnrbarlc at tile statiou on Aoiele Strcct, how wiliJIrcv get to both 
passcltaer terminals? F'i'iIl a watl~wav be built? If so, wkat's tile cstimrfed cost attd 
who will Bc rcss~ongble for the costs of brlilcitng and ~naintaininrr: tlac rva1k.cvae 

A sccond ntajo~. factor that may discourage visito~.s from riding tail is uhat the raii iitle does not 
extend illto Waikilci where a large mttjority of our visitors arc staying. Having mentiorled the above 
disincct~tives, p1eas.c PI-ovidc a brculdowrt in the number of visitors who are exnected to ride 
the airport atirn~nent. Will there be lnpgsge cornr~artmcnts ott the trsiu to accommodate our 
visitors? Ron Tober, chair of die panel of experts who selected the technology for the rail system, 
rioted several deatl periods while personatiy observing passetlgar traffic at [he airport. Mr. 'Cobs 
also suggcstcd that the Salt Lake alignment woultf provide fbr a better ridership base thall tllc 
airport. To Pet a better gaujle on visitor tn~n~bcrs, j~h i t t  are the frcaue~~cics for visitor 
~rrivals? 

U. Airport E~nployecs 
As for airport: employees, tbcre arc about 727 state and 15,000 private scctor workers at the airport. 
T'herc arc several factors that may discourage employees from riding thc rail, foremost of which are 
the 7,000-plus parking stalls at thc airport, which includes the State's new $43  nill lion, &level 
1,800-stall parlciitg structure, which was built to accommodate ii~atre incrcascs in the numher of 
people who use tl~c airport. A gooti number of State at~d private sector elnployees have desigl~ated 
parking stalls at the airpost. Purtherrn~~c, for security reasons, airlines' crewmembas have their 
own shuttle scrvicc to and from their hotcls and back. In view of this, please provide a 
breakdown iil the ttumher of airport emnloyccs who are execctcd to ride the airport 
;ILaninen~ 

C.  Pear1 Harbor aad Hickarn 1:rnpIoyccs 
There are app~oximately 12,500 civilian e~nployces colnbined at Pearl Ilarbot. ancl Hickaw. Please 
tmtc that firstty, tt~ese civilian employees already enjoy the convenience of free parking on base. 
Sccondfy, the passerlgcr station at Radford Drive is located outsidc of the base on Katneha~ncha 
Highway. 'To gct to their workplace, crnployces must waik over a nlilc onto the base. Thirdly, most 
military pcrsonnal eidlcr live on bttsc or within a sIiort driving distancc. Those wlzu live further 
away ut~dcrstaadably prefer to drive for convcnieilce and emergency purposes. Having mentioned 
the above, please provitle a brealctlown iii the 1111rnbcr of civiliat~ employees, Co~itmctors and 
n~ilitarv persottttel afio arc e~pectecl to ride the airaot-t alignment. Do thc ridcrstlip ntrn~bers 
falw into account tlrese factors? 



D. Pop~rtalion Estimates From Aloha Stacliam to Middle Sfrect 
The DHIS on page 4-39 lists the population h the Year 2000 for the tnnsit corridor at about 
552,100 and the population of the Aliamanu-Salt I,ake area at ntorc than 54,000. If residents in 
Foster Village and lower Walawa arc included, alotlg with several ~tcw  ond do and other housing 
devclopmcnt rrlahi of Salt Lake Boulevard, the population cou~il will susefy bc higlies--possibly 
bctwecn GC1,000 -70,000. I f  you add shoppers a114 etnplnyees in the nilapunapuna industrial area, ar 
Salt l a k c  Shopping Ccnler, SLadiunl Mall, KMatf and Cllc new Targct departn~cnf store (which 
opcns in March 20091, thc numbers arc quite substantial and add to the daily ridership coiri\l. 

With the above facts stated, 1 strongly believe that the over 60,000 residents wbo live along the 
4-mile stretch of Salt I,ilke Boulevard and those who work and shop in the area-including the 
new Target store which wit1 open by March 2009-represent a solid and dcpe~~dablc ridcrstzip 
base. These arc locals who will rick the rail despite a bad economy. 

To get a mol'c accurate picture of popuiation and ridership levels'for the Salt L,alce Boulevard and 
airpot? alignntent-s, please provide answers to the following: 

What is tile proiccteii i~onnlation count for both ~I i~nments  o ~ l y  for that nortion of 
the &IOS behvccn the Middlo Strcct Trar~sit Center altd the AIolia Stadirrm I)Y the 
Ycsr 2018 ttnci t1ie Y car 2030? 
Out of thc 95,310 estimatecl daily riders for the airport alignment, I ~ o w  Inane 
passenger bwai4ings asrue attributed oalv br titat portion behveen Alol~aStadinm atid 
the Middle Street Tra~ui t  Center when the MOS is comr~leted by 2018? Bv 2030? 
Please detail titc mctl~ods txscd to arrive at tliosc fi~urcs. 
Oiit of tlto 87,570 estirntttecf daily ridcrs for the SmIt Lake Botdevard, niiaamctkt, how7 
giatty 1,asscngcr hoardings are attributed otrly for tf~at portion hchvccn Aloha 
Staditin1 and thc Middle Street Transit Center w l ~ e t ~  thc NOS is completed bv 2018'? 
By 20307 Plessa detail t i ~ c  methods 11scd to arrive at tltose ticrures. 

i 11. FIRST SXGHMKNT PROM EAST .UPOLE1 TO WAXPAHU 
i question the rarionalc for building the first segment fiorn East Kapolei to Waipahu, particularty 
when it wilt do little to relieve traffic since gridlock begins whew 11-1 and H-2 tnerge. I am 
convi~~ccd tirat this MOS first segment: 1) will fill1 woefiilly short of bringing n~ost cotllnltttcrs to 
their intcndcd destinatitri~ of url.tan I-lonolulu and beyond; and 2) will cost taxpayers more moliey, 
and this scenario will conti~~tre until you reach IJawntown. 

In view of thc above, when completed, 1.) Who wiIl ride this flrst segment? 2) What is the 
cstirnatetl ridcrshia for the t'iist segment'? 3) What's the estirnatcd ftutrlitla wcomlr!otc tlkc 
tirst scgmci~t from East Kapoiei to 'CVaipithu? 4) Wliat is vortr estiniutcd ogct'atioi~ Sc 
maintenance costs? 5)  Wlxat is the estimated taxnaycr subsidy for ot~erutlon & m:rinte~~rtaee 
costs for titb first segment? Please it~stify your numbers. 

$11. AL'CXI2NArI'IVE FXKST SPGMENT: DOWNTO'CVN '1'0 ICAPOLRX 

Ron Tober, chair of the technology selection panel, in testimony before the Cout~cil's 
transportation committee o t ~  February 22, 2008, stated his preference to bcgin thc project from 



Ilowntowo towtards KapoIei rather than ti.0111 Kapolei towards Downtown. 1: support Tober's 
prcfcrence. 

It scorns that finding a suitable baseyard has becn a major sticking point for the administration. Xas_ 
&e City considered construction of a s~bsidiarv or iavover basward? Can the City latcr 
build s permanent bssevard adjacent to tlte I>eeward Commmlitv Cullupo when the transit 
linc i s  extendcci to Walr>aBu and bevond? 

-the City already owns the bliddlc Sttset'rrrlnsit Ccntet., could a nortion be used as a 
subsidiary or iavnver baseyartl'? There arc several reasons for this: 

* 'I'tlc transit line will connect to the Middle Street property. 
* A subsidiary-or layover bascyatxl wuId SC~VC as a back-up in case operations at the 

pcrlna~lent backyard are halted for any reason. 
* The full use oftilc I00 mil cars for the entire 20-mile long first segment as stated in the 

DEilS will not he rccjuired, since the initial seginent of thc MOS may only be between 6-S 
miles long stld not the full 20 ~niles, 
'l'he design and planning for a subsidiary or Layover baseyard can still be incorporated 
iato the ovemli desiyli and plarls for the Middle Street pmpe~ty. 

Cottld a subsidiary or tayover basevard for rail doublc tip to ~rlotentialXv service (re& 
maintain and clean) cxistinz Cilv bjrses and h~ndiv@~1s?.fX01v many rail cars arc ncedcd to 
service Hlo angroxit~iateiv 6-8 inflc l o n ~  initial sccrmetit of Nlc MOS? 

1V. GENERAL EXCISE TAX COLX,ECTIOM 
According to an articlc in the Dccclnber 11, 2008, ediliu~t of the Honolulu Advertiser, the lritcst 
trallsil: tax collection numbcrs are tiown h t n  last year due to the bad economy. For the firs1 20 
months of the tax collection, the total amount is $246 million, or $12.3 t~xilliotl per month. Over tile 
15-ycar period oFCSeaera1 Excise Tax (GEl') collection, or L80 il~acitks, t l ~  City can expect a total 
of $2.2 billion in GK1' rcvetxues, which is way short of 111~ $4.054 billion projected in the DI2XS. 
So far, things aren't working out as plrm~ed. According to a Honotulu Advettiser article dated 
January 27,2009, GET colIections for the first half of  Fiscal Year 2009 were clow~l nearly G 
pcrccnt to $79.4 million (not including the 10 percct~t collected by the State). 

Pfge 6-4 of the DBIS staecs that general excise tax surcharge revenues arc estimated to be $4.054 
billio11 (YO% $) through PY 2023. For purposes ot'clarity, pleasc note that Act 247 authorizing thc 
half percent GET cotlaction tvill be repeated on December 3 1,2022-not thrortgh Fiscal Year 
2023. Wl~st arc you basing the amount (S4.054 billion) on? Please amvide yearly proiections 
for Elie t~nlf  pcrcet~t GET collectictn and ir8stificntions for tllosc projections. 

Currently, debate 011 the cost of thc 20-mile MOS in today's dollars, ranges fro111 a low of $3.7 
billio~i to about $5.3 billion. ?'he atfministration maintains that the estimated amount of $3.7 
billion, which includes a co~~litlgeney of $1 billion, i s  enough to complete the MOS. 
ctcclii~inv GET collection and atldect cost (airnort ulirrl~mcnt) comes thc qucstiun: in case of a 
gcflcit in GET collection, 11c)w will the Citv m a l e  rrp the differericc? 
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V. CONS'CKTjCTIOW COS'CS 
The airport roilte costs $220 million more than the Salt Lake Boulevard (SLB) route plus $75M for 
double decking the Lagoon Drive rail stdtian. For the sake ofom. taxpayers, we need to cafefiilIy 
at~aiyzc whether fitnding escitnares arc what we can truly tifford. If not, we run the risk of repeating 
rile experietlces o f  cities such as Denver, Colorado. Extending Ilenver's PasTruclts system, which 
was estimated in 2002 to cost $4.7 billion, now costs $7.9 biltion. Llenver officials are now 
contemplating whether to raise their sates tax to fi~nd this increase. In light of tlr.is, how confidcrit 
are tile administratio11 an0 city consuIt&nts that the 33.7 billion price tag, which includes a S1 
biiliot~ colrtirtcrencv, is more thalx enowh to comnIetu the MOS? Would thc administration be 
wiflinrr to allo~v the City Council to can MQS firndinrr to no Inore than $3.7 biiliort? If ~ ~ o t ,  
pleasc explain, 

Pel- the 1>131S, we are unsure of the amount of funding that we will receive h r n  the kdcral 
govertlmerd. To Save taxwaver Inonev ant1 avoid cost OV~FI'ILI~S & (ICIEIYS, wotlld the 
administration be willing to ubtsin a Pull Pundinr Grant A~reemctit (PFGA) itntl/~l* a Lcttcr. 
of No Prejudice (IL,NP) Itcforc constntction? If not, 111ease cxnlaia. 

VI. OPERA'I'XON AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 
The current policy on fare box revenue can cover only up to 30 percent of TlleBus operation 
and maii~tenanw casts. So currently taxpayer operation and maintenance subsidy is about $130 
million. What are the estilnated operation altd maintenance costs for the MOS? Taldng 
into cansitferation that tile 32 fare for rail can bc used to frstlsfer oilto TheBus or 
TtzeBoat :is Isua its it's gofag one way, what Es the estimated taxpayer subsidy? 

In m y  research, New Yufk City's Metropotitan 'I'rai~sporLttion Authority (M'I'A) is facing a 
huge 31.2 billion budget deficit and is proposing to drastically citt scrvice on its subways, 
buses and conzmuter raiiwwds. According to the Woveinbet. 20,2008 ed.ition of the New York 
'i'imes, the MTA is  also proposing to raise fares by 23 pcrccnt in 2009 and by another 5 percent 
hike in 201 1. Some riders would bc hit harder than others. For exampie, Fats for the Lung 
Istai~d bus would increase by 43 percent. All of these proposals have angered passengers. 
Under the 23 percent fare hike, the pubiic's share to operate and mineitin Ihc subway w o ~ ~ i d  
incrcasc to 83 percent, while the cost afoperatillg focal buses bornc by riders would rise to 48 
percent. Wit1 the citv resort to fare increase or raising prope~.ty tax to fund u~eration and 
xxtaintcnance sfiortfitils of ornb multi-modal trailsit system? What mcasures tire needed to 
prevent large increases in o~crstiou & lnaintellancc costs and large fare Encrcases- 
sitniiar to the experiences of other cities? 

VII. 'I'NANSIT OXUENTEX) 1)ZVELOPMENT (TOXI) 
'I'he SI.13 alignxnetlt extends through Mapunapuna which errcolnpasses 150 nccres and is ow~wd by ti 

single landowt~er who is williizg to donate land and hclp build a passenger shtion, Adcling a station 
in Mapunapuna wo~rld illcrease ridership, save taxpayer money attd provide greAter opporttinitics 
for affordable housing and potential 'rOD development. 'I'herc are other TOD opportunities at 
Stadium Mail, K-Matt act-oss Stadinm Mall, the former CosEco site (now 'Target dcparttncnt store), 
and ~ I I G  Salt Lakc Shopping Cetltcr. 

Wfiere are the TOD pote~xthls along Llle Airport aligsmcnt, and how cio thev compiire 
to the ~ o t e t ~ t i a l  sites alone the Salt Lake a l i ~ r n e n t  disctrssed above? 



* WIIY won't the Citv exltaust akl efforts to  illdude :I transit station in the Mzalanuaapunzl 
industrial area, since.the landow~~er is willinn to assist with tile construction of a 
transit station, which wortid reduce costs tbr tiic CiW ant1 tazuavcta? 
HOIV far along will TOD be ill tltc sirnort area by the time the MOS is comnlctecl in  
2018? And 2030? 

VI. OTHER CONCEliFlS AND QUlCSTLONS 
Page 4-88 of'thc IXIS says that the guideway cowId come within 10 Fcct of some facades 
alotlg Dillingham Boulevard and would block views from the upper stories of mixcd-use 
buildings Koko Hed  of Kalihi Street. Wllat will be the im~acts  to ~widents of 
coadoatiaialns across Dilliiinltana SIlor,nine;..Piaza froin NlcNcil Street to 
Waialzamiio Street? 
'l'able 3-21 or1 page 3-39 of the IIBXS srtes that 1.0 fed of additiotlal 14gllt-of-way will be 
acquired on the ~nakai side of Dillit~gham, from Pliuhale to the: Costco Driveway, due to 
the effects o f  coiuinn placelaet~ts. Will businesses and rcsideiitiat Itoincs it) tile area bc_ 
affected? If so, wbicfi ones? Wiil this iecluire sidcwalb to bbe moved back 03: 
sidewalk space to be smaller? 

I hope the concerns I have expressed will tncrit your consideration. On behalf of IIIY consdtuenes, 1 
wor~ld like to thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns on this very itnpol.tunt 
tl-at~spottation project for the rcsidents and taxpayers of Oahu, 

Vcry tntly yours, 























MAKiKtI LOWER PmQQI(-T.N,TALUS NEfGHCOHHOOD BOARD NO. 1 ,--.,,,- 
do NEIGHOORWOOD COMMISSION * 530 S0UTf.I KING STREET ROOM 406 . HONOLULU, HAWAII, 96813 

PHONE (808) 768-3710 * FAX (808) 768-371 1 . INTERNET: hItp:l/vNNI.honolulu.gov 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Servicss 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 9681 3 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

The Makiki Lower Punchbowl Tantalus Neighborhood Board No. 10 requests n Supplementary EIS 
(SEXS) to answer the Following questions: 

1. The D E E  does not answer how tho rail effect the individual bus routes on the island, We are 
especially interested in bus routes 4, 17 and 18 and the buses along Beretanla and King Streets, 
What will the existing routes rhroughout the isiand in the year 2020. 

2 ,  The latest population was not used in the DEfS rhat can out in January, 2008 From DBEDT which 
reduces the population figures that was used In the OEIS. The SEIS would have to show changes In 
the ridership and employment figures, 

3, Although we have been in recession From December, 2007, the DElS does not reflect that fact. 
Since this praject will extend From 2009 ta 2018, the SEIS shoutd consider this recession effects with 
possible alternatives in financing and construction. 

4. We are very concern that the project cost plus the canrlngency allocation does not take in 
consideration of this recession. This should be discussed in the SEIS. 

Thank you for consideration. 

Cilsrles Carole 
Vice Chair 

CC: 'red Matley, FTA Region IX 

Oahcr's Nuighbo*ood Board systerrr - Esleblisfied 1873 







BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY 
CIW AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
630 SOUTH BERETANlA STREET 
HONOLULU, HI 96843 

December 22, 2008 

MUFl HANNEMANN. Mayor 

RANOALL Y. S. CHUNG, Chairman 
SAMUEL T. HATA 
ALLY J. PARK 
ROBERT K. CUNOVF 
MARC C. TiLKER 

CRAIG I. NISHIMURA, Ex.Offido 
BRENNON T. MORIOKA, Ex-OMelo 

CUFFORD P. LUM 
Manager and Chief Engineer 

DEAN A. NAKANO 
Depuly Msneger 3od Chfef Engineer 

TO: WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF f RANSPORTATION SERVICES 

GRAM ADMINISTRATOR 

SUBJECT: YOUR LETTER DATED NOVEMBER 12,2008 ON THE HONOLULU 
HIGH-CAPACITY TFWNSIT CORRtDOR PROJECT DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTlSECTI0.N 4 (0 EVALUATION 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project. 

The construction drawing should be submitted far approval. 

The constructlon schedule should be caordinated to minimize the impact to existing 
Board of Water Supply customers. 

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Chun at 748-5443, 

cc: Mr. Ted Matley, FTA Region IX 







MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 
C I T Y  A N D  C O U N T Y  OF H O N O L U L U  

650 SOUTH KING STREET, llM FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 98813 

Phone: (808) 768-8180 * Fax: (808) 523-4667 
web site: y&yg&gL&&gg! 

January 22,2009 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: WAYNE Y. YDSMIOKA. DIRECTOR 

RUSSELL H. TAWRA, P.E. 
ACTING DIRECTOR 

DEPUW OIRECTOR 

CDA 09-296066 

FROM: RUSSELL M. TAKARA, P.E., ACTING DIRECTOR !. 
DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 

SUBJECT: MQNOLLILLI HIGH-CAPACITY TP$,NSIT GORW!DOR PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit C0~id0r Project. We wish to 
provide the following comments regarding the design and construction of the guideway 
structure and appurtenances within the road right-of-way: 

1. The DElS has provided only limited discussion of the placement of the support 
columns and associated foundations for the elevated guideway structure and transit 
stations in relation to its impact to the existing utilities within the road right-of-way. In' 
our experience in doing roadway projects, relocation of utilities has been a challenge 
because of the sheer number of existing utilities and the limited available space 
below the roadway pavement within the public right-of-way. These relocations would 
impact the construction related effect on traffic, and should be included in the 
discussion of Section 3.5.3, Construction-related Effects on Traffic, on page 3-46 of 
the DEIS, and also addressed in Section 3.5.7, Mitigation of Construction-related 
EfFects, Maintenance of Traffic Plan, on page 3-48, including Table 3-26, Potential 
Peak-Period Temporary Lane Closures During Construction. fn addition, with the 
aging existing infrastructure, oftentimes the construction activities, coupled with 
heavy equipment traversing over the construction area, has resulted in existing 
utilities breaking. In consideration of this, the project should consider the 
reconstruction of the roadway sections where the guideway support columns and 
station foundations are located within the City streets, and also the replacement of 
the appropriate utilities, sa that it will not be necessary to come back in soon after 
with another road rehabilitation project that will involve additional cost and disruption 
to the traveling public and residents in the area. 



Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Page 2 
January 22,2009 

2. The estimated cost for the utility relocations is not included as a separate item in the 
buildup of the transit system costs. What is this estimated amount, and how will tha 
project proceed with the utility agreements with the various utility companies and 
agencies for the cost share far these relocations? 

As the project moves forward, we would appreciate the close coordination by your 
project staff for transit project's design elements that may impact our department's CIP 
programs. if there are any questions, you may contact me at 768-8481. 







DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT ION 
C I T Y  A N D  C O U N T Y  O F  H O N o L U t U  

650 SOUTH KING SinEtn', 11'" !:LO04 
HONOLUI.U, HAiVhll 9881 3 

Piroria: (808) 758-8480 ?ax: (13081 523.45137 
Wob silo: ??/+wrVJlonol:rlr~.n~v 

January 23,2009 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: WAYNE Y. YQSHIOKA, ACTING DIRECTOR 
TATION SERVICES 

AUSSELL H. TAKARA. P.E. 
ACTING O!RZCTQR 

OEfIIT\( OIRBCTDR 
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FROM: RUSSELL H. TAKARA, P.E., ACTING DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL lMPACT STATEMENTjSECTION 4{F) EVALUATION 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment 011 the above Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Tfie Department of Design and Construction has additional comments as follows: 

At several places in the text of the DElS there are references to Mother- 
Waldron Park. For clarification, Mother Waldron Neighborhood Park includes 
both State- and City-owned lands, but is City-operated, and is the park's 
off~cially recognized name. The comfort station and other Art Deco-themed 
structures in this park are on the State Register of Historic Places. We would 
appreciate you making appropriate corrections and clarifications where 
needed. 

We suggest consideration be given to locating the proposed future McCully 
transit station to Ehe Diamond Head side of the McCully Street-Kapi'olani 
Boulevard intersection. There is a unique opportunity at this location that land 
acquired to provide access to the transit station may also be secondarily used 
to serve the Aia Wai Community Park's users, as well as student, faculty, and 
staff of Tokai University. This would serve to locate the transit station more 
equi-distant between the Convention Center and Date Street transit statians 
and be more advantageous in general to the public, in our opinion. We also 
believe this station location would be more in lirre with the project objective 
stated in Section 4.4 of the OEjS of sharing benefits with other community 
services and government-owned facilities, 



Wayne Y .  Yoshioka, Acting Director 
Page 2 
January 23,2009 

Should you have ally questions, please call Clifford Lau, Chief, Facilities Division, 
at 788-8483. 

RMT:IE (287692) 

c: DDC Facilities Division 







DEPARTMENT OF EM(IR0NMENTAL SERVICES 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

January 7,2000 

OlRECTOR 

KWNmH A SHlMiZU 
OEmOmRe(;"lOR 

ROSS S TANIMOTO P.E 
oulinv w~eorok 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
PRO O M l l  

Mr. Ted Matley 
F r A  Reglcm tx 
201 Mission Street, Suite '16450 
San Francisco, Calkrnta 94105 

JM~. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportatbn Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
658 South King Sfmet, 3' FSoer 
Honol Ju, HawaH 9681 3 

Dear Messieurs: 

SUBJECT: MonoIulu High-Capacity Transit Conidor Project 
Draft Envlranmentai Impact Statement/Section 4(9 Evaluation, 
November 22008 

Attached are the review comments from the Department of Environmental Setvlcer. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, the responsible individuals and 
their phone numbers are listed above their respective comments. 

h Kenneth A. Shimizu 

Attachment 
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DEPARTMENT OF FAClLlTY MAINTENANCE 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
1000 Uluolris Straar. Surte 21 5, Kawlui, Hawaii 96707 

P l ~ f t u :  (8081 768-3343 Fax: (808) 76$338t 
Website: www.l~onolulu.yov 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR . , 

January 16,2009 

GEOAGP "KEOXf' MIYAM070 
'\C'CIW OIRCCrnR 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
DRM 09-32 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: WAYNE Y .  YOSt.tlOKA, ACTING DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OhTRANSP@RTAT1QN SERVICES 

FROM: E CTlNG DIRECTOR 
D TEHANCE 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIS for the 
Hanoiulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor dated November 2008. 

We request that any required improvements or reconstruction to City roadways 
and facilities within these roadways associated with the subject project be 
constructed in accordance to City and County Standard Oetaifs. 

Should you have any questions, please call Charles Pignatarc, of the Division of 
Road Maintenance, at 768-3697, 





HONOLULU FlRE DEPARTMENT 

C I T Y  A N D  C O U N T Y  O F  H O N O L U L U  
838 SOUV1 Wosl 

tion0hrhr. Hawall 966i3.5007 
Phone: 808-7257139 Par 808.723.711 1 Internet: w.honolutu.gov&ld 

KENNETH G. SILVA 
FlRE CttIEF 

ALVIN K. TOMlTA 
OEPUWFIH8 CHIEF 

MUFI UANNEMANN 
MYOR 

November 28,2008 

TO: WAYNE Y OSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TFWNSPORTA'TlON SERVf CES 

FROM: KENNETH G. SILVA, PIRE CHIEF 

SUBJECT; HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT COlR1UIDOR PROJECT 
DRAW ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Xn response to grow team of November 12,2008, regad:ng the iibcrtre-m~iitiond subject, the 
Honolutu Fire Department (HFD) reviewed the material provided and requires that the following 
be complied with: 

I .  Provide a fire apparatus access road for every facility, building, or portion of a 
buifding hereafter constructed or moved into or within Ule jurisdiction when 
my portion of the facility or any portion of an exterior wall of the first story of 
the building is located more than 1 SO feet (45 720 mm) from a fire apparatus 
access road as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the 
building or facility. (1997 Uniforn~ Fire Code, Section 902.2.1 .) 

2. Provide a water supply, approved by the county, capable of supplying the 
required fire flow for fire protection to dl premises upan which facilities or 
buildings, or porrions thereof, are hereafter constructed or moved into or 
within the county. 

On-site fire hydrants and mains capable of supplying the required fire flow 
shatl be provided when any portion of the facility or building i s  in excess of 
the 150 feet (45 720 mm) from a water supply on a fire apparatus access road, 
as measwcd by an approved route around the exterior of the facility or 
building. (1997 Uniform Fire Code, Section 803.2, as amended.) 

3. Submit civil drawings to the MFD for review and approval, 4 c5 
1) rrJ 
s . r;3 



Wayne Yashioka, Director 
Page 2 
November 28,2008 

Should you have any questians, please calf Battalian Chief Socrates Bratakos af aur Pire 
Prevention Bureau at 723-7 15 I .  

KENNETH G, SILVA 
Fire Chief 

KC;S/SY :jl 

cc: 'Ted Matley, FTA Region IX 







DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

eft-Y ANa cauluTv OF H Q N ~ L U L U  
KAPOLR NME 1000 UWOHlA STREFT. SVliC 304 r KAPOLEI. HAWAII 96'101 

TELEPHONE: (808) 768.3003 FAXI 18081 76E-7053 . WTERNFI: *ww.(I!dd'Jd~V 

LESfCR K.C. CHANG 
DIRECTOR 

GAILY. HhR*GUCHI 
oePuw otnecToR 

December 8,2008 

TO: W A W  Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

PROM: LESmR R. C. CHANG, DIRECTOR 

SIBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESS WNT 
140NOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRXDOR PROJECT 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment an the Draft Environmentat 
Assessment for the Honolulu High-Capacity Tramit Conidor Project. 

The Dc;tzWrfldrit of Pmks and Recreation Itas no comment. 

Should you have my questions, please contact Mr. J o h  h i d ,  Planner, at 768-301 7. 

*A,"/ 
LESTER 8. C. CHANG 

oc: Ofice of Envirame11ta1. Control 
Ted Matley, FTA Region IX 

Director ," 

22 
TIT 
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MUFI HANNEWANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING 

C f T Y  A N D  C O U N T Y  O F  HONOLULU 
650 SOUTd KllEC STREET. FLOOR H0E;OWCU. HkWAtI 068'19 

PHONE: (808) 768-8000 ' FM (808) 768-6041 
DEFT. WE3 SITE: ~ J . 1 i d , j ~ i ? , 4 ! ~  CIN WE8 SITE: ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ O ~ ~ ~ ~ g o x  

January 29,2009 

MEMORANDUM 

'TO: WAYNE Y. YOSNIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SEl$yt$ES 

FROM: DAVID K. TANOUE, ACTING QfRECT0R 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING 

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR RAIL TRANSIT STATION DRAWINGS 

We are requesting a set of the latest Station Drawings (10 percent completion) for our City's 
Honolulu Rail Transit Project. The preliminary information will allow our department to better 
understand the intended operation of the transit system and evaluate its effects on circulation 
and land use. This information will not only complement our work an an-going and subsequent 
Transit-Oriented Development (TOO) plans, and improve the efficiency of our POD process, but 
also assist you with any permitting issues or requirements raised by these more detailed 
drawings, 

We appreciate your department's willingness to work with the Department of Planning and 
Permitting an this effort. Should you have any questions, please call Bonnie Arakawa of my 
staff at 768-8048. 

DKT: th 

cc: Sife Developrnsnt Division 

P:\PdicYDocuments\Action Planslwaipahu Nelgnborhood Plan\Correspondence\DPP~nemaUTS 





C I T Y  

DEPT. 

MUR HANNEWANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING 

AND COUNTY OF  HONOLU 
660 SOUTH XING STREET. 7m FLOOR HONOLULU. IfAWAII 96813 

PHONE: (808) 768.8000 FA% (808) 768-0041 
WE8 SITE: CIW WEB SITE: )mvw,h~- 

OAVlD K. TANOUE 
ACTING DIRECTOR 

ROBERT M. SUMITOM0 
DEPUTY DIRGCTOR 

. , 
February 6, 2009 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 
SERVICES 

J 

ACTING DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT DRAFT 
ENViRONMENTAt IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)/SECTION 4(f) 
EVAFUATIOI\l 

in response to your request for comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project DEiS, the Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP) has the 
following comments:  

1. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should discuss any mitigation 
measures to be taken for loss in property values along the corridor where there 
are adverse impacts. 

2. The FEIS should include a listing of all properties that are to be acquired in full or 
in part, their addresses and TMKs, and !he estimated value at the time of 
acquisition. 

3, p. 1-7, Figure 1-4 Major Activity Cenfers in the Study Corridor: Kalaeloa 
Industrial Park should be identified as "proposed". 

4. p. 2-25, Figure 2- -14 East Kapolei Station (A// Build Alternatives): The map 
extent of this figure should be expanded to the southeast to show the pedestrian 
access and connectivity between the East Kapolei Station and the planned Kroc 
Community Center. 

5. p. 3-34, Table 3- 18 Mode of Access to Fixed Guideway Stations - 2030 Bujid 
Alteunatives: This table should include bicycling as a mode of access. Bicycling 
is a key component of an integrated inter-modal transportation network and 
should be added as mode of access to Table 3-1 8 in the FEIS. 



.._... ",,\ . ,_..... ....", . ,,A. . ... 
I. r - 

:? '$1 \\;j ;j ;jj *<$ j - , # " 5):; ; l i 
.' . Wayqe Y,-Yoshiol<a, Director ,.,! 8 

~epartmbnt d rransportation Services 
Fsbrupyy.6, $009 paGb 2.. " 

6, p. 3-35, Access to Fixed Guia'eway Stations: This sectian states that each 
station would have facilities for parking bikes, and each guideway vehicle would 
be designed to accommodate bicycles during off-peak hours. Bicycling as a 
mode of transportation should be strongfy encouraged, and thus guideway 
vehicles should also be able to accommodate bicycles during peak hours. This 
should be clarified in the FEIS. 

This section also states that sidewalks and crosswalks are currently available at 
stations or would become available as streets and sidewalks are built in 
developing areas. Emphasis should also be on creating an inter-modal 
transportation network in the neighborhoods surrounding the stations. The FEIS 
should address the need for identifying and developing safe and convenient 
pedestrian ways and bikeways to connect the existing residential areas with the 
transit stations. Sidswallts and bike paths leading to and from the transit station 
should be planned, designed, and constructed before the transit station opens. 

p, 3-41, Spillover Parking Effecfs on Station Areas: This section states that the 
West Loch, Pearifidye, Iwilei, and A\a Moana Center stations ware projected to 
have the largest demand for spillover parking and were selected for further 
study. A detailed table should be provided in the FEIS that shows far the Build 
Alternatives the spillover demand in the morning and evening peak periods for 
each of the four stations. Public input fram community meetings held for the 
Waipahu Neighborhood TOD Plan indicated that residents felt strongly about the 
need for a park-and-ride facility at the West Loch station, and that without such a 
facility there would be spiflover parking, particularly from residents living tnauka 
of the freeway. 

8. p. 3-41, last bullet: Although we agree with this bullet, it should be removed from 
this section or clarified. Spillover parking near stations would largely be from 
residents living in the surrounding neighborhoods and communities that are 
driving to the station. Residents living in future development in the station areas 
would have the greatest: likelihoad of waIking ta the transit station, and thus 
would not be a significant contributor to spillover parking. 

9. p. 3-43, Effecfs on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Network: The FEIS should 
discuss ongoing work on the Oahu Bike Plan and discuss key recommendations 
of the Plan, if available, as they pertain to developing bike paths that link 
surrounding neighborhoods with the transit stations. 



Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
February 6, 2009 
Page 3 

The FEIS should also disclose if pedestrians who are not taking transit would be 
allowed to use the mezzanine level of stations to cross streets. Creating a safe 
and convenient way for pedestrians to cross heavily traveled roadways is critical, 
particularly with the anticipated increase in pedestrian activity from transit 
patrons and TOD in the station areas, and a growing elderty population. 

10. p. 3-44, Paridng: This section states that parking surveys of on-street 
unrestricted parking supply would occur approximately six (6) months before 
implementation of the fixed guideway service. The FElS should provide a 
schedule relating to when potential strategies will be decided and implemented 
vis a vis operation of the transit system. 

I I. p. 4-12, Figure 4-2 Planning Regions and Planned Land Use: This figure should 
include the routes of planned extensions to the west and east as shown on 
Figures 2-5 and 2-8, respectively. 

f 2, p, 4- 13f Future Land M e  Plans and Po!icies: This section states that TOO 
Special Districts would encourage mixed-use, high-density, walkable 
communities around transit stations. The objective of TOD is not necessarily to 
promob high-density development, but rather development that is concentrated 
around the transit stations and at densities that ars contextually appropriate for a 
given community. 

The FElS should also mention the Waipahu Town Plan (1 9951, Pearl Harbor 
Historic Trail Master Plan (2001), and Kalihi-Palstma Action Ptan (2004) as 
promoting transit-supportive development patterns, pedestrian-friendly 
environments, and an intor-modal trar>sportation netkork. 

13. p. 4-20, Common fo AII Build Altetnatives: In addition to how the proposed 
project is consistent with the 'Ewa Development Plan, the Final €IS should also 
discuss haw the proposed project is consistent with section 4.1 -3.2 Planned , 

Transit Corridor, pagss 4-8 and 4-9, of the Central O'ahu Sustainable 
Communities Plan. The Finaf EIS should further discuss how the proposed 
project is consistent with the rapid transit corridor as shown on the Public 
Facilities Map in Appendix A of both the 'Ewa Development Plan and Central 
O'ahu'Sustainable Communities Plan. Furthermore, the Final EIS should 
include a discussion of how the proposed project is consistent with the Public 
infrastructure Maps for Ewa, Central O'ahu, and the Primary Urban Center. 

14. p. 4-43, Common to All Build Alt~rnafives: This section states that since the 
transit system wili be elevated, it would not create a physical barrier to pedestrian 



Wayne V, Yoshiaka, Director 
Department of Transportation Sewices 
February 6,  2009 
Page 4 

or other forms of travel within the study corridor. However, with anticipated 
increase in pedestrian activity from transit patrons and TOD in the station areas, 
mitigative measures to assure pedestrian safety should be identified in the FEIS. 
Pedestrians, especially the elderly, disabled, and young children, need safe 
access and adequate time to cross heavily traveled roadways. 

15. p. 4-57, Section 4.7.1 Baclcground and Mefhodulogy: There is mention that the 
Diamond Head and Punchbowl Special Districts may be affected but they are not 
discussed any further. It is not certain how these two (2) districts are impacted 
by the proposaf. The Final EIS should discuss how the proposal meets the 
objectives and design guidaiines for each of the Special Districts - Chinatown, 
Hawaii Capital, and Waikiki. 

-16. There shouid be more discussion about alternative track profiles and 
configurations that would help to mitigate the negative visual impacts. This 
should include the various components of the tracks, i.e., tracks (height, widths, 
and profiles), columns (diameters, configurations, and heights), materials and 
finishes (concrete and steel), and landscaping (screening). 

17. p. 4-61, Kalihi to Ala Moana Center Landscape Unit : Missing from this bufleted 
fist of panoramic views is the view from the Kakaako Waterfront Park toward 
Punchbowf and the Koalau Range (PWC DP, June 2004). Furthermore, the 
panoramic and mauka-makai view corridors identified in the PUG DP should be 
graphically shown on a map in the FEIS. 

18, p. 4-63, Table 4-10: Item 13, which describes the visual impact of the Chinatown 
station and guideway, conflicts with the description of environmental 
consequences to neighborhoods (Downtown) discussed on page 4-44. The 
latter states that the Project would not create a new barrier or affect the physical 
character of adjacent communities. This should be clarified in the FEIS and 
mitigative measures identified. 

The FEIS.should include visual simulations of each station in the Build 
Alternatives that show the mass of the station buildings in relationship to 
surrounding land uses/structures. The FEtS should include elevation views of 
each station that show the station from all sides in relation to surrounding uses. 
For example, views of the Salt Lake station should also be from the south side 
looking towards the three-story apartments. The FEJS should also include visual 
simulations of the Build Alternative that i/fustrates the visual impact to panoramic 
views and mauka-makai view corridors identified in the PUC DP. 



Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
February 6, 2009 
Page 5 

19. p, 4-75, Figure 4-27 Viewpoint I I - Dillingharn Boulevard at Kalihi, looking 
Mauka: Regarding the simulation with the fixed guideway, what is the distance 
from the top of the future transit vehicte to the existing overhead utility lines, 
There may be a need to raise or relocate the existing lines. Piease consult with 
Hawaiian Electric Company, Inc. regarding this matter for similar situations along 
the corridor since there is generally a safe electrical distance requirement. 

20. p. 4-84, Figure 4-35 Viewpoint 20 - Mother Waldron Park near Halekauwila 
StreeVCooke Street Intersection, looking 'Ewa: Why is the straddle bent 
guideway with double columns only utilized along Halekauwila Street in 
Kakaako? Couldn't the on-street parking be eliminated on one (1) side so that 
the guideway columns could be placed down the centeriine of the roadway? 
This straddle bent guideway is rather bulky especially for the abutting senior 
housing units (major visual impact). 

21, p. 4-85, Common to All Build Alternatives: This section states that RTD will 
coordinate with the City to identify the particular needs of each view. The FElS 
should expand upon this and identify which City Department(s) would be 
consulted and what the methodology would be to achieving this so that 
appropriate mitigative measures are identified. 

22, p. 4-86, Fort Weaver Road to Aloha Stadium Landscape Unit: This section 
states that the West Loch station and respective transit center would blend well 
with the bulk and scaie of the Waipahu Town Center's densely developed 
commercial character. This statement should be revised as the Waipahu Town 
Center is far from being densely developed, particularly with the large surface 
parking lot adjacent to Farrington Highway. 

23. p. 4-93, Mifigation: Information on the particular needs of each view (as stated 
on page 4-85) needs to be added. The relocation of trees within the station area 
should atso be added as a mitigative measure. 

24. There should be more discussion about the visual impacts of the guideway 
between Kamakee Street and Ala Moana Center. 

25. In Section 4.7, the mitigation measures should be expanded with more 
discussions on how to minimize the negative visual effects. 

26, p. 4-138, Mitigation: A bullet should be added that states that the First priority for 
street trees transplanting should be within the station area or neighborhood from 
where they were originally planted. For example, the trees along Farrington 
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Highway in Waipahu, a source of community pride, should be transplanted within 
the West Loch or Waipaliu Transit Center station areas or elsewhere within 
Waipahu. This should also be added to Table 4-1 under the section pertaining 
to visuaf and aesthetic conditions. 

27. p. 4-16?: Delete duplicate page. 

28. p. 4-166, Station Area Devefopmeni: This section states that the TOD 
Ordinance is expected to be enacted in 2008. The FElS should update this 
information and state that the TOD Ordinance should be adopted in 2009. 

29. p. 4-166 andp. 4-167, 'Ewa Plain: East Kapolei, UH West O'ahu, and Ho'opili: 
All references to the Hunt Development Group should be deleted since this 
organization is no longer working with the UH West O'ahu to devefop the Private 
Development Lands. 

30. p. 4- 176, Table 4-37 List of Anticipated Pertnits: This section listing anticipated 
City permits and/or approvals is incomplete. Permits from DPP may include, but 
are not limited to building, grading, grubbing and stockpiling, trenching, 
dewatering, drain connection and subdivision. See attached table which is not a 
finat list. The table also includes other permits and approvals that may be 
required ffom State and Federal agencies. 

31. The project may be required to comply with Section I1 (Storm Water Quality) of 
DPP's "Rules Relating to Storm Drainage Standards". 

Outside of specific areas, e.g., land under federal jurisdiction or the Kakaako 
District as designated in the Hawaii Revised Statutes, the Honolulu City Council 
is the authority for the granting of major permits within the special management 
area (SMA) as established by Chapter 25, Revised Ordinances of Monolul~r 
(ROW). However, there is insufficient information in the EIS to determine which 
project sites and/or activities meeting the definition of development in Roll 
Section 25-1.3 would require a major (or minor) SMA use permit. Therefore, for 
portions of the project that are in or near the SMA boundary, the Finat EIS 
should include an overlay of these project areas with SMA boundaries to 
determine if permits will be required, Please consult with the Land Use Permits 
Division of the Department of Planning and Permitting at 768-8013. 

33. Park and ride, maintenance and power generation Facilities located within the 
IOU-year flood ptain are subject to compliance with flood hazard requirements. 
In addition, the planning, design and construction of these facilities and the entire 
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transit system should also take into account the possibility/irnplications of at least 
a one (1) meter rise in sea level over the next 50-100 years due to climate 
change and global warming. Please consult with Dr. Chip Fletcher of the 
University of Hawai'i at 956-2582. 

34. p. 6-2: Are park-and-ride facilities included in capital and O&M costs? 

35. p, 6-5, Figure 6-7: The FEIS should pfovide an explanation for the bump in the 
graph at year 2027. 

36. p. 6-8, Figut'e 6-3: The FEiS should explain the steep rise in transit subsidies at: 
year 201 8. 

We look forward to receiving the Final EIS. .Should you have any questions, please 
contact Matt Higashida of our staff at 768-8045. 

D KT: js 

Attachment 

cc: Katherine Puana Kealoha, Esq., Director, Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Ted Matley, Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 

/a'rnes T. Hayes, Parsons Brinckerfoff 

P:\DivFunclion\EA-EISEOO8\Hono1ululu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project DElS Comments.doc 



1 /7/09, 1 /I 4/09, 2/6/09 rev 
RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

REQUIRED PERMITS FROM DPP 
(working draft) 

- Permit I Divisiavr*/Branch I Contact Name/ I Comments 1 
I phone O (768- ) 

Mario Siu-Lil8098 
Mario Siu- ti18098 

Subdivision/Easements 
Construction Plan Review 

Street Licrhts 

- 
-- 

I 

Traffic signal 
Flood W azard Variance 
Sewer Connection 
+-- 

Grading, Trenching, 
Grubbing and Stockpiling 
Storm drain connection 

I 

I 

LUO Waiver for ~ub l i c  uses I LUPD 

Only for work in city r-o-w. 
One Time Review. 

S0T)ISubdivision 
SDDtSubdivision 

Construction dewaterin SDD/CEB Mel Takakura/8104 
Industrial Discharge Peymimll !SDDM,astewat:Br Dennis Nishimural8197 1   or any sump pits in 

Structures in Yard 
Height Limit 
Signs 
Parkina 

1 

. 
I 

1 Bob 8annister/8012 
I / As applicable 

SDDlSttbdivision 
SDDNVasiewater 
SD D/Civil 
Engineering 
SDD/CEB --------- --- 

elevators, or any non- 
domestic discharge 

Tim Miuf8120 Building Permit 
Combustible & 
Flammable Liquid 

Maria Siu-Lit8098 
Dennis Nishimurd8f 47 
Met Takakural8104 

Mel Talcakurd8104 

Only required for work 
outside of r-o-w. 
Use Third Party Review? 

Building Division 

* LUPD Land Use Permits Oivision CEB Civil Engineering Branch 
SDD Site Development Division PPB Policy Planning Branch 
BLDG Building Division , DPZD Development Plans & Zone Change Branch 
CSO Customer Service Office 

P:\SpecialProjects\Transit\08 Permit Table-k.doc 

If Applicable 

Tank 
Certificate of Occupancy 
Relocation Permit 

Floor &@a ..."..- 
Contractor temporary 
staging arealyard 
Special Management ~ z a  

Special District (Hawaii 
Capitol, Chinatown) 

Public Infrastructure Map 
(PIM) 
Unilateral Agreement (UA) 
Compliance 
Urban Design Plan 
Compliance 

CSO / Art Challacombe/8117 
1 1 

LUPD 

LUPD 

LUPD 

1 I 
Bob Bannister/8012 

Bob Bannister/8012 

Bob Bannister1801 2 

DTS can self-regulate 

If applicable. 
Requires City Council 
approval 

- 
Already done 

As applicable, checked as 
part of subdiv1BP review 
As applicable under uA, 
checked as part of 
subdiv1BP review 

PlanningIPPB 

PlanninglDPZC 

PlanninglCPB 

' Randy Hard8041 

Eugene Takahashi/8035 

Bonnie Arakawa18048 



OTHER PERMITS MISSING FROM FIRST DRAFT 

Permit 
Right of Access 
Stream Channel Alteration 
? ? 
40 1 Certification 

-- 

P:\SpecialProjects\Transii\O8 Permit Table-k.doc 

Street Usage 

----...-...~ ---. ..- 
Commants 

DLNR 
DLNR 

Dept of Army 

? 

- 
DTS 

For DLNR land in Kapolei 
Any work in streams 
Any work in streams, 

Any work within city road righPof-way, vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic 

DOH f Any work in streams 



















P O L I C E  D E P A R T M E N T  

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONQLULU 
602 SOUTH OERETANIA STREET. WONOLULU. HAWAII 90813 
TELEPHONE: (808) 529-3211. INTERNET: www.honotulupd.org 

t i u r l  ~ A I < ~ ~ E I { I A I J  
M A Y O R  

December 9,2008 

i TO: WAYNE Y .  YQSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

FROM: BOiSSE P. CORREA, CHIEF OF POLICE 
HONOLULU, POLICE DEPARTMENT 

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
SECTION 4 (F) EVALUATION 
HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment an the subject project. 

As stated in our previous memorandum to the City Department of Planning and Permitting 
(dated March 27, 2008), the Honolulu Police Department's involvement in the praject is 
being addressed through the project's Safety and Security Management Plan. 

If there are any questions, please call Mr. Brandon Stone of the Executive Bureau at 
529-3644. 

BOISSE P. CORREA 
Chief of Police 

BY 
DEBORA A. TANDAL 
Assistant Chief of Police 
Support Services Bureau 

cc: OEQC 
Mr. Ted Matley, FTA Region IX 

S~~vitg n d  Proh'ctitg With Aloha 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 24,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: LOUIS M. KEALOHA, CHIEF 
HONOLULU POLICE DEPARTMENT 

FROM: WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA, DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The Honolulu Police Departmenf's continued participation regarding safety and security 
planning is noted. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
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letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

dm. y 
WAYNE ~ 0 l % l d K h  

Enclosure 
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Individuals, Groups, and Organizations



....................... 
Status : initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1211 9/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : deborah 
Last Name : agles 
BusinessiOrganiration : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.fSuite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 3 
Email : daglesQ juno.com 
Tefephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing Fist : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1211 912008 
Submission ContentlNotes : to make the rail a desirable service that will be utilized and truly alleviate 

the awful leeward traffic mess, I would recommend the following: 
Minimal stops with feeder buses or trollys (5.10 stops instead of 20), it 
has to be time efficient and better than driving or it won't be used. It 
should extend from downtown Kapolei to UH, via the airport, not Salt 
Lake, Apprpriate stops would be Kapolei, east Kapolei at the Geiger Rd 
/ Waipahu interchange, Leeward college, Pearl Ridge, airport, 
downtown, ala moana / waikiki, and UH Manoa. I would agree with Mr 
Dijou that pearl ridge - HNL be built first, that makes much more sense 
that in an underdeveloped area. Also, 1 would reconsider the steel 
wheels, they can be quite noisy, and with the rail traversing residentaf 
areas, best to be as quiet as possible. Thanks for the oppertunity to 
speak my mind. 









Status : initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1/26/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Robert 
Last Name : Airhart 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 46-074 Puulena St . 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 1115 
City : Kaneohe 
State : HI 
l i p  Code : 96744 
Email : airhartbn O hawaiiantel.net 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 0 1 /2 W2009 
Submission ContentiNotes : Wili the train and road bed be maintained the same as our roads have 

NOT BEEN in the past?? Scary 





-.....-.---,.-----*--- 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 1/26/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Cree 
Last Name : Akana 
BusinesslOrganization : Private 
Address : 351 5-A Kaimuki Ave 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96816 
Email : cakanaQ honolulu.gov 
Telephone : 366-4421 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Maiting List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /26/2008 
Submission ContenffNotes : Not exactly sold on the "Rail" but because it has some what been 

desided that it will be coming, the airport route will serve a better cause. 
If us the "Tax payers" are going to pay for this project, the Airport route 
would be my prefered choice. 
Most cities in America have there rail system routed in or near the 

airport, and for reasons that need no explaination. 
My hope is that the City Councel will make the right choice, and for the 

greater good of our Island, and not for political reasons. 
On a side note this rail project in my personal opinion will not relieve 
traffic like its proposed to do. All it does is leaves behind someones 
legacy, and adds to ones resume saying that "when I was mayor I 
started the rail in Hawaii". 
But leaves behind the on going "Bill" that we will have to pay forever. 
Suggested thoughts: 
Fix and correct our backwards freeways. 
Open up our traffic choke points 
Middle St. merge 
Halawa I Stadium merge 
H-2 merge. 
Correct on &off ramps to create traffic 
flow. ETC. 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/8/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Moses 
Last Name : Akana 
8usinesslOrganization : 
Address : 98-1693 Kaahumanu Street 
Afternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 24C 
City : Aiea 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96701 
Email : moakanaO hawaii.rr.com 
Telephone : (808) 455-3745 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Maifing List : 80th 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/08/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : Despite what's been in the news about what to build first, neither the 

Kapolei-Waipahu link nor the Pear City-downtown link will draw much 
ridership. For Kapolei-Waipahu, it makes no sense for someone working 
downtown to ride the rail to Waipahu and get off. Likewise, people in 
Pearl City probably won't ride it because they live on the Honolulu side 
of the HIlH2 merge, the bottleneck that causes grief for west and central 
Oahu commuters. The initial link should be built from Waipahu to 
downtown. Provide enough parking at the Waipahu station for 
commuters to leave their cars (like what the had at Village Park). 







Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
BusinessfOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Emaif : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing Lisf : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 

Initial Action Needed 
12/25/2008 

Renate 
Aiarcon 

3020 ala napuaa 

40 1 
Honolulu 
HI 
96818 
alarcon O hawaiianteJ.net 

Email 
Website 



Submission ContentRVotes : f voted no on the Primary Election for a rail system. Because of the 
money spend on the the type of system and the route. The beauty of 
the Island is also at stake. Yes we do have a traffic problem on the 
island but the rail system the "Mayor" wants so bad it not what this 
island needs and not the answer. Viaduct like on the airportlnimitz is 
more close in certain areas, to solve the traffic problem. The people 
here on the island won't give up their cars, therefore, building such a 
hugh concrete blocks on the island will be worthless it will not help the 
traffic problem. I recently went to Los Angeles and 1 viewed their rail . 
route in China town, the rail is on concrete blocks and looks awful going 
by a residential apartment area. "I do not want" such an awful looking 
piece of concrete going by my apartment building, if build it will go right 
by bedroom in Salt Lake. From what I heard on the Public Hearing on 
December 9, in Salt Lake there would be stations at the Stadium and 
Salt Lake Shop ing Center. That is a joke, where are going all those P people from Sat Lake park their cars there is not enough spaces for all 
the people with their cars in Salt Lake it is a dense populate residential 
area. The ones who do not have cars, do you think they will walk all the 
way down to the rail station, no they are not, they will take the closest 
bus available and not the rail. This is a hasty way of doing business, as 
previously said the island has a traffic problem, however, the present 
wanted system by the Mayor is not "it". The federal government will give 
money for any project 'they would have the last time" now and 
thereafter. Please come up with friendiier riding system for the public, 
so the public will be able to use it and it will not destroy the beauty of this 
island. People where able to vote on the rail project, even though they 
are never able to use and affected by this rail system. 











December 8,2008 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
202 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
Sari Francisco, CA 94$05 

Mr. Wayne Yoshiol(a 
Department of Transportation Sewices 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3" Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

The Honolulu Chapter of the American Institute of Architects (AIA Honolulu) strongly 
supports the concept and implementation of a fixed guideway steel-on-steel rail system 
as an integrat part of the future plans to meet the needs our growing island communities. 
We therefore offer the following comments and recommendations to assist the City in 
strengthening community support, enhancing our neighborhoods and environment, 
investing taxpayer money wisely, and ensuring Federal funding for the project. 

Review of Proiect Goals and Obiectives 
A recent studv bv AIA National and the Center for Transportation Studies found that "the 
success of t&kporfation projects requires integrating transportation design with 
social, economic, and cultural resaurces. The time for looking af fransportafion 
projects through fhe singlelens of mobility, or even simple access and 
connectivify, is long gone." However, Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS outlines project goals 
and objectives that are focused almost exclusivety on mobility concerns. 

AIA Honolulu therefore recommends that the current project goals shoutd he expanded 
and integrated with stronger community-planning objectives. We encourage the use of 
social, environmental, and aesthetic criteria -as well as economic efficiency - in the 
planning and design of transit system routes and supporting facilities. Transit system 
routes and facilities should further support land use objecthres - including urban growth 
management and efficient transit mode linkages -and respect significant human, cultural 
and natural environments as defined by the City's Primary Urban Center Development 
PIan. 

Other cities such as Parkland, Salt Lake, and Sacramento have wisely integrated 
transportation, social, economic, and cultural objectives during the EIS process and as a 
result have built popufar rail transit systems which not oniy transport people efficiently but 
also create desirable, livable communities. This emphasis on the bigger picture can best 
be summed up by the transit-planning protocol followed by Portland since the 1970's: 
"We define what kind of place we want fo be and then identi@ the appropriate 
transportation options to serve it '" 

Likewise, it is our understanding that the Federal Transportation Administration's 
evaluation criteria for New Starb furding goes well beyond measuring mobility 
improvements. According to its New Sfarfs and Small Starts Evaluation and Rating 
Process, proposed projects are graded against the full range of the following justification 
criteria'": 
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a Transit Supportive Land Use Policies and Future Patterns 
Environmental Benefits. 
Cost Effecfiveness 
Mobility itnprovemen fs 
Operating Efficiencies 

We similarly recommend that the Honolulu Rail Transit project goals and objectives be 
amended to align closely with these key criteria in order to ensure qualification for 
Federal funding. 

Additionally, because our island economy remains heavily dependent upon tourism, we 
feel it essential that the project objectives should address mini~nizing economic impact to 
the visitor industry and to our island's visual appeai. For instance, views from cruise 
ships and visitors' visual expectations of Hawaii, Honolulu, and Waikiki should be 
considered. 

Review of Proiect Impacts 
AIA Honolofu has also carefully revlewed the Draft EIS in relation to our chapter's public 
poiicies on transportation. We respectfully offer the foliowing comments regarding the 
impacts an elevated guideway will have to our communities. 

The City and County of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan (PUC) is a 
coniprehensive planning document mandated by the City's Clyter to guide "the 
development and improvement of the City" into the year 2025.'V Tlie PUC clearly defines 
guidelines to "preserve and enhance significanf mauka or makai view corridors, 
dong major coliecfor ~ f reets . '~  Unfortunately, the proposed elevated rail structure will 
blockinailka and makai view corridors particularly along Nimitz Highway through historic 
Chinatown and Downtown. Although the PUC provides criteria for protecting mauka 
views from the Ala Wai promenade"', the Draff EIS does not address visual impacts along 
the planned elevated segment serving the University of Hawaii at Manoa. 

In addition, the PUC notes "as demonstrafed in leading cities ti)roughout the world, 
recapturing visual and physical access to the urban waterfront can stimuiate 
economic renewal and be a source of c iv i~pr lde . '~~  Examples of popular waterfront 
destinations that have removed their elevated transportation structures include San 
Francisco, Boston, Seaffle, and Sydney. TRe PUC goes on to stress that a major 
impediment for Honolulu is Nirnitz highway that "effectively acts as a physical and 
visual barrier cuffing off the waferfront from mauka pedestrian travel.'*" Elevated 
rail stations and structures along the waterfront will make a poor situation worse by 
introducing an additional physical and visual barrier. This will largely undo the 
tremendous past efforts by the State Department of Transportation to reintegratethe 
Aloha Tower with the rest of Downtown Honolulu. 

AIA Monolulu also promotes the preservation and enhancement of historic and cultural 
districts such as Chinatown and the Hawaii Capital District. Our understanding is that the 
elevated Chinatown station and guideway structures would be approximately 40-50 feet 
above grade." We therefore respectfully disagree with the finding that the e[evated 
system will pose "no adverse effect" to our historic districtsx particularly when the Draft 

A!A Honolulu 
I19 Mercllant Street. Suite 402 
Honolulu. I-lav~aii 96813-4452 
Phone: 808.545.424'2 
Fax: 808.545.4243 
Websile: w~A~.eiahonolulu.org*g 
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EIS states that "fhe rojecf elernenfs would contrast srrbsfanfialfy wifh Ci,inatown's P hisfork character' and that through the Downtown area "the bulh and scare of the 
guideway would contrasf with the more pedesfrinn scale [and) character of the 
sireefscape,'""' 

We are deeply concerned that despite documenting Inany of the significant visuai and 
aesthetic impacts of the elevated guideway, tha Draft E1S fals to propose mitigation 
measures to effectiiely counteract negative impacts on views, connection with the 
waterfront, historic districts, and pedestrian streetscapes. AIA Honolulu also 
recommends that rather than providing selective, localized views of the transit guideway 
and stations, broader visualization studies should also be performed. Panoramic 
mountain and waterfront views as defined by the PUC should be shown, keeping in mind 
the potential economic impact upon our tourist industry. 

The A\Afurther advocates the creation of safe, healthy, and easily accessible 
environments for transit passengers as well as pedestrians and residents along the 
transit route. We are concerned that the areas below elevated rail structures and stations 
will become blighted, "nuisance" environments and that the lack of natural public 
sightlines into stations will diminish safety and security for passengers waiting on 
plafforms. The proposed elevated platforms and concourses will also impede convenient 
access for both able-bodied and dlsabled users. 

Finally, the AIA promotes sustainable planning, design, and operation of transit systems. 
Economic efficiency is also essential., The Draft EIS notes that it will take over 7 tipes 
the energy to construct an elevated guideway compared with an at-grade system."' We 
wish to also emphasize that an elevated guideway will require substantially greater 
amounts of materials, construction, and time in comparison with at-grade systems. 
Similarly, elevated systems require increased electrical consumption to power elevators, 
escalators, and additional lighting. Increased and ongoing operating and maintenance 
costs for public restrooms, painting, graffiti mitigation. and landscaping should also be 
accounted for in life cycle cost estimates. AIA Honolulu therefore considers an elevated 
system to be the least sustainable and cost effective option available to our communities. 

Recommendations 
For these reasons, AIA Honolulu urges the Citv to consider a more flexible rail transit 
solution capable of rundng at, below, or above grade to accommodate the particular 
conditions within each community, Third rail technology should not be our only option. 
Widely used alternatives such as overhead lines would allow much greater flexibility and 
would more effectively a~commodate social, economic, cultural, and community planning 
objectives. Flexible transit solutions would also more easily satisfy the FTA's funding 
justification criteria for: 

Transit Supportive Land Use Policies and Future Patterns 
Environmental Benefits 

* Cost Effectiveness 
Mobility Improvements 
Operating Efficiencies 

A1A Honolulu 
119 tvlrrzhanl Street, Suite402 
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Pho~ie: 608.5456242 
Fax: 008.545.4243 
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Impacts to our visual, historic, and cultural resources would be mitigated. There would 
be fewer detrimental consequences for our tourist industry. More of the cultural 
indigenous character of our communities, neighborhoods, and pedestrian streetscapes 
would be preserved or even enhanced. Sustainable objectives would be more easily 
achieved witli lower requirements for energy, material, construction, time, and cost. ln 
comparison with elevated systems, at grade systems would require less taxpayer funding 
and offer greater flexibility and affordability in planning for future extensions. 

AIA Honolulu sincerely thanks the Ciiy and County d Honokulu for this opportunity to offer 
our comments and recommendations publicly. We have enjoyed greater dialogue with 
the City on transit issues in recent months and we reaffirm our willingness to work 
together with the Mayor, his administration, its consuitants, and the Ciiy Council on 
developing viable and effective regional conlmunity planning and urban design solutions 
for this historic project, including the possibilily of alternative mass transit corridors. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Sidney cJ( Char, AIA 
Presiden AIA Honolulu 
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Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, Third Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

February 4,2009 

American Planning Association Hawaii Chapter Comments on 

Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

And Section 4(f) Evaluation 

APA Hawaii Chapter has been a consistent supporter of the 
Honofufu Fixed Guideway project due to the potential it holds for 
both improving transportation mobiiity and access among the 
poputation, and due to the effect it can have on a more compact and 
sustainable form of development for the communities and the 
neighborhoods along the corridor. 

ABAWI comments are provided in two parts: Bart One provides 
general comments are provided regarding the EIS document and 
the transit project. Part Two gives focused attention and comments 
on three important areas along the corridor: KapoleiIEwa District; 
Waipahul Pearlridge; and Kakaako/Ala Moana. These comments 
reflect APA's strong interest in place-making a t  both the station 
areas and in the radius of access to the stations, which is 
complementary to but different than TOD. 



Part One: General Comments 

We begin our comments by aclu~owledging that the preparers had a yeoman task of bringing 
together so much material and malting it presentable to a wide range of interested parties. In that 
regard, we especially cotnpliment the city and the preparers for their exciting and inilovative use 
of clear graphics and visualization techniques. To our lu~owledge, this is the first time in Hawaii 
that video has been used to cotnmunicate content to those many who do not have the time or 
inctination to read tl~rough a lengthy, chart-laden document. The introduction overview video, 
tlze flyover feature, the interactive station graphics are excellent new tools that communicate the 
project visuaily and not just in words. 

Continued Community Involvement 

We want to encourage the City to continue to find ways to have ongoing community input and 
involveunent throughout the design, construction and itnplementation phases. In particular, we 
believe that is it essential that each commu~lity develop a sense of ownership regarding its 
station(s) area and the system as a whole. This is best accomplisl~ed thso~~gh early and frequent 
involvement that goes beyond one-way information sharing. 

While APAWI supports the transit project, we continue to have reservations about both certain 
aesthetic issues, in particular, the proposed height at several urban locations, most notably 
Kakaako and Ala Moana. 13eights at these stations has changed several times throughout the 
project, and we urge the City to continue to work with the community, APA and other 
professional organizations to find desigi~ review, value engineering and other means of 
generating alternate ideas for reducing the effects of a high guideway and station. At a minimum, 
the project and the Final EIS should go much fasther it1 examining 11ow landscaping and kees can 
help to not only n~itigate/camouflage the guideway, but to provide shaded relief to pedestrians at 
street level. 

Mi tigations 

In general, ttle lack of mitigations is a wealuless of the Draft E1S which we would like to see 
corrected in the Final EIS. More attelltion to bringing better place-making features is essential. 
We would like to see drafts of the Design Guidelines that are mentioned. Most importantly, we 
believe that success of the transit project and its integration into the comtnunity, requires more 
attention to the details of how peopte/passetlgers are to access the station areas. What are the 
features of the sidewalks, crosswalks and amenities for pedestrian access, bicycle access, and bus 
access on a station-by-station basis? Without good (one might even say superior) access 
treatment that is safe, weif-lit and pleasant, people will find other ways to travel than to use the 
transit. Good design brings good ridership. 

Nlulti-Modal Access and Parking 

Access by feeder bus is a critical piece of operations. More infortnation should be provided on 
bus conilections in the Final EIS, and it is expected that once the identification of bus access is 
started, that many adjustments and mitigation actions will be required, Which routes will nta into 



which stations? How are passengers transferring froin one transit mode to another? What about 
private and school buses, how call they use the transit center? 

The one access *lode that is treated in the Draft ElS is atito access, inainly in the form of park 
and ride facilities. Regrettably, the size and features of these parking facilities only looks at d ~ e  
nunlber of stalls needed to serve the commuter shed. Many of the garages are large and are likely 
to not fit well into the surrounding community without looking like fortresses. Yet, if not 
properly sized, some con1mullities will suffer from commuters using their streets for parking. 
Mrich rn~lch inore attention needs to be paid to the trade-offs for proper sizing and rnailageinent 
of parlcing needs. 

" SpiIlover Parking Effects on Station Areas" (Page 3-41) section states that the West Loch, 
Pearlridge, Iwilei, and Aia Moana Center stations are projected to have the largest demand for 
spillover parking and in need of fi~rther study. ' A detailed table slzould be provided in the FEIS 
that shows for the Build Alterttatives the spillover demand in the morning and evening peak 
periods for each of the four stations. Public input fro111 community meetings held for the 
Waipahu Neig~~borhood TOD Plan indicated that residents felt strongly about the need for a 
park-and-ride facility at the West Loch station, and that without such a facility there would be 
spillover parking, particularly from residents living lnauka of the fieeway. 

In designing the parlcing facilities for station areas, configure parking so that it: does not dominate 
the area. While it is iinpostaltt to consider utilizing on-street parking in certain station areas, tala 
into considel-ation the protection of neighborhoods. Of the many tools that can be implemented 
to minimize the impact of parking; the four principa1 ones are "move it, share it, deck it, and 
wrap it." 

Move it: Contrary to conllnon practice, in wl~ich parking is located immediately adjacent 
to the station, broader cotnmunity goals are best served wIlcn parking is moved away 
fiom the platform. The land nearest the station is the best land for development, so using 
it for parking means a Iost opportunity. Placing parking a five to seven-millute walk from 
the station opens prime real estrtte for development. 

Share it: Sharing the parking among patsons who make use of it at different times of the 
day or week is an excellent way to tni~litnize the space devoted to parking. The San 
Diego ttlvdnsit system, for example, shares one of its cornmnuter Iots with a multiplex 
theater. Transit rideis use the parking on weekdays, and nzovie patrons use it on eveniilgs 
and weekends. Shared parking can be operated privately or by a local pasking authority. 
Parking fees offer an opporklnity for additional revenire. 

Deck it: Stl~~ctured parking is expensive. In Miaini, for example, a basic parking garage 
without sprinklers costs $6,000 to $7,000 per space; more llighly fi~lisled facilities in 
urban neighborhoods cost between $10,000 and $ L3,000 (creating an additional itlcetltive 
to chasge for parking). Charging for parking tends to be controversial for a Wansit agency 
because it is perceived as a deterrent to riders, but it is essential to finance needed 
facilities. 



Wrap it: in place of the typical suburban sea of surface parking, creative designers can 
wrap a parking structure with retail shops, eateries, residences, and services, such as dry 
cleaners. This mixed-use approach makes the parlcing st~-~~cture more attractive as ail 
urban place, allows people who park there to take care of errands, makes the walk to and 
from the parlcing lot more interesting, and creates a built-in clientele for the businesses. 
This approach allows surfdce parking to be used as a form of land banking. 

Part Two: Focused comments on transit project sections 

I) Comments on Kaka'ako-AIa Moana Section (South Street to 
AIa Moana Center) 

Kaka'alco Statio~ks 

If the location ofthe planned station near Soutlz Street is shifted to either thc ~nauka or malcai 
side of I-lalekauwila Street so that it can be integrated into a private developtnent project, what 
will be impact on the Halelcauwila Street right-of-way in terms of column placemellts and station 
access from the sidewall? If the station is directly above the right-of-way, what is the impact on 
tl~e streelcape (e.g., tunnel effect, station access Iandings in the sidewalk area, etc.)? While this 
may seem to be a detailed question to raise in the DEXS stage, the station inzpacts at the location 
are magnified because of the narrow right-of-way on Halekatlwila Street (see related cotnmet~ts 
below) and the intensity of existing and project development in this neigl~borhood. 

The planned station rnalcai of Queen Street diamondhead of Ward Avenue is sit~~ared entirely 
witbin General Growth property. While this is preferable to the taking of a stnall property 
fronting Queen Street, as originally proposed, it is unclear how we11 this placement, as well as 
the alignmellt of the guideway approach and departtu~e to this station will fit the planned street 
system and futrtre redevelopment of this vicinity. 'rile proposed guideway alignment follows the 
approximate aligninent of the Halekauwila Street extension, which is past of Hawai'i Cotnmunity 
Developnxe~zt Authority's current Kaka'ako Mauka Area Plan, bit is proposed for deletion in the 
proposed revision to the Mauka Area Plan in favor of new tocal streets laid out in a "grid" 
pattertl. The guideway alignmellt would cut diagonally across this grid street pattern rather than 
following planned street rights-of-way. it is also unclear how tlze planned station would be 
integrated into new deveIopment of this area. This pal-ticular station site should therefore be 
discussed in more detail to explain how it wotild be consistent with and supportive of kture 
redevelopment of this area. 

Physical Impacts on Halekauwila Street and Kona Street Rights-of-way Relative to Small 
Businesses in Central Kakatako 

Both Halekauwila Street and Kona Street futlction as local streets, the latter primarily to provide 
vehicular access to light industrial uses. The rights-of-way of both streets are relatively llarrow 
(50-ft width for Halekauwila; 4 0 4  for Kona), which constrains their capacity to accommodate 
coIumns for the proposed fixed guideway while still providing the travel lanes, parking lanes, 
sidewalks and potentially bicycle Ia~les necessary for them to adequately serve as local and 



service streets to businesses as we11 as tl~rough traffic for all [nodes of tsavel. The Kona Street 
right-of-way is presently unilnproved, Laclcing formal curbs, gutters, sidewalks, storm drainage 
systems and on-street parking spaces. Most existing uses along these streets lack sufficient off- 
street parking and loading spaces, so they depend heavily on tile prlblic right-of-way to serve this 
need. 

The DEIS slrould expand the discussion of the impact of the guideway along these two streets, 
providing more detailed analysis of the effects of the guideway stnlcture on adjacent uscs and 
their operations. For example, it appears Fsom the plans provided itl.tlie DEIS that 28 lots 
containing at least 80 small businesses along this segment of the rail alignment will have 
columns pIaced directly in front of their property. How may the placement of colurnns impede 
vehicular access to small lots and businesses? How are specific businesses and properties 
affected by the loss of 011-street parking and loading spaces, including, in the case of Kana 
Street, the toss of informal parking and loading spaces? 

Direct and Illdirect Economic Impacts on Central Kaka'ako Small Lots and Small 
Businesses and on Urban EIonolulu 

Proposed property acquisition maps provided in the DEXS indicate that 9 private properties in 
Kalca'ako are slated for acquisitiotl in their entirety. While the DElS does not discuss details, we 
estimate that 20 small businesses that generate at least $14.4 million in annual income are 
directIy displaced by this action. It remains uncertain whether it is viable for tllese businesses to 
reIocate. For one, many of these businesses, which are predominately service-oriented, may not 
be able to survive a significant interruption in operations fiom relocation. Second, these 
businesses are located in Central Kaka'ako, despite high land costs, largely to provide convenient 
access to their customers (Hawaii Alliance for Comr~lunity-Based Economic Developmnent, A 
Srzt4 of Kakcmko Maulcn Businesses, September 2007). Third, there is a dearth of industrial- 
'zoned land in urban Ho~iolulu east of Iwilei, and small i~ldtstrial service establishments in Iwilei, 
as well, are being displaced by the higher-value colnmercial uses that are allowed in that 
industrial-commercial [nixed-use zone. ConsequentIy, the closest true industrial district for 
small business is KaIihi Kai, w11el.e there is little, if any vacant land, 

An additional 28 properties in Central Kaka'alco containing a minimum of 30 small businesses 
are proposed for partial acquisition. While partial acquisition may not tlecessarily impell the 
cIosure of these businesses, construction of the fixed guideway will cause disruptions to the 
operations of these businesses and itlconveniences to their customers, most likely resulting in 
loss of revenue that could lead, in turn, to b~lsiness failure, If the businesses manage to survive 
the constl-uction period, they will continue to struggle against the pressure of rising property 
taxes due to escalating real estate values brought by proximity to the transit line. If these 
businesses are forced to relocate due to econornic pressure, this will exacerbate the competition 
for scarce industrial land in urban Honolulu and thereby raise the cost of doing business. 

The direct and indirect impacts on the smaII business district of Central Kaka'ako are not trivial. 
These businesses employ an estimated 1,971 people and generate estimated annual sales of 
$258,900,000 (Hawaii Alliance for Comm~mity Based Economic DeveIoptnent, October 2008). 
However, the indirect impacts extend well beyond Central Kaka'alco because the busitlesses in 
this neighborhood. serve customers throughout urban I-ionolulu, including the tnajor elnploynlent 
centers of the Downtown financial district, the Civic Center, Ala Moana and Waiki'ki: If the 



service businesses in Central Kaka'aico disappear, where will residents and enlployees of urban 
Hotlolt~lu get their cars, appliances or equiptnent repaired? Where will the s~lppliers and storage 
facilities for Wailc'icY hotels reside? Wl~ere will professional and financial offices go for printing 
and supplies? 

Proposed Mitigation illeasures for Central Kaka'ako Busi~iess District 

WhiIe transit may have distinct benefits for commuter travel and general mobility, there is a 
complex networlc of interdependencies between Central Kaka'ako and the residents and 
businesses of these surrounding urban districts that will be significantly impaired by the transit 
project, and we believe this has not been adequately acknowledged in tlze selection of the 
preferred alignment through Kaka'ako, the selection of the techilology for that route, or in the 
suggested mitigation nleastlres described in the DEIS. Given the significance of Central 
Kaka'ako as an employtnent center and as a service district for urban Honolulu, we believe that 
an alternative alignment along Kapiyolani Boulevard, as proposed in the rail transit project two 
decades ago, should be given renewed consideration. If a route tlu-ough Ce~ltral Kaka'ako is 
inevitable, then the City, perhaps with State participation, should develop a proactive program to 
ensure the preservation of an itldustrial selvice district in Central Kaka'ako. Adoption of zoning 
to allow industrial uses is a passive measure that is insuficient to accomplish this. What is 
needed are prograins to write-down land and redevelopnlent costs and provide real property and 
other tax incentives and rebates for slnali busitlesses in this district. 

Ala ~Moana Station 

As an "end-of-Iine" station for the MOS with tile highest volulne of boarding, de-boarding and 
transferring passengers on the entire system in a vicinity that already experiences a complex mix 
of traffic, the Ala Moana Station asea requires detailed attention to design that acco~nrnodates all 
modes of travel - bus, private passenger vel~icle, delivery vehicles, pedestrian and bicycle - in a 
convenient, efficient, safe and attractive manner. There is very little discussion of this in the 
DEIS. On page 2-36, for example, it is stated that transit connections to Ala Moana Station witll 
be provided by "enhallced bus service". What does that tnean, exactly? While traffic studies 
may indicate that Kona Street presently has sufficient capacity to stage those buses, what if 
passenger voiutne exceeds projections? Perl~aps most important, what facility enhancelnents are 
planned for tlie increased number of pedestrians tlzat will be in this vicinity. What sidewalks wili 
be widened? What crosswalks wiIl be created or enhanced? What bus passenger waiting and 
loading areas will be developed? How will bicyclists be accommodated? How will conflicts 
between pedestrian, bicycle, bus and other vehicle rnovenlent be avoided or minimized. Will 
traffic signals or other controls be installed or modified? 

Because space is so constrained at the Ala Moana Station site and pedestrian and bicycle 
pathways to the station are limited, we strongly recommend that a transit center be CI-eated on the 
presently uilused property at 139 i Kapiyolani Boulevard (TMK 2-3-039: 01 I) adjacent to the 
Ala Moana Station. This could be done through either outright acquisition of the property or 
joint developlnent with the current or possible future owner. If the latter, the transit center for 
the private trolleys at the rear ofthe new Nordstrom store nearby could s e w  as a model in 
microcosin for the Ala Moatla Station Transit Center. 



2) Comments on Waipahu to Pearlridge Section 

I,and Use Plans 

The Future Land Use Plans and Policies Section, p. 4- 13, should include sulnlnaries of the 
Waipahu Town Plan and tl~e Pearl Harbor Iiistoric TraiIs Plan. 

Place-Node 

The FEIS skould include more discussion on the Waiphau Transit Station ( ~ i g u k  2- 18), the 
Leeward Comnzunity College Station (Figure 2- 19), the Pearl Highlands Station (Figure 2-20), 
and the Pearlridge Station (Figure 2-2 1) in relation to place and node issues. Places need to be 
easy to get to and slzouid be integrated physically and visually with their surroundings. This 
requires paying attention to how people can get around by foot, bicycle, public transportation, 
and tile car - and in that order (Dittmar and Ohland, p. 3 1) 

Wid1 the exception of the Pearlridge Station, which illustrates a connection to the Peat3 Harbor 
Bike Trail, the above-referenced station areas are not pedestrian or bicycle friendly. The FEIS 
should include more discussiotl how these station areas will accomlnodate pedestrians and 
bicyclists. Also, a clear statement should be made whether bicycles will be allowed onto the 
transit platforms and into the cars and if so, where and how. 

Parking 

The Pearl Eiighlands Station should consider other parlcit~g location alternatives ratlzer than a 
L 600 parlting space parlting stmcture adjacent to the station area. One alternative could include a 
shared parking approach to reduce the mass parking stnlctt~~e adjacent to a station area. Another 
alternative coi~ld be to charge for parlcing, which is controversial, but may be necessary for a 
form of val~te capture. Include a discussion in the FEIS related to these parking alternatives. 

Neighborhoods 

I11 Section 4.5.3 Environ~net~tai Consequences and Mitigation, include a discussion on pedestrian 
crossings along Farrington Highway and Kamehameha Higl~way iil the Waipallu Neighborllood 
and Pearl City Neighborl~ood sections. 

Visr~al and Aesthetic Conditions (Chapter 4.7) 

Ft. Weaver Road to Aloha Stadium Landscape Unit (Viewpoints 1-4). Significant trees that are 
not preserved in place should be relocated, if possible, along tlze transit corridor. 

The FEIS should include mitigative measures for Viewpoint 3, Karnelzaieha Highway at 
Ka'ahumanu Street, loolcing ~nakai, since tlzere is a high visual impact obsm~cting the views of 
the tree canopies in Neal S. Blaisdell Park. 



.3) Comments on Krtpolei/Makakilo/Ewa District 

The lkrban developmentlurban investment alternative. The Draft EIS says that i~nproved 
transit is needed to serve, among other users, the large and increasing number of workers that 
reside in the Ewa District who com~nute to various job centers in urban Honolulu. More needs to 
be said about creating job centers in the Ewa District, for shorter cornnl~~tes as well as so-called 
'creverse commutes." We believe that as State, County and private parties continue to develop 
higher ed~~cation campuses, ltigh tech parks, itldustrial parks, in other words to create a "second 
city" the transit system will need to continue to evolve with an intra- Ewa "hub and spoke" 
and/or light rail transit system, not just an Ewa to downtown Honolulu system. 

East Kapolci Station. T11e Draft EIS notes (p. 2-14) that "the East Kapolei Station would have 
one of the highest boardings in the system," and would therefore have a park and ride lot. The 
schematic plan for the East Kapolei Station shows a "Proposed Park and Ride Facility - I2 
acresf900 spaces." There is no indication in the text or on the scllematic pIan regarding how 
buses, cars, bicycles, and pedestrians will gain access to this station. There should be some 
analysis and some conceptual plans for mn1ti-modal access to the Station - especially for peak 
period conditions. 

Ewa Develop~nent Plan - Draft Updatc/Revisions. The Draft EIS discusses (p. 4-13) "Future 
Land Use Plans and Policies," should describe'the recently released "Ewa Development Plan - 
Draft UpdatelRevisions." 

General Comment re: Projected "Total Daily Trips" - The Draft EIS (p. 3-17) projects an 
increase in Total Daily Trips, from about 3.26 tnillioll per day it1 2007 to about 4.04 n~illion per 
.day in 2030. It would be helpfill to provide the (DBED&T or other source) population 
projections for Oahu upon which these trips are projected. Some sensitivity analysis for error 
should be noted as well as the impacts of other factors that influence Total Daily Trip, including 
gas prices, home-based and teie-commute work, aging population, and similar lifestyIe/lifecycle 
changes. 



















Honoluiu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
tile D r a  Environmental Impact StatemendSection 4(0 Evaluation. 

This public meeting and 11eahlg has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain m.dtcrials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the pubtiq 
and collect public input 011 project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
Natio~ml Historic Presel-vation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of TransporMtiou 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

PIease review the project infomation and ask project staff any q~cstions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
~~w.honoluIutransit.org. 

YOU may provide official comments in several ways. Here at thk Public Hearing you 
may provid~ oral comments to'a murt reporter who will record thcm for the record or use 
this form to provide witten comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at i t . f~o~~olulu~ansif : .org or use this form to send a comment to the 
Department of T~aispo~tation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by Sanwdry 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

E-mail: LES LCLI -. A MDH C, @ $ ) # ~ Q + ~ $ ~ L  ..----- 







1Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director, Dept of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
I-fo~~olulu, Hawaii, 968 1 3 

February 4,2009 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, -- 
The Draft ~,nvironrnental Impact Statement - (DEIS) - of the City's &oposed mil 

system is incomplete. 
Before the public can make an informed decision about this pzaject; they must 

have a point-by-point comparison of the possible transportation systems. 
Your transportation team spent time mentioning the "Do  nothing'^ choice. In 

reaiity, "Doing Nothing" will never be a choice. The leeward coast needs relief. 
The public was given the opportunity to vote whether they wanted rail or not, but 

they were not pi-ovided iofo1hati'on to compare .the systems in ordcr to make an infornled 
decision. 'Only Rail. was advertised, - for:iriaritIzs -, 'at pttbIic estpensk. ' . . . . 

Colorfu1'T.V; ads paicl'by [he tax payeis were at best 50% right. Your consultnnfs 
were paid big'ddllars to push the Mayor's:choice.: At cumunity meetings you only 
presented tho raiI project, 1 hotl~ing about possible dternati'ves. The "(30 Rail" team 
came to neighborhood meetings and presented the Mayor's message, but they couldn't or 
wddlcIn't answer the questions. 

In the beginning of the rail clisc~~ssion, the League; of Women Voters sccured one 
hout' of T.V. time for a round-table discussion on transportation$ but the City refused to 
pat4cipate. Rick Hamada provided time on his Monday morning progra~n for discrrssion 
on the transportation issue, but after several programs, the City's team refused to 
participate. 

During the Primary, the Mayor participated in only one co~munity candidate 
fo~xm. It showed that Panos Prevedor~ros presented many concerns to the Mayor's 
project. If the rail project is so right for Oahu, the Mayor's t e rn  and t l~e  Miyor should 
h i e  been able to discuss the project and answer d& community questions in detail They 
rehsed to do so. 

Another huge concern of this project is ttze cost. I don't think you can possibly 
kho+ witat the cost will be?, especially since major changes axe being made weekly. The 
cost could end up being more than thc City of Honolulu, the County o f  Oahu can.a.fF.ord. 
'When we add up all the basic iMrast~tlctt~eeprojects that must be of priority, this rail 
project at $5 '3ILLION plusis too costly fortax payers to hand1e:'Them are too .many 
unkno\vns. Madt the .Mayor:bjust in Washington D.C. with llis hand .out for Fedcrab. 
fbnds to pay Fot; Oahu's basic projects: . We can't dfoi&this rail project now or maybe 
never, especially when we havd alternative choices. . . . . : . :  



Professor Panos i'revedouros md his University ssktclents have presented a public 
report on transportation alternatives, but your team has ignored it. 

Thcre simply has not been an honest praentation of the financial and 
transportation impacts 012 Oahu. 

I am very concetned that this DEIS does not fit our I-Iowaiian Sense of Place. We . 
must step back and speci.f'ically compare at1 alternatives, -one to the other,- to be certain 
that we agw on a project that wc can trfforct and that mects our needs. 

CC: Mr, Ted Matley 
CC: Gov. Linda Linglc. 
CC: Honolulu City Council 

Eve ti. Anderson 
P.O. Box 25550 
I-Ionolulu, 96825 
259-7706 
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M-534 

~ v e l ~ n  Arakaki; 91-030 Amio Street,  ewa beach h i  96706 

December 6, 2008 

-To Mr. Wayne Yoshioka concerning the DEIS for the rail 
system. 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

1 would l i k e  t o  have t h i s  comment made t o ' t h e  DEIS on 
t he  rail transit system. A rep ly  would be appreciated. 

My comment: I have l i ved  in Hawaii most of my l i f e .  
We have a unique and b e a u t i f u l  sense of beauty many 
c a l l  it a  Hawaiian sense of place. The visual image of 
an overhead t r a i n  30 feet over my head and w h k h  can be 
viewed from a11 over  the south side of Oahu w i l l  be 
very ug ly .  The DEIS does not address this point that 
the train will be a visual blight and give a negative 
impression to our visitors. What will the  c i t y  do and 
how much w i l l  it c o s t  t o  make the t r a i n  acceptable t o  
the residents and contribute to the view ins tead  of 
taking away our beauty?  

Copy to: FTA Mr. Ted Matley 

Gov. Linda Lingle 
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May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Ms. Evelyn Arakaki 
91 -030 Amio Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Ms. Arakaki: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 5 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The island's unique visual character and scenic beauty were considered in the visual and 
aesthetic analysis presented in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. It is acknowledged that the 
guideway and stations will noticeably contrast with smaller buildings and change the character of 
some areas. In addition, some views Downtown and in the other areas, including protected 
views, will be blocked and some views will change substantially. Overall, the Project will be set 
in an urban context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures are 
typical. Noticeable changes to views will occur where the project elements will be near existing 
views or in the foreground of these views. Viewpoints not located near the alignment or stations 
will generally be less affected by changes in the visual environment because they will take in a 
longer, more expansive landscape. 
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Guideway and column materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to integrate the guideway with its surrounding 
environment. Landscaping and streetscape improvements will mitigate potential visual impacts. 
In addition, the following measures will be included to minimize negative visual effects and 
enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that the Project creates: 

Develop and apply design guidelines that establish a consistent design 
framework for the Project with consideration of local context 

Retain existing trees where practical and provide new vegetation 

Shield exterior lighting 

Coordinate project design with the City's transit-oriented development program 
within the Department of Planning and Permiffing 

Consult with communities surrounding each station for input on station design 
elements 

The Project will provide users, including tourists, with expansive views from several 
portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, street trees, and low structures 
adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, specific environmental, 
architectural, and landscape design criteria are listed that will help minimize visual effects of the 
Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 



Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu. High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's PuhIic Nearing for 
the Draft Environmental finpact Statemenflection 4 8  Evaluation. 

Tlris public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public abont the transit 
project, expfain materials contahd in the Dl& ETS, answer questions fiom the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft TSIS, Section I06 of the 
National I-Iistoric Preservation Act, Section 4Q of the U,S. Department of Tru~sportidtion 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project i n f o ~ ~ ~ t i o n  and ask project siaKany questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
~ww.honolu~utransit,org. 

You may provide ofticid conments in several ways. Here at this Public IIearh~g you 
may provide oral comments to a court reportcr who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an an-fie 
commncnt at www.l~orrolu1utransit.o~ or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department o£T~a.~spo~tation Services. AX comments must be postmarked or received 
by Ja~uary 7,2009 in order for t l m  to be included in the Final BXS. 

I 

&.-I.- 

Name: - . . ! & Y I ~  #$$% Address: 3 44/ 

E-mail: 







December 8,2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka ' 
Director of Transportation Services 
City and'county of Honolulu 
650 S. Kingst., 3rd Floor 
Honoluiu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

I have several questions regarding issues I feel an not adequately addressed in the 
, Draft Environmental Impact Statement which was issued far too late for the 
' voting public to review and, therefore, has become suspect of political overtones. 

I am relieved that the Airport route is now being considered rather than the Sdt 
W e  Route. I ha& been deeply concerned'and depressed at the thought of this 
mammoth project running the lengtb of our beautiful neighborhoods.of Foster 
Vilhge, Afiamanu and Salt Lake. I continue to be concerned about the aesthetics 
of this structure and its impact on the beauty of the Ewa flatfands and the 
overwhelming "bigness" of all that concrete Nnning through the city areas. The 
stations also appear to be massive structures. I do not feel the DEIS has 
sufficiently addressed the issue of  the visual effect of the transit system. 

How will overhead structures, the noise and vibration levels and the interference 
. . during construction affect the many businesses and schools dong the alignment? 

Will the businesses and schools be able to continue operation? 

At the end of this project, the City wiU be forced to pay outrageous prices for 
. property because land owners will have tl~e upper hand. How seriously has the 

possibility of setting up a temporary rail yard near the airport or AIoha Stadium 
been considered? ,- ." 

:- .* a *  .. -* -. 
I would also like to h o w  what the Mure of Aloun Fmms will he if they &&! 
forced to relocate. .'i .: :> :. . ' 

I .  p 
:\ ! 

. (,Arne AU 
3415 Kahikolu Way 

. Honolulu, HI 968 18 

. cc: Mr. Ted Matley, FTA Region IX 
Ciovernor Linda LingIe 
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rail going to the airport would continue close to the same route. Also 
when I travel it is too exensive to park at the airport; with the rail, tourists 
would also benefit. It might take away from the taxi business from the 
airport but tourists would spend more on the local economy if they didn't 
have the huae fare to and from Waikiki. 
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May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUN DIRECTOR 

Ms. Mary Avenido 
91 -1 027 Kaikoele Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Ms. Avenido: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the preferred alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the preferred alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the preferred alternative (23 CFR 

771.125 (a)()). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, 
public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport 
Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of 
this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with I 16,000 daily passengers and 282,500 
daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative 
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will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide 
access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, that will have 
substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very ty ly yours, 

U%?Stcp 
WAYNE Y. Y HIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContentMotes : Have you ever considered having the rail pre-fabricated and shipped 

here? 

Seems that in the long run it would be cheaper, and use a company that 
already knows how to build a system. 

Here it takes forever to get the Ft Weaver Road widened..first it is this 
and that, then bankrupt company, then out to new bid. 

Get it from the mainland and pay the premium if they finish early like the 
Minnesota bridge. 

Here it seems that the longer it takes to complete the better; just ship it 
and put it together. It would still mean jobs here and the completion 
time would be much faster. 
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Submission ContentlNotes : Here are my suggestions 

I. We should start building the rail from East Kapolei instead of from 
town because the purpose of the rail is to reduce the traffic congestion 
on the island. If more people take the rail to town, that will not only 
reduce the traffic congestion from the more and more densely populated 
Kapolei, Waipahu and Eva areas, it will also relief the traffic jam in town. 
But if we start building it in town, people still have to drive to town to 
work. That doesn't really solve the traffic problem at all. We don't have to 
follow suit of other cities, we need to look at where the problems are on 
this island. 

2. The rail should go through Salt Lake instead of the airport. The 
purpose of the rail is to serve the residents on the island, not tourists. 
Salk Lake area has a lot of female workers who don't drive, they reiy on 
the bus to commute to work. If the rail goes through Salt Lake, the 
ridership wit1 probably be higher than in any other areas. 

Who will use the rail more? Or how can the rail be used more efficiently? 
The tourists who come for a visit and travet from the airport to downtown 
or the residents in Salt Lake who commute everyday to work? 

Beside that, if the rail goes through the airport and the tourists take the 
rail to downtown or Waikiki, how many taxi drivers, travei agencies and 
car-rental companies will loose their jobs? 

Reply Requested : 
Submission Type : 

In a word, the rail will mostly be paid by the tax payers living on this 
island; serving the residents should be the priority and the primary 
purpose of buiiding the rail, not the tourists, who come for visit maybe 
once in a year or maybe once in a life time. 
Yes ' 

Draft EIS Comment 
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Submission Conterrt/Notes : I highly support a rail system and the airport route. I think it'll be easier 

to get tourlsts to not rent a car and use rail, than to get Salt Lake 
residents to stop using their car to use rail. 

Hawaii is expensive enough to visit, so tourists are trying to cut their 
vacation costs wherever they can. I see tourists on the bus every 
morning (while I'm commuting to downtown) heading to the airport of 
Arizona Memorial or the Swap Meet. These tourists don't want to rent a 
car and pay $20/day to park it at their hotef. 

I don't think rail should only cater to tourists, but I think tourists wilt adapt 
to using the system a lot faster and appreciate it and reward us 
financially for it. Then hopefully, the residents will get of thew own cars 
and follow! 
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February 16,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Ms. Audrey Barker 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear Ms. Barker: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative 
(23 C.F. R. § 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each 
alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identiwing the 
Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this 
Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 1 16,000 daily passengers 
and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 
Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, 
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as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu Infernational Airport, 
that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

With the Airport Alternative, tourists and residents will benefit by having more 
transportation options. Table 3-13 in the Final EIS shows daily person transit trips by purpose, 
broken down for residents and visitors. As seen in this fable, transit trips for both groups 
increase wifh the addition of the Project compared to the No Build Alternative. Daily resident 
person trips by transit increase 24 percent with the Project compared to without the Projecf while 
daily visitor person trips by transit increase 19 percent wifh the Project compared to without the 
Projecf in 2030. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at @-w.honsfu[utrawsi . You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by caliing the Project hotiine at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 

Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director \ 
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Submission ContentlNotes : December 6,2008 

Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honotulu 
650 S King St, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 9681 3 

RE: Rail related routing of the proposed fixed Rail System 

Dear Sirs: 

This concerns the inquiry into a feasibility review for the proposed fixed 
Rail System. If we must have rail, I suggest that the preferred rail 
alignment be the existing 40 feet rail road ri ht-of-way. This entails the 
Dillingharn's OR&L right-of-way from the olalwilei Train Station to the 
Leeward coast of Waianae. 

Routing of the rail system through out the Ewa Plains (Kapolei-Aiea) 
could then be constructed at ground elevation as a possible alternative 
verses a costly elevated system. 

The rail system should also service the Honolulu Airport Terminals which 
will enhance rail ridership. Please note that the lack of ridership of the 
elevated rail system in the City of tas Vegas does not serve the 
McCarran International Airport and is now under consideration. 

Further consideration is requested for your plannin review for a 8 proposed bridge over the Aia Wai canal extending niversity Avenue 
into Waikiki. The bridge primarily will be used for pedestrians and to 
include a bus/trolley service or possibly a state of the art light rail system 
usage linking WaikikilMoilililUH Manoa school campus (i.e. Ft. 
DeRussy's Kuroda Field - UH Campus). 

I champion the involvement of a planning team undertaken by the UH 
Engineering students/faculty for the development of the conceptional 
design for this task and to also include the overall beautification design 
implementation of the much needed University Avenue. 

Respectfully, 

S. Batula 
Kaneohe resident 
45-247 Kulauli St. 
Kaneohe, HI 96744 

c: Charles K. Djou 
City Councilman 
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From: Ted.Matiey@dot.gov [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2009 1:40 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subje&.FW: Proposed Honolulu Rail Project 

From: Nichotas C. Bleecker ~mailto:ncbleecker@earthlink,net] 
Sent: Saturday, December 27,2008 12~29 PM 
To: Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Subject: Proposed Honolulu Rail Project 

Mr. Ted Matley FTA Region 1X 201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dcm Sir, 

These comments are in regard to the DEIS for the proposed elevated fixed rail system for Kapolei to Honolulu. 

The original justification made for a fixed rail system was that itwould "soiveS'our problems of traffic congestion that 
occur on H1 principally during the morning and afternoon commute times. When it was reported that this plan would do very little 
for traffic, the justification given to the public for why it was "needed" was changed to allege our need for an "alternative" to driving 
or using the bus system. Later, during the campaign to push the project to voters, the "need" for the the public to support the 
project was centered around its supposed beneficial "boost" to our local economy. When funds come into our local economy from 
outside then a "multiplier effect" might provide a modest boost to our economy. In this case. the overwhelming majority of funding 
comes from the pockets of local residents. There is no boost except to the few citizens who will feed from the public trough. The 
promotional campaign launched prior to the November referendum was heavily financed by both the unions and taxpayer money 
under the guise of an "information" program from the Mayor's office. Many citizens who do not support the project are upset at the 
blatant way in which the City Administration: 1. did everything it could to prevent the Stop Raii Initiative from even getting on the 
ballot, 2. spent taxpayer funds to clearly promote the project with misleading and incomplete information about it underthe guise of 
an "informational campaign", and 3, suppressed the negative facts contained in the DEIS until two days before what turned out to 
he a very close election. Tha voters were hoodwinked about P3e supposed benefits of this project through a very deceptive yet slick 
advertising blitz. 

Among the new facts that came out in the final hours before voters were able to cast their vote on the project included 
the increased price tag for rail. The public had been fed a steady diet of propaganda that always used a much lower figure ( if $3.7 
billion can be considered "low"). The City has been successful in dismissing concerns about the costs for this project that will fall 
upon Honolulu's residents. The increase in the excise tax is seen as mostly invisible by most people even though it represents the 
largest transit tax imposed on individuals of any state and is also one of the most regressive methods of raising tax money, causing 
more distress upon lower incomes (if "invisibly"). The cost of living here has become even higher than it already was. ltwill become 
higher yet because of this project and because of the perpetual operating subsidy it will require. 

These cost figures for the rail project are just estimates, of course. They significantly lag behind current realities. To the 



degree that economic conditions are volatile the figirres will be unreliable. Add to that the fact that the figures are prepared and 
cleared by the same self serving entities that may profit in one way or another due to the incestuous relationships of consultants, 
contracfors and public figures involved. Finally there is the undeniable fact that no large public project in Hawaii has ever come in 
even remotely close to budget. An extra billion here. An extra billion there. Pretty soon it starts to add up to big money. 

And how's that tax collection going? Not too well. World events transpired to reduce the take of this "invisible", and 
therefore seemingly painless, tax. Revenues are not keeping up will projections. Read the national news. It will get worse. And 
Hawaii's economy is not immune to the corning deep and prolonged recession. Residents here will suffer along with the rest of the 
world. Does this seem like a good time to burden us with the exorbitant costs of the most expensive rail transit project, per resident 
or per mile in the country? One that accomplishes so IifUe? 

Who would think so? Well, of course the giant mainland contractors who wouid profit from us lo build it, of course. They 
have spent considerable money themselves to promote the project and to contribute generously to politicians who also support it, 
f hose politicians thus have a personal interest in pushing the project for the benefit to their campaign coffers and to gain influence 
with the powerful unions who have a notoriously short sighted view of what is good for Hawaii. Basically, the unions use all their 
significant clout to support any large project that wauld funnel jobs to their members regardless of its merits or cost to taxpayers. 
The construction unions spent heavily before the election to influence the voters to approve the project. The big money spent to 
inundate the public with slick ads in the newspapers and relentless radio and television advertising for rail by the City and these 
others $ucceeded in deceiving just enough voters for a narrow victory to proceed with the project Because of the understated 
costs and decreased revenues the need for additional t a ~  increases andlor property tax increases in the future to prop up this 
project is obvious, and yet neither the City Administration nor the City Council has been forthcoming about this inevitability. 

Beyond the cost or our ability to pay, this rail project is a very bad idea. As noted above, it will offer little relief to drivers 
on Oahu. Relatively few citizens use the existing bus mass transit system today. It is speculative to assume vastly more will use 
this new system that relies on feeder buses and is so limited in whom it would serve and where it would go. The predictions of time 
saved by the average commuter using rail over what could be achieved with express buses in dedicated lanes on H I  are 
negligible. The differences in costs of the two systems are huge. Further, once we have committed public resources to pursue rail. 
all other potential solutions will be foreclosed and future advances in technologies removed from consideration for Oahu. We will 
be stuck with a completely rigid and antiquated system for a very, very long time. 

The alternatives to kif were never seriously considered. The fix was in for steel on steel fixed rail from the beginning. For 
example, the proposal for dedicated lanes for buses that was considered invotved the taking of an existing lane away from drivers 
on the HI and so was rejected as causing more congestion. They never reviewed a plan for dedicated lanes built separately and in 
addition to existing lanes. Cost of a separated HOV lane were inflated by assuming it needed to be elevated for the entire twenty 
miles to Kapolei and not considering an express bus system employing a much shorter elevated section that wouid simply go 
around or over highway bottlenecks. Olher potential improvements to express bus systems were summarily dismissed, as were 
ideas involving strategic bypasses around the two major choke points on the HI. Major improvements to the HI  are sorely needed, 
and are not impossible, but would be under the purview of the State, not the City. improvements to highways and an improved 
express bus systenl could serve the interests of the entire island, not just a tiny sliver of the population that might actually use the 
rail to Kapolei. 

Elevated rail will be hideous, cutting through town near the waterfront and dissecting mauka I makai view planes, and 
noisy, with trains screaming by every three minutes night and day. This will be bad for tourism. When visitors see that Honolulu 
looks and sounds just like other mainland cities that are much, much larger they will see Honolulu as an urban environment not a 
tropical one. They will travel to other destinations In the Pacitic. Our economy will further suffer. This is why the Waikiki 
Improvement Association is opposed to elevated rail being run into Waikiki. 

So the benefits for Honolulu of rail are skimpy and overstated and Its downside is huge. Why is it being so doggedly 
pushed? Because it is basically nothing more than a development scheme. It is not about mass transit. It is all about the building 
of TODs out in what are now empty cane fields along the route. The City is preparing to give developers lucrative tax breaks and 
zoning exemptions to lure development. It is viewed as an opportunity for creating densiiy where none exists by the entities listed 
above. ft is interesting to note that one of the stations listed in the plan will stop in an empty field because the pf~posed 
development there has been withdrawn due to the current economic situation. 

Starting the line out at Kapolei and building it in towards town is ludicrous. in twenty years people in Kapolei may 
possibly be abfe ta ride i t  as far as Wahiawa? How is that going to help  omm mu ten or traffic conditions on the HI?  Relief is needed 
by residents for traffic conditions near Honolulu. This project does little to alleviate trasc on the HI. Its truly outrageous cosl is not 
jirstified by its sparse benefits to the island's residents. The elevated tixed rail being proposed for this beautiful city is not what we 
need or can afford. More imaginative solutions are calIed for, solutions centered around mass transit, not development of TODs. 
The plan, as it is now, is saturated with inefficiencies and has the very real possibility of being disastrous for Honolulu's citizens 
and the ciky itself. 













Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project' 

Welcome to the Honofulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hewhg for 
the DraR Environmental Inqct  Sta&n~nt/Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

This publio meeting and heasing has been designed to infom the pubtic about the transit 
project, explain materials contained i~ the Draft ELS, answer questions from the pub& 
and collect public input on project issues mlaf:ed to the: Draft BXS, Section 106 oft.@ 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of &e U,S. Department of Transp T I  
Act, arld floodplriras ~~ by the project. w- y zz 
Please review the project informdon and ash: project staff any questions itbout them gM 

tn project that you might have. The Draft EXS is available on the' project website at S 3 
~ ~ . h o n 0 1 u l ~ m s i t . o ~ g .  5 
You may proVi.de official comments in seved ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide o d  comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. Mer the meetin& you may provide an on-line 
comment at www,honolulutransitora; or use this form to sad  a written comment to the 
Depiment of Tmnspor#ion Services. All comments must be postmarked or r-v& 
by Jmuary 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the FinaI EIS. 

.clc 

Name: d b ~ r ) l ~ &  aoyefk Address: 4336 L,+kka 

.:ts ?>. 

Commen.t(s): .. ;I- .: ;;.. \ I .. !@, 
I live on Laakesl Street This street is paraIle1 to Salt Lake Boulevard 
and directly across I have lived in the same house on Laakea 

the fowh grade At that time 
Shapping Center but a rough road 

and a few nur down houses. Sin& then we have been surrounded by Makdalpa 
EImentary Scliool, the ~Gdiuna Marketplace, Stadium Mall, Hdawa Valley Estates, .Alii 
Plantation, the Aloha Stadium, Crasspointe subdivision, and CONSTANT noise from 
both the E-1 Freeway and Kmehrmseha Ri&way. From the front of my house looking 
toward Salt Lake i30ulevard and Radford High School I can count &L telephone and 
electricity wires s m g  across my view. I absolutely do not want the proposed rail to be 
anywhere near Salt Lake Boulevard. I do not live close enough to either of the proposed 
stations along Salt Lake Boulevard for it to be advantageous to me. It would stiil be 
faster to hop in my car and get to down town within I5 to 20 minutes. I do not want to 
hear constant mil &&c from 4 am to 12 pm each and every day. I do not want my 
property value to go down and other taxes LO go up because of the raif. I do not want to 
exit my house and see the rail structure almost in my fiunt yard; f would rather see all of 
the phone and power lines. I have learned 50 ignore them but could never learn to ignore 
that massive mil system looming above my neighbor's houses and blocking what portion 
ofthe mountains I can still see. I do not laok forward to having Salt Lake Boulevard tom 
up again and mined forever by the rail structure tzlunitig down the whole 1~3th of it. I 
say NO ro the Salt Lake Boulevard route slnd YE6 to the AirportNimitz route. 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/?/2008 
Creator Affiiiatlon : 
First Name : David 
Last Name : Brerner 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
AptlSuite No. : 
City : Mililani 
State : H1 
Zip Code : 96789 
Email : bremerd001 Q hawdi.rr.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/01/2008 
Submission ContentlNotes : For the proposed LCC fixed guideway station, there is no pedestrian 

access for communities within walking distances lass than a mile ifom 
the station. These include Waikele, Waipahu, and Seaview. 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

February 16,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. David Bremer 
bremerd001 @hawaii.rr.com 

Dear Mr. Bremer: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Regarding your inquiry concerning the proposed Leeward Community College Station, - 

while sections of Waikele, Waipahu, and Seaview are less than one mile, in a straight line, from 
the Leeward Community College Station, the network of highways and interchanges that 
separate these neighborhoods from the station makes it difficult to provide pedestrian, bicycle, or 
even auto or bus access from that area. It is more likely that residents of these neighborhoods 
will use the nearby Pearl Highlands Station to access the rail system. In addition, parts of 
Waipahu are within walking distance of the West Loch and Waipahu Transit Center Stations. 
Bicycle parking will be provided at all stations and will offer another option where it is too far to 
walk generally beyond one-half mile of the rail station. Also, many residents in these 
neighborhoods may find it more convenient to use a feeder bus route to reach the nearest 
station. Finally, a park-and-ride facility will be constructed at the Pearl Highlands Station, 
providing yet another access option. 



Mr. David Bremer 
Page 2 
February 16,201 0 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.or~. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 



From: Yoshioka, Wayne (wyoshioka@honoluiu.gov] 

Sent: Saturday, February 07, 2009 12:02 PM 

To: Yadao, Elisa; Nishioka, Edward M. 

Cc: Miyamoto, Faith; Hamayasu, Toru; Thorn, Sharon Ann; Stoeck, Lynette 

Subject: FW: Honolulu Draft EfS comments 

fmportance: High 

Attachments: 0-1 776-201 0~000Aaa~DE1Sresponse.doc 

Aloha auinalaf 

This arrived after the 2/6/09 deadline. I'm still forwarding for your records. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

_ - ...... - -.-- -......- -. "...--..-..,..,.-.".-..," 

From: JimBrewer ReneeIng ~mailto:jimbrewer~reneeing@yahoo.com] 
'Sent: Saturday, February 07,2009 12:OO AM 
To: jimbrewer-reneeing@yahoo.com 
Cc: Yoshioka, Wayne; Mr. Ted Matley 
Subject: Honolulu Draft EIS comments 

Dear Sirs, 

Attached are m y  DElS comtnetlts. 

Aloha. 

Jiin Brewer 



Dcpart~nml ~FTransportatio~l Services February 6,2009 
City and Co~ltlty of Honol~llu, 650 South King Streel 
3rd Floor, HotloLtlu, 1.11 9681 3 

ALOHA. 

These com~nents, following a few prefatory remarks, are submitted ilr accordance with the instn~ctioas from your 
DTS wcbsiles as i~idicatetl below. 

I and my life partner and spouse, Renee ing, havc been public policy advo~ttes and educators working to sellre 
"ll~c needs, hopes aild dmms of Hawaii's E~nployee Families" for tnorc than thirty (30) years. 
Renec Ing retired from the City and County of Honolufu' Depa~?tnent of Parks and Recreation aRer lliirty-tlrree 
(33) of scrvicc to variolis communities. 
I am a partially disabled U.S. Navy vctcran, serving first it1 the amphibious navy, then two (2) years (1958-1960) 
on an admiral's staff in the Philippines-mai~itai~~ing central classified filcs and then working in the sial2'legal 
office; and, after that, serving on llie front lines of the Cold War ill nuclear-powered Polaris fleet intcrcontinet~tal 
ballistic ~i-rissile sttb~narincs. My last subtnariiie duty was aboard tlie USS Kamehameha (SSBN642). I arn living 
my scvajlieth (70'") year of life and serving the 1 6'h year as execittive producer, editor and co-host oftlie public 
access televisio~i proyraa~-E~?~~~Ioyces~TODAY, cablc chenr~cf 54, Sundays at 5-6p1n. 

The following comments are submitted per the cut-and-pasted instructions enclosed 
within the following brackets: (this emailed copy contains typo-corrections as well as 
amendments designated in blue ink below) 

Making a Co1nlnct\I.--1'116 conlmctlt period fbr 111e prqjccfs Urafl Gnuironmc~~~al In~pacl SfaIc~ncnI has bcci? 
cs~cndcd to I%brtiary 6. 2009. Di~riilg Ibis pcriod, cotiuilents on the Drall EIS will bc accepted via: 

111 wiring to tlie Ilcpartmcnt of Ttai~spo~~ation Sur.vices, 650 So~~[li King Sircc~. 3rd I:Ioor, klonolttlu, 
I-Inwaii 96813. C.onimaits unust bo rcccivcd or ~,os~nrarkctl by Fzbtuary 6.2009. 

* By clicking tho "Contact Us" tab or t11is link. 

Thc public conlmcnl period is mandalcd by Sitlclal and statc laws. All comments loccivcd will be considered as 
tho Final is p~cparcd by tlic FTA and thc City. Rclevanl co~nmcnts will be rcspondcd to in writing. 

Comments or Input About the  Project 



For  onliile comments  on the Draft EIS, please use the fo1111 below. Comi~len ts  c a n  also be  sent . 

LO tile Departnlent o f  'Cmnsportation Services, City and Coul~Cy O F  I ~ ~ o n o l u h ~ ,  630 Soudl King 
Street, 3rd Floor, I-lonolutu, 1.11 968 13. l'lease i~ lc lude  your name,  address, telepho~ze number 
a id ,  if applicable, your  organization or  business whet l~er  you submi t  c o r n ~ l ~ e n l s  online or in 
writing. 

Comtl~enrs on the Draft ElS iI1LlSE be  postmarl<ed or submitted in person or via this wcbsife 
by February 6,2009. 

Yoi~ niay also ice [he form below Tor any orher q~~estiori, commait, or suggestion ttboi~t the I'roject as well. 
Mnlialo. 
[ * l<cqi~ircd Fielrfs] 

Wot~ld you like lo be adrlcd to our mailing list? 
Please specil'y your preference: ' ,111 ' En~ail ~t:tn,ax~ ' .one 1 

My comn~ents and illput about the Draft CIS for the Horrolitlu i-tigh-Capacity Corridor Project follow: 

i. This is e U~orouglily i~tcornplefe and misleading document. It offers Sleel-on-Steel Rail and a ridiculous straw 
Inan of "No Build," as so-called "alteniatives." Onc choice or r~othing is absurd. This however is a very honest 
statement. Titere was only one choice from the very begi~ming. 

2. This docu~ncnl shoilld have cxa~nined and evaluated the r~tbkr-tire-011-cot~crete automated bimodal magnet- 
guided Virlual RaillSuper-Bus Rapid Transit (is., the Phileas Advanced Public Transport System), Urban 
Maglev-as opposed to Inter-City heavy brillet train-type MagLev (magnetic-levitation), and Mono-Rail,; as well 
as, Steel-on-Steel (SOS) Light and Heavy Urban Rail. This should have been dotte wid1 tlic bct~eiit of concrete and 
specific proposals reqitested officially by the City and Coulty. 

3. Tltis DEIS doci~incnt is tile product of a several year campaign to impose on tlic people of O'ala~ a 
predete~.~niried Washington, D.C.-style Steel-on-Steel Rail "Public Works Project;" with a sliglit Bridge-to- 
Nowhere make-work snlell to it. 
This was done with only a Fdqade of detl~ocratic public input. That was abuildantly clear as the process proceeded; 
to those who were followil~g the issue. You would hear tl~is setltin~ent expressed all along the way at Cour\cil 
Ilearings, pltblic ~nectings and elsewhere; which, by-tile-way were 1101 "informational" as described by FTA 
guidelines; hilt really Steel-On-Steel salcs jobs cvidenlly paid Tor with Federal and local taxpayer money. Is this 
not illegai? If not, it sliouId be. I f  so, should thc I T A  not look into tllis matter? 
4.1 refer to a sligl~t smell oPXbridge-to- owhe here" because of the extravagant cost of Steel-on-Steel (SOS). I an as 
convinced as anyone that we definitely need this elevated public rapid transit tixed guideway corridor project 
However, I am convinced that a Phileas-like syslcnl is, by-far, tile most affordable, cost-effective, flexible and 
Atturc-adaptable system for O'ahu. (see this web address- 
http://etmag.homestead~com/AboutPhileasMagtietRailSuperExpress.htmI ) 
All of tliis is especiafly reteval~t on tliis day (Febn~ary 6,2009) when [ heard one economist on TV refer to 
America's economic crisis as a "depression" instead of recession. 
[We are going to have to learn to live withi11 our rncans as was tile case in the late 1930s when I was born. 
We simply cannot pay the extravagant price being asked for this partictrlar kind of urban rail (S0S)- 
which llas beer1 caugl~t up with; aad, is now, for instance, beginning to be left beltind by autotnated 
tnagnetically and elcctronically-guided hi-tech BRT-fully automated BRT that can do cverytking nrban 
stcel rail cart do; and, increasingly more so.] 

S. 1 ask tbat we rccolisider where we are now; and, in tile spirit of cousensi~s whiclr was not seen in the 5 I % vote 
for SOS in November, 2009. Even then, when the fact of [he long reccssion/dcpressioii had ]lot yet sunk in, the poll 
conducted before the elccliou showed 59% of O'ahu residents wanted "rail;" but 55% said that SOS was too 
expensive. 



So, let's step back at~d Lakc careful mcasulr of everything with atlother DEIS. One that is informed and 
prompted by tho rcalizntiot~ of a radically c l ~ a ~ ~ g e d  reccssion/dcpressio~~ cconomy. A DEIS that will enable 
an unbiased proe~~rement proccss to cl~oosc most prudently what will be best for the citizcns of Ocahu 
among every c'alter~~aiive"urban rail tccl~noiogy making tl~eir proposals and then re-look at them will1 new 
eyes. 

Mahalo. 

J a m s  R.Brewer, Jr. 
P.O. Box 23403 
i-lonol~du, Hawaii 96823-3403 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1211 2,2008 
Creator Aff Gation : 
First Name : Ernest 
Last Name : Brezeale 
BusinesslOrganization : , 

Address : 91-1008 Makaike street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : ewa 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96706 
Email : brezealeeOO10 hawaii.rr.com 
Telephone : 808 554-6249 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 211 2/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : Please realign rail route through airport. As a airport employee I would 

use the rail to commute to and from work. 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 211 9/2008 
Creator Affifiation : 
First Name : Jacquelyn 
Last Name : Brezeale 
BusinessfOrganization : 
Address : 91 -1 008 Makaike st 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite NO. : 
City : Ewa 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96706 
Email : taimalie@gmail.com 
Telephone : 808 554-683 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/19/2008 
Submission ContenffNotes : Please approve new re-alignment of rail to be routed through Military 

bases/Airpott. As an employee that works in the airporf area, I would 
consider using the rail to commute to work. It would also allive the most 
traffic from our traffic prone H-!/HZ corridor which I deal with on my daily 
commute. 

Mahalo, 
Jackie Brezeale 







Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
Sail Francisco, CA 941 05 

2/5/09 VIA EMAIL 

Comments on the Honolulu DEIS 

In order for the DEIS to provide nleaaingfbl information to all the interested parties in 
this project, the analysis of different options tnust be carried out with a 11igh level of 
professionalism. The contractors who are tasked with the design and analysis of 
trafficltransit itnprovements must apply thernsefves with the same high professional 
standards to reviewing at1 the alternatives. The contractors must utilize all their 
iutowtedge from other projects in order to bring fort11 the bast set of options for our 
community. in our case, the contractor for the Alternatives Analysis and the DEIS did 
not use the same level of professionalistn to look at all the alternatives. 

Unfortunately, this project is riddled with poIitical bias. The ct~lrent mayor of Honolulu 
is only interested in rail. At the first scooping meeting in June of 2006, the mayor said, 
''Don't talk to me about roads. If you want to bi~ild roads talk to solneone else". 

Tlle Mayor's inflr~ence can be seen in the way altetmatives were analyzed. The Mayor 
hired the contractor for the Altetrlatives Analysis. 

With the Mayor's admitted disinterest in roads, it is not surprising that the contractor for 
the AItel-natives Analysis used a drawing from some citizen group website for the design 
of the Managed Lane alternative. Tile contractor does not lulow who made the drawing 
on the citizen group website. The contractor spent zero hours designing a managed lane 
alternative of their own even though heir company has exte:clzsive experience in this area. 

All of the comments in the Atternatives Analysis regarding the design of the Managed 
Lane alte~llative are made by highly paid contractors commenting on a line drawing from 
a citizen website. No attempt was made to offer their expertise to improve the design. 
Since the citizen group website drawing of the Managed Lane had one exit near town, the 
Mayor's contractors spent hours explaining how Managed Lanes cause traffic jams and 
slow co~nlnuters down under such circumstances. This type of analysis is clearly biased. 

Novenlber 10, 2007, t11e League of Wonlen voters had a transportation forum to discuss 
the options before the city. Toru Hamayasu represented the city of Honoluiu at that 
forum. In tl~is presentation, Toru clearly states that the contractor Parsons Brinckerhoff 
used a drawing from the website that belonged to the community group 
1~onoliiI~traffic.con1 as their design for tile Managed Lane Alternative. This video will be 
baclc on the honoIulutraffic.com website in a few days. It has been available to the public 
for the last year. Unfortunately, the cotnpany Brightcove that stored the videos for the 



l~o~~oluli~traffic,com website has ended that part of their business. When the video is back 
on the website, E will file an amendment to these cotnttlents. 

111 order for this DEiS process to be valuable, the city of Honolulu II.ZLIS~ let the 
cotluactors engineer a Managed Lane alter-native of their our11 design. This new work can 
then be included in a Supplemntaf DEIS. Only than will the alternatives included in the 
DEIS be meaningfi~l and not biased. Only then can the FTA be assured that HonoIulu is 
making a prudent decision. 

John Brizdle 
300 I Lai Rd. 
Honolulu, HI 968 16 
808-732-007 1 
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Initial Action Needed 
1 1 /22/2008 

David 
Brown 
AIT Taipei 
4170 AIT Taipei Place 
Salt Lake 

Dulles 
V A 
20189 
Brownde22Q yahoo.com 

Both 
Website 

1 1 t2212008 
I am temporarily living in Taiwan, but own property in Salt Lake. l am 
very upset that there was a vote on the rail project where the agreed 
route had been through Salt Lake. However, within hours of the public's 
Nov 4 vote endorsing the rail project, certain city council members were 
proposing to change the route -- induding one who had fought tooth- 
and-nail against the entire project. The mayor and the council members 
are supposed to be the people's servants. This sudden switch was a 
betrayal. They should go back to the route endorsed earlier by both the 
Council and the people -- i.e. the Salt Lake route. 

When the system is built out in the future, perhaps an airport spur coufd 
be added. 

thanks. David Brown 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

February 16,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. David Brown 
41 70 AIT Taipei Place 
Dulles, Virginia 201 89 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Salt Lake Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternafive from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply wifh FTA's 
NEPA regulations thaf state thaf the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative 
(23 C.F.R. 5 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each 
alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identiQing the 
Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this 
Final EIS, the Airport Alternafive will carry the most passengers wifh I 16,000 daily passengers 
and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 
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Airporf Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, 
as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airpotf, 
that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 

Enclosure 



status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1/16/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : rick 
Last Name : brown 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 98682 
Email : icetec!lc@ yahrn.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Ernail 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01/1 612009 
Submission Cont6ntlNote.s : I am looking for information on your light rail maintanance managment 

plan, along with full time emploment working in a managment position in 
the rnaintance or the rolling stock and track system. 
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Status : initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : I/t 812009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : rick 
Last Name : brown 
BusinessIOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : 
State : WA 
Zip Code : 98682 
Email : rustyblades63k2 yahoo.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01/18/2009 
Submission ContentlNotes : when will you update your wed site and do you have a time line for the 

project constuction, and when will you start the maintanance facility 
planning. 

Mahalo. 





CITY COUNCIL 
C I T Y  A N D  C O U N T Y  O F  H O N O L U L U  
H O N O L U L U ,  H A W A I I  9 6 6 1 3 . 3 0 6 5  

Charles K. Djou 
Co~~nciitnetrdet; District I!/ 
Choir, In~ergoovert~t~tanfnlAf/uirs Co~nmiltee 
Phone: (808) 768-5004 / E'acriniile: (808) 768-501 I 
Email: cdjou@Jhonolulu.gov 
A'&: \\~w~v.l1onolulu.govlco11r~cil/d4 

DATE: December 17,2008 

TO: Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Tra~sportation Services 

FROltl: Councilmember Charles-K. Djou @ 

Pursuant to your Ietter of November 12,2008 that was sent with the DElS and of November 13, 
2008 to Council Chair Apo, T enclose a cominellt sent by einaii on the DEIS. By copy of this 
mernorai~durn, I send a copy to !Mr. Ted Matley of FTA Region IX. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have m y  questioi~s. Best wishes. 

cc w/ encls.: Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 



Matsuda, Sylvia - f 
4 

From: Djou, Charles 

Sent: Wednesday, December 10,2008 5:10 PM 

To: Matsoda, Sylvia 
Subject: FW I st Phase of Rail 

Please forward to the FTA in San Francisco. 

Charles K. Djou 
Counciirnember, District 1V (Waikiki, East Honolulu) 
Honolulu City Council 
530 South King Street. Suite 202 . 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-5004 
Fax: (808) 550-6689 
Ema il: ~dioou~o~,~I~t.u_.-goy 
Web: ~~w.hono!u_~ggxIclo!!n.c_il!d_4. 

. ....... . .. . . , .  . 
Fram: Lora Burbage ~rnaifto:tlburbage@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2008 4:05 PM 
To: Djou, Charhs 
Subject: 1st Phase of Rail 

AIoha Cou~cilmemher Djou, 

To whom it inay concern: 

Clon~zcil~ne~nbei- Djou's propo~af lo construct the first phase of the rail, &om the Aim to the Pear1 City 
area into Honolulu makes a lot of sease. Not just for the fact that this section of the rail will be usabie 
im~l~ediately upon completion, taking people illto the city but aiso due to the un~ertain econonlic times 
we m in right now. Let's face it we just might not have the money to complctc the whole Ihing, X really 
hope this doesn't happen but it is a strong possiblity. 

Srarting the first plme horn Kapolei to Waiptdh~hu makcs no sense bccausc rrn surc very few people are 
needing to get to WaipaIm for work. The majority of the people need to gct into tile downtown area. If 
we should run out of ~no~ley, this first phase woulti be a wastc of hard earncd money. 

Mahalo mi lor\, 
Lora Burbage 

EducationY earRottnd.con1 
A Love for Learning Will Last a Lifetilnc! 

i 
Lora Hurbagc BducationYearRo~~nd.com A Love for I;earnir~g ~ i l i  Last a Lifetime!. 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

February 16,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Ms. Lora Burbage 
rustyblades63@yahoo.com 

Dear Ms. Burbage: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.70 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 
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Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local worMorce and 
resources 

Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly; therefore, overall project construction can 
begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

The financial plan is balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in 
which only a portion of the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources 
will be considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as 
potential sources to cover shortfalls. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 



Donald H. Burger 
476 Pawnakua Place 

Kailua, HI 96734 
.&rbd o~@:%vgg$jjkj.j-@ 

(808) 26 1 - 639 2 

February 5,2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Dep't. Of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King Street, 3"Lloor . 

Honolulu, HI 968 13 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

1 am concerned about many impacts which will resizlt from the proposed heavy rail 
system on Oahu and its construction, to be spread over many yews. I spent 28 years in . 
consfruction estimating and engineering, have reviewed the draft EIS, and do not believe 
the full force and efkct of this proposed project has been adequately covered. 

One question I have is with regard to commercial agriculturaI operations which will be 
subjected to moving and starting their operations over in a new location. Will it be 
possible to avoid losing a year more of income as locd markets are without products or 
forced to import products at a much higher cost? Is m adequate amount included in the: 
cost estimate to enable ttre displaced providers to do what they must to stay in business 
and provide adequate service during construction? 

A greater concern is that of noise generated by passing trains, every few minutes during 
the day and far into the night. I believe t.be ability of students to concentrate on studies 
will be greagy diminished in schools near the tracks, and sleep wijl be llismbed in 
homes and condoIjiiniums, possibly resulting in Lawsuits on behaif of those affected. 

Will passengers to and fiom the airport be able to transport luggage and other heavy 
items on the train? Has adequate cost of providing such amenities been considered? 

Yours truly, 

&Led4 /4<+-- 
Donald H. Burger cc: Mr. Ted Matley - 

cc: Gov. Linda ~ & g l e  
cc: Hoaoldu City Cotincil 







Michncl Buton 
2889 Ala Ilirna St # 1 GA 
I-Ionolulu, HI. 968 18 
December 12.2008 

FlonoIuIu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Departn~ent of Transportation Services 
650 N. King Street 3rd floor 
Hot~olulu, Hi. 968 13 

Dear Sirs: 

I axn writing to express tny support for the rail project. f dso would like to show and 
share a comlcnt expressed by Councilman Charles Djou. 

I styport the rail project however; Councilman Djou oEered some changes m this project, 
one of ivl~ich 1 suppoft the other 1 do not. The proposaI I suppoit &onl Counciinlan Djou 
i s  his viewpoint on where t t~e project sl~ould start. In regards to the fact that monies to 
complete this rail project aren't 100% secured and the fact that it is very expensive, there 
is a chance we could run out of monies before completing the w11oIe thing. 'l'herefow 1 
suggest that Councilman Djou comment "start the project in the Aiea area" bc taken into 
consideration. TlGs in twn would get the project in full operatiotl where it's most needed. 
The Kapolei end can be completed over the back end of this opmtion. The changes in 
the route from Salt Lake m the aii-port I feel is poorIy thoughl: out from Councilnlan Djou. 
This portion I bavc addrcss in a previous lcttcr and 1 wiII not repeat it here. 

Thank you f*r your support. 

Micl~ael Burton 







Michael Burton 
2889 Ala Ilima St. # I  6A 
I-Ionolulu, 111. 968 1 8 
December 5,2008 

Deparlnlent of '~~tnspo~tation Services 
650 N. King St. 3''' floor 
HonoLulu, HI. 968 13 

Dear DOTS: 

I am a tong-time resident of the Salt I,&e community, I an1 wdt.ing to express my 
concern about tile rccent discussions and pending decision to reroute the rail from thc Salt 
lake cornmuniQ. I dotz't understad the rational behind this propod but, I'd tikc to offer 
sonx consttuctive insight to this project. 

The tvl~ole intention of the rait i s  to service the people of Oahu, especially along the 
corridor from ICapolei to downtown and onward to the University of Hawaii, My 
argument addresses the proposed change in the rouic from Pearl Ifarbor to the Airport 
rather than througl'the Salt I&e community. If the intc;ntion.of the Rail is to service the 
people OEOallu than routing this project into a residential comnn~unity would better serve 
its means by meeting the public where it is most convenient. This in turn wot~ld result in 
higher usage and a: faster return on your. investment 

The proposed routing of the rail from t l~e  Pearl Harbor to the Airport would not be a wise 
use of public money because: 

I) The rail will not be supporting the people of Oal~u Fully by bypassing densely 
populated commui~ities along this route. 

2) The rail infilsttucture would intrude on large portions of fccleral land along 
this route. This in turn would result in large delays in the projects progression 
due to pe~mitting of these intrusio~~s dong the route. These delays would 
amount to cost overruns on an already costly project. 

3) Navigating wound. the physicai structures within the airport industrial area if 
this is possible would again drive up the cost ofthis project trenzendously. 

I belicve bat thcre are council members who maybe holding onto the notion of tourist 
"taking the train to the plaae" ideal. This I feel is fanciful thinkilzg on behalf of some 
council members. Oahu is not like some of the major cities with rail, likc New York, 
Chicago, San Rallcisco or Los Angeks. Tourists in tl~ese cities are prone to catch a flight 
over night to somewhere; in I-Iawaii (with the exccptio~r of locals) more than likely they 
will be traveling wit11 large bags. lf this is the case, the scme restriction ha t  commnuters 
on the bus experiences would apppIy here. If you can sit your Bag on your lap or under 
your chair, then you're fine. Item. bigger than that you'll have to catch a Cab. Lastly I 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 1/19/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Lyle 
Last Name : Cady 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 300 Wai Nani Way 
Apt.lSuite No. : 403 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 5 
Email : toudsottnd-design @ hotrnaif.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /I 9/2008 
Submission ContentiNotes : I fove the idea of a rail transit system on Oahu. However, I feel that the 

panel members selecting steel wheel on steet rail: Steve 8arsony, Ken 
Knight, Henry Kolesar, Ron Tober, made the wrong choice. Would not a 
monorail system cost much less and take much less time to build. 
Monorails are also much safer, heavy rail systems can and do derail. 
Look up DERAILMENT under your favorite Search engine. You won't 
find any monorails there. What about Aesthetics? Elevated heavy rail, 
the guideway casts a wide shadow and blocks out much more of the 
sky. 
YES to a Hawaii rail transit system! 
NO to steel on steel! 







-"-**"""---...,"-..-- 

Status : Action Completed 
Creation Date : 1 1 /5/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Judee 
Last Name : Calaro 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9670 1 
Email : judeecalaro Q a0l.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1/05/2008 
Submission ContenffNotes : Can you tell me the exact place for the rails' sto area on Aloha R Stadium. 1 know by now that my house is not a ected since I never got 

any letter saying my house will be bought out. It has been sent out to the 
affected people already, right? 
I live around there, and I am concerned on the impact of the rail, 

although I support the rail for Oahu. Please advise. 
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Status : , Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 f /24/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Nancy 
Last Name : Campbell 
BusinesslOrganiration : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96706 
Ernail : colmenaresO hawaii.rr.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /24/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : bl would like you to know that this is a great move for the island. I would 

have attended UH or HPU for my masters degree but due to traffic 
issues on the island, I had to complete my education online. With this 
choice, 1 did not have to worry about driving and coming home late and 
tired with no time to spend with my family. 
In addition, this project will open up such great opportunities. I will now 
be able to apply for a higher paying job in town and not worry about 
traffic while living in the Leeward area. THANK YOU!!! 
Whatever routes we start with on this transit plan, is a start. Like Mufi 
says, it is something. Keep up the awesome work and I can't wait until 
the rail transit extends to EWA BEACH or near the area. 

Thank you very much! 
Nancv Cam~bell 
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Creation Date : 1/8/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Helito 
Last Name : Caraang 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 98-144 Hekaha Street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Aiea 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96701 
Ernail : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Methad : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 /08/200Q 
Submission Content/Notes : The approved route shouldn't be changed as it was what the people 

voted for. And it is most logical to go tf.rrough centers of.populations, i.e. 
Salt Lake, as the rail's primary objective is to get the residents to and 
from their jobs with the least time possible, TFe airport can be 
connected later; connections to UH and Watk~kr should get the priority 
over the airport. 







------.---..---. 
Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 
Submission ContentlNotes : 

Initial Action Needed 
12/22/2008 

jake 
cargas 

rnokauea st. 

honolulu 
HI 
9681 9 
chrysler-87@ yahoo.com 

None 
Website 

12/22/2008 
201 8 is way too LONG!. 
why would they start the construction in the west side? isn't that weird? 
shouldn't they build at the most populated area to serve many people? if 
they build along waipahu to aloha stadium, and kalihi to chinatown, that 
would benefit most of the people beauce that is where the congesflon 
starts. 

if they start in the left most area, who will benefit from that if they are 
traveling to the downtown honoluiu? they still have to ride the bus and 
still pass waipahu, kalihi,etc ... 
and besides, people from the center area are the ones who get unfair 
treatment. they have to wait for the buses from the west and the moment 
thus buses arrive, there's no more available seat and everything. 
western peopl already have "the boat" and the "Express buses". well if 
they ride from the west area and wants to go downtown, it will be nice i f  
they stops at the center and ride the rail through downtown. 



MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Jake Cargas 
chrvsler 87@vahoo.com 

Dear Mr. Cargas: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The design and construction of the approximately 20-mile transit Project is highly 
complex and will be developed in segments. The first segment of the Project is expected to be 
operational in 2012, as shown in Figure 2-42 of the Final EIS. 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 
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Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
resources 

Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than areas Koko 
Head. As a result, right-of-way can be obtained more quickly and overall project construction 
can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

As portions of the Project are completed, they will be opened so that system benefits, 
even if limited during the initial phases, will be realized prior to completion of construction of the 
entire Project. 

As also discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, park-and-ride lots are planned at East 
Kapolei, UH West Oahu, Pearl Highlands, and Aloha Stadium. These stations have been 
identified as having the highest demand for drive-to-transit access. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.hono1ulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us1' tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 

Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHl 
Director 



January 30,2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportatioi~ Services 
City and County of I-Ionolulu 
650 SouthKing Streer 
Elonoluiu, FXami'i 9681 3 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: Horrolrclrr H&tz-Crrpacity Trn~zsit Curridor Project 
Draft Erzvirortmental Xt~tpact Statement 

Castle & Cooke supports the acceptance of thc 1)raft Environmental lnlpact 
Statement for the proposed Honoluhr Nigh-Capacity 'Iixnsit Cotridor Project. This project is  
critical to address O'ahu's gcowir~g transportalion demands, paficu1arly in Central O'ahu and 
'Bwa \&re thci majority of O'd~u's future population growth and urban development has 
been designated to occur. We support the rail trmsit system as a critical component of a 
~lzuiti-moctel approach needed to ddress our transpot-tatio~l cilallenges for the bsttetment of 
all O'al~u residents. 

We are pleased to see hat the project includes provisions far the direct access from 
the H-2 Freeway to the Pearl Highlands Transit Station. We support the proposcci H-2 access 
ramp to the park-and-ride structure as it represents a direct: rcgioi~al benefit of the transit 
project to existing Cellkal 04@u and North Shore commuters ant1 will hclp sripport the 
iisurt: growltr that has been d~signatei; lCor ih &aka;-OCsrhti i~gioil. 

C3 
-1 C a  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Honolulu krig-h-CagAcity Tram& 
Corridor Project. If there are my questions, please co~~tact Bzuce Barcetts ~ x @ c a v e  a :w V@ 
President, at 548-3746. w n 
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CBRE CONSULTfNG, INC. CBRE 
CB RICHARD ELLIS 

355 South Grand Avcmuo, Suite 1200 
tor Angeles, CA 90071-1549 

February 6, 2009 

Mr. Ted Matley 
U.S. Department of Tronsportafion 
Federal Transit Adminisfration - Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 7 650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Deparfment of Transportation Services 
Cify and County of Honolulu 
630 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 9681 3 

Re: Honoiulu High Copacify Ttansit. Corridor E[S 

Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

The City of Honolulu recently completed a Oraff Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") for 
the proposed Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor ("ProiecPj, a 20.mile elevated rail line 
thai will connect the town of Kopolei in west O'ahu lo downtown Honolulu. 

CBRE Consulting was contracted by Katnehame\ia Schoo)s to provide insight to the economic 
impacts that coufd be expedeed from the development and operation of fhe Proiecf. Principals 
at CBRE Consu(ting have close to 30 years experience in analyzing market, financial and 
economic impads for both public sector and private sector clients, including extensive work on 
O'ahu and over 20 years experience in market and financial feasibility and economic impact 
studies for transit oriented development projects throughouf the United States. 

CBRE Consulting has analyzed the Draft EIS, as well as development impacts of numerous 
transit systems in North America. With regard to the proposed system in Monoiulv, we offer 
the following observations and comments. 

Per our review of the Draft El$ we note that it measured economic impacts at a regional level 
without consideration of fhe impacts to property owners in behvoen station areas. Table: 4-1 
in tile €IS identifies impads from acquisitions, displacement and ralocat~on of businesses in a 
statistical manner - not mentioning potential problems other than blocking views. The 
Mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIS ore minimal and should be expanded. 

Transit systems have wide ranging impacts depending on the specific land use characteristics 
along the route. Analysis of potential impacts should not be confined b a regional level. We 
recommend ihat the City examine the local impacts all along the route and at each station 
area. 
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MAJOR NORTH AMERICA TRANSIT SYSTEMS 

Thew are dozans of ttansit systems in the U.S. and Canada comprised of subways, heavy rail, light 
rail and elevated systems (i.e. monorails). Since it was no! possible to onalyze development 
patterns for every transit system, CBRE Consulting compiled a short list of sysfema to study based 
on relevant charac~etrisfics and the availabilify of data. 

CBRE Consulting performed case study research on elevafed, fixed-guideway sysiems (i-e. 
Vancouver, Miatni, and the Sun Francisco Bay Area) to identify key issues they faced and their 
resulting impads on local real estate markets. CBRE also examined successfuf ground level 
rail systems across the U.S. to illustrate their impacts on the community. Cities examined 
included Portland and los Angdes. The analysis examined both impacts during the 
construction period and throughout ongoing operations. 

impacts During Coristruction 

Research findings universaliy indicate significant losses to businesses along the construction 
routes of major rail systems, regardless of type. Traffic disruptions, limited access, visibiliiy 
issues, utilify service interruptions, and a general tendency for people to avoid esfhetically 
unappealing construction sites resulted in declines in customer numbers, sales, and in some 
cases, the closure of busioesses. 

Some of the most dramatic cases of this lype of negative impact wera in Vancover, British 
Columbia and Salt Coke City where on estimated 30 percent of local businesses closed during 
the construction of TRAX. In Vancover, an estimated 40 to 60 percent of fhe businesses failed 
along the consirvdion route for SkyTrain's Canada line in Vcrncouver, due to a reported 50 
percent decline in local sales volume during construction. The   no sf significant cause of the 
negative impact in these locofions was the lack of public assisfance provided to suppor~ 
impacted businesses. 

Property Valve impacts - Near Stations 

While there has been a significant amount of research into the impact of transit on real estate 
values, very few quantifafive conclusions are applicable across all metropolitan areas. Every 
fransit system is unique irr ferms of the popularion if serves, frequency o i  service, cost of 
service, local economic factors, public support, integration with neighborhoods, etc. However, 
some general conciusions con be drawn from our primary and secondary research. 

I. While Iand prices in a transit corridor can often exhibit 'significant increases following 
the announcement of a new system due to speculative activity, following cornplstion of 
the sysfem, research indicates that rower density (generafly residential) land values 
often decline. 

2. The broad economic benefits of rail transit tend to be limifed to suburban communities 
outside major metro areas like New York City, where commuting by car i s  extremely 
difficult. Urban infill locations suffer negative irnpacjs i f  the rail systems are not weit- 
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conceived and potential impacts thoroughly evaluated and mitigated early in the 
design process. 

3. Research indicates that different climate and environmental conditions can create 
negafive impacts. For example, in urban areas with hot and wef dimate, such as 
Miami, elevated lines can provide shelter for homeless, increasing crime and litter and 
thereby detracting from commercial activity. 

4. Weather is not the only cause of security problems under elevated lines. Solutions to 
mitigate these concerns can include the installation of surveillance cameras, increased 
police patrolling, emergency call boxes, and closed-circuit television monitoring, In 
some cases, extensive lighting and/or illuminafion has been used to creafe openness 
and high visibility. 

5. Generally, the land uses fhat most consistently bnefit from transit station proximity 
are office and high density residential. The former fends to cotnmand higher rents 
due to a desirable ease of access tor employees. Residential valves also increase if 
increased densities (i.e., multifamily development opportunities) are a part of well- 
conceived TOD plans. 

6. The impact on retail values is mixed and tends to depend both on the iype of retail use 
and the type of mil system. Elevated sysfems can cause visibility problems for small 
street-front locations but can be instrumental i n  bringing shoppers to large malts or 
big box retail outlets. The design and orientation of the station is critical. 

7. Proactive planning efforts to allow high densify residential and commercial 
development near stations are the primary cause of land valve appreciation. An 
example of this is the SkyTrain system in Vancouver, where h e  local governments 
instituted long term regional planning to creafe new town centers around elevated 
transit sfafions. 

8. Major developments do no! occur near stations in the absence of healthy demand, 
increased density, or a substantial financial subsidy by local governments, Our 
research found dozens of station areas whore no new development has occurred for 
20 to 30 years following the transif operation. 

Property Value Impacts - Mid-tine 

The third quarter 2007 Journal of Real Estate Research published one of the few studies on 
ttansit corridor impacts on all property proximate ro transit corridors. "The Impact of Transit 

. Corridors on Residential Property Vojues" by john Kilpatrick, Ronald fhroupe, John Carruthers 
.and Andrew Krause, found that "proximiby to the irdnsit corridor alone without a direct access 
benefit conveys a negative impact on nearby housing values." A direct access benefit is 
defined as being within normal walking distance i,e. less than one-half mile from a station. 
These negative impacts result from increased noise, pollution, crime, and diminished views. 

In addition to the literaiura research, our primaly research across the 1J.S. and Canada 
indicated there are significant negative value impacts on properties immediately adjacent to 
the rail line. These were particularly pronounced along the BART East Bay and Los Angeles 
Metro Blue tine. 



CBRE CONSULTING, INC. CBRE 

CBRE Consulting analyzed ihese general reseanh findings in terms of their application to the 
proposed elevated Honafutu Rail system. In geneml, we believe that elevated roil would 
impair redevelopment due to a loss of visibilify and access from Kamehameha Highway and 
Oillingham Blvd. 

As shown in the case study examples, we would expect refait uses to suffer ftom visibility, 
access and traffic interruption senirces. Depending on whether or not public ussistance is 
available, refail sales could decline and turnover coutd increase. 

MidaLine residential developmenf wit1 also be negativefy impacted by noise and visual 
impairments, At a minimum, it will be important for the City fo provide sound-proofing for 
residential unifs within viewing distance of the elevated line. 

Another importanf concern is thaf tlw noise, lighf and view impoirments from elevated rail 
lines will have a dramatic impact on the marketability of future low-rise and mid-rise 
workforce housing development oiong the roufe. Developers may be forced to build more 
expensive high-rise developments to ovoid fhose impairments. 

SUMMARY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CORE Consulting found that fhere are significanf negative impacts an selected properfies 
associated with transit systems in general, most notably in !he case of elevated systems. 
Depending on the property type, these can include the following: 

Loss of view ond shadowing; 
Excessive noise; 
lncreased crime and vagrancy; 
Loss of visibility (for commercial); 
Increased ch~flenges to future residential development if not planned in advance and 
provided public financing support; and 
Property access issues., 

Although all of the rail systems described in our case studies resulted in some ncrga~vve 
impads on surrounding properties, at least during constrvciion, various aspects of each 
succassfd system depended on: 

The commitment of municipalities to employment and densip; 
A swnd strategy for land as;sembly; 
Healthy real estate market conditions; 

+ The interface and integration of raif and real esfate concessions with adjoining TOD; 
Careful phasing; and 
Public-private c~/laboration and the development of successful parherships, including 
the establishment of the appropriate risk and revenue sharing mechanisms. 

In order fo minimize the negative impacts, CBRE Consulting has identified several potential 
mitigation options for the proposed Honolulu project, including the following: 

During construction: 
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Provide advertising dollars to infom corninunify of construction activity and business 
operating hours 
Provide clear street signage for ingress/egress i o  business locations 
Provide direct financial assistance/iow interest loans to businesses 
Sequencing construction to minimize removal of multiple blocks of street parking 
Provide advonce noiificafion to businesses and residents of troffic detours/delays and 
possible utility inferruplions 
implement cleaning program to regujarly remove dirt and debris 

After construction: 
* Work with land owners and consvltonts to increase residential and commarcial land use 

density witkin Ih mils of select stalions to promote etfecfive transif oriented development 
and increase ridership 
Redesign sfotions for central platform ot one-sided platform to avoid creating 200-300 
fool fong tunnel effect at street level 
Integrate sfofion design/wnstt'uctian with new development 

* Provide secure park in^ at more stafions and integrate with commercial developnlent 
r Ensure thoughtful Right-of-way 0cquisi80n so thot acquisitions avoid leaving urlusable out 

parcels. 
Provide compensation to rasidential property owners immediately adjacent to the elevafed 
line 
Use landscaping /security fencing lo minimize ability to assemble underneath the elevated 
rail lines 
Provide security cameras ond increase police pairols to minimize vagrancy 
Provide as many left furn lanes as possible to alfow access to local businesses 
Create sound barriers 
Provide assistance to individual properly owners (e.g, rebates) for mitigation improvements 
(double glazed windows, fences e k )  

r Fund ~ub l i c  amenities around stations such as parks, comrnuniiy/cul~ural facilities, public 
art etc. (e.g., Metrotown) 
Resftict a "Fare Paid" orea, i.e., riders must produce fickets to pass through gates vs. riding 
on the "honor sysfem" like SkyTrain. 

If you have any questions please do nof hesitate to contact us at 21 3-61 3-3751. 

Respecffully Submiited, 

L.) 
Thomas R. Jirovsky 
Senior Managing Director 

Krnberley J. Player 
Managing Director 
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Submission Content/Notes : Mr. Dacus, of the Mayor's Advisory Committee on Bicycling suggested I 

ask you this: I very much would like to commute to and from A~ea and 
Honolulu on my bike. 
Howeiier, it's just not safe to do so; I speak from personal experience. 
What I'd like to know is, will the Rail route(s) proposed by the Mayor 
include paths or lanes reserved exclusively for bicycles? I'm not talking 
about taking a bike on the train, I'm talking about on the road. Will 
there be space set aside specifically for bicycle use? 

Mahalo, 
Emika B. Celshall 



MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 . Internet: w.honolulu.gov 

May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Ms. Emika Celshall 
emikab@,vahoo.com 

Dear Ms. Celshall: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The Project is in exclusive elevated right-of-way, which will only accommodate rail 
vehicles. Providing additional bicycle facilities is beyond the scope of this Project. However, the 
Project is being carefully designed so it does not preclude future bicycle facilities from 
being built along routes where they are planned. 

Many bicycle lanes planned by the City or State could connect to fixed guideway 
stations. The Oahu Bike Plan is currently being updated by DTS and is scheduled to be 
adopfed in 2010. The Draft Master Plan includes a prioritized list of bicycle projects developed 
using criteria that include access to transit. Several projects that would connect existing or 
future bicycle facilities to rail transit stations are included in the Draft Master Plan. Additional 
information on the Oahu Bike Plan is available at http://www.oahubikeplan.orq. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
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website at www.honolulutransit.org. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very trbly yours, A 

u ~ f  WAYNE Y. Y SHIOKA 

Director 
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Submission ContentlNotes : I am concerned about the noise pollution that will be ongoing from 4 a.m. 

until midnight. Ooesn't the city have noise regulations? I am a 
professional music therapist (I work for the state), & I am especially 
aware of the stressful effects of excessive and d~sruptive sound & noise 
on human physiology and behavior. 
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Submission ContentfNotes : Portland, Denver, Washington D.C.and Charlotte is not in the middle of 

the ocean. I believe I heard on the CD that was sent to me, you are 
estimating 200,000 plus more people living on this Island driving 
vehicles. If the roads are crowded imaging 200,000 plus people riding 
the transit. It doesn't make sense. Then you talk about 11000 jobs and 
that is good but what happens after the job is completed? The cost of 
everything else goes up, who has to survive the cost of a high economy? 
Isn't there enough foreclosures, retired people have to Iook for another 
job, homeless people, welfare people who is able to work but is not 
working owning nice cars and boats, and much more issues that will be 
affected. There should be a double decker for the freeway where 
everyone pays for the road from their own registration. By having the 
rail transit we are force to pay for something we may never use. 
Remember not everyone will ride the rail transit. This is not feasible and 
not fair for (hopefully we still have the middle class around) many 
retirees and elderly people. They don't get overtime nor do they get pay 
raise to up keep with high cost of living. One day you will be an elderly 
person and that is the only time you will realize the rail transit is not good 
for Hawaii because we live on a Island. I guess we love to spend other 
people money to get what we want. Why should there be a stop at the 
statium? The stops should be located from Kapolei to Pearl Harbor, 
Airport, Downtown, Waikiki, and Daimond Head. Place where most 
tourist will be affected. 







Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolrdu I-Ggh-Capacity Transit Coi~idor Project's Pub1 ic Hearing for 
tlie T)r& Environmen.lai hipact $taternent/,Section 403 Evaluation. 

This public raeeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questio~~s &om the public, 
anct collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of h e  US. Department of 'l'raruportation 
Act, md floodplai~ls aected by the project. 

Please revbw the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project wcbsite at 
ww.ho~~olulutransic.org. 

You may provide officid comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comtnents to a court reporter who s4l recold them for the record or use 
tl~is Born1 to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide sul on-line 
comment at ~w.ho~~o lu Iu~ans i t~o rg  or use this form to send a written comment to the 
DapWent of Transportation Seivices. Mi comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Name: 40- A, Address: 6-7to L l k , ~ ,  444% 

E-mail: &4& - -  4.-- 
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directions connecting with the Universit of Hawaii ASAP. Starting in the 
middle of a field is less expenses but wxo wants to ride around in the 
middle of a field? If ridership is the desired end result it must be built 
where the riders are. This is also important as with the economy as it is, 
the tax dollar from excise taxes is not going to be as projected. Raislng 
property taxes, or the excise tax for this project should not be an 
alternative as people of Hawaii are hav~ng a hard enough time as it is. 
The airport rather than the Salt Lake route is also a better choice. Too 
bad there isn't a way to do iti underground as it will make Oahu very ugly 
with trains running in the air blocking views and making noise. 
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From: Yoshioka, Wayne [wyoshioka@honolulu.gov] 

Sent: Friday, February 06,2009 6:46 PM 

Subject: FW: Charley's Taxi re DE19 

Importance: High 

Attachments: Transit Buses-Ridership; MILES, POPULATION.jpg 

Aloha ahiahi! 

Here's comments from Charley's Taxi. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

From: Dale Evans [mailto:dale@charleystaxi.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 6:30 PM 
To: ted.matley@fta.dot.gov; Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Charley's Taxi re DEIS 

Mr. l e d  Matley 
FTA Itcgion IX 
201 Mission Street, Suitc 1'650 
San Prilc~ciseo, CA 94 105 
41 5-744-3 133 

Mr. Waytie Y. Yoslriokn 
Deprl11101~t 01'Tlansporlstion Sclviccs 
City & County orl~lonoluIu 
650 South King Street, 3rd I:loor 
FIo~~olt~lu, I.liiwaii 968 13 
808-768-8303 

Comments ofCharley's Taxi re 
Ilralt Environ~iicnlal Impact State~necrtlSec~ion 40 Evitluation 
i.lo~roluln I.ligl:h Cap;~city Tlaosil Conidor I'wject 
City atrd Counly of I-Io~ioli~lu. Oahtt, I.I;lwaii 

Traffic Coagcs(ion Depresses Cunsttmcr Activity, Business Opel-ations and the Eeunomy 

T~.arfic coligestion dircclly slit1 daily adversely itupacts taxicab passengers, opcraton and tlrivcrs. Govcr'limcnt policics have purposely 
induced t~i i~f ic  congeslio~l to unacceptable levels. 'To spite 'sutomobilily,' l~oliticiaos puriish innoceril consumers and busiacsses who lrave 
becoine 'prisoners orco~tgestion.' Tsarfic congestion docs not sitnply afrecl tlrc government subsidized transit buses, evcry trairsportatioti 
operctto~-n~id business will ex])criencc higher costs ant1 difliculties to fill customct. dctuand ntitl exl~ectatioris, nraay ofwliom will becorlic 
unable lo ritlc'R~cBus or'rlie'rsaia. 

Wc are clecply concerned about t l~c  irirpacls ortlrc rail systeiii to 11i;tkc congestion worse on the ronds :1io11g arid su~~rouudi~ig llie wil roalc. 
1.ionolul11 having tlrc one orthe fewest urban inad tnilcs in tlic US imd ~erritorics, and wiOt cnnliy narrow roads llrrot~ghout ttic route, 110 
pro~nises of luiligation are sul'licicnt lo compmsatc for the pcnirnricnt dnm:~p  to ~wFlic co~rtliliotrs. Pliville t~~~nsporliilion providers' 
services toour custonren will become Illore costly and d i f i a ~ l t  to lill. 



Trafic congcstion rcduccs proctuctivity and raises fucl and labor costs COT transportation providers. T~nvcl delays incrcasc fares to our 
passcngcrs. 'TraTfic congcslion lcnptbcn trip times that also becomc unreliable to sl~ow up Tor ap~wintn~cnls on tinm. Sincc tlic city rcnlovcd 
tllc 4111 lane on lhc Ala Wai Boulevard in 2004, our taxi drivcrs experience travel dclays to thc trunc of4  to 6 lost trips a day. Thc loss or  
trips has caused taxi drivcrs lo work 101ngcr hours and t l~c 7th day in order lo rnnke up Ibr t l~c loss OF trips dtre to tralfic congcstion. 

With about 1400 liccnscd twicabs in I.lonolulu, the number of trips lost per day approxituatcs 7000 trips on itny day or lost productivity. 
Having 1.6 passcagcls avcwp per taxi trip, 1 1,200 potential taxi passengers are sacriliccd a day in Itonolulu. A recent congcstion study 
(for cordon pricing cxpcrin~cnt that was contcniplatcd) in Manhattan sl~owcd similar loss of 5 taxi trips a day duc 10 congestion. 

13cforc this lalcst tourism downtuni. congestion regularly limited supply as drivels wcrc stuck in traffic. Our passcngcrs tlmrcforc cadured 
Longcr waits and travel tijnes and higher Tares. The frequency of 2-3 lmmdcs a wcck in Waikiki was a nighllnarc as fares doublcd and 
triplcd for a 2 niilc trip in Waikiki, discourdging ~ustmlcd drivcrs rroni going into bad traffic. 

IZestamsnt reservations scliedulcs arc thrown offdrrc to tral'lic congcstion, with a dornino affect on later seatings. Tlicatcr schcd~~les, 
parties and charity A~nd-raising evcnts are si~nilarly thrown off ant1 delayed due to trarfic congcstion. Traffic congestion atTccts thc 
cconon~ic engitlcs 1I1at drive Hawaii's economy: 'Tourism, Military and Cnnstntctio~~. 

Sincc 1990, only 2.23 ficcway miles llave bccn addcd on Oahu cvcn though tens of thousands ol'honlcs wcrc addcd to Wcst Oahu, the 
corridor for whicli tllc rail is plaancd. As if to buttress mil proposals, little has bccn donc over decades to 1.e1icvc thc bottlcnccks on 1.il/I.12 
mcrgc and tlic Mitldlc Street mcrgc. Molorisfs gained 10-15 minutes in lravel Lime just by widening one lane 111e Icnglh or  1.5 milcs Tor thc 
Wai~nalu oGmnip. 

l3xcessive Dcpendencc on Govcrtrnlent Subsidies 

Rail systclns are morc costly tlran bus systc~ns because a rail systein cannot opemtc with fccdcr buses. thus reqi~iring two systcrus: 
ThcTrains plus Tl~eUuscs. I-lcavicr reliance on goven~~accnt subsidics for rail poscs the hn le  fiscal quagn1il.e 21s rail systans elscwhcrc that 
threaten the ccononiic stability of municipalities, statcs and nations today. 

TIC federal contribution to the exccssivcly lligfi cost of  mil pales in coinparison to the local cost burden. 

Thc proposed rail syslcm's costs, risks, and liabilities are so cxcessivc to be unsus~airrablc withor11 cvcn grealcr tax increases on Honolulu's 
small and declining population 01'900,000. Comparcd lo other ~~~ctropolitan areas, Oahu resicients and businesses suffcr a higher cost of 
living, highest costs of doing business, Ilighcst taxes, sevcrcly I~igli cost of housing, highcst clcctricity costs. 

'Threat to Lcot~omic Stability 

Tlic city has no process to assure itrdepcndei~t oversight, accountabilily. pcrfor~nnncc and transparency over this proposcd project. Hcncc, 
the prospccts of ~nisn~anagcmcnt and t b  cost ovcr-runs and dclays can bc expected to bc much highcr and longcr tl~an any otlicr rail systcnl 
built in tlrc USA. 

I~Iot~olulu has tllc dubious distinction of having one of t L  bigl~cst constructiot~ costs in the nation, where cvcrytl~ing has to b sllippcd in, 
and tf~ercforc takes iongcr and Tadhcr to travel. 

Tine city has no cxpcricnce to nlanagc a megaprojcct ofdle proposcd sizc of Tl~Tcain and its Transit-Oricntcd Dcvclopments. 

Thc city is totally reliant on consultants lo manage the proposed rail projccts and the consultanl in charge bas a rathcr Ian~ishcd history not 
only in Boston but elscwhcrc. 

T1w nlrlyor n~ay  no[ coinplcte his ten11 bcyond2010 and therc is no stronger political teadm to chahampion this project in his stcad. 

Thc city and its rail dvocatcs iiavc railed to inibrnl tlrc public in the many millions spcsl on nxetings, hearings, litemture and 
advcrtisc~nc~~ts. tlwt the price of 1.Ionolulu's mil systcnl - for its sizc and scope - is many, many tinics highcr tl~ari oIhcr systctns toiitcd 
to pronlolc thc succcsscs ofrail systems. 

t.[onolulu has a long history of delays in constnmtion projccts coining in on time, on budget. In recent tinles, coiislruction projects llavc 
been stopped due to "iwi" discoveries, and the rail project trxvcrsing through downtown I.Ionolulu pronliscs to cncoulltcr Inany niorc iwi 
discovcriw, for surc. 

The current linancial crisis has clinlinatcd or lcsscncd many o r  thc prospective dcvclopers to participate in thc Tiansit-Oricntcd 
Dcvclopn~cnts surrounding the proposcd rail stations. 

Prioritizing Con~mutcrs over Scniors +vitli Multiple Disabilities 



Chapter 1, Uackgrotrad, Purposc md need (DEIS pp 1-1 to 1-21) 
Tlrc burgeoning tm~r~portation needs for seniors and disabled passerigcrs arc totally abse~tt from this discussio~r. When why does the city 
fbcus cxliorbitaat assets and rcsourccs (f4 Billion-plus) for a conin~utcr ninrkct that is a pittance in comparison to the needs of tlic senior 
population over 60 years in age, to grow lo 284,350 by 2030? 

i3ctween 2000 and 2030, Oalru's population over GO yerrs oragc is projcctcd to inc~c~isc by 134.157 or 189 pcrccirt (from 150,193 to 
2!34,3S0), to bcco~nc 25.4 perccnl, (from 17 pcrcci>t in 2000) of Oahu's projcctcd total \, 1 17,300 populnlion in 2030. 
Link to DL3EDT: scriw2030rcpol't+appx-3.sls 

A projcctcd 1.3 percent incmuse in transit ~idc~ship is a pittance co~npnred to t l ~  underservcd needs of the seniors who suffer oit~ltiplc 
disabilities and will tliemfore unable 10 ride TlieR~ts or ThcTrain. 'I'lrerc is no discussio~l of (Ire iilnpact that tlie rail system during 
constructiorr and in opcntioa will fravc upon llie trnvel li~nes of tliosc scniors and disablcd who will be unable to use TheTmin and wlro 
also find tliat I.IandiVan is iiico~ivcnic~it and ur~availablc to provide independence and @liability that is afforded lo physically fit ridcrs. 
This 13EIS rcprescnts discririlioation in the worst scnsc in that the aged popnli~lion having lii~lltiple pllysical disabilities and cconoliiic 
Ilartlships will suffcr fewest transportation options, despite their ~rlosl severe vulnerabililics. 

Continuing tlistory of Kntioning Transit Bns Set~ices 

The proposed transit system's ridersllip will be limited by the nu~nbcr orbuscs and trains projcctcd. Adding a train with feeder buses will 
~~cducc scrvicc access so as to furtlier ration transit avi~ilability overall. 

CII I, 1.1 Ciistory and Conditions Leadinglo tbc.P~~ojeet 
"Tire IiRT&f, srirlcrrrs rwre conrplefeb, rcplnced by bttsos in 1932. " DEIS, 17. I - I  

Good timing, becausc ridcrship surged with less than 200 buss to 53,325,862 in l942,76,805,829 in 1943,93,016,633 in 1944, and 
85,245,013 in 1945 wit11 200 buses. In all the y&t~,lrs since, ridership has never exceeded the 1943, 1944, I945 nuiilbc~s. 

The city \>as failed to prcsexit FTA and the public with a lrue picture ofTheBus 
pcrrori~ance and lo conipare it against (he non-subsidized private opemlors' yields prior to the city &County o~Cloz~olulu's takeavcr of 
FIRT in 197 1 .  Ridership volun~c lras declincd and the yield per bus has likewise dectincd, dcspite the increase in population. 

Statislics on TheBus perfofmarice iiidi~~tcs one or sornc of the following: 
I - that tlic city lras rationed the ~tumbcr of buses in its flcct to stifle growth potential 
2 - tlrat denland for transit does not warrant additional wpacity. 
3 -to grow traffic cotrgestion by withholding cotnrnirtcr bus capacity in order to justify a rail system. 
4 - the moratorium or1 highway construction in order to call ror llic need ofa  rail syslcm. 

Since the City & County of I~lonolulr~ tookovcr the tritasil systaii from I'IRT in 1971, the highest Tl~eBus ridership in tlic 1980s -of 
76,260,187 ia 1984 with a 440 bus Llcet - has never been duplicated in the 23 ycx~rs to 2007, even tlioug1r Population i~icrcascd by : 

107,801: 

1984 440 TlieBus fleet 76,260,187 riders 173,3 19 avg riders lac bus 797,800 populatiolr 
2007 53 1 TheBus fleet 71,749,376 ridcrs 135,121 avg riders per bus 905,601 popukdion 

Frola 1989 lo 2006, tllc numbcr of buses in TheSus flcct incrmscd by 50 buses only, will1 6 more 'flieBuscs adtlcd irr 2007: 

1989 to 1992. ThcI3us flcct was 475 (period oFrhc 1992 nil  dcbatc) 
1995 to 2006, ThcUus fleet was llozen at 525 ror I I ycars 

Since 1973. the city has ralio~led conlmutcr cxprcss bus scrviccs. Bus trips wcre not adclcd cojlinictisrlrate with tlie increase orpopulation 
md households in thc E\vafWaianac rcgion. 

Tllcf311s trips Iiavc been concentrated on tourist ridcrship insrcad (Routcs 8, 19,20 and 22: Waikiki - Ala Moana Ccntcr, Waikiki - Airport 
& Pcarl I.larbor, Waikiki : I~lanaurna Bay. 

Sec Excelt Wo~.kslrect: Transit Buscs/Ridcn1iip 

p.igpre 1-2 fOt$&~t:.Qf) hils to include rclcvant statistics, such as: - Ridership volunie of ThcBus dccliticd since 1954 
- Stagnation of fleet size in relation to poptilation growth, bus trips in growth areas 

Conwar% ride~sllip yield pev bus: 
1955 29,658,374 riders, avg 24 1,125 riders x 123 birses 
I956 19,900,409 riders, uvg 243,093 riders x 123 buss  
2006 70,384,355 riders, avg 134,065 riders x 525 buscs 
2007 71,749,376 riders, i~vg 135,121 riders x 531 buses 



Figure 1-5 Populi?tion Distrib~stioa for OaLu (QEIS pl-8) Tails to sllow thc ntunber ofbus trips, sclredulcs and ~ a t ~ l c s  assigned to 
population areas that wortld show t l ~ c  lack of oc sttempt Lo fill mpacily lo 111cet demand of new growill arcns. 

f i g ~ r ~ ! ~ 6 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 4 ~ ~ 1 1 t ~ i s . t ~ . ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ - ~ ~ ~ Q ~ h u  (DE1SSpJ=9, also fails to show thc nr~mbcr of bus trips and ro~~lcs iissigncd to growth 
areas. 

CIII,S.(DLIS p f -15) Why has tile city failcd to prcscnt TllcBus' pcrfonilancc result: ' ' -'" " ' ". . )mded tra~~sit scrviccs Tor 
thc Lceward Corridor? Why arc taxpayers cxpwtcd to foot tlie exhorbitant invcstn~er I systco~ wl~ose capacity will 
likewise bc penl~anc~itly li~nilcd by thc nunrbcr ofmil cars that are projected fbr this 

1.Iistol:y of Defcrrcd Waintcnance tlltll add to highcr costs ultimately 

The City & Coanty of 1.Ionolulu scoops up rcgillar increases in taxes and fces \vl~ile its infrastructure and facilities arc in dilapidated 
conditions. Despite prornises to "'be Ironcst. truthrul, and accountable for thc public's money," llrc mayor has ii~ilcd to pccscnt tbc citizc~rs 
of ttonolulu will1 specifics and dctails on the worsenect state of our infmstn~clurc and cosls to repair, rcnovatc or rcplacc sainc. 

[n his l:ehn~ary 25,2005 State oftire City Address. Mayor kIannemann laid out in gc~reral t a m s  the depth and magnitude or"thc 
challcngcs" facing the citizcns of I~lonolulu. Three of  tlrc inany cxa~~iples cited arc found a( 
l~tt~1://www.co.lion0lu1t1.hi.l1s/n~~y0r/~0~2005~pcI~ 

"The o~norr~tl welmj~ ad year br it?kresf aarrclpriticipnl stari(1s ut 194 milliorr cioi1crr.r. owl-& O p e r c e ~ ~ t  ofotrr Brtiigel. 011r lrlebt service.~r 
2006 is c~pccfcd to increase 1j.v 40 n~iralliotr c/o//a,s o ~ ~ e r  tltis ~ lear -atl(i /hilt's jrlst /Ire itrcrease. We've u~nusseda totul clcb~ of t>rore /11(1n 3 
billiorr dol l~~r.~,  ctborr! 3 /horrscrrd clollars for el~eryr~~atr, \vornmz crtirl cl1ik1 in the Cily & Cozmty of Ifor~oltrlrr. " huge 3 of 21) 

" / I /  IIre 40-jmrr-olcl Neal Rlais(lell Cct~re,: rn~ollrer hcovily r rsecl j~rc i~i~,  /he arvtw i.s b(tci[~ iilr 1tcc(1 of a ncrtt nir-co1rditio17irtgg,slerrr. 
Secfious of h e  1)arking lot nre sinki~g. " (jI 6 oj'21) 

"Sl(flshortagrs of 30 pwce~rf in ~rrat~y depa~.mrsrt.s (/re /he nornr, orrdl~crve !lot o~rfy qflectedortr rrhilify lo proper!v serl~c //tel~rtb/ic, brtf 
irarln IerriBIe i~rrprtc! on !he rrrorctIe o j b~o .  Cify tswrk force, u~/io hatre heen told)~ear urJlojleur 'lo do nrore tt~ilh ICSS. "' (jIage 7 0j.21) 

Thc niayor (p 10) considers "tilling ~mtholcs" as Iixing tlrc rods: "Otlr ti~cli,~tertnnce ofroncls ~rl i l l  follow n plan w d a  scIte~Irrle consislirrg 
of rhr-ee pnrls: Tbejir.~r is I/rc~f, qzrile ~itrtp!)), our Cily roacl crews wiN be JilfB~g~~ollrolosoesy~urmr~~~da~r~l 1101 OII{V in crr,retge~~c~z The second 
pcrrl is callc~/Jrst-oi(L trreattirrg a ~hrce-qrmrm ro o~re-it7ch overI(y of uspAol/ on c.rislb?g I-oa(ln~ays it, rrrrol wecrs.. . The dir.(l is ~ttajor 
reco~~s/r~rrcIion of lre(tvi!~r trsecl t l ?o ro~ tg I f i ~ r~ .  " In fact, the recon~ln~ction plan lias been mcagcr and tbc hwvily roads and artcries in 
downtown continue to be riddled "tllrow and go" polllole fillers. 

'Transit lrips nm projected to be longer than auto trips. Why should taxpayers undcrwritc high costs of rail for longcr lrn~lsit travel limcs? 

Rcspccfully submiftcd, 

Dale Evans 
Prcsidcnt& Genclill Marrager 

Charley's was founded in 1938 by Charles S. and Helen H. Morita, and is Hawaii's oldest passenger ground 
transportation company. With nearly 300-plus drivers in a fleet of over 200 taxicabs, vans and limousines, 
Charfey's serves over 2.5 million passenger trips a year on Oahu. Now in its third generation as a kama'aina 
smaN business, Charley's provides the very finest premium on-demand transportation senlice fo the public, giving 
special care and attention for MediCab, Executive Car, Designated Driver for DUI Alternative, Taxi Airport ShuMe 
and the nation's only Japanese fluent taxi dispatch sentice. Charley's is the only local taxi company that has been 
officially recognized as an industry leader with industry and government awards. 

For more information, see our website at www.charleystaxi.com 



ISLAND OF OAHU 

Population Freeway Oehcr Unpaved TOTAL MILES 
1938 562.6 E3; 7.4 650 

500.4 1358 861.99 58.82 920.U 1 
630.5 1971 1172.9 313.34 1212.24 

1474 1193.5 36.28 1229.79 
762, 6 1985 95,9!5 1296.6 33.44 1425 39 
0.36,2 1940 86.3 L367,4 33.44 14117.14 

1998 88.58 1405.1 33.44 1527.12 
876.2 1999 88,58 1425.54 33.44 1547.56 

200.3 88,55 1526.U 1 7.92 1622.48 
2004 88.55 1328.$7 7.92 1625.34 

834.0 2005 88.53 1531.79 7.92 1628.23 

TOTAL MZLES camp to 2005 TOTAL FREEWAY MILES camp to 2005 
since 1958 0.88 si;ince 1958 
siflce 1985 0.16 sincd 1985 -7.42 
since 1990 0.11 since 1990 2.23 
since 1999 0.07 since 1999 -0.05 

OTHER MILES comp to 2005 
since 1958 669.81 
since 1985 235.2 
sificc 1930 164,4 
since 1993 LOG. 3 

NOTE: Mlles do not incllrde Unpaved f.2iles 
MILES statistics from Stale Data Book, DBEDT, carfy stats from print bcoks 
Table 18.02 - Leriglh GI' Strrects & Wighvzays, Paved, Unpaved by Islands 
hLtp:jp~ww.hawatl.gov,'dbedVlnfu'of ecunamie/cl~atabook/db2OOU/sec18.pdf: 

POPUMTIQN statistics: 
1990 http:liwvrw. hawali .~ov/dbed~~~nf0~6e1~sus~F~Jder~ ZO510-13.2327/prc 
2000 http://vtvrw.Ravzali.gov/dbecl.t/ii1f~~censusf~~ld~r.Z005- LO- L3,2327/prc 

in thousands 
POPULATION pecant Increase campared to 2005 
since 1998 333.6 0,6667 
since 1985 71.4 0.0438 
S ~ ~ C C  1990 -2,2 -0.003 
since lY.99 -42.2 -0.048 



VISITOR Transit REGISTERED 
Arrivafs YEAR POPULATION Buses Ridership Avg riders/B Motor Ve Pass Veh Buses 

1900 58,504 

Transit Buses-Ridership.xls 



SOURCE: Hawaii State Data Books, various editions at DBEDT Library, Honolulu 

Transit Buses-Ridershi p.xfs 















Chauncey T. K. Ching 
1219 Alcwa Drivc I I.lonolulu, FI1 96817 1 Plione 808.595.4854 1 Fax 508.632.0245 1 ~ @ c _ c l , i ~ ~ e . c o ~ ) ~  

February 5, 2009 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolu(u 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolutu, Hawaii 96813 

Re: Comments on the Honolutu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Sirs: 

I have reviewed the HonoluIu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement/Section 4(ff Evatuation and offer the 
following comments. I do so from the perspective of a Honolulu resident and 
landowner deeply concerned about the current and future quality of life in 
Honolulu. 

Without doubt, traffic and congestion are major issues impacting quality of Ufe 
in Honolulu. These are not issues that will go away i f  ignored. However, based 
on my reading of the draft EIS, 1 am concerned that there are too many 
unanswered questions about the High-Capacity Transit Corridor that must be 
addressed before an informed and wise decision is forthcoming. The long term 
implications of such a decision are substantial and utmost care must be 
exercised at this time before committing future generations to decisions that 
wiii greatly influence the economic condition of residents, the City, and the 
State. 

First, I am disappointed that the draft E1S was not released at a time that 
would have benefited the etectorate in making choices during the November 4, 
2008 etection. My understanding based on press coverage i s  considerably 
different after I had the opportunity to peruse the draft EIS. For example, 
from the draft EIS, 1 learned that what has been analyzed is a corridor from 
Kapolei to Ata Moana. This i s  quite different from pre-election descriptions of 
the system that had corridor service beyond ALa Moana to UH Manoa and 
Waikiki. The cost and consequences of completing the system to include UH 
Manoa and Waikiki are not addressed in  the draft EIS. We are looking at only 



part o f  the system and can only make an 'act of faith' assumption that the , 

total system can be completed within some unspecified budget. Public policy 
decisions of the magnitude of the Transit Corridor project cannot be treated so 
cava(ierty. Much more rigor on the cost and consequences of the total system 
is absoiute(y essential. How, for instance, will the 40 fool ptalform at Ala 
Moana relate to buildings at Ala Moana that have heights welI in excess of 40 
feet? 

Second, 1 am very concerned that the draft €IS provides insufficient 
information on the impact of the project on displaced residences and 
businesses. Instead of a detailed assessment of impacts, the draft simpiy 
implies that the impacts are minor or relatively small or limited. These inexact 
descriptors have no place in a document that i s  intended to provide unbiased 
information about a major pubtic policy decision. Again, before informed and 
wise decisions are forthcoming, much more rigor on impacts on displaced 
residences and business is necessary. 

Third, I am astounded by the estimates provided in Table 3-1 3 pertaining to 
daily person trips. In my opinion, the most significant category is 'Trips by 
Resident.' Under the 'No Build' scenario, transit daity person trips amount to 
6% of total daily trips by residents. Under any of the 'build' alternatives, 
transit daity person trips amount to 7% of total daily trips by residents. The 
increased ridership with the Corridor project is at best, "undenvhelming." 1 
have a most difficutt time in justifying how such an underwhelming change in 
ridership can justify the capital expenditure needed to  implement the corridor 
project. 

Finally, I am deeply troubled about planned revenue sources to finance the 
capital cost of the Corridor project - the General Excise and Use Tax Surcharge 
and the FTS Section 5309 New Starts program. A t  the time of the release of 
the Draft €IS, there were already dear signs that the U.S. and global economy 
were in a downward spiral that was unprecedented over the past 60-70 years. 
Today, the economic indicators are both clearer and worse, suggesting that an 
economic recovery i s  slow at best; and, federat deficits will be at alt time highs 
for the foreseeable future. These conditions wil l  severely impact both the 
Excise/Surcharge revenues and Section 5309 New Starts. In short, the revenue 
sources to cover capital costs are in serious jeopardy and must be considered 
as po[icy makers address the very reat traffic and congestion issues in Honolutr. 

In conciusion, I note that the incomptete nature of the draft EIS, inadequate 
estimates on the consequences associated with displaced residences and 
businesses, minimal gains in transit ridership by residents, and likely serious 
shortfalls in revenue sources for capital expenditures strongly suggest that City 
policy makers reopen its search for more modest and more effective solutions 
to the very reai traffic and congestion issues we face i n  Honolulu. 



1 thank you hearing my concerns a n d  trust that you will d o  what is best for 
current and future residents of Honolulu. 

Sincerely, 

Chauncey Ching 









From: Yoshioka, Wayne,[wyoshioka@honolulu.gov] 

Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 1247 PM 

To: Yadao, Elisa; Nishioka, Edward M. 

Cc: Miyarnoto, Faith; Hamayasu, Tofu 

Subject: FW: Objections to Rail DElS 

Importance: High 

Aloha kakou! 

More comments. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

From: dlching@aol.com [mailto:dlching@aoI.corn] 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 11:09 AM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne; ted.matley@fta.dot.gov; governor.lingle@hawaii.gov 
Subject: Objections to Rail DEIS 

Dear Governor Lingle, Mr. Yoshioka and Mr. Matley, 

I'm writing to express grave concerns over deficiencies in the DElS for Honolulu's heavy rail 
system. 

I found the draft EIS statement to be deficient in numerous areas and have specific questions 
and concerns about the following: 

I. How will this project affect current traffic congestion? 
2. The comparison of energy use of rail to bus shoutd be done for hybrids, not traditional 

combustion engine as this report appears to have done. 
3. It is unclear how congestion will be remedied during the many years of construction. 

Lanes of traffic are to be eliminate in certain areas. Where and when this will happen, 
and what will happen to congestion in those areas? 

4. Will there be bike racks on the train and where will they be located? Will bikes be allowed 
on the train? Will there be a place for surfboards? What about luggage for airport 
passengers? What about construction workers' tools? 

5. The impacts of relocations has not been adequately addressed for important food 
producers like Aloun Farms, 14 community facilities that will be "partially acquired" as 
well as small businesses that will not survive a move or reduction in operations. Historic 
and cultural sites are also not adequately addressed. 

6. There is insufficient information on plans to mitigate noise at the 16 schools that are 
adjacent to the alignment. How will the noise affect the learning environment? 

7. The analysis of job creation does not adequately analyze job losses. There is no mention 
of what will happen to the jobs that are lost due to businesses downturn during 
construction? 

8. The report does not adequately assess the potential harm an elevated rail system does 



to our unique tourist industry and the image of Oahu. How will the tourists see noise and 
visual impacts of heavy rail? WilI the more idyllic neighbor Islands absorb an even larger 
share of tourism and hurt our County's revenues? 

9. The provisions for managing with lower than projected ridership and tax revenue support 
are inadequate. 

10. The plan is also deficient in outtining how corrosion will be mitigated. BART in the SF 
bay are is made of aluminum. What wit1 happen to steel in a salt air environment? An 
evaluation of steel vs. aluminum is lacking in this report. 

1 I. Likewise, the DEIS plans for mitigation of graffiti on the concrete support pillars, stations 
and cars is inadequate. This deficiency will impact the accuracy of=2 Opredicting the 
future cost of the project maintenance. 

12. Finally, I have concerns that the ADA issues have not been adequately assessed. How 
tong will the doors be open for to access the train? How wilt an elderly or handicapped 
person be able to get on and off the train in this time period? Please provide detailed 
plans on handling handicapped access. How does this effect the efficiency of the train 
and speed of commute? 

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of my concerns. Please feel free to call me if you 
have any questions about this letter. 

Aloha, 

Donna L. Ching 
Honolulu, Hawaii 
(808) 944-4070 
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DRAFT EIS FOR RAIL TRANSIT SYSTEM 

I) What is the plan for the effect of rail construction on water, sewer, gas and electric utilities? 
Wdf there be disruptions of service? Does the budget cover all these contingencies? 

2) Ifridership turns out to be much Iower than forecast, are fees going to be increased? Are 
taxes going to be raised? What is the forecast for &umber of riders per day (best estimate, range 
from low to high)? 

3) Is corrosion of rail cars an issue to be concerned about? 

4) In case of disaster, such as a hurricane or tsunami, will the train operate? 

5) How are viewplanes affected by rail? Are the aesthetics of the structure and each station 
adequately addressed in the DEE? 

6) How are the schools (and the students in those schooIs) along the route going to be affected by 
the overhead structure, the continuous high current exposure and the intennittent noise and 
vibrations? 

7) Will Mom fmns be rebcated? 3tf so, where will they go? 

8) Will there be'washrooms, convenience stores, and vending machines at tbe stations? Will the 
platforms have adequate seating? 

9) Will bikes, surfboards and luggage be allowed on the trsn? Will there be any restrictions on 
time of day (i.e, not allowed during commute hours)? What is the size limitation? 

10) Lanes will be taken away during construction. Where are the fane closures and what b tile 
duration of closure? Are there traffic rerouting plans? 

11) Bus routes will change. Will the public be notitied of the changes and accommodations 
made for teinporary stops? What happens to the express bus routes? 

12) When and at what cost will spurs to the airport, UH-Manoa and Waikiki be built? 

, 13) What pedestrian and bicycle rimmities will be designed and built in or near transit stations? 

14) Will there be seamless comections to bos service, bikeways, and other modes of 
transportation? Will there be park-and-ride lots near the transit stations? Will those lots have 
priority (i.e. be built first) over bus, bike and pedestrian access to the stations? 

. . 

15) Will there be assistance devices for the elderly and handicap$&? Will fares be subsidized to 
encourage ridership? If so, what is the target group fbr those subsidized. fares? What percent of 
the cost of rail (construction, maintenance and interest paid on bonds) is expected to be paid with 
fares? What if fares do not meet this percentage? Will fares and/or taxes be raised? By.how 
much? 



16) Will there besubsidized transit passes for goverament employees? How abeut private 
conlpanies doing the same for their empIoyees? Will businesses that provide h e  parking to 
employees be required to offer equivalent monetary amount to those who choose not to drive? . . 

17) How will rail promote mixed-use, transit-oriented development that revitalizes established 
urbanized areas io focus new growth where infmstructure and access to jobs, shopping, services 
and recreation already exist? ' 

18) What is the atnouiit ofcarbon dioxide emitted by rail per person-mile when at tnaximum 
capacity'! How does this compare to a Prius (SO mpg) with a solo driver? What is the maximum 
capacity of the proposed rail system? 

19) How much energy doesraii use (in kwh) per person-mile when at maximum capacity? 
Again, how does this compare to a Prius (SO mpg) with a solo driver? 

. . . .. .,. 

20) Where will the power come from to operate the raiI system? Will BECO build a power plant 
to run the rail? If not, is there enough cment base Ioad capacity to operate rail? 

21) What are the plans (§any) to run rail on renewabte sources of energy? T do not include paim 
oil as a renewable source of energy, Is photovoltaic, wind, concentrated solar, wave, methane 
from the [andfill or OTEC being considered at all? Enot, why not? 

22) Will energy from HPOWER be used to power the rail system? If so, how much energy? . . 
WiII there be any .extra air. pollution from EXPOWER if this occurs? . 

. . 

Thank pu.for answering my questions ou rail. Please send answers to: 

Randy Ching 
1 560 Kanunu St, #8 18 
FTonoluIr~, l-lj. 96814 

Telephone: 808-942-0245 
Email: oahurandy@y ahoa corn 
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94-326 Alapoai Street * Miiilarri " Hawaii " 96789 
.-----.--.--d-.----"--v- ....V--.IIII---.. 

Mr. Wayne Yoshiolta 
Department of Transportation Services 
City & County of HonoluIu 
650 S. King St., 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioica: 

I would iike to add my support to Councilman Djou's plan of building the initial phase of the 

rail system through the airport, and between the Aloha Tower and Aiea, and add that I wouid 

personalty like to see the rail built between Aloha Tower and Pearl City. 

I'm not a rocket scientist nor a mathematician, but it seems logical to me that relieving the 

con~estion up ahead of traffic and closer into town will result in a trickle "westward" effect 

for those in West and Centrai Oahu. "Ilncfogging" the blockage or darn up ahead would 

result in: 

1) helping to clear the bIoclsage to the flow of the" automobile river" and thereby opening 

up a clearer and quicker path for those of us in the rear, for no matter how much of a 

relief in traffic there is at the rear (Kapoiei and Waipahu), if there is congestion up front, it 

will make no difference in travel time for those of us at the rear (please excuse my 

redundant efforts to make a point). 

a. like an escaIator. .. as you're going up or down an escalator, and if somehow 

there's a pile-up or stoppage ahead of you, although you may be the only 

person at the clear end of the tine, you'll be heading right into the pile-up ahead 

of you, and end up in a mess. 

A rail route between Aloha Tower and Aiea (or Pearl City) through the airport would also: 

1) allow more residents from, not only the KapoleVEwa area, but from other Oahu districts 

to access the rail as a means of transporktion 



a. residents of West as well as Central Oahu and beyond would be provided an 

option of being abIe to drive to a point in Aiea (or Pearl City) and then ride the 

rail either to the airport or further into downtown for business, school and/or 

leisure. 

b. make it more desirable and accessible for town residents and business people . 

who are frequent commuters to the neighbor islands, and who may welcome , 

the rail with open arms. 

c. result in increased rail usage by residents from Pearl City to Halawa, and, 

combined with the number of possible rail user from Central Oahu, there 

could subsequer-ttly, be a decrease in the number of cars in traffic from Pearl 

City into down tow^^ 

2) malce it more desirable for airport area employees and those needing to catch a flight in 

the morning to ride the rail, as these residents might find the rail more convenient'tlian 

facing traffic and parking hasstes and this, in turn, wourd alleviate the parking and 

traffic problems at the airport and potentially take additional cars off the road in the 

mornings 

If one chooses to, or needs to, drive into t o m ,  with traffic being aIleviated up front, 

commute time would decrease and gas mileage would increase. 

I live in Miliiani and have been selfishly wondering how a rail system from Kapolei to 

Waipahu would benefit my family and other residents in Central Oalw and beyond when 

traveling to and from town in the morning and afternoon rush hours. Simply put, this route 

will not be a benef t to any of us. We would still be facing the same traffic mess for years to 

come. 

And, if the initial phase of the rail is built in Kapolei, I doubt very much if it will have an 

impact on the travel time of residents in that area of the island. Again, if there is a 

"bottleneck" up front, it doesn't matter if you relieve, the traffic in the KapoleiIEwa area -- the 

back end of the bottlenecfr. .In order to get beyond Waipahu, rail riders from KapoleiEwa 



would probably need to transfer in Waipahu ro some form of vehicular transportation and 

will still add to, and have to deal witl~, any traffic bottlenecks between Pearl City and town. 

Size of available land and immediate cost has been mentioned as the primary reason for 

overriding togic and efficiency. It is hoped that our elected servants are elected because the 

people believe in their creative and innovative inEeIIigence and concern for the general welI- 

being of the community as a whole, and realize that taking short cuts for the sake of 

immediate convenience will eventually cost us more in the long run. 

A public official had the win to get this rail system developed on Oahu in spite of opposition, 

controversy, and concerns re cost, I-outes, etc. I believe his guiding words were, "If there's a 

will, there's a way." Why not follow his example and look for ways to improve our traffic and 

transportation challenges as logically and efficiently as possible. 

Mahaio, 

edZ(<>&$i (..) @&,, 
Elaine Chu 

cc: Councilman Charles Djou 

Councilman Donovan DelaCruz 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUN DIRECTOR 

Mr. Michael Chu 
126 Queen Street 
Apartment 306 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 3 

Dear Mr. Chu: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lm~act Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Conversion of existing land use to transportation use refers to any land not currently part 
of transportation right-of-way that will become part of the overall transportation system. This 
includes, for example, right-of-way needed for the rail guideway, park-and-ride facilities, stations, 
and the maintenance and storage facility. The EIS is intended to satisfy NEPA requirements 
and discloses impacts to the natural and built environment. Within this process of 
documentation, land use changes due to the Project are disclosed. Amendments to existing 
land use plans are at the discretion the City and County of Honolulu. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 



Mr. Michael Chu 
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letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very truly yours, 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 



--...--.,"---.--,.-"-" 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/25/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : michael 

chu Last Name : 
8usiness/Organization : LP&D Hawaii 
Address : 126 queen street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 306 
City : honolulu 
state : HI 
Zip Code : 96813 
Email : mchu-LPDQ hawaii.rr.com 
Telephone : 537-4674 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/25/2008 
Submission ContentlNotes : As a partially federally funded project, is there a mandatory small 
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If so, I request the set aside be for 8(a) service disable veteran owned 
businesses. 





24 November 2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka P.E. Director 
Department of Transportation Sewices 
650 South King Street 3rd Flr. 
Honolulu, H 96813 

SUBJECT: Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project, Draft EIS 

Dear Wavne: 
Thank you for allowing me to comment on the draft EIS. I look forward to you response 
to my comments below. 

I. The Honolulu Advertiser (1 1120/08) reported that limited rail service will become 
available in 2013 between West Loch and Waipahu. Is this the first constnrction 
phase of the project and is €his equivalent to construction of the rail system 
between the West Loch Station and the Waipahu Transit Center as depicted in 
the draft EIS maps (Fig. 26)? 

2. Figure 2-5 shows the rail following the North-South Road, then veering east 
across the proposed Hoopili project area, makai of Farrington Highway. 
However if you visit the OR Hortoni Noopili web site they show the rail going all 
the way up to Farrington and then turning east following the Farrington 
alignment Which is correct? 

3. Table 4-1 (land use) states that 145 to 165 acres of existing land uses need to be 
converted to "transportation use." What is transportation use? Is this a new land 
use category, a new zaning designation? 

4. Little is discussed in the d M  with regards to the park and ride facilities. What 
kind of parking capacity will they have? Will they be at grade lots or multi-level 
structures? Will any special design guidelines be create for them or will only the 
existing LUO standards be used? Wilt fees be charged for parking? Mow much? 

5. 1 understand that the rail superstructura will be approximately 30 ft. in height. Is 
this to the top or bottom of the superstructure? 

Yours Truly 

Michael S. Chu 
126 Queen Street Suite 306 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
mchu-lpd@hawaii.rr.com 
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    I was not a supporter of the HNL Rail Transit, I will yield to the results
of the recent general election.  In light of our State's overall economy, I
feel construction of the HNL Rail Transit will create the critical surge the
construction of the HNL Rail Transit will do to stimulate our State's
sluggish economy during this national economic downturn.

    It is my opinion that we initiate the construction of the HNL Rail Transit
from Oahu's economic hub, downtown Honolulu.  This will provide the
taxpayers of Oahu the most immediate ridership between downtown to
PearlCity and vice versa.  This route will have the most immediate
financial re-payment. Secondarily, the airport route can be easily
implemented into this initiate route.

Starting from West Oahu, the ridership impact into downtown Honolulu
will not materialize for an additional 3 - 4 years due to the distance from
downtown Honolulu and the overall cost will be much higher in
comparison to the downtown Pearl City route.

For the above reasons, I favor Councilman Charles Dijou's concept.

Sincerely,
Wayne G.K. Chun

Reply Requested : Yes
Attachments : CS-128 Wayne Chun - already given to Shenrika.pdf (11 kb)
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    I was not a supporter of the HNL Rail Transit, I will yield to the results
of the recent general election.  In light of our State's overall economy, I
feel construction of the HNL Rail Transit will create the critical surge the
construction of the HNL Rail Transit will do to stimulate our State's
sluggish economy during this national economic downturn.

    It is my opinion that we initiate the construction of the HNL Rail Transit
from Oahu's economic hub, downtown Honolulu.  This will provide the
taxpayers of Oahu the most immediate ridership between downtown to
PearlCity and vice versa.  This route will have the most immediate
financial re-payment. Secondarily, the airport route can be easily
implemented into this initiate route.

Starting from West Oahu, the ridership impact into downtown Honolulu
will not materialize for an additional 3 - 4 years due to the distance from
downtown Honolulu and the overall cost will be much higher in
comparison to the downtown Pearl City route.

For the above reasons, I favor Councilman Charles Dijou's concept.

Sincerely,
Wayne G.K. Chun
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i 

Guillerrno 
Colon 

95-123 Hamumu PI. 

Mililani 
HI 
96789 
colongOO1@ hawaii.rr.com 
554-8637 

Both 
Website 

0 1 1a212009 
I have the following suggestions. 
1. Maintenance Facility location, looking over the DElS the LCC site 
would look like a better site than the Hoopili when you consider 
construction costs due to you will not need bring elevated guideway 
down to grade level. Also this site has a more central location. the 
Hoopili site however has more land area, would be less of an impact on 
surrounding areas and closer to the Kahe Power Plant. Which could be 
a benefit if there was a power outage. This site would provide less 
impact to surrounding area due to its rural location. 
2. Bicycles, I see mention ot parking areas for bikes at stations however 
will bikes be allowed on the rail cars? Allowing them on the rail cars will 
allow greater mobility options for the users of the rail system. 
3. On the Airport route will passengers be allowed to bring on baggage, 
and if they are allowed how will this be addressed when transferr~ng onto 
the bus? 
4. 1 see that there will be numerous Traction Power Substations along 
the rail route will there be any Hazmat issues with the transformers in 
these substation? 
5. Concerning the Traction Power Substations will there be security at 
the stations. Some will be located in secure area however some wil\ be 
in isolated areas surrounded only by chain link fencing. 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Guillermo Colon 
95-123 Hamumu Place 
Mililani, Hawaii 96789 

Dear Mr. Colon: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 . I  25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the site near Leeward Community College 
has been identified as the preferred location for the maintenance and storage facility. This site is 
the closest to the Downtown area that meets the site requirements for this facility. 

Bicycles will be allowed on trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy to be developed. In 
addition, the luggage policy for the system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be to 
allow luggage that does not interfere with the safety or comfort of other passengers. No change 
to bicycle and luggage policies on TheBus is proposed at this time. 

Regarding your question on potential hazardous material issues with the traction power 
substations, there should be no hazardous material issues. The traction power substations will 
be secured within a locked building. They will not be accessible to the public. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tr y yours, 

d*9w 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContentlNotes : Dear Sirs, 

I'm writing to share my thoughts regarding the draft Environmental 
Impact Study (EIS). 

1 will not address the Air Port vs. Salt take route alignment here, as I 
believe that is still being decided by the City Council. I will share my 
thoughts on that with them. 

I. The Goals and Objectives of this project are not adequately defined 
and documented in this report. Many of the issues coming up could be 
addressed and resolved much quicker and better if  everyone had a 
better idea of what we were trying to accomplish. (Planning and defining 
are (or should be) half the work). Are we trying to get people out of their 
cars? Reduce freeway traffic congestion? Commute traffic? Get people 
around town faster? Improve our tourist industry? Reduce carbon 
emissions? Replace The Bus with a rail line? What? The Objectives 
should dictate the design and route and stations. 
2. The project does not contain adequate detailed measurable criteria for 
judging and evaluation the ultimate success or failure of the project. Are 
the total cost and the reduction of the number of cars on the freeways in 
the corridor the only measures we are going to use? By the way, your 
projections of future freeway traffic are incorrect. There will not be such 
a large increase in this traffic because when they get there; there will be 
no place to park1 Forecast the parking situation and costs and I think you 
will agree. 
3. Doesn't it make more scenes to start where we can get the biggest 
and earliest 'bang for our buck"? If we start it in the empty fields of 
Kapolei and run it to Waipahu, the rider ship will be very low for a long 
time. We will have high construction costs and operating costs and little 
revenue or effect on our Goals (Don't forget we will have to start paying 
for it whether we have construction delays or not!). If we ran it from the 
Stadium to town (with a good Park and Ride at the Stadium (traffic from 
HI, H2 and H3 could park here and ride in), the rider ship and revenue 
would be high and the Goals would be impacted much sooner. Phase 2 
should be from town to Waikiki and UH for the same reasons. 
4. Why is the route not using the (existing and government owned) Oahu 
Railroad right of way? This would cause much less disruption, be 
cheaper and faster to build because of less land acquisitions and 
provide a shorter, faster, cheaper rout. 
5. Why is the alignment using Fort Barrette Road instead of Renton Road 
or Kapolei Parkway? Either of these would be shorter, faster, cheaper 
and be less disruptive during construction. (Remember, no matter where 
we put it most people are going to have to ride The Bus or drive their 
cars to get to the rail Station. So, we don't have to have the rail go by 
everyone's front door.) 
6. There are not enough Park and Rides in the system (except for 
Kapolei, which may have too many). Remember, people are not oing to 
give up their cars complete1 and most people will have to take ~ i e  Bus 
or their cars to get to the rairstation. Also, the Park and Rides need to 
adequately address Moped and bike use and provide for adequate 
safety and security for people and property. 
7. This document does not adequately address and document the 



interface and integration of the rail and The Bus. To be successful, The 
Bus must provide an effective collection and disbursal system for each 
station. This document also does not address the means by which this 
coordination at higher administrative levels will occur. 
8. Does the system have too many stations? Each station requires the 
train to slow down and speed up as well as sit for a period in the station. 
The number of stops significantly affects the speed of travel. If we have 
too many stations close to town and Waikiki we may shift bus riders to 
the rail and overload the rail and reduce the effectiveness of The Bus 
and not get any more cars off the road. We need to think of the Rail as a 
Wholesale operation (fast movement of large groups of people over long 
distances. And, rely on The Bus for Retail "short hops". To get people 
to give up their cars, the alternative must be noticeably faster and 
cheaper and at least close to as clean, comfortable and safe. 
9.1 don't see anything in this EIS about dealing with luggage for riders 
going to or coming from the airport. No use using an Airport alignment if 
rlders can't take their luggage. Oops there go all the tourists and a lot of 
locals. (And tourists rent and then drive a lot of cars! 
10. Because this is being referred to as Rail, will it fall under the Federal 
agencies that regulate Railroads? Will the workers be able to join the 
national railroad unions and their pay, benefits and working conditions 
negotiated at a National level? 
11. We can take our bikes on The Bus. Will we be able to take our bikes 
on Rail? 
12. When we built the Stadium, we did not take into account the salt air 
and humid conditions here, which have resulted in continuing high 
maintenance costs. What are you doing to insure that we don't 
experience the same result with the Rail system (and Stations)? 

Sincerely 
Terrence Conlan 
1535 Punahou St 704 
Honolulu, HI 96822 
808-561 -5 171 
terryconlan Qaol.com 











Jack R. Corteway 
1525 Wiidcr Avenue, Apt. ft504 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

December 5,2008 

Deparbment of Transportation Smiccs 
650 South King Street 
3 d  Floor ' 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96823 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

In my judgment, it makes more sense if the first leg starts downtown 
and goes to SaIt M e  a d  then Pearl City to secure significant ridership. 
If you begin at Kapulci and just go to Pearl City, 1 can't imagine many 
people riding. 

Aloha, 

%% Jack Cortem 
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Submission Content/Notes : Have you considered the effects of global warming and the rising of the 

sea levels in the next 50 years? If the sea level rises approx. 20 feet (6 
meters), then many of the areas where the transit area wifl be running 
wifl be under water. See this weblink to the Hawaii Mapping Research 
Group working with the UH School of Ocean and Earth Science and 
Technology (SOEST) : 
http:/lwww.soest.hawaii.edu/hmrglfloodingOahu/stepbystep~oahu.php 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/6/2008 
Creator Affiliation : Other 
First Name : :Liz 
Last Name : Crowder 
BusinessiOrganization : 
Address : 44-096 Keaafau Place 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : Kaneo he 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96744 
Email : crowderm@ hawaii.edu 
Telephone : 808372-2570 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/06/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : Please advise asap background info on the background of 5 

transportation.expert panel who supplied with steel-on-steel 
recommendatton. Who are they? what were the~r credentials and why 
were they qualifed to make a recommendation. I can't seem to flnd thls 
anywhere. Mahalo 
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Initial Action Needed 
2/5/2009 

MJ 
Culvyhouse 

46-31 8 Haiku Road 

55 
Kaneohe 
HI 
96744 
culvyhouse@gmaif.com 
586-9293 

Both 
Website 



Submission ContentJNotes : February 5, 2009 
Draft EIS on Honolulu Rail Transit 
Commentary 

Pardon me, but I have not seen enough "concrete," factual information 
provided to support building and maintaining an elevated rail transit 
system in Honolulu. Talk and promises are cheap, and the reality of this 
project would be devastating, not only aesthetically but financially, for us 
now and for our keiki's generations to come. 
Even after reading the Draft EIS, too many questions remain 
unanswered; why is elevated rail necessary, where will the money come 
from, and where is the logic in touting our "second city" it we need to 
spend so many billions of dollars to get there? Rail would "provide 
accessibility to new development in the 'Ewa-Kapolei-Makakilo area in 
support of the City's policy to develop this as a 'second city,' ..." 
Even the projected billions in costs is only a minimum estimate, the 
reality ot the costs will be much higher. 
As it is, our own Council on Revenues is lowering its projections every 
week, so how can we even venture to go ahead with this massive 
project with no end in sight of looming shortfalls? 
Who leads these municipal projects, self-serving politicians and the 
construction industry? Until our leaders prove to us they are capable of 
maintaining their existing responsibilities and ongoing projects in our 
Honolulu and upgrade our infrastructure, we have no business 
committing money we do not have to start another ill-fated, short-term 
gain (construction jobs), long-term Loss project. 
Construction of elevated rail for Honolulu is insane for obvious reasons, 
atgrade light rail (LRT is a compromise at best. I understand that AIA d Honolulu has prepare a compelling, must-read, factual report 
supporting LRT, presenting glaring, substantial differences between the 
two systems in overall construction costs and time, operation and 
maintenance costs, visual, environmental and traffic impact, and 
comparable references lo current systems in North America. 
I am more inclined to trust the assessment of those who spend their own 
monev and whose livelihoods de~end on sound ~lannina and critical 
thinkihg rather than the assessment of those who spend-taxpayers 
monev and whose livelihoods continue on whether their decisions are 
sound or not. 
We must unite in enlightenment! Don't fall for this. Educate yourselves, 
think standing up, read the facts, do the math, and do not be afraid to 
challenge "those who go along unquestioningly with popular opinion, 
with potentiafly dangerous or fatal consequences." 

MJ Culvyhouse 
Kaneohe 
247-5547eves 
586-9293days 
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Address : 5747 Dorothy Drive 
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City : San Diego 
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Submission ContentlNotes : Air oft route will provide cost savings to locals and tourists alike. This 

w i l f ~ ~ ~ ~  money for the stale if TOURlSM is more aooersable. 

San Diego does not provide airport route ... bad for visitors and locals. 
ONLY THE TAXI COMPANIES PROFIT!! Look at your priorities. 

Cities like San Francisco, Chicago, London, Pa+, Stockhotm, etc ... have 
TOURISM and local convience as their top priority!! 

Mahalo ... Jonathon Custer 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Jonathon Custer 
5747 Dorothy Drive 
San Diego, California 921 15 

Dear Mr. Custer: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTA's 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative 
(23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(?)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefifs of each 
alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the 
Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this 
Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with I 16,000 daily passengers 



Mr. Jonathon Custer 
Page 2 

and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 
Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, 
as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, 
that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 



January 19, 2009 

Honorable Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulo 
650 South Icing Street, 3"1 Floor 
Honolulu, I-Iawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Mo1101ulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to provide comments on the subject DEIS. As you are 
aware, wc are the developers of the master planned 1.io'ouili oroiect in Zast IZavolei, and have . . -  
b ~ c o  . ~ n d  \\111 ,.ontiout: ru be ;I irsoa;, inpponcs uirhii  project. 'l'h.: rs ;~npun; , r iu t~ 
i~iira~trrtct~tr,: IS s c~~tc l i in~  its l i ~ ~ i i t s  I I I  l~~aitig ,111lc~ I<) I ~ O \ , C  11t!opIc <:iiiricntly tliro~tgll 1I1t \IJcst 
Oahtt 111 E:IA I I C ) I I O I I I I ~ I  <:,rri,lor. 'Tlic ID~CI I )OSCYI  ~ s o i c c ~  ~ 1 1 1  itl<*r~!ttse t h ~ ,  inir\~.,~sucr~trd < ' t t~ :~ : i r \ ,  . . A " a ,  

in the long-tern and provide transpostation alternatives to residents along this corridor. It will 
also be able to support the planned growth in the West Oahu region. 

We have reviewed the docttn~ent and provide the following comments. 

Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered: 

Page 2-14-the section dealing with Transit Centers stated that Transit centers would be 
constructed as stand-alone facilities or as pal? of park and ride lots at: 

UII West Oahu 
West Loch 
Pearl Highlands 
Aloha Stadium 

The following is a listing of each of the stations, the stations types and if a park and ride or 
transit center is being proposed at  the station. 

! . !_. -. I ? .  __ .  I.. -. -. -' 

I.I*SI.,~,..,, I.' CV.il, I I'I,,I!.,~,I, . s .  - . . - - -. . -. s., 
\\'<St I >:!I Sl I t ,  ,,, I 1 s ,, __ .T -,>r - 1 - 4 ? 2 1 . )  . 

Station 
East Kapolci Station 

Univcl.sity of Hawaii, West 
Oaho 

Station Type 
Elevated Platform and 
Connectinc Bridge 
Elevatcd I'latform and 
Concourse 

Park and Ride 
12 Acres fo~.()oo Spaces 

(21-5 Acre Sites for 500 
Spaces each (Totai 1,ooo 

Transit Center 
NO 

Yes (Page 2-14, but not 
idenliticd on Figure 2-15) 
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Waipahu Transit Cenlcr 
Station 

Lccward Commiinity 

Froin the iufonnation providcd: 

Side platforms wit11 mezzanine, or Center platform witi~ mezzanine)? 

Concoursc 
Elcvatcd Plalforn? and 
Concourse 

i'latform . . 

Ycs (Page 2-14, but ,101 
I I Coilcgc Station 

2. Does mezzanine mean concourse as is used in identifying the specific stations in the 
figures? 

Connectina Bridge idcntiticd on Piai~rc 2-20) 
P ~ t a l i o l l ~ ~ l e v a t e d  and No 

Pearl I~lighlands Station 

3. Is there some criteria for the proposcd "Transit Centers" and solnc idea of the area 
(acres) required for each of these centers? 

No 

No 

4. There seems to be more Transit Centers being proposed than what is listed on page 
2-14. 

Not ,n~cnlioncd on Pagc 2- 
14, Mcntioned in r& '1 w e  2- 
18 but not iocntcd oil imap 
No 

Elcvatcd Platforlli and 

On page 2-24, the key components of each transit station are described in a "sidebar." We notc 
that there is no mention of public restrooms (even automated public toilets) or what form of 
security will be provided (including security cameras). 

11 Acres for 1,600 Spaces 



Page 2-36 Park a~ id  Ride Lots-are tlic park and ride lots limited to tlie locations identified in 
tlie DEIS or is there some flexibility to house the required number of spaces in and a ro i~~id  the 
transit stations by i~icorporating lilore parking into redevelopment or dcvelopme~it adjacent to 
the station. For example, if an entertainment facility were being built near the station, the 
parking for the entertainment center could be shared and used for the park and ride since the 
need for parking for the transit should be at different t i~ncs when the parking would bc ~iecded 
for tlie entcrtainment facilities. Allowing these types of joint uses and i~lcorporating tlie park 
and ride needs into tlie development would seem to be mutually beneficial to both the City and 
the developers. 

Pages 2-37 and 2-38 Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility-This section identifies a 41 acre 
area adjacent to the existing HECO Substation at Ho'opili and another 43 acre site near tlie 
Leeward Commuliity College (Navy Drum Site) as possible sites for tlie maintenance facility. 

This 41 acre site is also indentified on the Conceptual Alignment Plans and Profiles (Drawing 
No.: RPooqa). Howcver, on the Conceptual Right-of-Way Plans (Drawing No.: RWoo6a) the 
proposed Maintenance and Storagc Facility is identified as a 12 acre site. Please clarify tlic 
actual land requirements for this facility. 

Also, while the statement in the document is correct that the site is currently in agricultural use, 
the existing lessee, Noun Farms, has a lease from us for its entire processing and office facilities 
located within the footprint of the proposed vehicle maintenance facility. The processi~ig facility 
lease expires in 2017 The Aloun Farms facilities house all of their administrative support staff 
and process all of tlic produce grown on the property as well as other propel-ties they have under 
lease elsewhere. Given the need for the Transit Vehicle Maintenance facility at some time when 
the initial segments of the transit system are being colistructed (Page 2-39), early liotification on 
a decision of which site will be selected would provide our tenant with as much time as possible 
to plan for a transition. 

While an alternative Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility is shown adjacent to tlie existing 
HECO Substatioii at Ho'opili, we are concer~ied that the DEIS did not fully discuss the visual 
and noise impacts from 24-hour day operations on surroundi~ig uses within the proposed 
Ho'opili project. Also not described, is the visual and land use impacts from the "Elevated 
Access Tracks" tliat would colitiect to tlie Fixed Guide-way on the proposed I-Io'opili project. 

". 
of Appendix A (~oncep tua i~ l i gnken t  Plans u~id ~ ~ o f i l e s ) , ' ~ o u l d  appear lo preclude'tlic 
planned development of an east-west internal Ho'opili roadway connection mauka of Farriligton 
Highway to link the mauka Project lalids to the east and west of the transit facility. The transit 
facility would appear to prevent the linkage of 1st Avenue and 2nd Avenue. This would require 
traffic between tlie mauka east and west Project areas to circulate on Parrinzton I-Iighway to 
travel between the two areas, thus placing additional traffic volumes along Farringt&i 11ighwa~ 
and increasing traffic volumes at the Farringtoll Highway intersectio~ls providing maulta area 
access to Projcct ~iiaulca area. 

If the maintenance facility site in Ho'opili is selected, it would be desirable to locate the transit 
yard further east or west, or reconfigure tlie transit facility, to allow a corridor for roadway 
connection between the east aiid west sections of the I-Io'opili area maulta of Farrington 
Highway. Another possibility would be to male  a portion of the access/perimeter transit facility 
roadway a public roadway. 



Page 2-38 Traction I'ower Substations-The project will require traction power substations 
approximately evely mile. Are these substations planned to he located in the existing transit 
right-of-way below the elevated tracks or will a stand-alone site be required? Would the space 
requirements he lilnited to each site being 640 square feet (40 x 16) or will the actual footprint 
required be larger? 

On page 3-53, in the "sidebar" entitled "Summary of Findings: Transportation Conditions and 
Effects", we note that under the categoiy of "Effects of the Build Alternatives", there is no 
mention of the traffic impacts from cars generated from the "Proposed Park-and-Ride Lots" on 
streets immediately surrounding such facilities. 

Table 4-1, Page 4-4, "Land Use (Section 4.1) - land acquired for transportation use" - While we 
would concur that approximately 88 acres of prime and statewide-important farmlands would 
be affected, the land in East Icapolei has long been planned as part of the Second City of Oahu. 
This is discussed on page 4-20 but not included in the sumnlaly of impacts on page 4-4. The 
in~plen~entation of the 'IHCTC project has long-tcrin effects on thc pattern of land use on Oahu. 
It will positively enhance aud reinforce the linear pattern of development, reducing the pressure 
for develop~nent of agricultural lands in Central Oahu and rural arcas elsewhere on the island. 
This is not discussed on page 4-20, 

Table 4-1, Page 4-4, "Economic Activity (Section 4.2) - prope~Ty tax revenue" - While we would 
concur that property acquired from private owners and converted to a transportation use would 
result in a direct reduction in property tax revenues, at least initially, over the long-term, with 
resulting liigl~er-density transit-oriented development around transit stations, there will 
probably be a long-term net gain in property tax revenues, off-setting the initial loss in property 
tax revenues. This is discussed as an impact or possible outcome on pages 4-24 (also pages 4- 
166 and 4-167) but not included in the summary of impacts on page 4-4. 

Table 4-1, Page 4-5, "Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations (Section 4.3)" - The land 
under the selected Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility site would eliminate either 
landowner's opportunities for development of their respective sites. In the case of the I-Io'opili 
project, the impacts of the use of the site will not be limited to the loss of property, but a Vehicle 
Maintenance and Storage Facility at IIo'opili could have major visual and noise impacts on the 
surrounding land uses within the proposed I-Io'opili project. As previously noted, the DEIS did 
not fully discuss the visual and noise impacts from 24-l~our day operation of the Vehicle 
Maintenance and Storage Facility on surrounding uses within the proposed Ho'opili project. 
Also not described, is the visual and land use impacts from the "Elevated Access Tracks" that 
would conilcct to the Fixed Guide-way on the proposed I-Io'opili project. 

Page 4-10, Section 4.1.2 Affected Environment-This section includes the following three 
categories of Farmland: 

1. Primc Farmland 
2. Unique Farmland 
3. Farmland of statewide importance 

No reference is provided as to the sources for these categories. There llave been a few studies 
such as the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) system and the Agricultural Lands of 
Importance to the State of I-Iawaii (ALISH) system done over time with different rating and 
categoly systems for agricultural lands. Also, recently the Legislature enacted new laws on 



designating Ilnporta~lt Agricultural Lands (IAL). To mi~limize confusion, it maybe appropriate 
to either reference the three categories listed with the three other efforts or rcferellce one or all 
of the three existing sources to identify agricultural lands in Hawaii. 

Page 4-28, Figure 4-9 - While Figure 4-3 indicates the "Future Campus of UFI West Oahu" and 
the "Future Salvatio~l Army IO'oc Center", Figure 4-9 does not indicate these important 
community resources and facilities, even though they are currently not in operation (but will be 
by the time the transit stations are built). 

Pages 4-57 to 4-93 - Much emphasis was made on discussing the impacts of the elevated fixed 
guide-way from surrounding areas, however there did not appear to be ally analysis of the visual 
impacts from the Vehicle Maintenallce and Storage Facility, at either of the proposed locations. 
As previously noted, the DEIS did not appear to discuss the visual impacts from 24-hour day 
operation of the Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility on surrounding uses within the 
proposed Ho'opili project, including outdoor lighting pollution (assuming outdoor storage and 
maintenance). Also not described are the visual impacts from the "Elevated Access Tracl<s" that 
would connect to the Fixed Guide-way on the proposed Ho'opili project. 

Page 4-103, Figure 4-39 -There is no lnention of the noise impacts of the Vehicle Maintenance 
and Storage Facility on the proposed I-Io'opili project. Also the noise impacts from the East 
IZapolei, UH West Oahu and IIo'opili transit stations are also not shown. We can assist by 
providing anticipated ambient noise levels at the Hoopili transit station site. 

Page 4-171, Table 4-36 -There is no mention of DFINL's East IZapolei 1 (between UII West 
Oahu, North-South Road, IZapolei Parkway and [Zapolei Golf Course) and East [Capolei 2 

(between No'opili, North-South Road and Ewa Villages) projects. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIS. Should you have any 
questions regarding this matter please feel free to contact us directly at 521.5661. 

Sincerely, 

Dean Uchida, Vice President 













Honorable Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Depaitinellt of Transpoitation Services 
City and County of IIonolulu 
650 South King Street, 31" Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshiolta: 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

These coinlnents are being provided as an addenduin to our comments of Janualy 19, 2009. 

Page 3-4, Tables 3-1 and 3-2 indicate that 6% of the 2,790,ooo daily trips by residents use 
transit, and 5% of the 364,400 daily trips by visitors use transit in 2007. Thus, approxinlately 
5.8% of the total daily resident and visitor trips use transit. 

Page 3-23, Tablc 3-13 shows the no build alternative and the Airport-Salt Lake Alternative 

Page 3-36, Table 3-19 Estimated Transit User Benefits Resulting from 2030 Build Alternatives 

It appears that the table extracted information from the Oahu OMPO Travel Demand Forecast 
Model. 

Page 4-23, Section 4.2 Economic Activity. This section identifies the PUC as the primary 
location for non-agricultural jobs on Oahu (approximately 74%). The study reviewed trends and 
forecasts from the three development and sustainable plan areas in the study corridor (PUC, 
Ewa and Central Oahu). The job growth for the corridor was projected at  1 percent per year 
from 2000 to 2030. 

Employment Forecast 1 a000 1 2030 I Annwal Growth Rate 
Oahu 1 ~ 0 1 , 1 0 0  630,700 1 0.8% 
Study Corridor 399,300 I 524,200 0.916 

RobertsSte
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We understand that the OMPO model maltes cel?ain assulilptio~is regarding the jobs being 
generated in the Ewa-IZapolei ltegion. With the anticipated build out of the UI-[WO Campus, the 
[<roc Center and De Bartolo project on DI-IHL lands, and the anticipated dcvelopment- 
redevelop~iient opportunities being created by the "Transit Oriented Development" (TOD) 
around the proposed transit stations, we would expect that the job generation numbers outside 
of the Primary Urban Center (PUC) would increase significantly and thus have some ilnpact on 
the resident daily trips. 

We believe that solnc analysis should be done to assess not only the reduction in vehicle trips for 
residents with the transit project but also the compounded ilnpact of reduced vehicle trips due 
to quality jobs being created or relocated out of the PUC. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide colnrnents on the Draft EIS. Should you have any 
questions regarding this matter please feel free to contact us directly at  521.5661. 

Sincerely, 

Dean Uchida, Vice President 



MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 . Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Dean Uchida, Vice President 
D.R. Horton, Schuler Division 
828 Fort Street Mall, 4th Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 3 

Dear Mr. Uchida: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 -125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The number and percent of total transit trips has been added to Table 3-3 and 
Table 3-12 in the Final EIS. 

Table 3-19 in the Drat7 EIS (Estimated Transit User Benefits Resulting from 2030 Build 
Alternatives) represents information extracted from the OahuMPO Travel Demand Forecasting 
Model. This table has been updated in the Final EIS (now appearing as Table 3-1 7). The 
information is still from the Travel Demand Forecasting Model. 

The Travel Demand Forecasting Model used for the Project reflects population and 
employment numbers anticipated with the development of Hoopili, UH West Oahu campus, Kroc 
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Center, and the De Bartolo project. However, based on FTA guidance, the model cannot 
account for the benefits resulting from transit-oriented development or increases in land use as a 
result of the fixed guideway project. Daily person trips and vehicle miles traveled for the No 
Build Alternative forecast travel patterns without the fixed guideway system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Ve--y truly yours, 

Director \., 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContentlNotes : February 6, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Yos~i.o<a. 3 recror 
3E3ARTNE\T OF TqAhSPOHrAT 0k 3ERV CES 
650 S. X.ng Slreel 3ro :: ooi 
I-lono u, malls. 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka; 

Subject: Honolulu Rail Transit Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Comments 

I am writing this letter to provide comments on the Honolulu Rail Transit 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement on behalf of the Hawaii Chapter 
of the American Society of Landscape Architects. 

The Honolulu rail transit presents many opportunities to improve the 
quality of life of Honolulu's residents and visitors. Through smart 
sustainable growth, light rail could create new long term economic 
opportunities, revitalize the sense of place of Honolulu's main streets 
and communities, protect environmental resources, and improve human 
health and quality of life. 

The rail route is located on the main streets of several distinct Oahil ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - -  ~~ ~ - ~ .  
co&-r I es Wa pan.. Aea. Pear C ty .  Sa I Lane C I ~ ,  oorvnronn 
-lono J J aria Xa ni. Se ze tnls opporr4n I, !o 0.. a ra system Inat 
re1 ec!s i a n a  s rlcn serse of pace sno r e p s  n. (1 more 1 orant 
commun.! es. Promole smar! >eve optnenr oy razon fig areas near ta 
j lal o rs  rr 17 1 qier aens ly, ao-noal: pcdeslr a1  213 D cycl ny tic I I cs. 
slree: !rees ana rea-c r3g a..lomoo e pain 'ig spa-?s 

En.0 oy a sLs!a nao c OES gn ano zonslr.~ct on dpproacn rna: .-I ts 
c mate noacls, o oo verj :/ 05s an0 resq-rce dcp et on. .. nn our 
ra1,rai an0 0. ! syslers to acn ? L C  a oa ancea e l v  ronmenla. soc 3 
an0 ecorom c oi.tcome :rial nproves 'ne nea.ln of o-r c.crmm..r I 2s aro 
regerecares o,r e i v  ,onrreryr 301- t aoqraoe sacro4no ng s les, r.sn 
human and environmental health or introduce new invasive plants. Use 
as many local products and recycled waste products as possible 

In summaiy, make human and environmental health, smart and 
sustainable development the top priorities and create a legacy we can ail 
be ~ r o u d  of for manv aenerations. Feel free to contact me at 223-8458 if 
you have any quest;o6s. 

Sincerely yours, 

Chris A. Dacus, President 
Hawaii Chapter of the American Society of Landscape Architects 
Box 246 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
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. . -- - - ----. . . . . . --- - - - . 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1212712008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Michael 
Last Name : Dahiiig 
Elusiness/Organization : 
Address : 95-1081 Milia Street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Mililani 
State : Hi 
Zip Code : 96789 
Email : dahilig@gmaii.com 
Telephone : 808-721-1 585 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1212712008 
Submission ContenffNotes : I believe the Draft EIS document has included all required disclosures 

pursuant to the National Environmental Protection Act. 

Also, I am in support of this project, as I believe it wiil have a long-term 
positive impact on our environment. 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 111 312009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Ronald 
Last Name : Darby 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 44-401 Kaneohe Bay Drive 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Kaneohe 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96744 
Email : ronmil@ hawaiiantel.net 
Telephone : 254-3095 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 0111312009 
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Submission ContentINotes : Comments on "Honolulu High-Capacity Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental 
Impact Statement 
111 3109 

I wish to comment on noise considerations for the proposed new transit 
system for Honolulu having been a practicing acoustical engineer in 
Hawaii for over 20 years. 

The most important thing is to have reasonable background noise ievels 
in your home wherein you can use normal voice, TV and radio sound 
levels when a train goes by. You should not have to use strained, loud 
voices to talk to each other or to raise your TV remote volume every time 
a train passes by. During the quiet night time you should not be 
awaken by train passes. 

D llerent Feoera Agenc es na,o illtereni roise mpact I .is lo protect 
yo- lrom excess ve -0 se 

EPA recommends that ideally interior background noise levels of 45 
decibels dBA Leq for residences (reference 2). In reference 1 HUD's 
regulations do not contain standards for interior noise levels. Rather a 
aoal of 45 decibels is set forth and the attenuation reauirements are 
geareo rowara acn ev n3 mat 303! I s ass..meu vrlal'r< in S I ~ P O R ~ O  
conslr..ct on 3'1). 0. a ng t.. 2rov.ac s i l l  c en! atien..ar 3n so :?a1 I t i e  
exler or level s 65 oBA -on or ess, ine 1Ier or ~ C Y C  i. DC 4.j oBA -9" 
or less (the outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction implied is 20dBA). 

Here in Hawaii many hundreds of housing units face traffic (and 
potentially transit) noise sources with open sliding glass doors on their 
lanais and open glass jaulosie windows having outdoor-to-indoor noise 
reductions of 10dBA or less allowing noise inside the homes that is 
subjectively twice (or more) as noisy as a 20 dBA noise reduction. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) suggests interior levels of 
52 decibels as being acceptable by taking "Feasibility" and 
"Reasonableness" into account. (Table 3-4, reference 3). The Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) does not explicitly recommend acceptable 
indoor noise levels, but assumes that typical housing has 'quality' 
windows that are closed providing an outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction 
of 25dBA and honors HUD's exterior level of 65 dBA Ldn (page 3-10, 
reference 3). 

mpropel trans t 110 se side es co-lu lea0 'o many 'am cs s-1l.r ng 
ehzess ve nose ,ns ue i re  r nomes There c o ~ i a  oe c'ass acl on 'arv 
S-11s a'!er lnc manana con%. tants an0 cortraclors are Gone 'nc 
DElS must address the additional noise impact caused by many homes 



now using naturai ventilation year around with open lanai doors and 
windows and not the assumption that the 'typical' home has closed 
fenestration. After litigation, many hundreds of homes could get the 
needed new windows and doors to close for reducing traffic and transit 
noise as well as the needed air-conditioning. Who pays for this and the 
extra electric biil costs? Who pays the attorneys fees? What are the 
carbon energy footprint implications of all these additional AC units? 

From the DEIS report i have these comments as well as technicai 
questions which are numbered and underlined. 
................................................................................................ 
............................ 
A) According to the Honolulu Advertiser article on 311 1/08, "severe 
noise" may occur at 55 iocations, all at Salt Lake, and "moderate noise" 
at 397 other locations ...". This article only mentioned Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) ruies from a Parsons Brinckerhoff's report dated 
5/07/08. 
~ h F i  OEIS now shows zero (0) "severe" noise impacts and "moderate" ..... - .. , . . . . . . .  - . 
imnact at onlv 49 locatinns and 7~ ..... , ......... 
scams lo on.) mcnr0.i Fmera Trms I Adm .i slrnl on FTA r. cs i r e  
Exesur ve Summary slale; inere sre on y I 8  lo 21 rcs oenr a o. o i g s  
s-oeclea ro moacrale 1np3c1 

.I s noiv Arlaersrooa lnar ltle mpa:: ca c,!al ons n lne 3 1 ' 03 ar: c e o o 
nor nc..oe 3ny nolsc reJLcl.on meas-res re'erencc 4 

A-*  IJlcase exp a n Anal laclors or :ens odrar ons mange0 lne o1er3 I 
no150 ana 9s s so 1adov.o y - -0 se rcoucrlon meas-res or nose n.pec1 
criteria rules or what? 

B) 0-1 What source noise mitigation measures were assumed in the 
DEiS analysis? 
8-2 Was slowing down the trains in any areas utilized to deveiop the 
final analyses to reduce noise impact in sensitive areas? 

According to the Executive Summary in the DEIS, parapet walls and 
wheel skirts would only reduce noise ievels by 2 to 5 dBA. The DEIS 
states that "sound-absorptive materials in the track area" and other 
mitigation measures will be evaluated during the preliminary engineering 
stage. Reference 3, Chapter 6 also states: "These mitigation measures 
work to maintain a rail system in its as-new condition. Without 
incorporating them into the system, noise ievels could increase up to 10 
dB." 

8-3 When wiil these source mitigation measures be shown in the cost 
stodies? . .- .. 
8.4 3 n o ~  on 1 rne DE S slate !hat svec I cal ons ano ma ntenance oi 
mlligaron meas.rej sn?-o r c  ,as s g n f  cant penares 'or ?on. 
corn? ancc7 reference 3, Cnaprcr 6 

C Tne ow panpel .wa s a 'otv a s'rong cn? ooLnce nose Jan  olf rne 
s qes ol tne I ran lo ?ropay3!c lo n gn.r se ocal ons See i g.re 2 8 r l  
reference 3. 



C-1 Was sound absorption in the parapet walls considered to abate this 
phenomenon? 
C-2 If not, why not?) 

D) In Reference 3, Section 3.3, Pg. 3-14: it states "in some cases. both 
FHWA and FTA methods shouid be used, such as when both highway 
and transit cause significant noise, but at different times of day. An 
example would be a transit alignment that shares the right- of-way with 
an arterial road with heavv traffic. Traffic noise mav dominate durina the 
pe3n comrn,! ng no..rj &I no1 3-r ng 011-pea6 per ous wnen transit " 
cont n.es to >perale. n .n s case, ooln jels 01 ?r ter a no.. a oe isea to 
oelcrrn ne nnelner mpacl occ..is from nz IIL?', one or eacn moue. 

used for open Hawaiian housing 

E-1 Were outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction data of typical open 
fenestration obtained from measurements or the literature? 

E-2 Was the aualitv of fenestration in buildinas considered since it . . 
includes: 

" 

a) open to closed sliding doors on lanais; b) open jalousies to closed 
jalousies with window AC units and c) open sliding glass windows to 
fixed glass windows with central AC.? 

E-3 For estimating noise mitigation costs what interior noise ievel was 
considered acceptable? 

E-4 Was there a count of housing units requiring AC units for sound 
proofing and some consideration of operating costs for the home owner? 

52dBA Leq(h) inside the homes. 



Note for homes with normal. closed windows: the 67dBA triaaerina 
< "  

or.30or nose eve a ons aoo,f 7013 more may oe '1. c_e as nosy 'ndn 
rccommcnocl oy !PA relerelcn 2 lor nlcr or cvc s -of n m c s  A in 
ooer N 1 0 0 ~ s  ano do3rs nicr or e ~ e l s  ma/ Ze ab9.t 15u3A irea'e ,~ ~ ~, ~~ ~ ~ 

trayoe inree :.mes nols er inan ';PA s recoriimenaar ons 0-"< siaiz 
agency w'n :ne r cons. !anis sno4 a aouress 0.' .I q-e OH o~iaoor-!o 
moor ng se reoicton lor OJ. many nsi-,a y .en1 ale0 iomes 

naturally ventilated Hawaiian homes. 

F-1 Were any estimates calculated for noise levels inside typical homes 
along the guideway and, if so, what levels were found? 

G) Reference 3, Section 6.5 states: maximum noise level "is often 
desirable to include computations of L max in environmental 
documents, particularly fbr rail projects, because the noise from an 
individual train passby is quite distinguishable from the existing 
backaround noise" L max .... should be reoorted in environmental 
documents." 

G-1 Were maximum noise levels calculated? If not, why not? 

H) How noisy would the proposed transit system be to residents with 
ooen windows and doors if there was no motor vehicle traffic noise? 
~ ,~ ~ 

~~~ ~~ ~ ~~ 

-s n3 9-!aoo,s-io- moors nose reom: cns~oi  10 ~ B A ,  me trans1 hose 
Expos.re eisls sronn t i  F gJces 4-39 lo 4-42 nacale lnal 91': 31 a 
42 res,ocn!.a ocarlons meas-reo 1.0.. o oe n excess ol 7 - O  g. oe res 
m o  29O0 *o. d nc n rxcess ol '+WA o .ne nes. 

speed limits by high-tech devices 

H-1 Were these possibilities considered? 

Reference 3. Cnaplei 3. Tao e 3 3 notes 'nat ' re A oivcu \o se 
Ex-0s-re ncreases oecrease as me cLm4 a! ve r o  se ebe ncreases 
Tnc .sl I cai~on lor i n s  s lnai pcop E 3 r?aov cxposca lo  n qn PLC s 01 

noiseshould be expected to tolerate only a sinallincrease inthe amount 
of noise in their community." 

The "Existing Ldn" traffic noise levels shown in Figures 4-39 to 4-42 
indicate that about threefourths (75%) of all 42 residential locations with 
closed windows are in excess of HUD and FHWA guidelines and that all 
(100%) of housing with open fenestration are in excess of HUD 



guidelines and 79% are in excess of FHWA guidelines 

Thus most residents alona the orooosed auidewav are alreadv exoosed ~-~ ~~~~ ~~~ 

to high levels of traffic no&e, it /s predictaible that some resid&ts inay 
complain about the additional noise from the transit and take legal 
action, particularly since the new noise will be quite distinguishable from 
the existing background noise. 

levels 

1-1 Because building noise reduction is so low in so many residential 
units and people may be already irritated by high traffic noise levels, 
does it not behoove the project to incorporate all stated noise mitigation 
measures shown in reference 3, Table 6-12 in order to improve the 
lifestyle of impacted residents as well to reduce the probability of class 
action law suits? 

Reference 1 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
HUDnoise.com 

Reference 2 "EPA Levels Document", EPA 55019-79-100. Nov. 1978 

Reference 3 "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment", FTA- 
VA-90-1003-06, May 2006 

Reference 4 the DEIS, "The Sound of Transit Operations" by 
Lawrence Spurgen 

Mahalo, 
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Comments on DEIS Chapter 4.9 (Noise and Vibration) and Technical Report RTD 2008f 
(Horwlulu High-C~ncity Tnritsit Corri<lor Project Noise and Ubration TecBckrIlcul Renor81 

Ronald Darby, 'E. 
44-401 Kaneohe Bay Drive 
Kaneohe, HI 96744 
phonelfax: 808-254-3095 
ranmil@Jawaiiantel.net 

A. Additional information and comments related to determining noise impact in my first subtaiittal, 
reference 1. 

Referellee 2 states "For residential land use, the noise criteria are to be applied outside the building 
locations at noise-sensitive areas wi6h frequent hurnarz use irlcltrding outdoorpatios, decks, pools, and 
play areas. Ifnone, the critcria should be applied near huilding doors and windows. ..... Flowever; for 

the proleer ,sponsor can demonsstrare rndior uctrvlty only, mmrttgafron rnay no( be ~eeded'  

However, in Hawaii ~nany residential buildi~~gs were buiir for natuzai venti.lation only, often using 
ouerable crlass ialousies and onen slidincr alass doors to eniov our tradewinds. Table 7: "Building " ,  ., ., d ,  - 
Noise Reduutio~~ Factors" of rzferznce 3 sltows :he outdoor-10-indoor noise reduction dforxn ~ ~ n d o w s  
to bc 10 ilf-lti ;ind ittcludzs: ".VOTI?:7%; n'rnrio~vs </~a/l he conrr(,',.red oven o~rless rherz i firm 
knowledee that flte w ~ ~ d b v s  at3& m fad keot clo,sed ulrnosf evew dav ofthe vent" 

Even when a window air-conditioner is used with the jalousies closed, the outdoor-to-indoor noise 
reduction is less than 20 dBA depending largely on the degree of air-tightness thGt can be achieved. 

In order to illustrate the impact of traffic and transit noise on the interior of Hawaiian homes along busy 
roadways that may have transit &wideways, I have modified Figure 3-1 from reference 2. See 
attachment, It contains the standard plot for meas~ued noise levels obtained at exterior locations near 
buildings as well as interior noise levels assuming. an outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction of 20 @A for 
random buildings as circles and the same buildings as asterisks ifthe noise reduction was only 10 &A, 
e.p. open windows. 

Xi can readily seen that many oC the buildings cited in Appendix A of rof~renca 4 that are now 
considered "No Impact" or "Moderate Impact" should be "Moderate impact" or "Severe Impact" if 
open windows are acknowledged. 

The I>I-.IS sllonld retine thc concept dt'the tnoditicd k'ltare 2 -  lor crci\tz some otlicr mmns to account 
ior tl~z rl~vers~ty or' fenestraiion found i n  H a t i a l l  buildings and f a c ~ ~ ~ . t ~ l ~ ' r o i e c t : . i  I'roicct 
Noise Exposure Levels" in AooendixA in reference 4, 

refe~ence 1- 'Comments on "Honolulu H~gh-Capacity Corr~dor Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement', 1/13/09 - Ron Darby 

reference 2- "Transit Noise and V~bration Irnpact Assessment", PTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006 
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reference 3- HIGHWAY 'TRAFFIC NOISE ANALYSIS AND ABATEMENT POLICY AND 
GUIDANCE, U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Higl~way Administration, Office of 
Environment and Planning, , Noise and Air Quality Branch, Washington, D.C., June 1995 

reference 4- "Noise and Vibration Technical Report Honolulu High Capacity Corridor Project", CIC 
Honoluiu, Oct. 1 2008 







--. . . . . . . ---. . . . . . . *. . . 
Status : initiai Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 111 212008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Caroi 
Last Name : Davis 
BusinesslOrganization : Retired 
Address : 520 Uluoa Street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.1Suite No. : 
City : Kailua 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96734 
Email : cjdavisa hawaii.rr.com 
Telephone : 262-9867 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 111 212008 
Submission ContentlNotes : I am a retired State worker who is a supporter of rail. When i worked i 

heard a lot of comments from mothers of young children who said that 
they didn't ride the bus because they needed their cars in case their 
children got sick unexpectedly and they needed to get to them quickly. i 
recentiy returned from a trip to Washington, D.C, and rode their great 
Metro system. In their Metro brochure on fares and passes I noticed a 
"Guaranteed Ride Home" phone number where people can register in 
advance for a ride home in case of an unexpected personal emergency 
or unscheduled overtime. Has anything like this been discussed in the 
planning of the rail system for Honoiulu? 
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. . . . . ----. - . - - .-. . . . -. - 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 2/6/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : aibert 
Last Name : del rio 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 1245 maunakea st 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 212 
City : honoiulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96817 
Email : aibert.delrio@ hawaiiante1.net 
Telephone : 8085263287 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 02/06/2009 
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Submission ContentINotes : Comments re: Draft EIS Honolulu High Capacity Corridoor Project 

facilitate Pali, Like Like, and H i  east have not developed or pursued. 

Existing and future transit populations neglected. The Dillingham and 
Kakaako route flow through low population light industrial in Kalihi, and 
future middle to hiah income residential in the urban core kakaako. A 
Wa ganb, Dear c 17 cear rage, Sa I an? co. evaru, n ng slreei, o onea 
v neyaro, p-ncnoo.\~ , n ng, 'o 4n iers 'y route A in spLrs to me a 'port, 
Wa < ., ov "n vers IV a\en-e or na aria-a .v.n connecl o i  to A a iroana 
and the cbnvention'center would serve the highest existing and future 
low and moderate income residential, and tourist populations. A king 
vineyard route, weather multipurpose or single use, ties in fluidly with 
windward and eastward traffic, reaches the leaislature. citv council. 
courts, state and county services, provides he"althcare'alt6r"atives'at 
Straub. Kuakini. Queens. and Kaiser hosoitals. offers oreatnr access to . ~~ ~ ~- , 

~ - > -~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - -  - 

.n vers 11 aro c9 ege reso4rces, access lo en1er:a nl lcnt !el..es ne 
o a sael n a j  me most aeve opment potsnl a a.ong srreels 2 'n 3mo e 
room for aoom! ona. or vale anu 2.0 c lranjnonal on, possesses ex sl ng 
excess :apacly an0 r g i l  ol nays, s !ne mosl 2 recl ro.lc an0 NO.. o 
or ng ~ o ~ r i s !  o re;l<y lo lne canta . nistor c, ana arts o strct 

Major populations excluded. No plan considers the future and existing 
population in Central Oahu (planned for thousands of residences), or 
the isolated low to moderate income public transit intensive Leeward 
coast. The Kapoiei portion is inferior to a King, university route where 
multifamily low to middle income populations already reside and are 
bordered by high density underutilized residential and mixed use zoned 
real estate. Future middle to high income single family suburban 
communities in Central and Ewa plains will be two to three car 
households as they mature, and are not typical public transit intensive 
communities. Windward, and eastward traffic is completely ignored. 
Kapolei route may provide deveiopers the infrastructure for rapid 
urbanization of the ewa plain. 

- 8 zal on ol ra cam; ly it -21 ne y oe acn eve0 A in pro ec!el 
pop. at on ol 1 13 m , on oy 2035 3 niax mum nons . . pop, a.03 ol 



1.5m or 2m at most, and projected popuiations far below comparable rail 
oriented cities. Riders will at first be intercity displaced bus riders, with 
the remaining rider predictions questionabie. Inner city transport will not 
be served by the current choice. The cost of an additional transit 
authority has not been determined. The city is unable to maintain its 
existing infrastructure. Higher subsidies and fees for the bus and the raii 
seem iikely. A multipurpose elevated toll, bus, or rail couid generate 
additional revenue and provide flexibility. 

RobertsSte
Rectangle



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
kiOi.iOiULU, HAWAII 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Albert Del Rio 
1245 Maunakea Street, #212 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Del Rio: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The overall public information program has been continuous since the beginning of the 
Project in 2005. The Alternatives Analysis phase evaluated a range of transit mode and general 
alignment alternatives in terms of their costs, benefits, and impacts. During the fall of 2005 and 
winter of 2006, the City and County of Honolulu completed the alternatives screening process 
that is documented in the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Proiect Alternatives 
Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a). Scoping meetings were held and included a 
presentation of alternatives to the public and interested agencies and officials in which they 
could provide comments on the Purpose and Need, alternatives, and scope of the Alternatives 
Analysis. Refinements were made to the alternatives based on this input. In total, 75 fixed 
guideway alignment options were screened. 

Scoping for the NEPA process confirmed that there were no alternatives that had not 
been previously studied and eliminated for good cause that would satisfy the Purpose and Need 
at less cost, with greater effectiveness, or less environmental or community impact. 



Mr. A!bert De! !?lo 
Page 2 

The City also held five public hearings in December 2008 throughout the study corridor. 
Both City and consultant employees were available to answer questions. Attendees were given 
the opportunity to make official comments on the Project by providing testimony to the Public 
Hearing Officer (which was recorded by a court reporter), giving a private statement to a court 
reporter, or submitting their comments in writing. More information concerning the public hearing 
process can be found in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. 

In "Chapter 2 - Alternatives Considered of the Alternative Analysis Report, 
November 2007, as well as in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Final EIS, two options 
were considered for the Managed Lane Alternative-Two-direction and Reversible. This 
alternative would have provided a two-lane elevated toll facility between Waipahu and 
Downtown Honolulu, with variable pricing strategies to maintain free-flow speeds for transit and 
high-occupancy vehicles (HOVs)." The Two-direction Option would have served express buses 
operating in both directions during the entire day. To maintain free-flow speeds in the Two- 
direction Option, it may have been necessary to charge tolls to manage the number of HOVs 
using the facility. For the Reversible Option, three-person HOVs would have been allowed to 
use the facility for free, while single-occupant and two-person HOVs would have had to pay a 
toll. The Reversible Option was found to be optimal. 

The findings are summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS as follows: The Managed 
Lane Alternative was evaluated for its ability to meet project goals and objectives related to 
mobility and accessibility, supporting planned growth and economic development, 
constructability and cost, community and environmental quality, and planning consistency, 
While this alternative would have reduced congestion on parallel highways, system-wide traffic 
congestion would have been similar to the No Build Alternative as a result of increased traffic on 
arterials trying to access the facility. Total islandwide vehicle hours of delay would have 
increased with the Managed Lane Alternative compared to the No Build Alternative, indicating an 
increase in systemwide congestion (Table 2-1, Final EIS). 

The Managed Lane Alternative would not have supported planned concentrated future 
population and employment growth because it would not have provided concentrations of transit 
senlice that would have served as a nucleus for transit-oriented development. The Managed 
Lane Alternative would have provided little transit benefit at a high cost. The cost-per-hour of 
transit-user benefifs for the Managed Lane Alternative would have been two to three times 
higher than that for the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Similar to the TSM Alternative, the 
Managed Lane Alternative would not have had substantially improved service or access to 
transit for transit-dependent communities. No funding sources were identified for the Managed 
Lane Alternative. Toll revenues from the Managed Lanes Alternative would have paid for 
ongoing operations and maintenance while remaining revenues would have been used to repay 
debt incurred to construct the system. 

The Managed Lane Alternative would have generated the greatest amount of air 
pollution, required the greatest amount of energy for transportation use, and would have resulted 
in the largest number of transportation noise impacts of all the alternatives evaluated. Because 
the Managed Lane Alternative would have served a shorter portion of the study corridor, it would 
have resulted in fewer displacements and would have impacted fewer archaeological, cultural, 
and historic resources than the Fixed Guideway Alternative. The Managed Lane Alternative 
would not have affected any farmlands. Visually, the elevated structure would have extended a 
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shorter distance, but it would have been more visually intrusive because its elevated structure, 
with a typical width of between 36 and 46 feet, would have been much wider than the Fixed 
Guideway Alternative. 

After the Alternatives Analysis was completed, several scoping comments were received 
requesting reconsideration of the Managed Lane Alternative that was considered and rejected 
during the Alternatives Analysis. Because no new information was provided that would have 
changed the findings of the Alternatives Analysis regarding the Managed Lane Alternative, it 
was not included in the Draft EIS for further consideration. 

Various highway improvements have been considered for Oahu. The State of Hawaii 
Department of Transportation, which is responsible for the freeway system, has evaluated needs 
for the freeway system and identified the highway projects that would be most efficient at 
reducing congestion on Oahu. The projects are listed in Table 2-4 of this Final EIS and included 
in the analysis for all project alternatives. Broad island-wide transportation approaches were 
reviewed by the OahuMPO during the development of the 2030 Oahu Regional Transportation 
Plan (ORTP). The selection of a fixed guideway transit system began with that planning 
process. 

Existing and future transit populations are not neglected. As stated in Section 1.2 of the 
Final EIS, 63 percent of OahuJs population and 80 percent of employment are located within the 
study corridor. By 2030, these distributions will increase to 69 percent and 83 percent, 
respectively. 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed using the travel 
demand model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization (OahuMPO), which was 
calibrated and validated to current year conditions. The OahuMPO model is based on "best 
practicesJJ for urban travel models in the U.S. and consistent with guidance from the FTA. The 
model is updated approximately every five years to reflect changes in land use, socio-economic 
conditions, and transportation network improvements. The model is approved by the OahuMPO 
Technical Advisory Committee. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions 
regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected 
transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the 
model and these key input assumptions, approximately 116,000 trips per day are expected to 
use the rapid transit system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was 
published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated air passenger 
model, defining more realistic drive access modes to project stations and recognizing a more 
robust off-peak non-home-based direct-demand element based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

Figures 3-9 and 3-10 in the Final EIS present revised ridership numbers for each fixed 
guideway station. As shown in Figure 3-9, between 650 and 820 passengers will exit the fixed 
guideway system at each station between Kalihi and lwilei during the a.m. two-hour peak period. 
In addition, 840 passengers will exit the system at Kakaako during the a.m. two-hour peak 
period. 

Similar alignments following North and South King Streets were evaluated in the 
Alternatives Analysis and would have resulted in less transit use than the Project. While an 
alignment on South King Street would have served some areas beyond walking distance to 
project stations, it would not have served several areas of dense development, including 
Chinatown, Downtown, Kakaako, and Ala Moana Center, and would have resulted in fewer 
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overall transit-user benefits. The South King Street alignment had low ridership and served the 
fewest number of residences and employment areas of all the alignments studied in the 
downtown area. In addition, it would not have offered good connections for a future extension to 
Waikiki, The North King Street alignment was rejected because it impacted a greater number of 
historical properties and cultural practices, had higher capital costs, had greater noise impacts 
than the Dillingham Boulevard alignment, and was inefficient to connect to the Airport or Nimitz 
Highway near Chinatown. Vineyard Boulevard was ruled out during the screening process 
because it was located farther from commercial and employment areas. 

As noted in Section 2.5.6 of the Final EIS, bus service will be enhanced and the bus 
network will be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. Some existing bus routes 
would be altered or eliminated to reduce duplication of services provided by the fixed guideway 
system. Buses removed from service in the study corridor would be shifted to service in other 
parts of the island. Future bus routes and frequencies are shown in Appendix D in the Final EIS. 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, a park-and-ride facility will be located at Pearl 
Highlands Station near where the H-1/H-2 Freeways merge. In addition, Central Oahu will be 
served by enhanced bus service connecting to the fixed guideway at Pearl Highlands. As stated 
in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, system improvements, including traffic signal priority, automated 
vehicle identification, and off-vehicle fare collection, could complement frequent bus service at 
the East Kapolei, Pearl Highlands, and Ala Moana Center Stations. These bus improvements 
will reduce travel time and improve intermodal transfers. Bus and fixed guideway departures 
and arrivals will be coordinated and predictable to minimize transfer time and total trip time. 

In addition, Table 3-14 in the Final EIS shows an 18-percent decrease in vehicle hours of 
delay islandwide with the project versus without. Figure 3-8 shows that there will be transit user- 
benefits islandwide because of the Project, while Figure 3-5 shows benefits for transit-dependent 
households. Accordingly, Central Oahu and Leeward residents will experience benefits with the 
fixed guideway alignment from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center via the Airport. 

The effectiveness of rail transit is more closely linked to the population density of an area 
served than to the total population of an area. As described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the 
majority of the population on Oahu is located in a narrow corridor, which makes it ideal to 
support rail transit. 

Forecasts indicate that riders who are predicted to use the train are those who will find it 
is more beneficial than another transportation alternative. Some fixed guideway riders are those 
that currently use TheBus or other modes. Forecasts indicate that more than 40,000 vehicles 
will be removed from roadways as a result of the Project. Most guideway systems are attractive 
to automobile users because of the time benefit and the lower stress levels during the ride. 

The funding of operating and maintenance costs is described in Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS. The City Council's current policy is that between 27 percent and 33 percent of operating 
costs of the transit system (TheBus, TheHandi-Van, the fixed guideway, etc.) must be recovered 
from fares collected. Unless that policy is changed, the subsidy will be about 70 percent of the 
operating cost. In 2030, the operating cost of the fixed guideway will be about $77 million each 
year in 2009 dollars (compared to $222 million for TheBus and TheHandi-Van). After applying 
farebox revenues, the operating cost of the fixed guideway will be about $54 million each year 
and will be allocated from the City's annual budget as is currently done for all transit services. 
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The OahuMPO is responsible for coordinating transportation planning on Oahu. The 
OahuMPO is comprised of City and State officials. The ORTP is a long-term vision document 
that outlines transportation goals, objectives, and policies for Oahu. The ORTP guides future 
development of the major surface transportation facilities and programs. The ORTP contains 
roadway improvements planned for the island. These improvements were included in the travel 
forecasting conducted for the Project. A list of projects is shown in Table 2-3 of the Final EIS. 
The ORTP includes City and State projects. 

The Project addressed in the Draft and Final ElSs is the best option among those studied 
in the Alternatives Analysis and approved by the City Council in 2006. 

Lastly, the Project is focused exclusively on construction and implementation of rail 
transit service, which is evaluated in the EIS. As mentioned in Section 4.19.2 of the Final EIS, 
transit-oriented development (TOD) is expected to occur in project station areas as an indirect 
effect of the Project. This will change the trend toward urban sprawl and is made possible largely 
by the fixed guideway's influence on the patterns of growth around stations and along the route. 
Planning and zoning around station areas will be conducted and established by the City's 
Department of Planning and Permitting in compliance with the City's new TOD ordinance 
(09-004). 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tr ly yours, 

6%- 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Albert Janies Del Rio [aibert.deli-io@hawaii_dntel.~iel] 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 10:02 AM 
To: Mayor Mufi Hannemann 
Cc: Albert James Del Rio 
Subject: draft eis comments transit 

Con!n!ents r e :  Dra f t  EIS Honolulu High Cspaci t y  Corr idoor  P r o j e c t  

lil.awed s e l e c t i o r i  and a . l te rna; ive  p r o c e s s :  Publ ic  not consult;ed i.n che deveiopliient of  
r o u t e  a l t e rna t ive r ;  o r  type  of p l a n .  'Toll i.-rnrs could accomin!odace bus,  t a x i ,  t o u r  bus, 
Iiandicap vans ,  c~riergcllcy v e h i c l e s ,  and enforcement,  and be  i i t i l i z e d  24  hours a day i n s t e a d  
o f  o\oot.l.y peak llour:;. The t o l l  a l t e r n a t i v e  uioii1.d lie vi.ab!e o n l y  i.f n8ultipurpase and fl.owed 
t o  u n i v e r s i t y ,  and Vaikikj . ,  and t:ie i n t o  t h c  ivind<uard, and eas tward t r a f f i c .  A l t e r n a t i v e s  
t o  sp:!.i.l: ewa and c e n t r a l  t r a f f i c  f:lows, and t o  f ac i l . j . t a t e  Pa:l.i, Like Like,  and H1 e a s t  
have no t  developed o r  pu r sued .  

ExLst.i.ng and f u t u r e  z r a n s i t  p o p n l a t i o n s  neg lec ted .  The Dillinghan! and lialcaaico r o u t e  flow 
througti low popu la t ion  l ig!l t  i n d u s t r j a l .  i l l  Kal.i.hi, and f u t u r e  iniddle t o  h igh  incone 
r e s i d e n t i a l  i n  t h e  ilrbai? c o r e  kakaako. A Waipahu, peiilrl, c i t y ,  p e a r l  r i d g e ,  S a l t  l ake  
bou leva rd ,  k ing  s t r e e t ,  ololnea, v ineya rd ,  punchbowl , k ing ,  t o  un ive r s  i cy  r o u t e ,  w i t 1 1  
s p u r s  t o  t h e  a j r y o r t ,  Wajkiki by un ive r s . i t y  avenue o r  lcalalcaua wi th  connect ion t o  A1.a 
moana and t h e  convent ion c e n t e r  ~.uoul.d se rve  t h e  i i ighes t  e x i s t i n g  and f u t u r e  low and 
illoderate incoine r e s i d e n t i a l ,  and t o u r i s t  popu la t ions .  A 1ki:lg v ineyard  r o u t e ,  weather 
innll ipiirpose 01: s i n g l e  u s e ,  t i e s  i n  f l u i d l y  with windward and eas tward t r a f f i c ,  reaches  
t h e  . lccji .s leture,  c i t y  cocnci.]., c o u r t s ,  s t a t e  and count,y services, pcovjdes  l i e a l ~ i i c a r e  
a l . t e rna t i . ves  a t  S t r aub ,  Kuaicini, Queens, and Kaiser  h o s p i t a l s ,  o f f e r s  g r e a t e r  access  t o  
: inivers: i ty and c o l l e g e  r e s o u r c e s ,  a c c e s s  t o  en te r t a inmen t  venues l i k e  b l a i s d e l l  !Ian the  
Ino.st development p o t e n t i a l  a l o n g  s t r e e t s  wi th  ample room f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  p r i v a t e  and pubic 
t r a n s p o r t a t j o n ,  possesses  e x i s t i n g  excess  c a p a c i t y  and r i g h t  of ways, is  (:he most: di .rect  
r o u t e ,  and would b r i n g  t o u r i s t  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  c a p i t a l ,  h i s t o r i c ,  and a r t s  d i s t r i c t .  

~ a : i . l '  o r i e n t e d  c i t i e s  developed around 11i.storj.c fl.ei.giit and pasfienger 
r a i i .  ;.,it!> :Links t o  i.nterci.t.y and i n t e r s t a t e  r a i l  l i n e s .  A icing 
s t r e e t  o r i e n t a t i o n  could  be an i.nner c i t v  backbone and e f f e c t i v e l v  ~ ~ 

f a c i l i t a t e  inne r  c i t y  paasengexn w i t h i n  and t o  t h e  urban c o r e .  
r n t e r c i t y  e x t e n s i o n s  t o  c e n t r a l  o r  ewa and leeward could  be secondary .  The moot congested 
a r e a  i s  from P e a r l  C i t y  t o  U n i v e r s i t y ,  tlie primary urban c o r e .  Park and r i d e  a t  Pear l .  
c i t y  j u n c t u r e  cou ld  a i d  f e e d e r  buses  t o  a inuiti yurposr: t o l L ,  b u s ,  o r  r a i l  

Majo,: population:; exclutied.  No p l a n  c o n s i d e r s  ;;he f u t u r e  and e x i s t i n g  popu la t ion  i n  
c e n t r a l  Oaliti (pl.anned f o r  thousands  of i-esidenccs) , o r  t h e  i s o l a t e d  low t o  moderate 
inco!ne p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  in tenei .ve  Leeward c o a s t .  The :Capolei p o r t i o n  i s  i n f e r i o r  t o  a  King, 
u n i v e r s i t y  r o u t e  whei:e mul t i f ami ly  low t o  iniddle inconie p o p u l a t i o n s  al.ready r c s i d e  and a r e  
bordered by high d e n s i t y  u n d e r i t t i l i z e d  r e s i d e n t i a l  and mixed use  zoned r e a l  e s t a t e .  
ru t r r re  o~i.dd1.e t o  h igh i n c o i ~ e  s i n g l e  fanri ly snburban coinmuuitics i n  C e n t r a l  and Ewa p l a i c s  
w i l l  be two t o  t h r e e  car households a s  the], niature, aiid a r e  not  t y p i c &  p u b l i c  t r a n s i t  
i n t e n s j v e  c o m ~ r u n i t i e s .  Nindvrard, and eastivard t r a f f i c  i s  coinp:l.ete.'ly i.gnored. Kapo:lei 
r o u t e  may provide  deve lope r s  t h e  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  f o r  r a p i d  urbarii.zatior1 of  t h e  e m  pli1i.n. 

l~ii.11 u t i : . i za t ion  of  r a i l  c a p a c i t y  w i i : L  not  l.!.kely be achieved wit11 p r o j e c t e d  popula t ion of: 
1.1.3 m i l l i o n  by 2 0 3 5 ,  a  ~naxiiliurn 1honoI.u:Lu popu la t ion  of 1 . 5 m  o r  2")  a t  most, ai?d p r o j e c t e d  
p o p u l a t i o n s  f a r  below comparab:l.e r a i l  o r i e n t e d  c i t i e s .  R ide r s  w i l l  a t  f i r s t  he j n t e r c i i y  
d i s p l a c e d  bus r i d e r s ,  wi.th t h e  r e ~ n a i n i n g  r i d e r  p r e d i c t i o n s  ques t . io i~ab: ie .  I imer  c i t y  
tr.an.sport will. not be se rved  by t h e  c u r r e n t  cho ice .  The c o s t  of ail a d d i t i o n a l  t r a n s i t  
au t l lo r i cy  h a s  no t  beeii de te r s i ined .  T h e  ci . ty i s  unab1.e t o  ma in ta in  i t s  ex i i j t i ng  
i . n f ra s t ruc t .o re .  Iiighel- subsidie i i  and f e e s  f o r  the  bus and t h e  r a i l  
seen! l i L e l y .  A n tu l t ipurpose  e l e v a t e d  t o i l . ,  bus,  o r  r a i l  cou ld  
g e n e r a t e  add i t iona i .  revenue and p rov ide  fl.exi.bii.i.ty. 

Lack of  coord ina t ion  between c i t y  and s t a t e  t o  r e s o l v e  c o i ~ g e s t i o n .  
i .nsuff ic i .ent  p ian  zo accomn?odate e x i s t i n g  automobiles and add.iti.ona.l 1 0 0 ,  000 o r  more cars 
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by 2 0 1 5 ,  and a m ~ n t y  f i j l i ~ r e  t o  iitil.i .ze e x i s t i n g  capac i ty  and t o  complete a r t e r a 1  i.ane 
it,~proveiaentn, a r e  tile in~ost p r e s s i n g  q u a l i t y  of l i c e  and producti.v!.::y i s sues  f ac ing  thc 
is:i.and of oahu. 

r e d e r a l  funds  shou!.d be devoted t o  the h i g h e s t  voluinr : :ransit  p r o j e c t s ,  and poss jb ly  ones 
t.har have sough: and ob ta ined  p r i v a t e  i n v e s z o r s .  P r o j e c t s  t h a t  i l c c e l e r s t e  urban 13prawl 
and exace rba te  t r a f f i c  coiigestioii need t o  be di:jcourageci. I n t e r c i t y  r o u t e s  t:o outlying, 
i s o l a t e d ,  e x i s t i n g  popu la t ions ,  i n n e r  c i t y  baciiboncs, o r  coiineating j n t e r c j t y  l i n e s  ought 
t o  be cons ide red  s e p a r a t e l y ,  w i th  i n n e r  c i t y  l i n e s  a s  a p r i o r i t y .  

A lbe r t  Del Rio 
5 2 6 - 3 2 8 ' 7  
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Submission ContenffNotes : Fine, build the rail between Farrington highway and Ala Moana center. 
Now compare the population density between Farrington highway and 
Kapolei and between Aia Moana center and Hawaii Kai. Then think 
about it and stop messing around. You are a tool of the developers and 
polocation. The problem is that these developers will be iiving for half as 
long as the people building and using this. Put in on the ground &built it 
where the people are!!! 

The EIS system is inherently flawed. 

Secondiy, under no measure can you say that you even attempted to 
address cumulative impacts. It is so bias and subjective that 1+1+1+1 is 
not even remotely an appropriate to think about it. Perhaps, if you should 
stad with the premise that it is smail remote island in the middle of the 
biggest ocean in the world, then you'll reaiize the cumulative impact is 
enormous. Do you consider where the materials are manufactured? The 
safety standards in those countries? Are those people making a iiving 
wage? Where the fossii fuel comes from to manufacture the raw 
materials and power the rail? Finally, does is enhance O'ahu's 
NATURAL environment? . Maybe some of these basic ideas will help 
your 'cumulative' analysis. When all is done, the rail may be a good 
thina, but the EIS is a aolitical tool. In the end I hooe vou the best. but 
for i;ow it is a sad, mubane example of environme~ta~assessmeni for 
the next generation. 
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February 4,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3" Floor 
Honolulu, Hawai'i 96813 

Dear Mr Yoshioka: 

Attached are the Comments of the E Noa Corporation, which operates 
the Waikilci Trolley, on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Draft Environmental Impact StatemcntISection 4 0 ,  Evaluation, 
dated November 2008. 

If you have any questions about our statement, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Dinell 
Consultant to E' Noa Coporation 

cc: Mr. Ted Matley, FTA Region IX, 201 Mission Street, Suite 1650, 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Katsumi Tanalra, Chairman of the Board, E Noa Corporation 

Mr. Tom Dinell, Consultant to E Noa 

P.O. Box 235873. Honolulu, I-lawdii 96823 -Telephone (808)593.8073. L'aaimile (808)593-8752 
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E cNOA CORPO PQIPJ 
Operaiors of E Noa 'loarr & Waikihi Tiolleyl'ours '"l'hc Tour &Tralicy Pcople" 

Comments of the E Noa Corporation 
February 4,2009 

on 
The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Draft Environmental lmpact Statementl 
Section 4(f) Evaluation 

dated November 2008 

Our comments are restricted to one major area of concern with two 
facets, namely, participation of private transportation companies in 
the planning of transit systems and the formulation of public-private 
partnerships in the operation of such systems. This area of concern 
is essentially ignored in "The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statemenffsection 4(f) 
Evaluation" (DEIS). 

Findings 

A search of the EIS document reveals the following: 

1. With two exceptions, all references to "buses" are to those 
operated by City and County under contract to Oahu Transit 
Sevices (OTS). 

2. The only reference to "public-private partnerships" is in section 
6.2.3 relating to funding sources for ongoing capital 
expenditures. It states that the DEIS did not assume any 
private sources of capital to fund the project, though it noted 
joint developments or other public-private partnerships might 
reduce the cost to the City or allow adding of additional 
elements. (p. 6-6) 

3. The only reference to private transportation companies was in 
reference to station characteristics. It was noted that: 
"Paratransit vehicles would be accommodated at all stations 
and, in some cases, space for private tour buses, taxis, andlor 
special shuttles also would be included." (p. 2-36) 

P.0. BOX 235873, Ho~lolulu, Hawaii 96823 Telephone (808)593-8073 . Facsimile (808)593-8752 
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4. In the section related to the TSM (Trans~ortation System 
Management) Alternative, which had been rejected in the 
Alternatives Analvsis (20061. it was noted that a few comments 
in the scoping meetings or the public information sessions had 
suggested providing "...additional bus service with either school 
buses or private vehicles". The DElS concluded that these 
suggestions were not materially different than those considered 
as part of the initial TSM alternative and therefore further 
analysis was not warranted. (p. 2-7&8) 

Conclusions Based on Findings 

A review of the findings leads to the following conclusions: 

1. There is no indication in the DElS that any consideration has 
been given to the possibility of private transportation companies 
that provide regularly scheduled services to the public 
supplementing the services provide by City and County OTS 
buses or to the forming of mutually beneficial public-private 
partnerships with such firms with the exception of dismissing 
the possibility out of hand as noted in point 4 in Findinas above. 

2. There is no reference in the DElS to federal statutory and 
regulatory authority relating to the participation of private 
transportation companies in the planning process or to public 
private partnerships involving such companies or to the 
protection of private providers of transit from competition from 
federally assisted transit providers or other similar provisions. 

3. There is no recognition in the Draft EIS that a privately owned 
transportation company exists in Honolulu that provides 
regularly scheduled transit services to the public or portions 
thereof, namely E Noa's pink line, yellow line, University of 
Hawai'l at Minoa Shuttle, and Mililani Shuttle. 

The Legal Framework  

The requirement for participation of private providers of public 
transportation services, which provide regularly scheduled services, 
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in the planning of transit and similar projects is clearly laid out in 
federal law, regulations, and circulars. 

Of the five purpose clauses set forth in 49USC $5301(f), three of 
them emphasize the importance of involving private transportation 
companies: 

"(f) General Purposes.--The purposes of this chapter are- 
( I  ) to assist in developing improved mass transportation 

equipment, facilities, techniques, and methods with the 
cooperation of public and private mass transportation 
companies; 

(2) to encourage the planning and establishment of areawide 
urban mass transportation systems needed for economical 
and desirable urban development with the cooperation of 
public and private mass transportation companies; 

(3) to assist States and local governments and their authorities 
in financing areawide urban mass transportation systems 
that are to be operated by public or private mass 
transportation companies as decided by local needs." 

The section of the law relating to "private enterprise participation in 
metropolitan planning and transportation improvement programs and 
relationship to other limitations" states that: "(a) Private Enterprise 
participation. - A plan or program required by section 5303, 5304, or 
5305 of this title shall encourage to the maximum extent feasible the 
participation of private enterprise. " [49USC §5306(a)] 

3. The section of the law relating to public participation requirements 
states in part that: "Each recipient of a grant shall.. . (2) develop, in 
consultation with interested parties, inciuding private transportation 
providers, a proposed Droaram of proiects for activities to be . - 
financed. .. and (6) consider comments and views received, especially 
those of private transportation providers, in preparing the final 
program of projects." [49USC §5307(c)(2) and (6)] 

4. The General Provisions on Assistance, which state in part that: 
"Financial assistance provided under this chapter to a State or local 
governmental authority may be used .... to operate mass 
transportation equipment or a mass transportation facility in 
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competition with, or in addition to, transportation services provided by 
an existing mass transportation company, only if 

a. The Secretary of Transportation finds the assistance is 
essential to a program of projects required under sections 
5305-5306 of this title; (and) 

b. The Secretary of Transportation finds that the program, to the 
maximum extent feasible, provides for the participation of the 
private mass transportation companies. [49USC 
§5323(a)(l )(A) and (Bfl 

5. The portion of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Circular C 
9300.1A, Chapter VI, relating to private enterprise, states in part that: 

"PRIVATE ENTERPRISE CQNCERNS . The concerns of Federal 
transit law regarding private enterprise focus mainly on including the 
private secto; in in local transit programs ... and 
protecting private providers of transit from competition with federally 
assisted transit providers. 

a. Participation by Private Enterprise. Both Federal transit law and 
joint FHWAIFTA planning regulations (discussed in Appendix A of the 
circular) impose strong requirements for private as well as public 
sector participation as transportation programs are developed. Plans 
and programs required for Federal transit assistance must encourage 
the participation of private enterprise to the maximum extent feasible. 

Federal law recognizes the special concerns of private transportation 
providers that compete with public mass transit authorities. By law, 
existing private transportation providers are afforded certain 
safeguards from competition. Specifically, FTA is prohibited from 
providing Federal assistance to a governmental body that provides 
service in competition with, or supplementary to, service currently 
provided by a private transportation company, unless FTA finds that 
the local transportation program developed in the planning process 
provides for participation by private transportation companies to the 
maximum extent feasible. 
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Accordingly, Federal transit law and the joint FHWA/F7;4 planning 
regulations direct special attention to the concerns of private transit 
providers in planning and project development. Joint FHWNFTA 
planning regulations specifically require that private transit providers, 
as well as other interested parties, be afforded an adequate 
opportunity to be involved in the early stages of the plan development 
and update process." 

It should be noted that neither the City and County nor its consultants 
have included E Noa in the preparation of the Alternatives Analysis. 
There was no response from the City and County to E Noa's letter of 
January 7, 2006, outlining the federal requirements and offering to 
work with the City in the planning process. There was a single 
meeting of E Noa and Department of Transportation Services officials, 
initiated by E Noa, on February 27, 2006, at which E Noa described 
the relevant federal laws, regulations, and circulars relating to public 
agencies and private providers of transit services, as discussed 
above, and outlined some of the potential opportunities for public- 
private partnerships in the area of transit. There was no follow-up by 
the City and County or its consultants to this initiative on E Noa's part. 

Clearly, it is obligatory upon applicants for and recipients of federal 
funding to avoid damaging private providers of public transportation 
services financially and otherwise. Even more importantly, the 
applicants for and recipients of federal transit funding should 
vigorously look for opportunities to creative cooperative arrangements 
with private transportation companies that provide regular transit 
service to residents as well as visitors in order to furnish more 
comprehensive and cost-effective services to the public. 

"Leave All This to Later" 

Both the spoken and unspoken attitude of the City and County 
appear to be to leave all discussions of public-private partnerships 
with respect to transit services to some future date and to 
substantially ignore the legal requirements for the participation in the 
planning process of private transportation carriers providing regularly 
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scheduled service to the public, such as E Noa, to some future data, 
if at all.' 

This "do it later, if at all" approach makes no sense. First of all, the 
time to include private transportation carriers, providing regularly 
scheduled sewice to the public, in the planning process is when the 
planning is occurring, such as in the preparation of the draft EIS. It is 
important to note that simply providing a statement at a public 
information meeting is not the kind of participation envisioned by 
federal law. 

Second, the prior "Alternative Analysis" and the present EIS are the 
planning documents in which the City and County sets forth its basic 
approach to providing transportation services in the Honolulu High- 
Capacity Corridor. If there is no substantive discussion of the 
potential for developing public-private partnerships with private 
transportation carriers providing regularly scheduled service to the 
public in these fundamental planning documents, then the likelihood 
of such partnerships being considered as essential elements in the 
planning program, either in the present or the future, is minimal. 
They might be a nice add-on, but they are not part and parcel of the 
philosophy underlying the planning of the new transit system. 

In Conclusion 

"The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation" is deficient 
in the following respects: 

1. The failure to include private transportation carriers providing 
regularly scheduled service to the public in the planning 
process; 

I Op;,orrunlrrcs f ~ r  puY~c.privnte psrc~>e?..sllip is enkance rllc project that ran l ~ e  ildl~vared 
wrtlr l!i:llted nuhl~c  f c n d ~ "  rr listid on aaar. 3-7 oiih: iZlrcrnar~vcs Analv6is .is sn isiuo r ?  h i  . "  
resolved later. From the context of the statement, i t  is not possible to tell whether the 
Alternatives Analysis is relcrring to public-private partnerships in relation to construction 
andlor operation of the rail system, transit oriented development, or reduction of the modal 
splits by utilizing private transportation companies providing regularly schedules transit 
services. 
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2. The failure to recognize the relevance of federal statutes and 
regulations relating to private transportation carriers providing 
public service and to public-private partnerships; and 

3. The failure to address the possibility of public-private 
partnership with private transportation carriers providing 
regularly scheduled service to the public as a means for 
improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the transportation 
service proposed for the high density corridor. 

We reiterate the willingness of E Noa Corporation, an existing private 
provider of regularly scheduled public transportation services sewing 
both residents and visitors, to work closely with the City and County 
of Honolulu and its consultants in the development of a public-private 
partnership that will contribute significantly to the success of the 
proposed transit system. 
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Waipahu will have very little ridership until it is completed to town or 
beyond. Why ride it to Waipahu and then have to get on a bus to go the 
rest of the way. Just get on the bus in Kapolei, or continue to drive. 
However if you start at the "destination" and work backwards, then 
people start riding it right away. Take a bus or drive to a point and then 
ride the rapid transit to destination. Makes much more sense. And it 
also gives tourists an option to get around in the areas they are normally 
visiting. Tourists certainly aren't going to use it between Kapolei and 
Waipahu. Also, it gets immediate visibility and can gain immediate 
support, rather than being in the "boonies" (and I live on the edge of 
Aiea and Pearl City!!) where nobody sees it or gets to try it out. 
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Honolulu Higb Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Drrlft Environmental Impact Statement 

Comments 

'The opportunity to review the environmental impacts of this projcct is appreciated 

First off let me introduce myself, my educational backgrountl is in structural engineering at tlie UofFI, I 
hold a HS, and MS degree from the department of Civil engineering. I cun.ently work at an engineering 
firm and am working towards obtaining licensure as a professionill engineer. I atn involved with sevcral 
engineering organizations including currently serving in leadership mles as president of the ASCE 
younger mnembers, and also servirig on the board of directon of the Engitieers and Architects of Hawaii 
(OAH). The following comments are my own n d  sl~ould not be associated with my employer or the 
organizations I am involved in, or anybody else. 

I should also Inention that I did not have sufficient time lo go over tlte document in detail, these 
cortunents are the product of a quick first pass reading of approximately 80% of the document. I tnist 
others will pick up on any details I wil! miss. 

Pirst of ail, taking the broad view, this project seems to justify the need for transil based on projected 
population growth, not needs that exist totlay. This seems courlterintuitive to me, first of all the 
inunediate liceds that exist today should take precedeuee over the needs that are possi1)le in the future. 
My first question: 

1) Why is the project supposed to be starting in the Kapolei end? 

It makes more sense to start with constructing the Ho-lonolulu end of the projcct. The justification for my 
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argument is plain to see, given that mass transit works best in high density areas. Downtown has the 
high density now, even after the 2030 projections, Dowlitown will still have a substantially higher 
population density than the Kapolei elit1 of the proposedsystem, as shown in the bar graph below, 
produced with data in the EIS: 

Population Density 

Ewa Downtown 
Kapolei and Makakilo Waipahu and Waiawa 

City 

Another reason for staning in town is that in tlic uilfortunate event that the pro.ject goes over budget, or 
financitlg falls through and all the phases caruiot be completed the maximal benefit to the public would 
be achieved if the finished part is in Downtown. The greater density of the downtown area will ensure 
better ridership of an incomplete system, my next question: 

Why is population growtl~ as opposed to population density used as ibe primary criterion forjustifying 
the planning of the system? 

And here is a question relating to the source of the 2030 number: 
Are the projections of population growth based on data before the economic "crisis" and recessioli we 
arecurrently in? If the current downturn has not beet1 factored in, the projections should be revised 
accordingly. 

Although 1 did not go over the financial aspect of the report, I snspcct that it would be best finaticially 
to do the downtown end because coristruction within the highly developed area will be more expensive. 
As u~flation contiiiues the relentless march on, I expect the earlier we spend the money, the better it 
will be for the project. To conclude: While I do support die colicept of having a rapid transit system in 



Ilonolulu, the implementation of the system as i t  is presented in this impact statement has some flaws, 
the most obvious to me is that this project should start at the town end, there is no question in my mind, :. 
the final EIS sliottld be written with that assumption. 

One of the other critical things tkat is not addressed sufficiently in the EE1S is the changes in Innti use 
that are direct and implied. What I see is a lot of agricultural land being developed and this action is 
just dismissed. The final EIS should include co~~sideration of the loss of agricultural land indirect to 
this project. That is the land lost due to developments that this rail system supports. Inoking at figore 
2-5 on page 2-15 the initial line of this system is all farm fields ! I believe that we should tread lightly 
there a ~ d  endeavor to prcsewe land that can be productive agricultuurally to be used for that purpose. 
Some of this land ever1 1ias a special classification to recognize how good it is. The land is confened 
wid1 the i~npressive title of being "Prime", "Special", or "Unique". Land in Hawaii is a finite resource, 
the proposed rail route permanently changes the use of 88 acres of land to non-agricultural and the 
report calls this insignificant. I bclieve that absolutely any piece of agricultural land that is converted to 
a not1 agricultural use is a very serious matter and should not be taken lightly. The cavalier attitude to 
developing agricultural land troubles me deeply, our own Govenlor Linda Lingle makes good 
arguments (quoting a .gov website): 

"tl~ual'i  lprnd~:c, Jnl! 15 p:r.;ttl ~i its . ~ , . o  fmJ. 11\:1 i !:\,I 
ac. tpljbl: 311.1 SIIUJ J:Ct i1? f< r 11 c S ~ . ~ I C  WC $ I ~ C : I  I J  lakt  L : ~ . I I I I  II J!. 

to increase food self-sufficiency for Iiawai'i and preserve and 
suetlgtherl the agriclllture induscy for fttlure generations 

nnlst slrengillen our cofnmitrnent lo p providing infrastructure and 
water for agriculture. Increasing our food sclf-sufficiericy will 
contribute lo our own communities rattler than sending our dollars our 
of 1I1e State for imported food." 

Again, any reduction of agriculttkral land is counter to our siate's goals and Dear lengths should be 
taken to avoid such an action. The quick dismissal of the significance of the agricultural land involved 
in this project caruiot be in the final version of the EIS, and mitigating measures must carefully be 
considered for all the agricultural land affected either directly or indirectly. 

The claim is made that "all of the affected properties designated as prime, onique, or of statewide 
i m p o ~ t a s e  and/or actively beirig farmcd arc owned by individuals, corporations, or agencies that plan 
to develop them in conformmce with the Ewa Developnlent Plan (DPP 2000)". However, on rile DPP's 
website for the Ewa Development Plan, the first sentence is "The Plan protects prime agricultural 
lands". This discrepancy must be corrected in the final version of the ETS. I would like the following 
loaded question addressed in completely in the final ve r s io~~  of the EIS: 

It is not acceptable to use prirne agricultural land as a site for a maintenance and storage fncility when a 
clear alte~native is present. 

Is tiiis transit system being built to benefit the people of the island to help the congestion problem or is 
it a tool for the owners of the i~ndeveloped land that is in agricultural use in the right liaocl side of figwe 
2-S? I do hope that the latter option is not tnle, but whoever owns the large tracts along the mote stands 
to profit grcatly. Those land owners should be paying the largest share of the construction cost of the 



rail system. Rom what 1 gather this is not the case. I have bccn taught that while serving tile public, the 
image o i  corruption should be avoided as much as conuptioil itself, The final EIS should leave it's 
readers absolutely no doubt as to who the beneficiaries of tlie project are. (it should benefit ALL of the 
people on Oahu) I don't want people living in areas on the island removed from the rsil system footing 
the bill for an iinprovement that serves prinlarily to make large landowners richer. 

If as a last resoit, the rail line [nust fly over agricultural land, especially land classified as prime, 
unique, or statewide important, I suggest that the land undenleath the line be allowed to remain 
cultivated, the rail above could obtain an easement on the agricultural land insteatl ofco~idemriing it 
outright and changing its use. Thus the only land that would be made useless for agriculture is that 
occupied by thc piers supporting the rail. Further mitigating measures would have to be take11 due to 
the effect of shading, and tlie area of the piers, but at least the impact would be minimized. 

Another mitigating measure that should be considered is a change in thc route shown on figure 2-5. It 
appears that there is more development down on the 'Ewa side of the page (lower right) The final EIS 
should seriously consider turning down Fort Weaver Road and continuing down to the bottom of the 
page ending up near Geiger Road an extension out to Kapolei could be added later This would keep the 
agricultural areas untouched while serving an area that is already developed. 

On page 1-1, in tlie iirst coluinn under section 1.1.1, The worduig in~plies that the OR&L was a 
passenger system serving the 'Ewa plain. This is a bit misleading, as far as I know the OR&L was 
primarily used for trarlsport of Agricultwal goods, with primary cargos being cane, pineapple, trash, 
and oil. Passenger service was not the primary purpose of that line I.Iere is my question: 

Can you please state accurately what kinds of things were carried on the OR&L, and expand on the 
history o f t l ~ e  OR&L a bit to avoid misrepresenting the history? 

And another one comes to mind: 

Why can't a rail system coiiecting pats of our island carry light cargo when passenger traffic is light 
(at night)? This would keep a few trucks off the road, arld would curb emissions a bit. 'The planners of 
rhe rail system should give serious consideration to cwrylng a more diverse cargo to get the most 
benefit from the system, and the conclusions of that consideration should be included in the finalized 
versioli of the E1S (locumcnt 

011 page 1-2 u graph is shown indicating population, vehicle registrations, and vchicle miles traveled 
with respect to tirne. Wicn reviewing tliis graph, I noticed a disturbing trerid that iridicates a problem 
with the way development on Oahu has taken place. Sincc I am too young to have had a say in the 
decisions to create the "secontl city" of Kapolei, I will make a slight digression to state that the "second 
city" concept seems like a terrible idea for many reasons that I may touch on in reviewing the impact of 
the proposed rail system. Getting back to figilrc 1-2, using the same data, but presenting Vehicle Miles 
Travelled (VMT) per registered vehicle vs. time, a clear trend towards longer drives can be seen. If 
VMI' is plotted per person, a similar trend exists. Please take a look at thc graph below: 



VMT per automobile registered by year 
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The trend towards more driving per person is an indicator of fundamental problems in our planning. So 
anotber question, that has far reaching implications comes to mind: 

Will die proposed rail system increase VMT per capita by supporting more development in Kapolei, 
thus more people with cars wit11 long commutes, or will the system decrease VMT per capita by 
providing alternatives to driving? 

Looking at Figure 2-7, it appears that the sharp curvcs leatling into the airport would substal~tially slow 
the systeni down: 

Has consideration been made to reconfiguriig the cornmuter terminal of the airport to illlow a more 
streamlined rail route at that location? 

On the f i s t  c o l u ~ m ~  of page 3-2 in 3.1.1 The modeling approach is "proven effective" I would like to 
see some back up given, ant1 a estimated margin of elxor presented with the model's results. This error 
should be based on modelirig existing systems and chmges to diem, and comparing the model's 
c6oclusions with actual measrued data. 

On page 3-7 under TheBoat Service heading, the second paragraph describes shuttle sustem to get 
'I'heBoat patrons onto other modw in the public transportation. I would imagine a similar system of 
supporting shuttles would be devised for the proposed rail transit. This supportuig shuttle system and 
revisions to the bus schedules to acco~nmodate the rail system should be a part of tile final EIS and 
should be evaluated in the same level of detail as the rest of the system. 

The data presented in figure 3-1 shows a decrease in average bus travelling speeds, aid is artributetl to 



increased tmffic congestion. I woul(1 like to hiow if any of the trend is associated with changes in the 
bils schedule and routes. If the bus bas relatively Inore peak time rurls in the city now and Inore runs in 
off peak time and in the less travelled areas in the past, that would also contribute to the trend. I would 
like this explored and presented in the final EIS, with summary of all the factors and their respective 
contributions that might cause the vent1 shown. 

In section 3.4.2, effects on Transit. The supporting calcirlations and data arc not presented. Along with 
any projected information, thc assumptions going into the rnodels should be clearly srated, this seeins 
to be a problem typical to the entire document. 

I would like the final EIS to consider die possibility of express routes that do not stop a1 all stations. If 
all the trains skipped every other station and were staggered such that all tlie stations were serviced, 
could a faster travel time on tile one track be achieved? 

On page 4-4, under 4.2 it is stated that the project is not expected to result in substantial adverse affects 
on property tax revenue, however a couple lines above, a 1.2 million reduction in tax revenue is 
mentioned. First of all, I assmne the 1.2 Million is an annual nun~ber, is that correct? I am not a poor 
man, however 1.2 Million, although pale in comparison to the costs in this project, it a very significant 
nunber to tne. I would like the final EIS to state a mitigating measure to account for this loss of 
revenue. I suggest for a mitigating measure: re-zoning already developed areas along the route to a 
higher density to make up the deficit in propetty tax. 

The proposed mitigation options to the impacts to Community Services and Facilities outlined in 
section 4.4 should be described in detail 011 a case by case basis, not enough detail is given in the draft. 

It is stated that development and re-development along the project as well as scale of the trnnsit system 
woultl not have sul~stantial effect on community character - this statement is false, and should be 
omitted in the final version. The scale of Uie transit often dwarfs surrounding architecture, and would 
certainly alter neighbothoods in potentially positive and negative ways. Tllesc effects shold be explored 
aud repotted in tlie finai versiot~ of the EIS 

Regional pollutant emissions are supposed to be reduced between 3.2 and 4.0 percent Because these 
nu~nbers are tnot presented with margins of error, I arn led to questiot~ the rigor of your calculations. In 
the final EIS the nllmbers should be presented with margins of error and a probabilistic analysis should 
he unde~takcti to gct a better understanding ofthe chances of the expected performance of the system. 
For instance, what life cycle of the system's various components is assumed in your calculation? are 
the emissions associated with material acquisition, manufacture, transport, constluction, and 
maintainencc of the entire system, and the no-build options co~isidered in the calculation? If there is no 
consideration of these factors in a life cycle analysis type of calculation, there should be. Otherwise, 
present your assumptions and calculations it1 the final report. Looking only at tailpipe emissions for the 
two in glace systetns could l e d  to faulty conclusions. 

In section 4.9, vibration is said to have no impacts. I have (lone some assessments of vibrations ori 
structures in my professional function, and based on my personal experience I tio believe that with 
appropriate measures there is probably going to be no damage and everybody will be fine. However the 
perception of neighboring tenants and owners will be that the new train is causing every bit of damage 
to their properties. The EIS shoi~ltl consider Uiis hypersensitivity to vibration that will be caused by the 
installation of the new system, and should outline a plan to do tborougli pre-construction surveys of Ule 
adjoining properties to avoid having lhe repair bills for llnrelated damage sent to the government. 



My comments relating to t l~e  emissions calculations also apply to thc energy, provide margins of elrot, 
probabilistic analysis, life cycle assessments, and energy associated with material procurement. 
inanufacture, transport, etc. 

On page 4-9 under the sumrrlary of section 4.14, proposed Mitigation Measues, strike "or" and replace 
with "and". 'The world needs more trees. 

On page 4-13 under "Farmlands" it is noted the much of the 'Ewa plain is classified as fannland and 
prime agricultural land. How is it expected to have the required population density to suppoit transit 
stations there? There should be no stations planned on farm land, it does not make sense. 

Page 4-20 under Mitigation it is stated that the effects on different types of land uses in the study 
corridor would be minimal. This is false, building a stations in the middle of a piece of Agricultural 
land will catalyze the change in use of the land in the general area from agricultural to something non- 
agricultural. This effect would bc anything but minimal and is against our state's goal of improvi~~g 
food self sufficiency Mitigation of this must be described in detail in the final version. 

F~gure 4-7 on page 4-21 does not show the full extent of the actively farmed land in the hatched area, a 
closer look should be taken at the aerial photograph underlay, it can be seen ihal the cultivated land 
extends significantly beyond the boundaries shown If this elror is carried into the calculations, they 
shoilld also be con.ected. 

On page 4-27 near the end of the "Methodology" text block, it is mentioned that calculations are based 
on average persons per household ar~d that displaced employees is based on a siinilarly rough number. 
In thc final EIS, a census shonld be conducted to get the actual defiiiite number, go knock on some 
doors and talk with the people to determine how many are there. 

Table 4-5 on page 4-26 should include parcel acquisitions, partial and full by land use 

On page 4-26 it is stated that existing Land uses would not ctlange, a large portion of the system is 
based on the assumptions that land use WILL change. All occuuences of this discrepancy should be 
corrected in the final version ol(hc EIS. 

On page4-28 the land in 'Ewa is described as rural and agricultural, this does not justify startiitg 
construction of  a mass transit system out there. Trarrsit serves population density, start the line 
downtown, set aside space for it in Ewa just in case it is needed. Building the line where there is no 
dense dcvoloprnent does not make sense 

On page 4-33 there is a typo on the third line under the Cemeteries heading, please fix it for the linal 
version 

On page 4-55 It statcs that income detert~iinations cannot be lnadc - this is a false statement, The 
authors couid coilduct their own ce~isus. This should be done for the final EIS 

On page 4-55 the the middle column in the left side describes a community that clnbodies Inmy of our 
cultux.al ideals irtclusing family cohesion, sense of community, local food production, ctc. great care 
should be taken to preserve this, the group sliould be kept togethcr and if they are relocated, it should 
be to such a place where they will be able to practice a subsistence lifestyle similar to what t l~e  
cu~rently cnjoy. Any relocation should be of the group as a whole and should be to a place that has 



potential for high agricnltirral pvoduction and a similar proximity to the odier co~mnunities 

In table 4-10, the word "Dornina~it" is used in 4 separate occasions, and the word "prominent" is used 
on three other occasions. The system design sliould fit in a bit better, so such strong words don't need 
to be used. 

In the doctored photos marked SIMULATION, Power lines a id  street lights are shown adjacent to the 
fixed guideway. I would like to see utility transmission coriduits incorporated on the fixed guideway 
and street lights mounted to the guideway wherever possible. The installation of the rail system shoirld 
include rernoval of power poles arid light poles and overhead power lines wherever possible, this would 
lessen tlue visual clutter experienced by citizens that look skyward and would make the elevated 
stmcture appear more like it belongs there. 

In figure 4-19 the streetlight shown would cast a dark shadow under the fixed guideway in the 
co~lfiguratio~l shown, mount some lights on tile bottom side of it instead and remove the high liglit 

In Figure 4-24 consider planting some trees in the median between the gigantic posts 

The caption for figure 4-25 states that the guideway as shown would not noticeably conflict with the 
v~cw ' s  character - I disagree with this statement. 

The caption for figure 4-25 states that the existing trees would soften the effect. This is false, the 
picture clearly show existing trees on the left side of tlie figure being removed, I suggest planting new 
thin&$ on the median to soften t l~e  effect. 

Figure 4-29 This view is quite ugly it would look muclr nicer at grade or uitlergrou~id.. . also the 
reflectior~ in the water is not ttue to life, die building's rcflectio~i would obstruct that of tlie station 

Figure 4..36 - I lee1 sorry for the people living in the top floor of that boilduig.. . I  suspect the beam 
eletnent supportuig the fixed guideway, it appears that the beam's section should bedeeper, has a 
preliminary structural analysis been done to establisl~ that tile rnember shown is realistic. Also, tile 
straddle bents could be done in a more architedurally pleasing way. 

Page4-93 add to the p o i ~ ~ t s  under mitigation: 
*Relocate visible utilities oilto the fixed guideway structure whenever possible to mitigate visual clutter 
caused by all of the things above driver's and pedestrian's lieads 
:X Design an arcliitecturally interesting cast columi that is appropriate to the surroundings (the plain 
round one is ugly) 
* Colored concrete should be considered for all elements. 
* Employ post-tensioned concrete colutnns or steel columns as opposed to the cor~ver~tional ones 
sl~own to minimize member size and mitigate the visual impact of the columns on the suxrountling 
landscape. 

On page 4-99 in the first column near the top of the page it is stated that geologic strata underlying the 
track is a factor in vibrations transferred to adjacent buildings. Does this statement hold ttue for 
elevated systems such as the proposed one? 



'She DEIS states that the proposed Build Altertlatives will have no effect on endangered and protected 
waterbirtls despite the fact that waterbird habitats exist within the project boundaries. l'he justificatiol~ 
for this claim given in the DEIS is that 

"Over time, the waterbirds would adjust to new structures built for the Project since the wetlands wonld 
remain intact. 'This is expeded because the waterbirds have contirlued to occupy the wetlands after the 
constluction of nearby buildings and overheatl utilities and the constl~tction or widening ofa~ljacent 
roads or highways." 

Wave any studies been conducted that investigate the environtnental impacts of developmetlt on 
endangered waterbirds and protected waterbirds and their habitats? If so, please provide sot~rces for 
each study arid state whether or not the study findings support the DEIS claim that there will be no 
cffects. Did the previous cotlstnlction activities (construction of nearby buildings and overhead utilities 
and the construction or widening of adjacent roads or highways) result in noisc intensity illid duration, 
site disturbance, and all other enviror~mental impacts to the endangered waterbirds' and protected 
waterbirds' habitat equivalent to each of the proposed Build Alternatives'? If so, please [~mvide 
evidence that supports this claim. Was the proxilnity from previous consttuctioli activity to wetlands 
and/or endangered waterbird and protected waterbird habitat the same as the proximity from the 
proposed construction activity to lhe wetlands at~dlor endangered waterbird and protected waterbird 
habitat? Will the noise in the areas where endangered waterbirds were observed remain the same after 
any of the proposed Build Alternatives are cotnplete and operational? If not, the environmental impacts 
of noise on endangered waterbird and protected waterbird habitat must be investigated in any final DlS 
and mitigating measures must be provided. 

What is the accwacy of the each field survey conducted and bird point counts? What is the tnagui of 
error? If accuracy cannot be guaranteed, a potential for environmental impacts to endangered terrestrial 
fauna exists. These impacts must be identified in any final EIS, and measures to mitigate these irnpacts 
must be included in any final EIS. 

Are the "numerous canopy trccs" in thc Tern habitat enough to support the existirig artd future white 
tern population? Wllat is the basis of the clairn in the DEIS that the other large canopy trees in urban 
Honolulu will result in no impact to the white tem population? Please providc sources to substantiate 
this claim. 

How were field surveys conducted? The DEIS explains the pmcedure for conducting point counts but 
not field surveys. Any final EfS must include the procedure followed for conducting field surveys. 

Why was 8 minutes the duration used for point counts? Please provide a justification for tlie use oC this 
time interval. One study Found that on average 55% of a11 it~itial species detections occurred within the 
first 5 mitlutes, and 82% of all initial species detections occurred within the first 10 minutes, of 15- 
minute long point counts regardless of time of day or use of aural stimuli. If the results of this study 
hold true for Hawaii, only about a 75% of all species were detected over the 8-minute period. Were 
single or rnulliple visits conducted? Bartlet, et al. (1999) recotnlnended two visits. 

What time of day were point counts conducted and was any aural stimuli used 



The results of the Water Quality Impact Assessment for tlie EPA must bc included in any final EIS and 
the public must have an opportunity to comment on this study. 

What permanent BMPs will be in~plemented to ensure there is no change in the amount of infiltration? 
An increase in infiltration relative to existing conditions can havc positive environmental impacts. 
Have any studies been coriducted to detenninc if this is feasible? 

The DEIS states that because the Project would rely on electric propulsion, minimal pollutants would 
be generated on the guideway relative lo pollutaiits generated by roadway traffic. llas a study been 
coodocted that confirins this assumption? If so, please provide a source. 

'The DEIS dues not acknowledge the filct that floodplains provide ecological benefits beyond 
groundwater recharge and infiltration, including but not limited to maintenance of biodiversity and fish 
habitats. In fact. the DEIS states the conway by saying "the only beneficial fuictions for the 
flootlplains analyzed in the study corridor are the recharge of groundwater and drainage cocir~eyance". 
Please provide evidence to support this claim. 

It is my understanding that the foundations for tlie proposed stiucture are expected to be large diameter 
drilled shafts, in some cases very deep, on the order of hundreds of fect. Tlxc final EIS should present 
study on the effects of the drilling and installation of such foundations on the groundwater system. Also 
The large voluine of earth moved to create the foundation needs to go somewhere, this impact sliould 
also be assessed in the final EIS. 

The DEIS lists a number of ways the volume uf haratdous materials used and extent of worker 
exposure corrid be limited as a means for mitigation. This list of mitigating measures must be 
implemented in onler to adequately mitigate environrncntal impacts of hazardous wa te .  

Will this project be built to a LEED'PM standard? 

What measures will be taker1 to avoid corrosion? 

If ridership turns out to be niuch lower than forecast, we  fees going to be increased? h e  taxes going to 
be raised? What is the forecast for number of riders per day (best estimate, range from low to high)? 

Lanes will be taken away (luring construction. Where are the lane closures and wllat is the dliration of 
closure? Are there traffic rerotiting pluxs? 

What is the amount of carbon dioxide emitted by rail per penon-mile when at maximum capacity? 
I-low does this compare to a Prius (50 mpg) with a sulo driver? What is tile maximum capacity of the 
proposed rail system? 

How much energy does rail use (in kwh) per person-mile when at maximurn capacity? Again, how 
does this conipare to a Prius (50 mpg) with a solo driver? 



Where will tl~c power collie froin to operate the rail system? Will I E C O  build a power plant to run thc 
mil? lfnot, i s  there enough current base load capacity to operate r i l i l?  

PIease send your responses to my colnments to: 

Aaron Erickson 

1348 Alewa Drive 

Honolulu, HI. 96817 

Aaron Erickson 

































-----Original Message----- 
From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 04,2009 2 3 4  PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Draft Environmenlal Impact Slatement (EIS) for Lhe Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

From: ernst [mailto:bternst@hawaii.rr.com] 
Sent: Wed 2/4/2009 4:32 PM 
To: wyoshioka@honolulu.gov; Matley, Ted cFTA> 
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

Dear Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka and Mr. Ted Matley: 

I am concerned about the transit choice since it appears that "Steel wheels on steel rails" was selected by the Mayor 
before any meetings were held or any facts collected from each of the manufaclurers of other systems. 

There are other methods that are quieter and cheaper to build. A few, such as "Maglev" could be built and the savings 
used for addilional miles of track and additional stations for the same overall cost of Steel Wheels on Steel Rails. We 
need a system that serves the University of Hawaii, the International Airport and communities all the way out to the West 
coast of Oahu. The system should be built as a single project, with all of the track and stations in one project, and it 
should be built as quickly as possible rather than a project that takes forever. 

You should use monetary incentives in the contracts that reward construction companies for completing projects ahead of 
schedule. 
Conversely, the same companies should be fined for exceeding projected completion dates on specific portjons of the 
project. The construction of the Federal Prison at the klonolulu Airport is a wonderful example of how construction should 
proceed. It was built quickly and went into operation rapidly. 

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for the city's rail transit project is unacceptable because it is written solely for a 
steel wheel on steel rail systern. There are other forms of fixed rail that may be better, quieter and more cost-effective 

RobertsSte
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l i ~ a n  steel wheeis. Please rewrite this EIS to cover the other technologies, such as monorail atid maglev. lo ensuro thal 
the cily will oblain lhe best transil system and a l  tile best price. 

Sincerely, 
Wiliiam L. Ernst 
Mililani, Hawaii 
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Email : dijitul@yahoo.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
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Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 110312008 
Submission ContenffNotes : I am a support of rail even though I will rarely use it. It will take time for 

ridership to reach its peak given the fact that builders and businesses 
will adjust to having the rail in Honolulu. However, I see no incentives to 
ride these public transits, including TheBus, even if they are near me. 
Sure, it is less expensive, but it's not enough to remind people there are 
alternative ways of travel. 

The City should consider a permit auction or a density compensation fee 
for new cars arriving in Honolulu. Cars arriving to the islands should be 
limited or controlled. A limited number of new car permits Should be 
auctioned, andlor fees assessed on each new car sold or arriving in 
Honolulu. A one-time cost of, say $500 or $1000, to each car brought to 
the isiands would encourage resell of existing cars, reduce future traffic 
growth, and help encourage those living near the rail systems and bus 
systems to use them and dispersing the number of new cars owned by 
everyone else. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

Mr. William Estep 
diiitul@vahoo.com 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 21,201 0 

Dear Mr. Estep: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 5 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your idea to limit the number of vehicles on Oahu could reduce traffic; however, it is 
outside the DTSJ authority to implement. In addition, limiting the number of vehicles would not 
meet the Project's stated goals to improve mobility or transportation equity. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 
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February 3,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3" floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns and questions related to the 
Hanoiulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route, this letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Oillingham restaurant, located at 1210 Dillingham Boulevard, within a 

i shopping and business complex. We opened in July 1980 and serve the local 
community through our 24 hour restaurant, fast food operation and bakery. As you may 
know, over the years our establishment has become a favorite spot for residents, 
students and employees of businesses in Kapalama and its surrounding areas. 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

I impact of construction on our customer experience. As our store sits on 
property immediately adjacent to Dillingham Boulevard and the proposed rail 
route, we anticipate being adversely affected by noise and dust, dewatering and 
excavation. We wouId appreciate information at least 90 days in advance on 
specific construction scheduling, including dates and time of day as well as 
proposed methods to minimize impact. 

2. lmpact on traffic. We have entrances off of Dil(ingham for Koko Head and Ewa 
bound traffic that are critical to our customer flow and must remain crnobstructed 
throughout the process. We would also be concerned with any restriction of 
traffic flow Koko Head bound turning left from Dillingham Boulevard onto Kohou 
Street as well as vehicle and pedestrian access across the bridge over Kapatama 
Stream. As this thoroughfare is already heavily congested during early morning 
and mid afternoon hours, we expect that construction will further impede 
customer access to our store, extend our employees' commute and delay 
deliveries. Advanced information on proposed traffic flow during the various 
stages of construction would be beneficial. 

3. Street Upgrades. With the opening of the stations, we foresee a need to 
improve the crosswalks across Dillingham Boulevard in consideration of the 
safety of increased pedestrian traffic moving to and from the station and the 
neighboring businesses. We are particularly concerned for the safety of our 
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empfoyees and customers using the rail during evening and early morning 
periods when proper lighting is essential. 

4. Available Parking. We understand that the Kapalama Station will include 
parking and unless adequate stalls are available, rail user parking may overflow 
into our shopping complex's lot. Specifics on the station, its parking capacity and 
overflow contingency plans would be appreciated. 

5. Store Visibility. Dependent on the heighl: of the rail and the placement of the 
support columns, we have concerns the visibility af our restaurant and its signage 
from the eastbound lanes and from across the street. We would be interested in 
how this circumstance might be addressed. 

6. RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county is 
considering for real property faxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction and rail operation. In addition, we'd like to knowwhat mechanisms 
might be instituted to require "pass through" of any related savings from landlord 
to tenant. 

In general, timely communication of the final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for our store, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary distuptions brought by construction and more importantly ta evolve our 
products and services as customer habits and the business landscape change with the 
introduction of fail service. 

While we have listed our major concerns please be assured that we afso appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of rail transit will bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further clarification on any of the 
above. 

Sincerely, k 

Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 
FCH Enterprises, lnc. 

cc: ICEunel~di~lclla SchooIs and Bislzop Estate 
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R E S T A U R A N T S  

February 4,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
Clty and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3'd floor 
Honolulu, Ml 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route, this letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Pearlridge restaurant, located at the Pearlridge Center on Kamehameha 
Highway, a major shopping and business complex. We opened in June 1986 and serve 
the local community through our fast food operation and bakery. As you may know, 
over the years Zippys has become a favorite spot for residents and ernp!oyees of 
businesses in Pearl City and its surrounding areas. 

I 
1 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 
i 

I .  impact of construction ofi our customer experience, As our store sits 
immediately adjacent to the highway, we anticipate being adversely affected by 
noise and dust, dewatering and excavation. We would appreciate information at 
least 90 days in advance on construction scheduling including dates and time of 
day as well as methods proposed to minimize impact. 

2. Impact on traffic during construction. We would be concerned with any 
restriction of traffic flow Koka Head bound turning left from Kamehameha 
Highway onto Pali Momi Street which runs adjacent to the mall. The highway is 
already heavily congested during early morning and mid afternoon hours and we 
expect that construction will further impede customer access to our store, extend 
our employees' commute and delay deliveries. Advanced information on 
proposed traffic flow during the various stages of construction would be 
beneficial. 

3. Street Upgrades. With the opening of the station, we foresee a need to improve 
the crosswalks across Kamehamelta Highway in consideration of the safety of 
increased pedestrian traffic moving to and from the station and from the 
businesses on either side of the highway, We are particularly concerned for the 
safety of our employees and customers using the rail during evening and early 
morning periods when proper lighting is critical. 
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4. Store Visibility. Dependent on the height of the rail and the placement of the 
support columns, we are concerned of the visibility of our restaurant and its 
signage from the eastbound lanes and from across the highway. We would be 
interested in how this circumstance might be addressed. 

5, Available Parking. We understand that there may be a private developer 
involved in the Pearlridge station and we'd be interested in the parking capacity 
and proposed inclusions in the facility. Should transportation be provided from 
the station to the mall, and if station parking is inadequate we anticipate 
passengers attempting to use mall parking facilities instead, We'd appreciate 
information on proposed overflow parking contingencies. 

6. RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county is 
considering for real property taxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction. In addition, we'd like to know what mechanisms might be instituted 
to require "pass through" of any related savings from landlord to tenant. 

In general, timely communication of the final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for our store, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construction, and more importantly to evolve our 
products and services a s  customer habits and the business landscape change with the 
introduction of rail service. 

While we have listed our major concerns, please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of rail transit wit1 bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further clarification on any of the 
above. 

Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 
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February 3,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Seivices 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3rd floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Y oshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect an our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assjst the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route, this letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Waimaiu restaurant, located at 98048 Kamehameha Highway, adjacent to a 
shopping and business complex. We opened in April 1972 and we serve the local 
community through our 24 hour fast food operation and bakery. As you may know, over 
the years Zippys has become a favorite spot for residents and employees of businesses 
in Pearl City and its surrounding areas. 

./ Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

1.  tmpact of construction on our customer experience. As our store sits 
immediately adjacent to the highway, we anticipate being adversely affected by 
noise and dust, dewatering and excavation. We would appreciate information at 
least 90 days in advance on specific construction schedules, including dates and 
time of day as well as methods proposed to minimize impact. 

2. Impact on traffic during construdion. We would be concerned with any 
restriction of traffic flow Koko Head bound turning left from Kamehameha 
Highway onto Kanuku Street which runs adjacent to our store. We also have a 
rigM turn entrance off the highway westbound that is critical to our customer 
traffic and must remain unobstructed throughout the process. As the highway is 
already heavily congested during early morning and mid afternoon hours we 
expect that construction will further impede customer access to our store, extend 
our employees' commute and delay deiiveries. Advanced information on 
proposed traffic flow during the various stages of construction would be 
beneficial. 

3. Street Upgrades. With the opening of the station, we foresee a need to improve 
the crosswaiks across Kamehameha Highway specifically at Kanuku Street in 
consideration of the safety of increased pedestrian traffic moving to and from the 
station and from the businesses on either side of the highway. We are 
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particularly concerned for the safety of our employees and customers using the 
rail during evening and early morning periods when proper lighting is critical. 

4. Store Visibility. Dependent on the height of the rail and the placement of the 
support columns we are concerned of the visibility of our restaurant and its 
signage from the eastbound lanes and from across the highway. We would be 
interested In how this ~ircurnstance might be addressed. 

5. Available Parking. We understand that there may be a private developer 
involved in the Pearlridge station and we'd be interested in the parking 
requirements as well as the capacity and proposed inclusions in the facifity. 

6, RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county is 
considering for real property taxes for those areas imrnediatefy impacted by 
construction. In addition, we'd like to know what mechanisms might be instituted 
to require "pass through" of any related savings from landlord to tenant. 

In general, timely communication of the final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for our store, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construclion and more importantly to evolve our 
products and services as customer habits and the business fandscape change with the 
introduction of rail service. 

While we have listed our major concerns, please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of raii transit will bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further cfarification on any of the 
above. 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 

cc: Kanataki Estate 

1705 SOlJiH KING H0,"10!ULU, :-IAWAII 96525 . YI-1ONE 808%73.QSttU . FAX 808 973-0388 WEOSITE Wbv,V\nl.ZIi'PYS.CCM 

A DlViSIQN OF FCH ENTERPRISES. :NC. 









February 3,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3rd floor 
Honolufu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process, 

While we have a number of stores afong the proposed route, this letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Waiau restaurant, located at 450 Kamehameha Highway, in a shopping and 
business complex, We bpened in November 1978 and we serve the local community 
through our 24 hour fast food operation, restaurant and bakery. As you may know, over 
the years Zippys has become a favorite gathering spot for residents and employees of 
businesses in Pearl City and its surrounding areas. 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

I .  Impact of consbuction an our customer experience. As our stare sits 
immediately adjacent to the highway, we anticipate being adversely affected by 
noise and dust, dewatering and excavation. We would appreciate information at 
least 90 days in advance on specific construction scheduling inciuding dates and 
time of day as well as methods proposed to minimize impact. 

2. Impact on traffic during construction. We would be concerned with any 
restriction temporary or permanent of the u-turn access both Ewa and Koko 
Head bound through the medial strip on Kamehameha Highway in the store's 
immediate vicinity. Our main entrance is a right turn OR of the highway, Ewa 
bound which must remain unobstructed throughout the process. As the highway 
is already heavily congested during early morning and mid afternoon hours, we 
expect that construction will further impede customer access to our store, extend 

' 

our employees' cornrn~ite and delay deliveries. Advanced information on 
proposed traffic flow during, the various stages of construction would be 
beneficial. 

3. Street Upgrades. With the opening of the station, we foresee a need to improve 
the crosswalks across Kamehameha.Highway in consideration of the safety of 
increased pedestrian traffic moving to and from the station landings. We are 
particularly concerned for the safety of our employees and customers using the 
rail during evening and early morning periods when proper lighting is critical. 

I 
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4. Store Visibility. Dependent an the height of the rail and the placement of the 
support columns we are concerned of the visibility of our restaurant and its 
signage from the eastbound lanes and from across the highway. We would be 
interested in how this circumstance might be addressed. 

5. RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county is  
considering for real properly taxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction. In addition, we'd like to know what mechanisms might be instituted 
to require "pass through" of any related savings from landlord to tenant. 

fn general, timely communication of the final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for our store, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construction, and more importantly to evolve our 
products and services as customer habits and the business landscape change with the 
introduction of rail service. 

Whiis we have listed our major concerns, please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of rail transit will bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further clarification on any of the 
above . 

Sincerely, / 

Paul S. Yokota 
. Chief Operating Officer 
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February 3, 2009 

Mr. Waylie Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3'' floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity ta express our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route, this letter is specific to our 
Zippy's Pearl City restaurant, located at 806 Kamehameha Highway, adjacent to a 
shopping and business complex. We opened in June j986 and we serve the local 
community through our 24 hour fast food operation, restaurant and bakery. As you may 
know, over the years Zippys has become a favorite gathering spot for residents and 
employees of businesses in Pearl City and its surrounding areas. 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

1. Impact of construction on out customer experience. As our store sits 
immediately adjacent to the highway, we anticipate being adversely affected by 
noise and dust, dewatering and excavation. We would appreciate specific 
information at least 90 days in advance on specific construction scheduling 
including dates and time of day as well as methods proposed to minimize impact. 

2. Impact on traffic during construction. We would be concerned with any 
restriction of traffic flow Koko Head bound turning left from Kamehameha 
Highway onto Puu Moml Street which serves our complex. We also have a right 
turn entrance off the highway Ewa bound that is critical to our customer traffic 
and must remain unobstructed throughout the process. The highway is already 
heavily congested during early morning and mid afternoon hours and we expect 
that construction will further impede customer access to our store, extend our 
employees' commute and delay deliveries. Advanced information on proposed 
traffic flow during the various stages of construction would be beneficial. 

3. Street Upgrades. With the opening of the stations, we foresee a need to 
improve the crosswalks across Kamehameha Highway in consideration of the 
safety of increased pedestrian traffic moving to and from the station landings. 
We are particutarly concerned for the safety of our employees and custome~s 
using the rail during evening and early morning periods when proper lighting is 
critical. 
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4. Store Visibility. Dependent on the height of the rail and the placement of the 
support columns, we are concerned of the visibility of our restaurant and its 
signage from the eastbound lanes and from across the highway. We woutd be 
interested in how this circumstance might be addressed. 

5. RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county Is 
considering for real property taxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction, In addition, we'd like to know what mechanisms might be instituted 
to require "pass through" of any related savings from landlord to tenant. 

In genera!, timely communication of tl-te final plans for construction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be crucial for our stare, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construction, and more importantly to evolve our 
products and sewices as customer habits and the business fandscape change with the 
introduction of rail service. 

While we have listed our rnajor concerns, please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefits and opportunities development of rail transit will bring to our island. 
Please feel free to conontact me directly if you require further clafiication on any of the 
above. 

Sincerely* 

/ 
Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 
FCH Enterprises, Inc. 

cc: Weinberg Estate 
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February 3,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 King Street, 3'* floor 
Honolulu, H( 96813 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns and questions related to the 
Honolulu Rail Transit project and its potential effect on our business. We understand the 
complexities of such a massive undertaking and we hope our comments may assist the 
process. 

While we have a number of stores along the proposed route this, fetter is specific to our 
Zippy's Waipahu restaurant, located at 94-480 Farrington Highway, on the southeast 
corner of a shopping and business complex. We opened in April 1971, renovated in 
2009 and we serve the focal community through our 24 hour fast food operation, 
restaurant and bakery. As you may know, over the years Zippys has become a favorite 
gathering spot for residents and employees of businesses in Waipahu and its 
surrounding areas. 

Our comments and concerns on the potential effects of the project are as follows. 

1. Impact of construction on our customer experience. As our store sits 
immediately adjacent to the highway, we anticipate being adversely affected by 
noise and dust, dewatering and excavation. We would appreciate specific 
information at least 90 days in advance on specific construction scheduling 
including dates and time of day as well as methods proposed to minimize impact. 

2. Impact on traffic during construction. W e  would be concerned with any 
restriction of traffic flow Koko Head bound turning left from Farrington Highway 
onto Leaku Street which serves our complex. Our store is also directly accessed 
through a right turn entrance off of the highway, Ewa bound which is our main 
entrance and must remain unobstructed throughout the process. The highway is 
already heavily congested during early morning and mid afternoon hours and we 
expect that construction will further impede customer access to our store, extend 
our employees' commute and delay deliveries. Advanced information on 
proposed traffic flow during the various stages of construction woutd be 
beneficial. 

3. Availability of parking. We understand that the Waipahu station wifl incfude 
parking on the makai side of Farrington Highway which is currently occupied by a 
car lot. We are concerned that unless adequate stalls are available, rail 
passengers are likely to overflow into our complex's parking lot. Westbound rail 
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Y E .  T A  P A N ~ S  passengers in particular, would be lkely to attempt this as the step down for the 
elevated station lands on our side of the highway. Specifics on the station and its 
parking capacity and overflow contingency plans would be appreciated. 

4. Street Upgrades, With the opening of the station, we foresee a need to improve 
the crosswafks across Farrington Highway, particularly those closest to the 
Leoku Street in consideration for the safety of increased pedestrian traffic moving 
to and from the station landings. Employees in the area and customers using the 
rail will also increase the traffic on these crosswalks. 

5. Store Visibility. Dependent on the height of the rail and the placement of the 
support columns, we are concerned of the visibility of our restaurant and its 
signage froni the eastbound lanes and from across the highway. We would be 
interested in how this circumstance may be addressed. 

6. RPT Considerations. We would be interested in any adjustments the county is 
considering for real property taxes for those areas immediately impacted by 
construction. In addition, we'd like to know what mechanisms might be instituted 
to require "pass through" of any reIated savings from tandlord to tenant 

In general, timely communication of the final plans for constntction and information on 
the operation of the rail transit system would be cruciai for our store, our patrons and 
neighbors along the route. We intend to be proactive and prepare ourselves for the 
temporary disruptions brought by construction, and more importantly fo evolve our 
products and services as customer habits and the business landscape change with the 
ZnZroduction of rail service. 

While we have listed our major concerns, please be assured that we also appreciate the 
many benefjts and opportunities development of rail transit will bring to our island. 
Please feel free to contact me directly if you require further clarification on any of the 
above. 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Yokota 
Chief Operating Officer 

cc: Robinson Estate 

! 
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1 127 W a t ~ d a  St. Honolulu, 1-11 9681 8 

December 9,2008 

I-lonolulu Hale 
530 S. King Street H.onolulu, 141 968 13 

Dear bfufi Hann.etnalm, 

The rail system may reduce traffic in t11c future, and may aflo\rl it to buitd high-density, 
affordable homes so the children and grmdchildrcn will Ilavc a pIace to live within 
walking distance of a rail stop, but if you think about it  it is going to cost the Oahu 
people a wl~ole lor ofmoncy, 

The city will have to figure out where to get the mmillioris of dollars it will cost to maintain 
tlte system. It looks like we'm going to pay a lot more in excise and property taxes. 'The 
number of people using the system will be minimal. We're going spend biI.lions of 
taxpayer dollars on a systci~~ that will be used by only a sinall part of the population. 
Trat'fic will still be bad and we'li at1 have to deal with worse traffic wltile they build the 
systenl. Another tldng is public has until Jnnuruy 7"' for a 400 pages report which is 
approximately O ~ B  month from now. Therc are two big I~olidciys corni~tg up, cvcn the 
most pizparcd would find responding thoughtfully .a severe burden. With these busy 
events coming up, it would make the traffic worst. 

I do hope that you would undcrsknd my opii~ion. The rail is a grcat system that woltid 
make: our life easier but it's just really aot necessary for sysiern that's tdcitig Inore space 
in Oahu that r\ small part of popuIatiai-i will be using. I would tike to here what you have 
to say so please write back. 

Student of MoanaIua High SSchool 



MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 . Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Ms. Eddielyn Fernandez 
1 127 Wanaka Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 8 

Dear Ms. Fernandez: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As stated in Section 3.2. I of the Final EIS, ridership projections for the forecast year of 
2030 have been developed using the travel demand model, which was calibrated and validated 
to current year conditions. The model is based upon a set of realistic input assumptions 
regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and expected 
transportation levels-of-senlice on both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the 
model and these key input assumptions, approximately 1 16,000 trips per day are expected to 
use the rapid transit system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was 
published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated air passenger 
model, defining more realistic drive access modes to project stations, and recognizing a more 
robust off-peak non-home-based direct-demand element based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS discusses funding sources for the capital costs and the 
ongoing operating and maintenance costs of the Project. City funding for the capital cost of 
implementing the Project is expected to come from the 0.5 percent General Excise and Use Tax 



Ms. Eddie!yn Fernandez 
Page 2 

surcharge. This surcharge has been in place since January I ,  2007, and will expire 
December 31, 2022. City funding for transit operating and maintenance costs comes from the 
General and Highway Funds, which receive revenue from a variety of currently existing taxes. 
Whether any of these taxes will be raised in the future will be decided as part of the City's annual 
budget process and would most likely be decided on a variety of issues, not just transit costs. 
Fixed guideway operating costs will represent between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual 
operating budget. 

Regarding whether the Project is needed and who will use the system, no other option 
that has been studied has been able to function as effectively based on the criteria upon which 
the system was selected (i.e., mobility, support of future land use plans, equity, and reliability). 
More specifically, projections are that 116,000 people will use the Project each day. That is 
about the equivalent of half the traffic on the H-I Freeway. If necessary, the Project can handle 
many more riders than that by reducing headways or adding additional trains. 

The system is built in the median of major roadways and, accordingly, it will not take 
away from existing travel lanes on the roads once in operation; therefore, all the added capacity 
is new. As shown in Table 3-74, roadway congestion (as measured by vehicle hours of delay) 
will decrease 18 percent with the Project compared to without. 

The exact impact of construction activity on traffic is not yet known. As discussed in 
Section 3.5.7 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be developed in 
advance by the contractor with approval from the City and the Hawaii Department of 
Transportation. The MOT Plan will identify measures to mitigate temporary construction-related 
effects on transportation and will address roadway closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 of 
the Final €IS. As stated in Section 4.18.1 of the Final EIS, several public involvement strategies 
will be used to inform businesses and the public about construction activities, including roadway 
detours. 

Lastly, in response to concerns about the length of the review period, the deadline for 
comments on the Draft EIS was extended from January 7 to February 6, 2009. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tr ly yours, 

~ Q Y  
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA \ 
Director 

Enclosure 



- - L  - 1 w  

700 Richards Street, Jit2 103 
Honolulu, Ht 96813-4621 
25 November 2008 

s37 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Dept. of Transportation Sewices 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Flr 
Honolulu, HI96813 

SUBJECT: HONOLULU HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 

RE: 10 REASONS WHY A TRANSIT STOP IS NOT NEEDED AT THE AIRPORT 

The following is for your consideration: 

1. Most people arriving here by plane are tourists on tour packages; as such, 
both they and their luggage are transported between the airport and their hotel 
by the tour operator. Since most hotels for tourists are in Waikiki, the transit 
system will be of no use to get them from the airport to Waikiki since it 
terminates at Ala Moana Center. 

2. Many visitors from the Orient arrive in the early hours of the morning; 
consequently, their hotel room is not available until after 2:00 PM. Therefore 
they are taken on tour buses to visit various locations on the island then 
delivered to the hotel at the time they can be registered and given a room. 

3. People not on tours, after deplaning must go to baggage claim to retrieve 
their luggage. After getting their luggage, they can not go back into the 
terminal. Consequently, to use the transit system, they will have to find their 
way with their luggage to the transit stop. From the diagram in The Advertisa 
showing only one transit stop, getting there from baggage claim area will be 
very difficult, especially for the elderly or handicapped. 

4. For anv traveler with lugeage using the transit svstem for trans~ot-tation to 



their 'residence will have the problem of getting from a transit station to their 
residence. Again a challenge for the elderly or physically disabled. 

5. Conversely, people wanting to go to the airport will have the problem of 
; getting themselves and their luggage to a transit stop. For the elderly and 
I physically challenged this may be insunnountable. 

; 6. Arriving at the airport, getting from the transit stop .to a ticketing area of thc 
/ terminal w ill be another challenge since airline ticketing is spread from one , 
I 

end of the terminal to the other, most of which will not be near the transit stoi k 

! This will be especially true for inter-island travelers. 

j 7. Flight crews are transported hetween the airport and their hare1 by ground 
1 transportation provided by the airline for which they work. Again since most 
i 
i of them are billeted in Waikiki, the transit system will be of no use to them. 
! 

I 
1 8. Other w&lcers h the vicinity of the airport live all over the island, many no 
/ anywhere gear the transit line. Getting to and fiom work, the transit system 
[ will be of little use to them. 
i 
i . . 

I 9. If such v~rkers  were to use the stop at the airport, they will then have the 

! i 
problem o f  getting from there to their work place which may not be nearby. 

I 

1 10. All of these reasons will work to deter people from using the transit syster 
1 ~for.trmpi)rtation to and from the airport. Most people will continue to do 

exactlywhat they do now, take a taxi, shuttle service or private automobile to 
/ and from the airport to be delivered to the ticketing area for their departing 
; airline, picked up at baggage claim for transportation to their residence or 

going to and from their work place. 

; i 
Lastly, have you thought of the absurdity of passengers getting off an airplane 

i after an 8-9 hour flight, gening on a train to go to Ala Moana Center? Get 
WAL!! 22y;+ 

f Charles M. errell 







Mr. Way~lc Yosliioka 
Director rlcpart~nent ofTrl.ansportation Services 
City and County of I.Ionolulu 
650 South King St. arc1 Floor 
I-Ionol~du 
Hr 96s i 3 

CC Mr. Ted blatley 
1TA Region I X  
20 1 Mission St. Saite 1650 
Sat) Praacisco, CA 94105 

CC Gwarno~. Linda Lingle 
Ba\mii State Capitol 
415 S Hemtania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, I-ll 96813 
CC City Coutxcicil Munbc\*s 

Dear Sir or Mdatn: j:&h ce '"k ,?oc j  

f have read the Executive Su~nmacy of the DDBlS 0x1 the imposed $4.7 billion rtlil ptoject 'md I 
have a few questio~ls. As sonleone who wilt never live long eno~~gh to see it built, .r~~o~ild not ride it 
aoy\vay, and ltnouls no 01x3 who will; t a111 mosl.concct-ned about its cost and its effect upon our cconorny. 
The advocates of the rait project ~ s e d  nly tax doIlaxs to bny votes with one-sidd ads that claitlied this 
project would create jobs and help fllc economy. M y  quesdals are: 

1 ,  If cost estimates are excccded (8s everyone on Earth expects) 01. if ridzrship revenues are tess 
ttlan cxpecled (mother certainty), where will the governlnent (city or state) get the mnoney? 

2. IT yoit are goi11g to fax tile non-t*idcrs so that the riders car1 pay bss and be siibsidized, will you '., 
tax orller lion-users (i.e. the entire stuto) as well or will you just h x  those that can't escape? 

3. if it becotnes obvious that rail will not cl-esto jolrs, pay for itself, be affordable, or solvz our 
trat1.i~ probletn., can this project be tern~it~ated and the cxisiu~g columns ,mil pillers be convei*ted to 
tolnbstoucs for rhe poliriciat~s regonsibk For this mess? 

Sincerely, 

99-1647 Aim Iidgiils Drive 
Aiea CLi 9670 1 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 . Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. William H. Follmer 
99-1 647 Aiea Heights Drive 
Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Dear Mr. Follmer: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your comments will be addressed in the same manner as submitted. 

I. Both ridership and financial discussions in the Final EIS address 
concerns about the uncertainties associated with ridership and financial markets. 
Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources anticipated to be used to pay 
for the capital costs of the Project and takes into account the current economic downturn. 
Capital costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for 
by a combination of FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds and FTA Section 5307 Funds 
from the Federal government and revenues from the County General Excise and Use 
Tax (GET) surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS 
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discusses the risks and uncertainties associated with the funding and other sources of 
revenue that could be used if needed. 

In addition, Section 6.4 of the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for 
ongoing operating and maintenance costs associated with maintaining the resulting 
transit system in a state of good repair. Operating and maintenance costs will be paid for 
from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal funding, fare revenues, and 
subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. Funding for guideway 
maintenance will be covered in the City's annual budgeting process and amounts to 
between 2 and 3 percent of the City's annual operating budget. 

Ridership projections for the forecast year of 2030 have been developed 
using the travel demand model used by the Oahu Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(OahuMPO) for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP), which was calibrated 
and validated to current year conditions. The model is based upon a set of realistic input 
assumptions regarding land use and demographic changes between now and 2030 and 
expected transportation levels-of-service on both the highway and public transit system. 
OahuMPO undergoes model updates every five years to reflect land use and 
transportation network changes. The model is approved by the OahuMPO Technical 
Advisory Committee. Based upon the model and these key input assumptions, 
approximately I 16,000 trips per day are expected to use rapid transit system on an 
average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was published, the travel demand model 
has been refined by adding an updated air passenger model, defining more realistic drive 
access modes to project stations, and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home- 
based direct-demand element based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

The Project is one of the first in the country to design and undertake an 
uncertainty analysis of this type of travel forecast. An uncertainty analysis evaluates the 
variability of the forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and lower limits of ridership 
projections. FTA has worked closely with the City during this effort. A variety of factors 
were considered in the uncertainty analysis. Given all the factors considered, the 
anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 2030 is expected to be between 105,000 to 
130,000 trips per day, bracketing the official forecast of I 16,000 riders a day used for all 
calculations. 

2. Funding sources for the Project, including allowance for contingencies, 
are documented in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The primary funding source for capital 
costs is the County's GET surcharge, which applies to Oahu only. 

3. Overall, the Project is projected to increase jobs during the nine years of 
construction to 7,500 in total (see Table 4-34 in the Final EIS). The financial plan is 
balanced for the entire Project so there will not be a situation in which only a portion of 
the system will be built. If there is a shortfall, additional revenue sources will be 
considered. Section 6.6 of the Final EIS discusses risks and uncertainties, as well as 
potential sources to cover shortfalls. Islandwide congestion (as measured by vehicle 
hours of delay) will decrease 18 percent with the Project compared to the No Build 
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Alternative (see Table 3-14 of the Final EIS). Column size and location make them 
impractical for use as tombstones. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. 
Director 

Enclosure 



FORD ISLAND PROPERTIES, LLC 
731 Bishop Street. hnaoka Tw.ver. Suiie 2750 . nonolultr. :Jawaii 96813 . 302 584-7900 a F A X  808 BH5.7'J lO 

January 29,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yosilioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Sewims 
630 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Ilanolulu, Hawai'i 968 13 

Draft Envirol~mcutal Impact Statemcnt, Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project, Island of O'ahu 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above document. Ford Island 
Properties LLC ("FIP'') presently controis several properties in the 'Ewa District that likely wilI 
be impacted by the proposed transit conidor project. FXP leases from Lhe Unitcd States Navy the 
400 acre residential area along the 'Ewa coastline known as the Waterfront at Pu'ulon (formerly 
the Iroquois Point Naval Housing area), which contains t, 4451 single-hily and townhomc 
residential d~vellings. In addition, FIP rccently negotiated the lease of approximately 498 acres 
of property situated along Koosevelt Avenue within Kalaeioa (formerly known as Naval Air 
Station Barbers Point). FIP owns an additional 53 acres of land in Kalaeloa, adjacent to the 
abovementioned 498 acres. In total FXP controls 1550 acres of land in Kalaeloa. FIP's Kalaeloa 
properties c u t ~ e ~ ~ t l y  comprise a mix of vacant land, occupied buildings and older vamnt 
buiiditlgs. FIP acquired its leasehold interest in the Kalaeeloa lands for their potential for 
redevelopment to higher and better uses. 

As a landowner/lessee with a significant property interest in the 'Ewa region, we offer the 
following comments. 

2. As o, landowner and lessee in the Kalaeloa area, we wish to point out that I.<daeloa will 
evcmtwally emerge as zr sigifivzmt development area in the 'Ewa regi.on, and as such, 
should be referenced and ackno~viedged. in transit planning. While the text on page 2- 14 

We note that the Draft EIS identifies the preferred alternative as a transit corridor 
extenciing from East Kapolci to the University of Hawai'i at Manoa. However; Figure 2- 
5 indicates a planned extension of the transit corridor linking the proposed East KapoIei 
Transit Station to an eventual transit sttdtion in West Kapolei near Kdaeloa Boulevard. 
Figure 2-5 depicts the alignment of the planned extension in a inantler that is generally 
consistent with the transit route alignment. depicted in the aforementioned Kaiaeloa 
Master Plan. We note that the proposed planned extension through Kalaeloa, as shown in 
thc crlment Draft EXS, could impact the dcvclopment potential ~Fapproximatel y ten (10) 
parcels of FIP's lands in Kalaeloa. As such, while we recognize that the planned 
extension is beyond the scope of the Drafi EIS, we respecfilly request that FIP be 
inclutled in my discussions concerning the eventual implementation of the planned 
extension as it may have a significant impact upon FIP's Kalaeloa properties. 
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acknowf edges that the proposed East Kapolei transit station will serve local iu(1 express 
transit commuters from 'Ewa, 'Ewa Beach, Kapulei and Kaiaeloa, we note a general 
omission andlor inaccuracy anlong the figures in the Draft EIS with regard to its 
references to Kalaeloa. Figure 1-3 includes the labels "Kapolei, Kataeloa, 'Ewa, and Ewa 
Beicb. Figure 1-4, entitled Major Activity Centers, identifies "KKdaekoa Industrial Pik" 
as site number 5 and locates it roughly in thc area whex Fort Barrette Road enters 
ICalaeloa and intersects with Roosevelt Avenue and Saatoga Iload. However, we are not 
aware of any existing or planned deveioplnent catled the Kataeloa Industrial Park in this 
region. Figures 1-5, 1-6,2-5,4-14 and 4-39 only reference Kapolei and 'Ewa. Fiyre 2- 
38 references Kapolei, East Kapolei, 'Ewa and 'Ewa Beach. Figure 3-7 references 
Kapolei and Ewa. Figure 4-2, which identifies land uses in the region, depicts no 
industrial land use in the loctttion of the Kalaeloa Tnduskial Park identified in Figure 1-4. 
Figure 4-3 only references East Kapolei. Pigwe 4-43 references Kapolei, 'Ewa, and 'Ewa 
Beach. We request that the variou. figures be corrected to accurately and uniformly 
reference major place names in the 'Ewa region, including Kalaeloa. 

Again, thank you for the opportu~lity to cormnenb 011 the Draft EIS. We look forward to 
receiving a copy of the Final ETS upon its con~pletion. Sliould you have any questions regarding 
our wmnents, please contact me at (805) 585-7900. 

Very truly yours, 
Ford Island Properties, LLC 

Steve Goth 
Vice President 

Cc: bh. T d  Maatley 
FTA Region IX 
20 1 iMission Street, Suite I650 
San Frsuzcisco, CA 941 05 
(4 1 5 )  744-3 133 

Office of Environmental Quaiity Control 
235 S .  Beretania St., Suite 702 
HonoluIu, Hawaii 968 13 
(808) 768-8303 
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December 29,2008 

Robert Fowler 
750 Amana Street #SO1 
Honolulu, HI968 14 

&pt of Transportation 
650 S. King St. 3rd Fi 
Honolulu, IiI 968 13 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am concerned about your ambitious timetable regarding the rail transit system. X 
believe you should conduct a more in depth study on alternate transit suoh as elevated toll 
highway Imes and a more expansive bus system. I am also concerned about burial 
grounds, historical sites and the loss of pristine views of this island lhat is too small for a 
fixed rail system You have done studies in other counties on their rail systems but it 
doesn't colnpare with Honoiulu because of our size, were just too small. The future of 
this island is to move toward a green economy Iike electric cars because once the rail is 
built it will continue to draw power and require unwanted maintenance and when the 
power goes out so does the r i l .  ft seems that Mayor Mufi Hannernm is trying to push 
this proiect tlirough before he leaves office and isn't telling us everything about the 
ultimate costs, so slow down before you jump to tIze wrong conclusions. 

Respectfully, 
Copy to: Charles Djou 









Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 2/6/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : David 
Last Name : Friar 
BusinesslOrganitation : 
Address : 44-141 Hako St #5 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : Kaneohe 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96744 
Email : davidfriara hawaii.rr.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 02/06/2009 
Submission ContentlNotes : I am against the rail project. It will be noisy and disruptive, not nearly 

flexible enough if needs change (unlike buses) and way too expensive at 
a time when basic services are being cut. 
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From: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 6:00 PM 
To: Yadao, Elisa; Nishioka, Edward M, 
Cc: Miyamoto, Faith; Hamayasu, Toru; Thorn, Sharon Ann; Stoeck, Lynette 
Subject: FW: Honolulu Transit Project DEE 
Importance: High 

Aloha auinala! 

Another comment for the DEIS. 

A hui hou. 

Wayne 

" 

From: Cinnie Frith [mailto:cfrith@fbsrngt.corn] 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 248 PM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Honolulu Transit Project DEIS 

I would like to comment on a few of my many concerns about this project that are not covered to my satisfaction 
in the DEIS. My two main concerns have always centered around cost as it pertains to projected usage and 
available jobs for Hawaiian workers. 

As to costs, touched upon in Chapter 1, what if we go "over budget" or we don't receive the federaf money as 
expected? What if the increased GET tax is not enough to pay for the citizen's portion of the project? What if 
ridership does not materialize as anticipated? What if all of your mitigation efforts, which ate very poorly explained 
throughout the report, do not work well enough to "mitigate"? 



In Chapter 2 of the report on page 5 you state-"The managed lane alternative would not have supported the 
planned concentrated future population and employment growth because it would not provide concentrations of 
transit service that would serve as a nucleus for TOD". This statement reminds me of the tail waging the dog, in 
that 1 was under the distinct impression that this project was to relieve traffic congestion, and not the other way 
around! What is the source used for stating that there are "no funding sources" for this afternative? 

On page 13 of Chapter 2, you talk about "committed congestion- a relief project in the Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan 2030. Can you expand on the meaning of this project? Did t also read correctly that there was 
need for a traction power substation EVERY MILE? On page 38 they talk about the provision for vehicular 
propulsion and auxilliary power to be housed in a steel "box" with dimensions of 4O'long by 16'wide by 22"wide! 
Were will they be located and how will they be protected as they will contain transformers, rectifiers, batteries and 
ventilation-all connected to an existing electrical grid? 

On page 39 of Chapter 2, you do address use of the "local" work force, stating that one of the reasons for the 
phase approach to the entire project is toUmatch the rate of construction to what can be maintained with the local 
workforce and resources". Can you elaborate on the skill level needed for much of this project and if the work 
force has the capacity to take on such a huge and daunting task? Again, I sense the tail is wagging the dog! 

On to Chapter 3 page 2-What is an on board transit survey? It appears that one was completed and became part 
of the OMPO travet demand forecasting model which was used to "predict" future traffic conditions and Transit 
ridership. Then on page 26, it is stated that "under any build alternative average travel time on transit would 
improve dramatically, enhancing overall mobitty and accessibility". Is this statement inclusive of all time getting 
from point A(initia1 departure) to point 8(finaf destination)? Then you go on to say,"ln some cases, transit travel 
times would be 112 of today's time". Could you give a specific example? 

Page 28-table 3-5 really has me confused! Station to station travel times with down time are clearly stated in 
columns, but two of the columns are missing 7 statsltimes and the other two are missing Sstatsltimes. How can 
you come up with a realistic total when you're missing so much information? I must also state that I have never 
believed for one moment that the down time at each station was realistic to what is needed for people to get on 
and off any form of public transportation SAFELY. 

Chapter 3 page 37 states that there will be no reduction of the number of roadway lanes upon completion of the 
project (table 3-21), but as I continued through this section to page 43 I was alarmed to realize that some areas 
would loose their 4' bike lanes and have to co-mingle. with traffic on a shared lane that was now downsized to 24' 
wide. Other areas would see more narrow sidewalks with pedestrians having less space. It would appear we're 
robbing Peter(The people) to pay PaulThe train), and it feels like a very slippery slope for public safety. 

Finally-pages 48-50 talk about a Traffic Plan on how you minimize construction effects, but is there a plan in 
place? The same question is asked about a Transit Mitigation Plan-is there one in place? 

My concerns do continue, especially where the esthetics of this project are concerned. In your initial summary on 
page 6 you talk about this project as "trying to enhance the visual and esthetic opportunities that it creates". 
Looking beyond the horrendous cost and all the political wheeling and dealing, I hate to see this beautiful 
island blighted with this "steel elephanr' and our grandchildren choked with a financial burden they do not deserve 
nor can ill afford. 

Cynthia Frith 











Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1/6/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : William 
Last Name : Froelich 
BusinessiOrganization : Colliers 
Address : 2572 LEMON ROAD 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 1105 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 5 
Email : wf roelichO hotrnail.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01/06/2009 
Submission ContenffNotes : Is there any info available on what areas may be subject to a zoning 

change? I have a home near a planed rail area and would like to know. 
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Status : initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 1 /20/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Kathleen 
Last Name : Fung 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : Airport 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : Hi 
Zip Code : 9681 6 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Maifing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 11/20/2008 
Submission ContenVNotes : I am pro the airport route as opposed to Salt Lake. Having grown up in 

,- New York and Connecticut, with rail the primary method of public 
transportation, 1 walked to the train station, about 2 miles. It's just easier 
than driving and finding and paying for parking in New York City. Salt 
Lake residents can watk, bus, bike or drive to pick up the train at the 
Lagoon station (be sure there is free parking). We have good weather 
here! Not sleet, freezing rain and snow. Be smart! Put it where it will 
get the most use and decrease the most traffic. People will adjust to 
anything that makes their life cheaper and easier. The Salt Lake 
residents will adjust to picking up their train a few miles away. Adult 
commuters where I grew up, took their "station carn, a cheap, get around 
car, 15 - 20 minutes to the station, picked up the train for the 60 minute 
ride to New York, and walked to thew offices. It's what you do when you 
live or work in a crowded city. We are no different. It's just not yet 
second nature to us. The airport route has the potential to sewice a 
much wider popuiation. 







REGARDING DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

TO: MR. WAYNE YOSHIOKA 
Dept. of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 So. King St., 3rd Floor 
Honoftllu, I-ii 96813 

From: Mrs. Leatrice Fung 
3088 La Pietra Circle ' 

! I-lonolulu, Hawaii 9681 5 

I am very much against the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Deis) for the folfowing 
t 
i 

reasons: 

Rail is completely dependent on fossil fuel (much of it foreign fossil fuel) 'throughout 
it's life. This is exactfy the opposite of what we should be doing. We should be reducing 
our dependency on fossil fuels. Vehicle energy is moving away from fossil fuels. 'Every 
few years there is an improvement away from fossil fuels. Rail is. the worse climate warmer. 

The need to replace our sewer system is much more important than building the 
rail system. Our untreated sewage leaking, discharging, or gushing out of our sewage 
pipes is not only hygienically unsafe but disgusting and repulsive. The accident on McCulty 
last month was unnecessary and shamefui. 

! 

The visual blight of efevated rail lines throughout town will be an eye sore 
wherever it goes. Imagine the height of the rail around Nordstrorn being 145' above 
ground. 

The noise blight of the rail system 79db at 50 ft will cause nerves to fray, the 
gradual deterbration of the neighborhoods accompanied with economic costs, and reduced 
property taxes. 

I 
! 
i *Rail will create increased traffic congestion in town as supporting pillors take away 
i valuable road space. 

. Hot lanes provide cheaperhetter salutions to our traffic problems so why not save 
the money? Our state budget is over $1 billion in debt this year before we even start. 

Sincerely yours, 







Mr. Lawrence and Mrs. Leatrice Fung 
Page 3 
 
 
(RTD 2009m) that will be implemented in final design to minimize visual effects of the Project.  
For example, guideway materials and surface textures will be selected in accordance with 
generally accepted architectural principles to achieve effective integration between the 
guideway and its surrounding environment.  Landscape and streetscape improvements will 
mitigate potential visual impacts, primarily for street-level views. 
 
 Other measures to address visual impacts of the Project are being developed through 
the station design and planning process.  The initial station area plans and design guidelines 
were first developed with coordination between DTS and the Department of Planning and 
Permitting (DPP).  The next level of transit station design focuses on integrating individual 
neighborhood characteristics of the communities served by the stations. 
 
 The following mitigation framework will be included in the Project to minimize negative 
visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it creates: 
 

• Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent design framework 
for the Project with consideration of local context. 

• Coordinate the project design with City TOD planning and DPP. 
• Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on station design 

elements. 
• Consider specific sites for landscaping and trees during the final design phase when 

plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape architect.  Landscape and 
streetscape improvements will serve to mitigate potential visual impacts. 
 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS, Design Principles and Mitigation includes information related to 
the mitigation framework described above.  Specifically architecture and landscape design 
criteria include guidelines regarding site design, materials and finishes, and lighting, which apply 
to stations, station areas, and the guideway.   
   
 As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts.  Without mitigation, moderate impacts would occur at upper floors of a few high-
rise buildings (as shown in Table 4-18 in the Final EIS).  With mitigation in place (sound 
absorbing material, parapet wall and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new 
noise generated by the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places.    
 
 In addition, as seen in other cities, the value of properties with access to transit stations 
is higher than for properties that are distant from the system.  In addition, other development, 
including retail, businesses, schools, etc., could occur near transit stations.  
 
 The Airport Alternative will not result in any lanes being taken away.  Some lane widths 
will be reduced to accommodate column placement; however, this will not affect roadway 
capacity.  Table 3-21 of the Final EIS presents information regarding the effects of column 
placement on streets and highways.  As shown in Table 3-23 of the Final EIS, project-related 
traffic will affect six intersections in either the a.m. and/or p.m. peak hours.  At these 
intersections (one near East Kapolei Station, one near UH West Oahu Station, three near the 
Pearl Highlands Station, and one near Ala Moana Center Station), traffic volumes under the 
Project will increase delay compared to the No Build Alternative.  The Project will include 





RECORD #147 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : In Process
Record Date : 12/8/2008
First Name : Dexter
Last Name : Furuhashi
Business/Organization :
Address : 1564 North King St.
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96817
Email : dexter_furuhashi@notes.k12.hi.us
Telephone : 808 2165348
Telephone Extension :
Add to Mailing List : Email
Submission Method : Website
Submission Content/Notes : For the proposed transit centers and park n' rides, what is the noise and

traffic impact radius indicated and what document discusses such
impact ?

Is there a conceptual drawing of a transit center or park n' ride located
on line ?

Reply Requested : Yes
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From: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Sent: Friday, February 06,2009 3:04 PM 
To: Yadao, Elisa; Nishioka, Edward M. 
Cc: Miyamoto, Faith; Hamayasu, Toru; Thorn, Sharon Ann; Stoeck, Lynette 
Subject: FW: Comments on EIS for Honolulu Fixed Guideway Mass Transit System 
Xmportance: High 

Aloha kakou! 

Another DElS comment. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

From: Alan Gano [mailto:gerneaux@hawaii.rr.com~ 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 2:56 PM 
To: Ted.MaMey@dot.gov 
Cc: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Comments on EIS for Honolulu Fixed Guideway Mass Transit System 

I have not even bothered to read the EIS, primarily because I learned from my previous participation in testifying 
before the Honolulu City Council and it's Transportation Committee, attending, speaking at, and asking questions 
at numerous public "misUinformation meetings and other public forums; that the complete process has been co- 
opted by the Mayor, certain City Councilpersons, DTS and the contractors, Parsons Brinckerhoff and 
InfraConsult, with apparent collusion or at least acquiesence by DTA officials and members of the Hawaii 
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Congressional dalegation, 

I have consistently supported a fair and competitive bidding process for the selection of both the technology and 
the vendor (whicn is allegedly the FTA policy), but with the elimination of the HSST Maglev, we have lost the 
environmental war in the transportation arena since the environmental footprint of the proposed steel wheel on 
steel rail system, will dwarf that of the HSST Maglev, including guideway sizeiwidth, air pollution, noise pollution. 
asthetics and cost. 

It is a sad day for the mis-informed citizens and taxpayers of Honolulu; when their Mayor and other public officials 
can lie to them and cheat them. and the local print and broadcast media as well as our federal officials do not hold 
them accountable. 

Alan R. Gano 
P O .  Box 29521 
Honolulu, HI 96820-1921 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 11t012008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Ginalynn 
Last Name : Garces 
BusinessIOrganization : Student 
Address : 215 n king st 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 1608 
City : honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96817 
Email : gina08garces@yahoo.com 
Telephone : 2067346501 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 111 012008 
Submission ContenVNotes : Hi this is Ginalynn. I had just moved here about a year ago. i have family 

in Kapolei. At times, I spend the night at family member's house in the 
westside of Oahu and i feel that something should be done with the 
traffic in the mornings, it is horrible, the rail in fact is a good start in 
helping reduce the traffic flow. It takes me about 2 or 3 hours to get to 
china town in the early mornings. 
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- .  
transit system technology, has basically "Lakcn a back seal" to the city administration in rcccnt 
months. It was unable to pass a resoluti6n for the proper ballot question for November, to have a 
transit authority-which the city wanted-4evclop a fixed guidcway &ansit system. Instead, it 
accepted the wording of a transit foe and wc were left with the steel wheels question. The city, 
for its part, ignored the council and appasently went ahead with this EIS long before the ballot 
question was approved by the council. Approval of steel wheels on the ballot does not eliminate 
other suppliers from the competition, but thcEIS basically just "brushes off' tlxee other 
technologies by usiug a recommendation fiom a highly suspect (so-called) expert panel. This 
limiting of alternatives was refcssed to in the state's review ofthe EIS as "troubling." 

1 am not here to support two of those eliminated technologies, and intend to .speak only as a 
proponent of the HSST elevated urban magnetic levitation system. Chapter 02 of the EIS covers 
Alternatives Considcrcd. In Section 2.1.3, magnetic levitation is listed as a proprietary system 
unproven in the U.S. Because it is not in the U.S. does not ~nake it unproven. Using this 
rationale would leave us still traveling in covcrcd wagons. In fact, the Federal Transit 
Adrninist~ation has called the HSST a maturc technology, and the system has been in revenue 
service in Nagoya, Japan since early 2005 with a reliability rating of well over 99 percent. 

The section goes on to slate that "none ol'thc proprietary technologies offered substantial proven 
performance, cost, and reliability benefits comparcd to steel whecl operatihg on steel rail." 
Conccming the HSST, tllat statement is not only rnislcading but is patently hlse. Compared to 
steel wheel systems, the HSST mag-lev. is faster, much qnieter, and safcr (because of its wrap- 
around-the-beam confi~ps~ation). Its guideway also is not only less obtsusive but will bc at least 
20 perccnt cheaper to build. This is extremely important when one examines guideway kcngth 
for the three alternatives and compares associated costs given in Chapter 06 with expectcd 
sources of funds. 

'The city has funding for a 20-mile minimum opcrable segment (or MOS) but includes an 
alternative in Section 2.2.2 that shows a combined airport and Salt Lake alternative of 25 miles. 
Not only docs this alteii~ative place the projcct over even projected budgets but it excludes any 
extension tu the UH-Manoa campus. Personally, 1 strongly favor the airport and military base 
routing over one on Salt Lake Bouleviud. If, however, the HSST were allowed to compete, and 
were to win the transit competition, it might bc possible to satisfl most of the interested parties. 

If the amount ol'labor and materials p l m e d  for [he MOS were applied to HSST developn~c~~t, 
an additional five milcs of guideway could be constructed within Lhe MOS budgct and timclines. 
'This would accommodate the airport alignment, extension to UII-Manoa, and spurs into thc Salt 
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Lake area as well as Waikiki. The only way to take advantage of the costs savings associated 
with thc mag-lev is to enswc that guideway spccifications are left open to suppliers in tlle 
Kcquest for Proposals (or RFP). In Figure 2-9, the Draft EIS shows a guideway of 28-32 feet, as 
well as a parapet wall (for noise mitigation). This solid s t ~ c t u r e  bridge is much larger thal what 
is needed for the FISST, two beanis with open space between the beams and a cross-scction of 21 
feet..-with no need for noise mitigation walls. 'fie nmower profile ofthe mag-lcv goidcwdy, 
coupled with the much lower sound level of the system, also will result in less impact on homes, 
businesses, and other facilities along the transit route. Obviously, if the Figure 2-9 charl 
bccomes the specification in the RlY, the mag-lev cost advantage is negated. I will be 
submitting a comment that this chart be deleted, or shown as an examplc applicable only for steel 
wheel systems. 

Finally, the costs for operations and maintenance shown in Table 6-3 reflect steel wheel on steel 
rail amounts anywhese fiom $1 2-1 d million morc pcr year than would be needed for the mag-lcv.. 
Despite an extra ten percent in electricity to levitate its kain cars, the HSST's virtually 
frictionless running results in lowcrcd costs along with a smoothcr ridc. Ovcr 30 years of 
operations, tbat equates to $360-540 million in savings to island taxpayers. 

:I'hc bottom line is precisely that: Prevent the HSST mag-lev from competing and we pay more 
rnoucy for what may be an inferior systcm. If thc city is so certain tbat steel wlieel on steel rail is 
superior, modify this EIS appropriately, keep the RI'P specifications general enough to enable all 
suppliers to have a chance, and allow thc HSST to compete. After testifying at the City Council 
the other day, Iliad a discussion with a steel wlueels supporter outside the chamber. IIe told me 
that adding evaluatiotus of 0 t h  tcchiologics in the EIS would cost an additional $1.5 million. 
Let us placc that expenditure in perspective. Compared to the 5.4 billion year-of-expenditure 
dollars for an airport aligmnent, it is ,0000277 percenf or one 36,000th of the cost. This would 
cc~tainfy be money well spcnt. Take the delay, spend the money, really open the co~uipetition, 
imd do somelhing positive for this island's lilxpayers and commuters. 

92-1370 Kikaha Street 
Kapolei, HI 96707 









Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Deyartment of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Mr. Yoshioka: 

Attachments to this letter contain three pages of general comments and ten pages of specific 
comments on the drali Environmental Impact Statement produced by the City and County of 
Honolulu for its High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. I believe that you and Mayor 
T3amema.m still havc time to correct your current direction toward holding a steel wheel on steel 
rail-only competition, and hope that you seriously consider "reversing course." 

I am sure that your department and the contractor team are aware of persistent critical comrnenb 
in letters and postings to online newspaper articles concerning the transit project There are the 
obvious postings from the Stop Rail Now group, but there also are a number of people (aside 
fio~n me) who want transit but do not like the obvious attempts by the city to limit the 
competition. 

Whether or not members of the State Legislature are serious about making an attempt to seize or 
delay thc surcl~arge collections going into the special l i d  for transit, there is little doubt that 
transit foes are continuiug to look for ways to end the project. I recommend that the city make 
an announcement that there will, indeed, be a fair and open competition for both the guideway 
development and the transit technology. It would not only deflect a considerable amount of 
criticism but may return some previous supporters to fir11 backing for the project. Aloha. 

&&y-Lr 
Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Strect 
Kapolei, HI 96707 
(808) 672-9170 
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General Comments on the Honolul~r High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental l~npact Statement @IS) 

Provicled by: Prank Genadio 
92-1370 K h h n  Street 
Kapolei, IiI 96707 
(808) 672-9170 

It is necessary to prefacc my general and specific comments to the draft EIS because, although I 
remain a strong supporter of fixed-rail, I bave bccorne disillusioned by the way in which the 
project has been handled by the administration of the City and County of Honolulu (the City) and 
the kIonolulu City Council. I am a former member of the Committee for Balanced 
Transportation (CBT), which was formed as a non-partisan tax-exempt goup to foster education 
for integrated transportation and advocate for a rapid transit system for the island of O'ahu To 
assist with that god, a small grant was received a few years ago from the American Public 
Transportation Association and (perhaps) $2,000 remained as of mid-2008. I terminated my 
CBT membership when I learned in December through a newspaper article that more than 
$342,000 (from "contributions" made by transit contractors and their employces and Outrigger 
Enterprises Inc.) had been "fimneled Ulrough" the CBT in its "Go Rail Go" guise to back the 
City's steel wheel on steel rail (SWSR) advocacy. I also was (perl~aps I still an) a member of 
the Transit Solutions Advisory Committee (TSAC; now known as the Transit Advisory 
Committee) formed by Mayor Mufi FIannemann. 'Them have been no TSAC meetings in the 
past several months or, if there have been meetings, I have not received an invitation. While a 
member of the CBT, I also served as a CBT representative to the Citizen Advisory Committee 
(CAC) of the O'ahu Metropolitan Planning Organization. 

As much as I would have liked to continue my (completely voluntary) effort as a member of the 
City's team, the change in my status stems from my public support for a fair and open 
competition among all transit system suppliers that qualified, based on the City's own criteria in 
ils Requcst for Infomlation. I believe that the HSST urban magnetic levitation (mag-lev) system 
currently operating in Nagoya, Japan would be a strong competitor-if allowed to compete. It 
also is necessary for me to state that I have no formal connection with the HSS?"s supplier, 
Mitsubishi-Itochu, and havc not and will not receive any compensation from their companies. 
My sole intention is seeing l-ionolulu obtain the best w i t  system at the best price. 

Presumably, the City is meeting ail of the legal requirements of the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) before it pursues federal hnding for the transit project. It is, however, 
apparently ignoring the "spirit?' of FTA guidelines while following a course of action that is not 
in the best interests of O'ahu taxpayers and commuters. The EIS must be modified to cover all 
qualifying rail systcms-even if it means additional expenditure of planning and analysis h d s  
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and a delay in the document's completion. (Personally, I feel that the contracted analytical team 
should have produced a compreliensive product with funding allocated to date.) One has to be 
impressed by the mrmbcr of analysts who have worked on this project and their levels of 
education and experience (as given in the draft E1S)--but one also has to wonder at thc secming 
lack of imagination and vision shown by the city. Bascd on what is contained in the drdtt EIS, 
particularly in documents from two to three years ago, it appears that the whole process was used 
to orchestrate for an SWSR system. 

My support for the IISST actually stems from a trip to Japan made by Mayor Hannemann and 
three members of the City Council in 2005. They praised the I3SST and were even pictured 
demonstrating how tittle effort it took to move tho (levitated) 52-ton hain (kIono\uiu Star- 
13ulIetin, October 2005). 1 then W e d  research into learning more about an urban mag-lev, 
lcading to my advocacy. Both high-speed and urban mag-lev systems opcrate or are under 
development in several nations and will undoubtedly continue to proliferate. The Maglev 2008 
Conference in San Diego in December demonstrated the level of interest in modernizing U.S. 
Wansportation systems. Critics of the mag-lev cite the thousands of miles of steel rail tracks 
throughout tllc continental United States that would no longer be of use, leading to the extra 
expense of building mag-lev guideways. There is no such concern on the island of O'ahu, where 
wc will ''start from scratch." Implementation of a modern mag-lev system in Honolulu would 
not only be effective but would, in fact, be an attraction for this tourism-oriented city. 

Concerning the document, a general statemcnt on property acquisition is needed. The tables and 
paagmphs in Chapter 4 arc all bqed solely on an SWSR system. The numbers would probably 
apply as well to a rubber tire on concrete rail system but would likely be lower for both monorail 
and mag-lev systems, which require less space along their guideways. 

The discussions in Chapter 5 concerning acquisition of properties, including some of historical 
significance, are all applicable only to SWSR systems. Analysis of impacts on these properties 
must be madc for each of the other forms of iixcd-rail. In the cases of the monorail and mag-lev, 
the impact would certainly be lessened because of the (relatively) narrower width of their 
guideways. 

The discussion on wsts in Chapter 6 applies only to SWSR systems. Rather than comment 
specifically on each section of the chapter as well as the costs given elsewhere in the document, 
the following is a summation of tho major costs associated with implementation of the HSST 
wban mag-lev system. (NOTE: I did not find detailcd costs for the Hitachi monorail-and will 
leave any justification for that system up to its supplier. Thc costs for the I-ISST are based on 
presentations made by Itochu representatives to the kIonolulu City Council.) 
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The drdR EIS lists costs for the (now selected) Airport Alternative at $5.433 billion. A steel 
wheels bridge construction (using 49 pcrccnt of total cost) would be $2.662 billion, or a cost per 
mile of $133 million. The IISST supplier estimates construction for the mag-lev guideway 
would be $570 million less, or $2.092 billion, resulting in a cost per mile of $105 million. Using 
the steel wheels budget of $2.662 billion, at least 25 miles of mag-lev guideway could be built 
(i.e., enough to rcach the campus of the University of Hawaii [UH] in Manoa, an important link 
for ridership, with spurs to the Salt Lake Shopping Center and Waikiki). 

Operations and maintenance (O&M) costs also will be cheaper using the HSST. Despite a need 
for about ten percent additional electricity to lcvitate the train, the virtuatly frictionless running 
of the mag-lev is estimated at 20 to 30 prcent less (than an SWSR system) per year. Enornlons 
savings would be realized over 30 years, considerably easing the bufden on taxpayers' fnnding 
for the traosit subsidy. O&M cost comparisons arc given on page 8 ofthe specific comments, 
for BlS page 6-7. O&M costs savings aloue would enable guideway extension into Centml 
O'ahu, amajor ridership area. Given the significant savings thnt can be realizcd with the ITSST, 
how is it possible for thc City to justify limiting the competition to SWSR systems? 

The City's plan also is disappointing in its lack of any foresight for some form of express 
service, which would be likely to create a significant boost in ridership-particularly from West 
O'ahu into Downtown IIonolulu and (eventually) UH and Waikiki. The EIS mentions more than 
once the possibility of having train operators. Any modem system should be capable of fully 
automated operations controlled kom the transit operations center, and an opemtor would do 
nothing more than add to O&M costs. 

I remain hopefld that tile City will realize Ulat the present course of action isdetrimental to the 
best interests of the taxpayers and commuters of O'ahu, and will pursue a fair and open 
competition among all qualified transit system suppliers. This can be accomplished by not 
"tailoring" the specifications (particularly for the gnideway) to favor SWSR systems, and by 
placing a statement prominently up fiont in any Request for Proposals that s%tes something like 
"All guideway developers and -it system suppliers that qualified under the City's Request for 
I~~fomation are invit~rl to bid." 

IT IS TIME FOR A 21 ST CENTURY SOLUTION! 

I will end my general comments with the following extract from President Barack Obama's 
inauyral Address: "And those of us who manage the public's dollars will be held to account, to 
spend wisely, reform bad habits, and do our business in the tight of day, because only then can 
we restore the vital trust between a people and heir govemtnent." 
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Specific Con~ments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Fraqk Genndin 
Paragrauh Title (abbreviatdJ Statement on Which Comn~ent is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

7 Purpose o f ~ e  Draft ElS Notice of Intent pihlislted in federal register 
The achlal statement in the Notice of Intent is pertinent to my criticism of the city's 

actions to date. It states that 'The draft EIS would consider five distinct transit technologies: Light rail 
transit, rapid rail h;u~sit, nrhber-tired guided vehicles, a magnetic levitation system, and amonorail 
system." The EIS does not come cloge to anything nseinbling a consideration of technologies other than 
steel wheels on steel rails (SWSR), presumably fitting into the first category above (since it is not planned 
as  being "rapid"). 

8 Purpose of thc Draft EIS ... core 19-mile alignment. .. 
... along Salt Lake Boulevard ... first 

City Council action has changed the alignmen$ change "19-mile" to "20-mile" and 
change "along Salt Lake Boulevard" to "along a route by Honolulu International Airport" 

S-4 Altemativcs Considered "The panel's report resulted in the City establishing 
steel wheel operating on steel rail as  the technolo gy... 
This eiiminatcd the other technologics fro111 further 
consideration." 

This statement sho~ild be removed bccause several meetings of the City Council followed 
tlte technology panel meetings, which w e r d o  say the least-incomplete because of the requirements of 
the "Sunshine Law." The council never did pass a bill concerning technology and the panel's 
recomn~ended SWSR system never received more than four (of nine) positive votes in any committee or 
full council meeting. It took a while to realize that the panel was, in fact, a s  SWSR "set-up" with four of 
five members having either no or very little knowledge of non-SWSR systems. The fiffh member, 
Professor Patios D. Prevedouros (with whom I seldom agree but did in this case), criticized its 
proceedings extensively in the Honolulu Star-Bulletin's April 17.2008 edition, in acolumn titled "Transit 
panel selection was case study in manipulation." The EIS seems to "downplay" the impact the panel's 
selection had on subsequent events; for example, it does not provide the names of panel nleinbers. The 
names of the other four panelists must be added so that FTA and US.  Department of Trmporlatiou 
officials can determine Cortllemsclves whether or not this gmup was objective-or was, in fact, made up 
of men witli little knowledge of non-SWSR systems. Recommend the addition of their names: Chair 
Ron Tober, Ken Knight, Henry Kolesar, Steve Bmony, and P m s  Prevedouros. 

S-7 Noise and Vibration A solid parapet wall ... to rcducc noise levels. 
Change "...noise levols!' to "...noise levels if a steel-wlieeldn-steel-rail system is 

selected." Parapet walls and wheel skirts would not be required for the HSST urban magnetic levitation 
(mag-lev) system hecause of its much lower noise lcvel. (I do not have noise data on the conventional 
monorail but it is also likely that such mitigation measures would not be needed.) It also should be noted 
that the City has never indicated what the (added) costs might be for mitigation meastires. 



Specific Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Frank Genadio 
Paramioh Title (abbreviated) Stltemcnt on Which Co~n~ner~ t  is B& 

Comment and Rationale 

2-3 2.1.1 Scrcening of a Broad Range ... Emerging rail concepts were eliminated becausc 
they have never been proven in rod-world use and 
would not meet the rapid implementation schedule 
for the project. 

This statcrnent should be reworded for clarity to "Emerging rail concepts, otller than 
fixed guideway, were eliminated. .." Emerging rail concepts are not defined. 

2-7 Table 2-2 Alternatives ... Rejected l a s t  three rows under technologies. 
These t ime rows ~ ~ e e d  to be removed bccause of the extremely weak rationale For 

rejection given in the table. There probably are proprietary aspecfs of evely system being consided for 
Honolulu's transit project. Suppliers ofthese three rail technologies, if allowed to compete, would 
ur~donbtedly work with City oflicials to ease any proprietary concerns. The added statement for Magnetic 
Levitation, "unproven in U.S.," is ridiculous. The first use of a steam locomotive was in the United 
Kingdom in 1804, and the fmt commercial use in the United States was in 1829. If anything unproven in 
the U.S. cannot be considered, we would still be moving people and cargo in covered wagons. It should 
be noled (hat the Mitsubishi-Itochu HSST urban mag-lev is now approacl~ing four years ofextremely high 
reliability revenue service in Nagoyg Japan. 

2-8 2.1.3 Alternatives Consideration ... Statement in discussion of panel selection that 
ends with " ... none of the proprietary teehnolog~es 
ot'fered substanlial proven performance, cost, and 
reliability benefits compared to steel wheel 
operating on steel rail." 

Tlds is just another attempt in the document to justify SWSR systems, and is patenlly 
false concerning the HSST mag-lev. Compared to any steel wheels system's performance, the HSST is 
faster (at 62.5 miles per hour compared to 55), much quieter (in fl~e range of an average television level UI 

a home, or at least twice as quiet as noise-mitigated SWSR), and smoother riding because it is levitated 
above its guideway  bean^. As of late last year the IfSST had carried more than 30 million passengers with 
a reliability rating ofmore than 99.9 percent; can any SWSR system match that? As For eosf the HSST 
supplier estimates tltat, at current costs, t l~e  20-mile minimum operable segment (MOS) guideway could 
be built for $570 million less than SWSR. For operations and maintenance (O&M) costs, despite about 
ten percent electricity (needed to levitate the train), the IISST O&M costs would be considelably less per 
year than SWSR (see details for page 6-7 cornmet~t). These benefits are indeed substantial, and indicate 
that the panel's goal was to justify the City's choice, not perform a real evaluation of each of the suppliers 
tl~at met the criteria in tile Request for Information (TWO. The irrelevancy of the panel makes the 
remainder of the EIS incomplete because all of its analyses are based solely on SWSR systems. The last 
two paragaphs ofthis section (2.1.3) should be removed as the first step in the necessary re-write of tliis 
BE. 
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m p h  'Title (abbreviated) Statement on Wltich Cotnment is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

2-9 2.2 Alternatives Evaluated in ... EIS Last paragraph onG'A connection lo..," 
Based on City Council action, reword this sentence to4'A connection to a station along 

Salt Lakc Boulevard could be built as a phasing option.. . . ..and Ala Moana Center along the route 
servicing the Honolulu International Airport." A global search of the docurnent is recommended to 
change to the new primary option of servicing tbe airport. 

2-9 2.2 Build Alternatives Sentence that states "Thc system would use steel 
wheel on steel rail lecbnology!' 

Based on discussions above, change sentence to read 'The system would use a form of 
fixed-rail technology." A "global" cl~ange throughout the document from "steel wheel on steel rail" to 
"fixed-rail" is recommended. 

2-9 2.2.2 Build Alternatives Sentence that states "All parts of the guideway 
would be elevated, except near Leeward 
Conun~~nity College, where it would be in 
exclusive right-of-way." 

This preaunes that it has already been determined tl~at the maintenance and storage 
facility will be at LCC. Earlier in the document, it is indicated that tbe facility may instead be sited along 
Farrington Highway. A change from "Leeward Community College" to "tho system's maintenance and 
storage facility" is suggested. A better solution might be a sllort extension (evenhlally pqrt of the West 
Kapulei line) from the weslemmost terminus of the MOS into Kalaeloa that could accommodate a facility 
sited on the flat land that is being acquired by the state. This could be cheaper to build and sooner to be in 
Operation than a facility near LCC. 

2-19 End of second paragraph on left Change '"assumed iu to be place" to "assr~med to be 
in place" 

Self-explanatory. 

2-1 9 Transit Technology Replace first sentence with more general wording. 
Recommend Ulal first sentence read "The selected hansit system will be a fonn of fixed- 

rail powered by electricity (Figures 2-9A througlt 2-9C depict the type of guideway required for each rail 
technology)." 

2-20 Figure 2-9 Example Vehicle on Elevated Guideway 
This figure's title shonld bo changed to "Example Steel Wheel on Steel Rail or Rubber 

Tire oil Conorete Vchicle on Elevated Guideway" arld the graphic listed as F i y e  2-9A. Figures 2-98 
and 2-9C should be added and show tlle guideways Cor Conventional Monorail and Elevated Maguetic 
Lovitation systems. If the EIS is left as is, and tbis graphic becomes part of the specifications in any bid 
or Request for Proposals-leaving snppliers required to build an elevated guideway of 28-32 I'& wide- 
the monorail and mag-lev cost advantages are negated. These two systems are capable of operating on 
much narrower (and, therefore, less costly and obtrusive) guideways. 
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& &~-pl11'itlo (abbreviated) Statement on Which Co~mnent is Based 

Comnetmt and Rationale 

2-38 Vehicle Maint. and Storage Facility Discussion of LCC site. 
It needs to be pointed out that a considerable amount of leveling is required to flatten the 

ground for a site adjarnot to Leeward Community College. It slmould be noted that this will add to overall 
system costs. 

3-27 Figure 3-9 A.M. Peak-Pericd Transit 'rrdvel Times 
'Tlme f i y r e  reflects times based on local operations (i.e., stops at every stallon). There 

must be Ulought given to some form of express service, and thrs must be done before the s M  oC 
construction for the fust segment of the MOS. Station byjlasses by express trains, which woutd increase 
costs, are the best type orexpress service; however, consideration should at least be givw to skip-station 
operations during rush hours. Every effort should be made lo halve rush how t w i t  times in 2030 
between West O'ahn and destinations in Downtown and Waikiki, to ensure that commuters will see 
substantial gains li.om hansit use (iacluding time from home to departure station and arrival station to 
destination) over operation of their privalely owned vehicles. 

3-39 Table 3-21 C o l c ~ m  Placement Erects on Streets and Ilighways 
Tho f i y r e  title shorrld be changed to 'Column Placement Effects on Streets and 

Highways for the Steel Wheel on Steel Rail Bridge" and additional tables should be made for other rail 
forms. The summary is likely to be different, particularly for monorail and mag-lev guideways. 

3-42 Table 3-23 Potential Effects on Parking due to Fixed 
Guideway Colutnn Placement 

The figure title should he changed to "Potential Effects on Parking doe to Fixed 
G~~ideway Col~nnn Placement for the Steel Wheel on Steel Rail Bridge" and additional tables should be 
muade for other rail forms. The sununary is likely to be different, particularly tor  mo~~orail and mag-lev 
guideways. 

3-50 Construction Pl~asiug Wording on pl~asieg of construction 
Reword to indicate airport routing first, based on City Council route change. 

4-5 ' W l e  4-1 Acquisitions, Displacements, and Relocations 
ldentify this table as applying to SWSR systems, and add tables reflecting what the 

acquisiiio~ls and displacements numbers would be for other forms of rail. 

4-5 Table 4-1 Community Services and Facilities 
Identify llmis table as applying to SWSR systems, and add tables reflecting what the 

partial acquisitions and displaceme~~ts numbers would be for other forms of rail. 

4-8 Table 4-1 Noise and Vibration 
Identify this table as applying only to SWSR and rubber tire on concrete systems, and 

make a statement tf~at  noise mitigation rneasures are not necessary for monorail and mag-lev systems. 
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Parawa~h Title Iabbrcviated) Statement on Which Cotnmet~t is Bdsed 

Contment and Rationale 

4-9 'Cable 4-1 Street Trees 
Identify the numbers in this table as applying only to SWSR and rubber tire on concrete 

systems, and provide new calculations (which are likely to be fewer) For monorail and mag-lcv systems. 

4-33 Ccmeterics Typo in second sentence. 
Change " ... Stadium-Cand.." to "...Stadium and ..." 

4-36 Airport Alternative Change "Airforce" to "Air Force" 
Proper usage. 

4-39 4.5.2 Affected Environment - Neighbodionds 
In second paragraph, second sentence, change "White" to "Caucasian" as b e e r  usage. 

4 4 2  Table 4-8 Year 2000 Demogaphic Characteristics.. . 
Suggest heading changes from "White" to "Caucasian" and "Black" to "African- 

American" as better usage in table and accompanying text on page. 

4 4 5  Ala Moana-Kaka'ako Change " ...( TOD) is.. ." to " ...( TOD) are. .." 
Self-explanatory. 

4 4 7  Regulatory Context Change "...statues ,..." to "...statutes ,..." 
Self-explanatory. 

4 4 7  Defining Bnvironmcntal Justice Areas Change " ... Black, ..." Lo " ... African-American, ..." 
Seo above on usage; note how it fits better with other terms. 

4-5 1 Tablc 4-9 Demographic Characteristics of O'ahnMPO.. . 
Suggest heading changes from "White" to "Caucasian" and "Black" to "African. 

Americaft" as be& usage. 

4-65 Figure 4-17 Viewpoint 1; and 
4-66 Figure 4-1 8 Viewpoint 2; and 
4-72 Fi gure 4-24 Viewpoint 8; and 
4-75 Figure 4-27 Viewpoint 11; and 
4-76 Figure 4-28 Viewpoint 12; and 
4-80 Figure 4-32 Viewpoint 16; and 
4-84 Figure 4-36 Viewpoint 20 

'These conceptual grdphics do not appear to be in scale with the graphic in Figue 2-9, 
which indicates that the SWSP bridge will be 28-32 f%t wide. These figures seem to indicate a guideway 
osly slightly wider thiu~ the (5-foot wide) vel~icles below. Note tho relatively narrow shadow of tho 
guideway in Figure 4-27. Viewpoint20 seems a little closer lo what is expected to be the guideway's 
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Para8,ra~)h Title (abb- Statement on Which Comment is Bas& 

Comment and Rationale 

width, but still appean: too narrow based on its shadow against the lehgth of the vehicle below. These 
conceptual graphics need to be rodone to more accurately reflect tile width ofthe guideway; the addition 
of overhead views is suggested. Similar renderings will be needed for monorail and inag-lev yideways. 

4-91 Salt Lake Alternative First fitll paragaph on right 
Change "...views along the steam ..." to "...views along the stream ..." 

4-95 4.8.2 Last two sentences of last paragraph. 
Should "...Improvement Plan.. ." be "...improvement Program.. .?" 

4-97 Figure 4-37 Typical Sound Levels 
The term "rail" in two places should be changed to "steel wheels on steel rails" and 50- 

foot readings slshould be added for the otller three rail systems: rubber tires on concrete, monorail, and 
rr~agnetic levitation. Disel~ssion of the noise levels of these technologies should be added throughout the 
Section 4.9.1 discussion. 

4-100 Table4-IS Numbcr of Residential Buildings, Parks, and Schools 
with Noise Impacts; add 

4-101 Table4-16 Noise Impacts 
The term "Created by Steel Wheel on Steel Rail Systems" should be added to the title of 

both tables, as well as Figures 4-39,4-40,441, and 4-42 on srtbsequent pages, Furtl~er study should be 
initiated to create tables and figures for the other thrce rail technologies. 

4-1 08 Electric and Magnetic Fields Effect of HSST mag-lev needs to be evaluated 
Since magnetism is uscd to levitate the train, effects of the [ISST mag-lev should be 

included in this specific area. T l ~ e  HSST supplier has testified to the Honolulu City Council that the 
system has no effect on passengers wit31 pacemakers, so minimal impact is anticipated. 

4-137 Table 4-29 Summary of Street Tree Effects/Transplanting.. . 
Ttle number of trees requiring removal or transplanting might be considerably less for the 

much narrower guideways needed for monorail and mag-lev systems; added tables are seeded. 

4-149 Table 4-32 Airport Alternative grouping; and 
4-150 Table 4-32 Airport & Salt Lake Alternative grouping 

Change "CINCPACFLT' and "CINCPAC" to "COMPACFL'P' and "PACFLT" 
respectively in boil1 places. The Commander of the U.S. Pacific Fleet is no longer referred to as a 
Comrnander in Chief. 

4-166 4.18.2 Station Area Development 
The rust sentence needs to be updated relative to TOD ordinance in 2008. 
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Para~mph Title (abbreviated) .- Statement on Which Comment is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

4-166 4.18.2 'Ewa Plain, East Kapolei, CJtl West O'ahu, and Ho'opili 
The I-lunt Development Group may have pulled out of its agreement with UN; paragraph 

needs update. 

4-171 Table 4-36 First e n y :  Ka Makana Ni'i 
May need an update; is DeBartolo still involved in this development? 

5-3 5.2 Description of the Project 
Change "...steel-wheel-stcel-raii..." in the last sentence of the fint  pmgraph to 

". .. fixed-rail ..." to ensure that a subsequent competition remains open to suppliers of all foms of rail that 
met the City's criteria in the =I. 

5-3 5.3 Ncxt to last lime on right side of page. 
Change " ... affects.. ." to "...effects.. ." 

5-8 Table 5-2 Airport Alternative grouping; and 
5-9 Table 5-2 Airport & Salt Lake Alternative gronping 

Change "CINCPACFLT" 'and "CINCPAC' to "COMPACFLT" md "PACFLT" 
respectively in both places. The Co~unlander ofthe U.S. Pacific Fleet is no longer referred to as a 
Commander in Chief. 

5-24 Measures to Minimize liarm Guideway desigl as narrow as possible. 
This statement must be challenged bmuse  earlier in the document it is specilically 

shown as 28-32 feet across. Tf~c City is well aware that narrower yideways can he used for both the 
monorail and mag-lev systems. Sittee width is a wncern, the City ntust allow suppliers of all forms of 
fixed-rail to compete. This comment also applies to paragraphs of the same name on pages 5-25,s-26, 
and 5-28. 

6-3 Table 6-1 Capital Cost Estimates for the Build Alternatives ... 
This table, in fact, this whole chapter and tables reflect costs associated only with SWSR 

systems. Similar tables, along with discussion, must be developed for the other forms of fixed-rail transit. 

6 4  General Excise and Use Surcharge Discussion of 0.5 percent suml~arge 
A sentence needs to be added at the end of this paragraph: "The amount collffited 

through the GET surcltarge currently is reduced by ten percent, which goes into the general fund handled 
by the State Legislature." No rolicfis anticipated, in fact, the legislature may consider moving all 
surcharge collections into the gcnml fund for a period of time. 
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& Paramoh 'Title (abbreviated) Statement on Which Comment is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

6-7 Fare Reveaoes Fare box recovely ratio 
Operating and maiutenance (O&M) costs for the HSST mag-lev are estin~ated to be 

considerably less than any SWSR system. Rased on the City Council resolution for revenues to be 
maintained between 27 and 33 percent of annual O&M costs, the average fare for passengers will be less 
wit11 the EISST. Cotlversely, increasing the percentage from the fare revenues-based on use of the 
HSST--to equal what would have been required with an SWSR system would reduce the transit subsidy. 
It should be noted that City O&M estimates seem to have increased considerably from earlier figures. 
The City's "Honoluln Rail Transi!? brochure distributed thmughout the (voting) comm~~nity in 2008 
indicated O&M at "about $60 rnillion per year in today's dollars." Table 6-3 shows the following: for 
Salt Lake muting - $63 million in 2007, $123 million in YOE; for Airport muting - $68 million in 2007, 
$133 ~n~llion in YOE; and for a combined Aiiort  and Salt Lake alignment - $96 million in 2007, $187 
million in YOE. EISST O&M is estimated between 20 and 30 percent less per year than SWSR; llsidg 25 
percent as an average, its advantage is as follows: for Salt Lake routing - $47.25 million in 2007, $92.25 
millioii in YOE; for Airport routing - $51 million in 2007, $99.75 million in YOE; and for a combined 
Airport and Salt Lake alignment - $72 million in 2007, $140.25 million in YOE. Using YOE dolfars for 
the now-selected Airport rosting, 30-year savings with the HSST would be $997.5 million, If a dual 
Airport and Salt Lake alignment materializes, use of the tISST would save $1.4025 billion. O&M costs 
savings alone would enable pideway extessiot~ into Central O'ahu, a inajor ridership area. 

6-1 1 System Operation Project costs based on train operators 
Perhaps all project costs should be recalculated based on fully automated operations 

No modern train system should be considered that requires train operators; there aro enough necessary 
expenses, so the unnecessary expenses should be eliminated up kont. Train operators in a grade- 
separated urban rail hansit system are redundant in the 21st Cenhuy. 

7- 1 1 Important Trade-offs Last paragraph 
Needs to be rewritten, based on City Council action on the alignment 

541 Appendix C Construction Process 
This appendix needs to be rewritten to include consbntctiori processes for the non-SWSR 

fixed-rail systems. 

596 Comment Sheet From Hawaii Department of Transportation (DOT) 
I strongly support DOT Comment Number 2 that elimination due to proprietary 

technology is not sufficient reason to eliminate alternatives to SWSR systems. 

1045 D.R. 'Iorton Schaler Comments on scoping meetings. 
The comment that "...Maglev systems are not only extravagm~tly expensive and untested 

it1 real-world public transit operational settings." is incorrect. Perhaps Mike Jones was referring to the 
high-speed mag-lev. Tho HSST urban mag-lev, compared to SWSR systems, is not only less expensive 
to build but also less expensive to operate and maintain. It also has been thoroughly tested in revenue 
service in Nagoya, Japan for almost four years. Renderings of the proposed Ho'opili development in 

8 
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l '  Parapra~h Title (abbreviated) - -. Statement on Which Comment is Based 

Comment and Rationale 

West O'ahu show a traul station inside a public (retail?) building. This is possible with the quiet mag-lev, 
hut I would not recommend it for any SWSR system. Mr. Jones should reconsider his earlier comment. 

1 160 Frank Genadio Start of my comments dnrit~g scoping meetings. 
I sce nothing in these comments, covering the next tluce pages, that is contradictory to my current 

positio~x on each subject. 1 see that a1 least a couple of state legislators recently brought up the issue of 
possibly taking a look at nuclear power. It is about time, and all forn~s of altcn~ative energy should be 
"on the table" for powering the hmsit system. 

1494 Fixed Guideway Alternatives "Comments on reducing the range of technologies 
under consideration arc encouraged." 

Seeing this statement again, after reading through the conlments is the scoping meetings, 
makes one believe that the City really had little interest in public input. Despite the supposcd restriction 
on not expressing preferences, I noticed tlmt a numbcr of people mentioned technology and advocated 
monorail and mag-lev-but there was not much mention of SWSRsystems. Several people stressed 
limiting system noise. I even noticed (early) preference for monorail or mag-lev From a couple of people 
who seen1 to have changed their minds later, probably to keep theirjobs (i.e., alter the City administration 
decided that SWSR is the system of choice). If public comments are really to be considered in making 
transit decisions, why is it not even possible for the non-SWSR systems to compete? 

1502 Project Alternatives Analysis Keporl "No information was reccivcd that would eliminate one 
or more ofthe transit technologies currently under 
consideration." 

The statement above, in a report dated May 30,2007, followed Cily policy thmn@iout 
the years of 2005-2007. Within the first two months of 2008, this policy disappeared as the Cily pressed 
for selection of a SWSR system, even including the "charade" of the (so-called) expert panel of four steel 
wheels advocates. 

157 1 Transit Advisory Task l'orce " ... shucture for the fd guidckay would be only 26 
feet wide, ..." 

Two poults to note From the guideway width given as 26 feet in this paper: 1) The EIS 
graphic mentioned above indicates an SWSRgnideway of at least 28 feet; and 2) The guideway for the 
IISST mag-lev would be only 21 feet wide--including opes space between the barns. (NOTE: I have 
no information for conventional monorail; presumnably, its guideway also would be narrower than the 
steel wheels bridge.) 

1571 Transit Advisory Task Force Costs for the guideway 
Apparently, the task force received data h m  the city to determine costs for extensions of 

the system. These costs are obviously based on SWSR systems-and are considerably higher than what 
would be needed for the HSST mag-lev guideway. Since the date of this report is December 1 1,2006, 
why did this task force only show cost$ for SWSR, or why did DTS provide only such data? 
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1715 Transit Scoping Meeting Comments My personal comments 
Pages 1715 (A210)-1718 (A213) are comments I made on the w p i n g  meetings. At that 

time, I was fully supportive of the City's transit project and fully expected to see a fair and open 
competition among all fonns of fixed-rail. Other than my disappoinhnent at the City's (apparent) refasal 
to open the competition-wiUt closing it obviously making my advocacy for the mag-lev irrelevant--1 see 
nothing that I would wish to change in my comments. With added park-and-ride lot surface, the amount 
of solar power generated can be  even greater than sated in these older wmments. 

App. E City Correspondence Letters to tbose who commented. 
Thc City's standard response in letters to those who commented on technology during the 

swping process states the following: "Vehicle and system techrlologies will not be selected prior to the 
drat? Envimnmental Impact Statement. Con~ments about issues related tn vehicle and system 
technologies will be considered when specifications are developed." Each of these lettcrs was signed by 
Melvin N. Kaku, Director (at that time) of tho Department of Transportation Services. fi1 effect, tlle City 
has contradicted its own statements made in 2006 by eliminating non-SWSR system technoloFjes long 
before peblication of the draft EIS. If this docs not violate the Iettcr of bTA guidelines, it certainly 
violates the spirit Basically, the City deferred any discussioti relalive to technology through 2007 as 
beingtoo early for analysis. It then quickly convened an uncalled for (so-called) expert panel, which 
selected SWSR as the technology in a week that included only two public meetings, and then treated 
SWSR as the only technology to be considered--cven though it never rcceived more than four positive 
(of nine possible) votes in any meeting of the Honolulu City Council. The whole process has been tainted 
by maneuvering and insincerity by tho City adminishation-and must be re-accomplished. 
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Dear Mr. Genadio: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As stated in Section 2.2.3 of this Final EIS, the NEPA Notice of Intent requested input on 
five transit technologies. A technical review process that included the opportunity for public 
comment was used in parallel with the alignment analysis to select a transit technology. The 
process included a broad request for information that was publicized to the transit industry. 
Transit vehicle manufacturers submitted 12 responses covering all of the technologies listed in 
the Notice of Intent. Rubber tire on concrete systems, such as the Phileas system, were 
evaluated by a five-member panel appointed by the City Council that considered the 
performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed technologies. The panel accepted public 
comment twice as part of its review. By a four-to-one vote, the panel chose a steel wheel 
operating on steel rail system. The four panel members selected steel-wheel technology 
because it is mature, proven, safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. Proprietary 
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technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future purchases of 
vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because none of the 
proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits 
compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. Selecting a proprietary technology also would 
have precluded a competitive bidding process, likely resulting in increased overall project costs. 
The panel's findings were summarized in a report to the City Council dated February 22, 2008. 

Magnetic levitation and monorail require a different guideway design that would have 
different impacts from a steel wheel on steel rail system. The guideway design and the impact 
analysis are being completed for the steel wheel on steel rail technology that will be used for the 
Project. As previously stated, other forms of fixed rail were eliminated in the scoping process 
and analysis of impacts to properties has been conducted for the steel wheel on steel rail 
technology chosen for the Project. 

No comparative magnetic levitation project has ever been built within the U.S. Therefore, 
no data is available to support a cost estimate. Some of the savings recognized in other 
countries for beam-track vehicles would not apply in the U. S. because of requirements to include 
an emergency egress walkway. Also, the smaller structures proposed in the comment result in 
shorter span-lengths, which increases the number of columns required and the cost to construct 
both the additional foundations and columns. 

The HSST system operators have declined to make operating expenses available. 
Thus, with no comparative data available to support an operating cost estimate, there is no 
means to verify this statement regarding maglev's operating and maintenance costs compared 
to steel wheel. 

There is no plan to implement express service, but if future operations indicate that it 
would be beneficial, the system could operate in skip-stop service. With the Project, trains will 
operate every 3 minutes in each direction during peak periods. Once on the system, it will take 
42 minutes to travel from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. Skip-stop service could decrease 
travel time by a few minutes. The system will be capable of fully automated operation. 

The following paragraphs address your Specific Comments on the Draft EIS: 

7 Pur~ose of the Draft EIS: DTS and FTA requested information during scoping that 
would inform the technology selection process. No new meaningful information was received. 
As discussed previously, an open technology selection process was conducted during 
development of the Draft EIS in February 2008 and multiple panel meetings were held that were 
open for public comment as part of the review. The Final EIS documented the selection in 
Section 2.2.3. 

8 Pur~ose of the Draft EIS: The Final EIS has been revised to address the identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the preferred alternative, in particular see Section 2.4, Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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S-4 Alternatives Considered: The City Council never enacted a technology selection bill 
resulting in the City accepting the findings of the panel. The suggested text edit in this comment 
has not been deleted from the Final EIS. 

S-7 Noise and Vibration: Noise impacts and mitigation are evaluated for the steel wheel 
on steel rail technology. Parapet walls, wheels skirts, and sound absorptive materials are 
included in the project costs in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. The suggested text edit in this 
comment has not been incorporated into the Final EIS. 

2-3 2. I .  I Screeninq: Fixed guideway is not an emerging rail concept. The proposed 
language was not added because it does not provide any additional clarity regarding the 
guideway as a rail concept. 

2-7 Table 2-2 Alternatives: As stated previously, proprietary technologies, meaning that 
selecting one of those technologies would require all future purchases of vehicles or equipment 
to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated for good cause. These were eliminated 
because none of the proprietary technologies offered proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel on steel rail. The text has not been revised in the Final EIS. 

2-8 2.1.3 Alternatives Consideration: The single operating urban magnetic levitation 
system has a maximum speed of 100 kilometers per hour (62 miles per hour) which is similar to 
the maximum operating speeds of 50 to 60 miles per hour for steel wheel on steel rail systems. 
While the system is quieter, other systems may be designed to match the noise level of 
magnetic levitation when in operation. There is no safety improvement from the traction design. 
The assumed visual and cost savings benefits for beam-track vehicles would not apply in the 
U.S. because of requirements to include an emergency egress walkway. Also, the smaller 
structures result in shorter span-lengths, which increases the number of columns required and 
the percentage of views blocked by support structure. In addition, the greater number of 
columns required increases the cost to construct both the additional foundations and columns. 
No comparative project has ever been built within the U.S. Therefore, no data is available to 
support a cost estimate. With no comparative data available to support an operating cost 
estimate, there is no means to verify this statement. The HSST system operators have declined 
fo make operating expenses available. Thus, with no comparative data available to support an 
operating cost estimate, there is no means to verify this statement. 

2-9 2.2 Alternatives Evaluated in the EIS: The Final EIS has been revised to reflect the 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative. 

2-9 2.2 Build Alternatives: The system will use steel wheel on steel rail technology, 
Therefore, the EIS will not be revised as requested. 

2-9 2.2.2 Build Alternatives: The Leeward Community College Station will be at-grade 
independent of. where the maintenance and storage facility site constructed. 

2-19 End of second paragraph on left: The correction has been made in Chapter 2 of the 
Final EIS and the sentence now reads ". . .assumed to be in place.. . ". 
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2-19 Transit Technology: The suggested wording was not changed because the steel 
wheel on steel rail is the technology analyzed in the Final EIS. 

2-20 Fiqure 2-9: The suggested changes were not made because the steel wheel on 
steel rail is the technology analyzed in the Final EIS. 

2-38 Vehicle Maintenance and Storaae Facilitv: Earthwork is included in the project cost 
estimate that is in the basis for Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 

3-27 Figure 3-9: This figure has been revised and now appears as Figure 3-7, A. M, 
Peak-Period Transit Travel Times by Travel Market-Existing Conditions, No Build Alternative, 
and the Project, in this Final EIS. This figure shows that the fixed guideway system will provide 
travel time benefits during the a.m. two-hourpeak period. This figure represents travel times 
from origin to destination. Station-to-station travel time is provided in Table 3-16, Fixed 
Guideway Station-to-Station Travel Times, in this Final EIS. Trains will operate every 3 minutes 
in each direction during peak periods. Once on the system, it will take 42 minutes to travel from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. All trains are anticipated to stop at all stations. Skip-stop 
service would not provide substantially improved travel times for most users and could be a 
source of confusion for some riders; however, skip-stop service could be implemented if 
warranted. 

3-39 Table 3-21: The suggested changes for Table 3-21, Column Placement Effects on 
Streets and Highways, were not made because the steel wheel on steel rail is the technology 
analyzed in this Final EIS. 

3-42 Table 3-23: The suggested changes for Table 3-23, Effects on Traffic near Park- 
and-Ride Facilities and Bus Transit Centers-Existing Conditions, No Build Alternative, and the 
Project (without and with mitigation), were not made because the steel wheel on steel rail is the 
technology analyzed in this Final EIS. 

3-50 Construction Phasing: Section 3.5.7, Mitigation of Construction-Related Effects, 
was revised in the Final EIS to reflect the identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

4-5 Table 4-1: The suggested changes for acquisitions, displacements, and relocations 
(Table 4-1, Summary of Direct Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures to Avoid, 
Minimize, or Reduce Impacts) were not made because the steel wheel on steel rail is the 
technology analyzed in this Final EIS. 

4-5 Table 4-1: The impacts to community services and facilities were only analyzed for 
the technology of steel on steel rail. The suggested changes were not made to Table 4-1, 
Summary of Direct Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or 
Reduce Impacts. 

4-8 Table 4-1: The noise and vibration analysis conducted for this project only applies to 
steel on steel rail and were not conducted, nor will be conducted for other types of rail. The 
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suggested changes were not made to Table 4-1, Summary of Direct Environmental Effects and 
Mitigation Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or Reduce Impacts. 

4-9 Table 4-1: Steel on steel technology is the chosen technology for this project. 
Impacts to street trees were only analyzed regarding the impacts from this technology. The 
suggested changes were not made to Table 4-1, Summary of Direct Environmental Effects and 
Mitigation Measures to Avoid, Minimize, or Reduce Impacts. 

4-33 Cemeteries: The sentence under the Cemeteries heading in Section 4.5.2, Affected 
Environment [Community Services and Facilities] has been revised in this Final EIS to correctly 
state, "One cemetery near Aloha Stadium and one near Waimano Home Road are adjacent to 
the project alignment. " 

4-36 Airport Alternative: The correction for Hickam Air Force Base has been made in 
Section 4.5.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Community Services and Facilities] 
of this Final EIS. 

4-39 4.5.2: The term "White" is used in the Final EIS, which is consistent with usage by 
the U. S. Department of Transportation's Order 5610.2 and the U. S. Census Bureau. 

4-42 Table 4-8: The terms used in this Final EIS are consistent with usage by the U. S. 
Department of Transportation's Order 5610.2 and the U, S. Census Bureau. 

4-45 Ala Moana-Kakaako: The sentence under Ala Moana-Kakaako heading in 
Section 4.6.3, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation [Neighborhoods], of this Final EIS 
has been revised to state, "Kakaako has been designated a redevelopment area, which may 
result in a change in character along the Project alignment. However, substantial development 
has recently occurred in the neighborhood; several high-rise condominium developments have 
been built, and additional residential and commercial developments are planned. The elevated 
transit structure will not create a barrier to pedestrian or other modes of travel." 

4-47 Reaulatorv Context: In Section 4.7.1, Background and Methodology [Environmental 
Justice] of this Final EIS, under the heading Regulatory Context, the sentence has been revised 
to state, Ydditional laws, statutes, guidelines, and regulations that relate to EJ issues include 
the following.. . " 

4-47 Definina Environmental Justice Areas: The term "Black" is used, which 
is consistent with usage by the U.S. Department of Transportation's Order 5610.2 and the U.S. 
Census Bureau. 

4-51 Table 4-9: The terms used in Chapter 4 of this Final EIS are consistent with 
those defined by the U. S. Department of Transportation's Order 561 0.2 and the U. S. Census 
Bureau. 

As stated in Section 4.8, Visual and Aesthetic Conditions, of this Final EIS, the 
simulations are intended to represent the scale and spatial relationships of project elements to 
other objects. These simulations serve several purposes: they were used to evaluate visual 



IAr. Frmk Genadic 
Page 6 

and aesthetic consequences, demonstrate the potential for mitigation, and provide a means of 
communicating the findings of the analysis. The simulations generally depict that the guideway 
(technology) would have a comparatively greater visual effect on the visual environment. 
The stations that were simulated for the visual assessment generally depict those that are 
expected to have a comparatively greater visual effect (see Figure 4-31 for the Chinatown 
Station and Figure 4-34 for the Downtown Station). Figure 2.12, Example Vehicle on Elevated 
Guideway (Cross-section) in this Final EIS, Section 2.5.2, Transit Technology, is a cross-section 
view that is intended to more accurately show the guideway dimensions. DTS has considered 
your request for additional station simulations. However, it was determined that the existing 
simulations presented in the Final EIS adequately represent the Project. 

4-91 Salt Lake Alternative: The text related to views along Moanalua Stream does not 
require a change in the Final EIS since the Salt Lake Boulevard Alternative is not discussed in 
the Final EIS. 

4-95 4.8.2: In regards to Section 4.9.2, Affected Environment [Air Quality], in the Final 
EIS, "Transportation Improvement Plan" is appropriate because it is in reference to the plan and 
the text will not be revised to "Program" in the Final EIS. 

4-97 Fiaure 4-37: Noise impacts and mitigation were evaluated for the technology of 
steel wheel on steel rail. Because this is the transit technology analyzed in the document, it is 
appropriate to use the term "Rail" in Figure 4-51 Typical Sound Levels in the Final EIS. 

4-1 00 and 4- 101 Tables 4-15 and 4-1 6: The other three rail technologies are not being 
studied in the Draft or Final EIS. Related tables and figures have not been revised. 

4-108 Electric and Maanetic Fields: Because magnetic levitation technology is not being 
considered as part of the Draft or Final ElSs, the suggested changes have not been 
incorporated into the document. 

4-137 Table 4-29: Magnetic levitation and monorail require a different guideway design 
that would have different impacts from a steel wheel on steel rail system. The guideway design 
and the impact analysis are being completed only for the steel wheel on steel rail technology that 
will be used for the project. 

4-149 and 4-150 Table 4-32: Property names in this table refer to the names of historic 
properties listed in or determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places as 
identified in the Honolulu Hiah-Capacitv Transit Corridor Proiect Historic Resources Technical 
Report (RTD 20080). Names used to identify historic properties in the National Register or in 
Section 106 documentation may not correlate with current names. Names may reflect previous 
uses and/or owners, or may relate to the property's historic significance, such as the CINCPAC 
Headquarters building. Accordingly, neither edit has been made to this Final EIS. 

4-166 4.18.2: The Final EIS has been updated to include the recent changes in the TOD 
ordinance. The TOD ordinance is discussed in Section 4.19.2, Indirect Effects, of this Final EIS. 
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4- 166 4.18.2: Hunt Development Group was deleted from Section 4.19.2, Indirect 
Effects, of this Final EIS. 

4-1 71 Table 4-36: Upon verification, Table 4-39, Planned and Foreseeable Actions in 
the Study Corridor, in the Final EIS has been updated and the reference DeBartolo has been 
deleted. 

5-3 5.2: Section 2.1.3 of the Draft EIS explains that steel wheel on steel rail was the 
technology chosen for analysis. No other forms of rail are being analyzed in the Draft or Final 
EISs. 

5-3 5.3: '!Affects" has been changed to "effects" in the Final EIS, Section 5.4. The 
sentence now states, "....presents effects to these 81 historic resources, as established by 
current consultation. " 

5-8 and 5-9 Table 5-2: As discussed above, property names in this table refer to the 
names of historic properties listed in or determined eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. "CINPACFLT" refers to the historic landmark. While the Commander may no 
longer be called, "Commander in Chief', the National Historic Landmark is listed as "CINCPAC". 

5-24 Measures to Minimize Harm: The smaller structures proposed in the comment 
result in shorter span-lengths, which increases the number of columns required and the cost to 
construct both the additional foundations and columns. The proposed 120 to 150 foot span 
lengths would require a larger structure, similar to the steel wheel on steel rail system. 

6-3 Table 6-1: Other technologies are not being studied in the Draft or Final EISs. 
Chapter 6 has not been revised to reflect other technologies. 

6-4 General Excise and Use Surcharqe: The amount of County General Excise and Use 
Tax (GET) Surcharge revenues withheld by the State has not been included in the revenue 
estimates. The surcharge collections are not being re-directed by the State. The Final EIS 
presents only information on funding that will go towards the Project. 

6-7 Fare Revenues: The HSST technology was evaluated and rejected as expensive to 
build and costly to operate by a technical panel of experts in transit systems, as noted in 
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS. The claims in the comment have not been substantiated by any 
revenue senlice operation. There are still too many elements of HSST technology that are not 
sufficiently developed or understood for the Honolulu community to adopt it as a primary 
transportation system. By contrast, steel wheel on steel rail technology is proven and cost- 
effective in today's transit industry. 

6-1 1 System Operation: Comment noted. All operating costs include a driver, though 
the system will be designed to allow for automation. The decision to use an operator or not will 
be made at a later date. 

7-1 1 Important Trade-offs: The chapter has been revised to reflect selection of the 
Airport Alternative as the preferred alternative. 
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541 Appendix C: The suggested changes were not made to Draft EIS Appendix C, 
Construction Approach (Final EIS Appendix E Construction Approach) because steel wheel on 
steel rail is the selected technology that is being analyzed in the Draft and Final EIS. 

596 Comment Sheet: The comment from the Hawaii State Department of Transportation 
(HDOT) was in reference to phrasing in an early administrative draft of the EIS, which was 
changed in the Draft EIS. HDOT did not comment on the selection of a technology, As 
discussed in Section 2.2.3 of the Final EIS, a five-member panel appointed by the City Council 
and Mayor considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the proposed technologies. By a 
four-to-one vote, the panel selected steel wheel operating on steel rail as the technology for the 
Project because it is mature, proven, safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. 
Technologies other than steel wheel on steel rail were eliminated for because they are 
proprietary technologies, meaning that selection of one of those technologies would require all 
future purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer. These were 
eliminated because none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven 
performance, cost, and reliability benefifs compared to steel wheel on steel rail. 

1045 D.R. Horton Schuler: There is a single operating urban magnetic levitation system 
in the world, in Japan, and having opened for operation in 2004, has only five years of operating 
record. The technology is unproven. 

1 160 Frank Genadio: The energy mix for electricity generation of the system will depend 
on HECO's power production. As stated in Chapter 4, Section 4.1 1.3, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation [Energy and Electric and Magnetic Fields], the Project will 
consume approximately I to 2 percent of the total projected electricity generated on Oahu in 
2030. The planned electricity generation capacity on Oahu will be sufficient to support the 
transit system, but the electricity distribution system will require various updates to support the 
system. Integration of photo-voltaic cells into project features could reduce net project electricity 
demand. 

1494 Fixed Guideway Alternatives: DTS and FTA requested information during scoping 
that would inform the technology selection process. The information submitted was reviewed 
and incorporated into the selection process. 

1502 Project Alternatives Analysis Report: Comments regarding the technology 
selection history are noted. 

1571 Transit Advisory Task Force: The smaller structures proposed result in shorter 
span-lengths, which increases the number of columns required and the cost to construct both 
the additional foundations and columns. To match the Project's 120 to 150 foot span lengths 
and other requirements, such as an emergency walkway, the structure would be of similar size 
to the Project's. 

1571 Transit Advisory Task Force: Comments regarding magnetic levitation are noted. 
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1715 Transit Scopina Meeting Comments: Surface park-and-ride lots could include 
covers that could be used for photovoltaic cells. This will be considered during final design of 
the Project. 

Appendix E City Correspondence: Scoping for the Drait EIS in March of 2007 requested 
comments on technologies. Selection of technology occurred during the Draft EIS process; the 
selection was conducted as an open process with multiple panel meetings open to the public 
during February 2008, and the Draft EIS documented the selection. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 



j@ General Growth Properties, Inc. 

December 3,2008 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3d Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Matley and Mr. Yoshioka, 

General Growth Properties (GGP) has begun its review of the Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Statementisection 4(f) 
Evaluation and is aware of the request for comments by January 7,2009. 

GGP's properties at Ward Centers and Ala Moana Center will both be impacted 
by the transit project. We request an extension of the comment deadline to alow us to 
fully study the impacts. An extension is needed to allow sufficient time to review all of 
the documents and secure the assistance of any necessary consultants. The current 
timeframe for review runs through a very busy holiday period, which will make it 
difficult for affected businesses and residents to provide meaningful input. 

We respectfully request that the deadIine for comments be extended by an 
additional 75 days to March 23,2009. Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, c3 
4 
-3 C]tJ 

Limited Partnership 

1441 Kapialani Blvd.. Ste 202 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Development Dealgn 

& Conehudlon 

Hawell Reglon 

Phone 808-947-3788 

Fax 808-947-3980 

w,ggp .com 

- 
r? '. 0 
$ 7  XI 
7 '-, 01 m ; -  0 c, 
7. - C 

Vice President-Development, ~ @ a i ?  Regiq rl 
-.._ -- ... 
. , I  -. - < 
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!8! GemraI Growth Properties, Inc. 

February 5,2009 

Via Certified Mail - Return Receipt Requested and Commercial Delivery Service 

i 
Department of Transportation Services 
City imd County of Honolulu 

: 650 South King Street, Third Floor 
I Honolulu, Hawai'i 96813 

Re: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Cotlitlor Project Draft Environmental Impact 
i Statement 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

'Thank you for the opportunity to submil comments on the above Drdt Enviro~unental 
finpact Statement ("EIS"). These comments are being submitted to you by General 
Growth Propenies, kc., 011 behalf of its affiliates with an ownership interest in property 
proposed to be included in or affected by the Honolulu Nigh-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project. These properties include Ala Moana Center, Ala Moana Plaza, Ala Moana 
Building, Ala Moana Pacific Center and the Ward properties. 

First, we would appreciate copies of the following documents and reserve the right to 
submit funher comments based upon these materials: 

The Real Estate Acquisition Management Plan described 011 page S-6 of thc 
Executive Summary of the EIS; and 
More detailed plans relating to the proposed Kaka'ako (Ward) and Ala Moana 
Stations. 

We have the Followir~g comments with respect to the plans labeled as follows: 

Apper~dix A -Conceptual Alignment Plans and Profllen, Plan and Profile, Sta 
1340t00 to Sta 1370t00 (Sheet 25 of 32) 

~imited Pnnnorrnip 
Appendix A - Conceptual Alignment Plans and Profiles. Plan and Profile, Sta 

1585 Knpllnni 8 1 d  Sla 800 j 1370+00 to Sta 1401+26 (Sheet 26 of 32) 
H ~ ~ ~ I ~ I ~ .  H ~ ~ ~ I I  96814 / Appendix l3 -Conceptual Right-of-way Plans, Right-of Way Plan & Propeay 

DDMlOprnOnl ~os lgn ; Tabulation, Sta 1338+00 to Sta 1362t00 (Sheet 45 of 59) 
& Consbucllon 

Hawail Raglon 

Phano808 -846.281 1 

Fax 808 -048.2218 1 
w.ggp.cam 

robertsste
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Limllsd Pennarrhip 

1505 Kapioienl81vd. SleOW! 

Honolulu, Hnwsll 96614 ! 
D&MlOpmOnf DDslgn 

&ConBt,udlon 

llowall Raglon 
Phone 808 - 948.2811 

FAX 808 -9<62216 

wv.ggp.Com 

Appendix R .-Conceptual Right-of-way Plans, Riglit-of-Way Plan & Property 
Tabulatioti. Sta 1362+00 to Sta 1386t00 (Sheet 46 of 59) 
Appendix I3 -Conceptual Right-of-way Plans, Right-of.Way Plan & Property 
Tabulation, Sta 1386t00 to Sta 1401i-26 (Sheet 47 of 59) 

Based upon our review of the above plans, we believe that there will be significant 
impacts to our properties. These include, but are not limited to: 

the loss of a material nuinber of parking stalls, which would affect tlleparking 
req~iirements in the real estate agreements with a number of tenants and could result 
in lease terminations and/or siguificalit expenditures to repbdce this parking, if it can 
be replaced; 

colnplete or partial loss of the use of several buildings and parking structures, with 
the atteiidant loss in gross leasable area and net operating income; . the loss of scvcral driveways leading Lo Queen Street; . the loss of the mechanical room that services the building that houses Ross Dress 
for Less, 'The Sports Authority, Ma~vkai 99 Cent Store and Picmres Plus; and 

impacts to the future development potetttial of our properties. 

In addition, it appears that a vertical circulation system may be needed through several 
levels of ihe Ala Moana Center parking deck for access to the transit line. Please 
confirm if this is the case. If so, there may be additional costs to GGP for security, 
custodial, maintenance and otlter cxpenses associated with the operation of the Ala 
Moana station. 

It also appears that columns required to support the transit line are proposed to be built 
though a number of buildings on o w  Ward [~roperties, at Ala Moana Center and the 
receritly built expansion area, the Ala Moana Center parking deck, and tlie Ala Moana 
Building parking deck. 

As a general observation, as previously discussed with the City, our traffic consultants 
have proposed other alternative routes in the area that would better serve the totality of 
Kaka'ako and reduce tlre economic impact to our properties, as well as reduce the 
number of businesses affected. We would be pleased to share these plais with youand 
discuss them at your convenience. 

The EIS i~idicates that plans are conceptual and subject to change. Accordingly, our 
comments are also of a general nature and subject to amendment as the ptans are 
finalized. In addition, we would appreciate the opportunity to work witlt you with 
respect to the methods of construction, the construction timeline, staging areas, utility 
relocation and related matters so that tho impact upon our properties and the business 
conducted thereon is minimized to the greatest exteltt possible. 
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Wc also have the following specific comments 

Table 4-20 on page 4- 114 of Chapter 04 of the EIS indicates that there is an 
unidentified above grotmd storage tank (AST) at 404 Ward AvenueflMK no. 
21050062), which is slated for h l l  acquisition. Please note tl~at the tank is a grease 
receptor for the restaxant, which is regularly en~ptied and maintained. Therefore, 
this site should not be considered a hazardous materials site. Please amend this 
table in the EIS accordingly. 
Table 4-3 1 on page 4-145 of Chapter 04 of the EIS titled "Potential Long-term 
Adverse Effects oil Cultural Resources Related to Act 50" indicats that practices 
at 'I'io's (which is now Kanpai Bar and Grill) and California Rock-N-Sushi 
restaurants will be displaced. Please explairi the type of practices that you 
anticipate will be displaced. 

Table 4-32 on page 4- 149 of Chapter 04 of tile EIS and Table 5-2 on page 5-8 of 
Chapter 05 of the EIS indicate that tlie Ala Moana Building (TMK no. 23039001) is 
a historic building. All references to this historic designation should be deleted 
unless you can provide verification that this designation has been properly granted. 

Sheet 45 of 59 of Exhibit B lists the TMK for 534 Ko'ula Street as 2-1-52: 16. Out' 
records indicate that the correct number is 2-1-53:lG. 

Sheet 46 of 59 of Exhibit R lists the TMK for 335. 345 Kamake'e Street ss 2-3- 
5:23. Our records indicate that the correct number is 2-3-005:13. 

i Sheet 46 of 59 of Exhibit B lists the uses for 1020. 1030. 1044 at~d 1060 Kamake'e 
j Street as commercial. There is a mix of commercial and industrial uses. 

: Please note that the tenants and other occupants of our properties may have comments 
j as well and we do not purport to speak on their behalf. 

Finally, the purpose of this letter is to comment upon the EIS in general terns. We 
have not atte~npted to outline $111 of the effects that the proposed project will or may 
have upon our properties, both current and htture uses, such as Uiose envisioned in the 
recently approved Master Plan for the Ward properties. We also note that the EIS does 
not adequately detail the measures, if any. proposed to minimize adverse impads of the 
project on the propertics and businesses affected. We reserve all of our rights and 
remedies, at law and in equity, in comiection with the project and its effect upon our 
properties and tl~e'husuiesses conducted therein. 

LimaodPannorrhip; Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
158s Kaplolani wvd. sio BOO Statement for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. We look forward 

Honohlu. i lawa~l868ld to meeting with you to discuss our cor~une~lts in greater detail. 
aDvOlopmenl Doalgn i 

& Co"sIr"C!l~n i 
: Sincerely, 

!lows11 Region, 

Phone 803 - 946-281 1 1 
Fax 808-946.22151 1 ?%?27'-- 

vMl".ggp,cam / S W  
Vice President - Development, Hawai'i Region 
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Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Honolulu Rail Transit 
Project. 

My name is Melissa Goo. I chair and am speaking on behalf of the 
Moanalua High School (MoHS) School Community Council (SCC). 
MoHS is located in the Salt Lake neighborhood of urban Honolulu at 
2825 Ala llima Street, Honolulu, HI 96818. The school was established 
in 1972 and serves approximately 2,000 students in grades 9 through 
12. 

Tno Vor-IS SCC nas cst?.08 sneo pLrs4ant lo Act 51 Sess o i  -ans of 
rne S1a:e 31 nana 2C34, a so moMn as lnc 7 2  ntcn: "g 5o.cat on Act 
ol 200.1. Tne MqnS SCC enao es Moana .a n on Scnoo 

With respect tothe DEIS for the transit project, the SCC has identified 
several benefits to the Moanalua High School community of building the 
transit system along the proposed Salt Lake Boulevard alignment. In 
conjunction with its responsibility to report to the community, the SCC is 
communicating these benefits to the Department of Transportation 
Services for potential inclusion in the final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The benefits are as follows: 

Students with geographic exemptions, who comprise approximately 
20% of the student body, could ride transit to school and back home 
each dav. 

Tea?nees an3 aom nis:ralors *no rcs oc c osc lo 3 ~rrlns r ~ 1 %  on co4 3 
'oe vans I 3acn ano fonn to aorn eacn uay. 
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I e a  !r ps to O C ~ I  ons o' eo-car ona nreresl, e.3. m.s?-mj an0 
i SIO' c3 s ~ e s  oonilown. 
Sr~del rs  q-a .eo lo lakc co, cge- cvc cn..(ies ? 3 ~  o .se !ram I lo 

!rave lo -eeflaro Covm-ti ly Co ege, nono -, Comm-nvy Co c3e. 
d a ~ r a .  Pacf c "n rcrs ly. ..n Wesl O a k ,  a io  event-a y -1 Manoa. 



Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 
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GOOD SAMARITAN CIIU1ZCI:I - MEMBER 

Pastor Isalcara ' Ike' Sataraka 
Elizabeth Sataraka 
Tanu Sataralta 
'fracic Sataraka 
Andrew Sataraka 
Isaac Sataraka 
Toreka Sataraka 
Nathan Savaraka 
Veronica Sataralra 
Shekinah Sataralta 
Zion Sataraka 
Patboone Anderson 
tytmette Talaimatai 
Troy Tfalai~natai 
Shalom Tatainlatai 
Shadracc Talaimatai 
Terrance Sataraka 
Petina Sataraka 
Telilta Sataraka 
Sabine Sataraka 
Truce Sataraka 
'I'huctdes Sataraka 
Silafaga Faleafine 
Sam Tapasa 
Miriam Tapasa 
Summer 'I'apasa 
ShiIoh Tapasa 
S haddai Tapasa 
Miriam Faaliga 
Glassy Faaliga 
Leauma laulu 
Fuaao Laulu 
Lcauma Laulu Jr. 
Simaevaga Laulu 
Sakiasi Laulu 
Daisy Laulu 
Deborah Laulu 
Sila Laulu 
Faao fo Laulu 
Zianna Laulu 
Stephen L-aulu 
Rebecca Laulu 
Penaia Laulu 
Atirnua Tuumalo 
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Fia Jennings 
Wanda Jennings 
Faileaso Jennings 
Iakopo Maileoi 
Anita Maileoi 
Richard Maileoi 
Kiwi Maileoi 
Ryan Maileoi 
Alavina Maileoi 
Patboone Anderson 
Susana Anderson 
Diana Anderson 
Sanele Anderson 
Kaiserlyn Anderson 
Faleniu Anderson 
Rhonda Anderson 
Bernadine Anderson 
Amie Anderson 
Elizabeth Anctcrson 
Tauvavae Noa 
Victoria Noa 
Lucy Noa 
Vai Lualemaga 
Evelyn Lualemaga 
Rimoni Tuiasosopo 
Ionatana Pei 
Elizabeth Pei 
Eliaiia Pei 
Eleanor Pei 
Ezra Pei 
Eisha Pei 
Etlien Pei . .. I lrnoteo Pei 
Shari Pei 
Skyson Pei 
Tisha Pei 
Crystal Scanlan" 
Tofiga Pei 
Malaea Pei 
Teuila Fitiausi 
Jr. Fitiausi 
Coinelius Fitiausi 
Courtney Fitiausi 
Cortessa Fitiausi 
Corianne Fitiausi 
Corey Fitiausi 



Matou te  manaomia sou manatu i le Aiaia o 
Amataga o le Fuafuaina o le Laufanua ma or 
Sifomiaga mo le Auafa U'amea i Honolulu nt 

le Auala U'amea o se ala maualuga lea e feso'ota'i ai le 
itu i Sisifo o Oahu ma le taulaga i Honolulu faapea le 
fefa'atauaiga i Ala Moana. Ma o aoga nei: 
o le a fa'aleleia ai ala o femalaga'iina 
e fa'aitiitia ai le tele naunau o ta'avale 
o lea fa'apu'upu'uina ai taimi o femalaga'iga 
ma lagolagoina ai le fa'aopoopoina pea o tagatanu'u i 

I Oahu nei 

1 I E rnafai ona aurnai sou finagalo i le Arnataga o 
j Fuafuaga o le Si'osi'orniaga 
i 0 le masina o Novema 21,2008, e amata ai ona talia aloaia ai 

j finagalo lautele o tagatanu'u e le City ma le County o Honolulu 
: faapea le Ofisa o le Feterate. 0 le a taga'i lelei i ai le aofiaga o le  ofisa 

lea ua ta'ua o le Draft EIS (e pei ona ta'ua i luga) o fea le tulaga e 
rnanuia ai ala ia e tolu ua fuafuaina.Tatala atu le avanoa e talia ai 
sau fautuaga mo le 45 aso, amata ia Novema 21,2008, ae fa'agata ia 

lanuari 7,2009. 

1 0 fea e maua ai sa'u pepalkopi o ia aiaiga (Draft €15) 
i le qaqana Peretania? 
E rnaia rso'o se faletusi a le Setete po'o le City, so'o se Univesete, 
Ofisa o Femalagaina o lo'o i le 650 South King St, fogafale tolu, po'o 
le internet i le website www.honolulutransit.org. 

E mafai fo'i ona maua fua sau DVD, pe faatonu sau pepa/kopi 
tusitusia lelei i ie $59 i le gagana Peretania lava. Vala'au le telefoni 
(808) 566-2299 pob le lnternet fo'i, website e pei ona taua i luga. 
la ta'u i ai IOU suafa, tuatusi, lau telefoni, ma le gagana o lo'o 

mana'omia. 

E fa'apefea ona fai sa'u manatu i lea tulaga 
fa'ata'atia? 

2 )  E mafai ona fa'aleo sou manatu/taofi i se iloiloga a le aotelega 
lea saunia lea e le City. 0 aso o ia fono o le a fa'asilasila atu i It 
Honolulu Advertiser ma le Honolulu Star Bulletin, ma luga o Ir 
lnernet i le www.honolulutransit.org 

3) Va'ai le Internet lena i le website www.honolulutransit.org 

E mafai ona ou vala'auina se tasi e fa'aliliu upul 
gagana i totonu o Fono o le aotelega o tagatanu'u? 
loe. Vala'au le telefoni (808) 566-2299 i le on0 as0 a'o le'i o'o i le - 
iloiloga.Talu i ai IOU suafa, telefoni ma le gagana e mana'omia ai le 

fesoasoani. 

Draft EIS Public Hearing Schedule 

Thursday, Dec 11 Kal~hr 6-8 pm Bishop Museum 

I 1525 Bernice St --- 
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From: Jamie Story [rnailto:jamiesue@clea~~ire.net] 
Sent: Thursday, January 08,2009 12:00 AM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne; ted.matley@Ra.dot.gov 
Cc: Governor.Lingle@hawaii.gov; Apo, Todd K; Dela Ctuz, Donovan M; Marshall, Barbara; Djou, Charles; 
Bainum, Duke; Tam, Rod; Cachota, Rorny; Okino, Gary; Garcia, Nestor 
Subject: Grassroot Institute response to DEIS 

Mr. Yoshioka and Mr. Motley, 
Attached is the Grassroot lnstitute of Hawaii's response to tile DEiS for the proposed 
Honolulu rail transit system. Please contact me if you have any follow-up questio~is. 
Thonk you for your time! 

Sincerely, 

Jamie 

Jamie Story, President 
Grassroot Institute of Hawaii 

The rnission of the Grassroot Institute of Hawaii is to promote individual liberiy, free 
market economic principles and iimited, more accountable government. Please visit 
our websife to make a tax-deductible donation or to learn more. 



January 7,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honoiulu 
650 South King Street. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu. HI 9681 3 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street. Suite I650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

MI. Yoshioka and Mr. Matley. 

I am writing this letter out of concern regarding the proposed Honolulu rail transit system 
and the related Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

Throughout 2008, the City and County of Honoluiu made a number of ciaims, many of 
which are inciuded in the DEIS, which cannot be substantiated by existing data. Our 
policy report. Debunking Myths of Honoiulu Kaii Trcmsit, refutes many of these cloims in 
detail. Below are just a few of these ciaims, along with brief explanations of the facts. 

Claim: Public transif ridership wili increase with the addition of raii transit. 
Truth: Since i960, Denver is the only city that has held onto a slight percentage increase 
in transit ridership after building rail. In metropolitan areas with high public transportation 
usage (Boston, Chicago, New York, and San Francisco), percentage of public 
transportation usage has decreased in all the cities following the impiementation of rail 
systems. The same pattern is occurring for metropolitan areas witii second tier pubiic 
transportation usage (Detroit, Houston, Lo8 Angeles, Phoenix, Portiand, Sacramento. Sari 
Juan, San Diego), contrary to what the city's radio and TV ads would have one believe. 
(Decennial Census 1960-2000 and American Community Survey for 2007. US Census Bureau. 
htlp:l/facffinder.ccnsus.gov/servlet/DotasetMainPageServlet?~lang=en&ts=20267317805&..ds.. 
name=ACS_2006 .. EST .. GOO...&~program) 

Claim: Raii systems in cities such as Vancouver, Salt Lake City, Portland. ond 
Washington, DC have been vital in reducing fraffic. 
Truth: According to the Texas Transportation institute's 2007 Urban Mobility Report, none 
of these cities have experienced a reduction in traffic, and traveling times for 



commuters have increased even in spite of rail. 
[http:~lmobility,tamu.eciulums/congestion~datalt0bles/n0tion~ii/tabie~4,pdf) 

Claim: Rail uses less energy tlian automobiles or other commute options. 
Truth: According to the US Department of Energy, energy use per passenger miie (Btu) is 
3.51 2 for cars. 4.235 for buses. and 2,784 for roii. Motorcycles clock in much lower at 
1.855, while the Toyota Prius clocks in at only 1,659 [Transportation Data Book, Chapter 2. 

Tiansnort & Personoi Mobilifv in USA in 2005, www.demoaroohio.comldb-aha-carstr.odfi. Given u ,  . - -  , , 
rail tknsit's deciining rideiship and permanent dependence on fuel, the increasiiig 
popularity of fuei-efficient cars such as the Prius and newer models mean thot energy 
efficiency is increasing far cars whiie it decreases for raii. Furthermore, the energy 
necessary to buiid a raii systein offsets any estimated energy savings. Portland's 
environmental impact statements estimates the system would need 172 years of 
savings-moving commuters fioin cars to rail-in order to make up for construction. 

Claim: Rai! reduces carbon emissions. 
Truth: The C02 output of the light and heavy rail, buses and the average car are 
presently very neariy the same. With the advent of hybrid and other more efficient cars 
and the high turnover of cars, the average car wiii soon surpass ail other commute 
options. including heavy raii. This argues for transit systems that aiiow for large numbers 
of increasingly energy efficient cars-not fixed roii systems that will soon become a 
thing of the past. 

Claim: A $6.5 billion train is cost-effective. 
Truth: According to the DEIS, the proposed rail system with both Airport and Sait Lake 
routes will cost $6.5 biilion in capitai costs alone, or more than $6,OW per Oahu resident 
These numbers ore excessiveiy iarge, especiaily when Inore cost-effective traffic 
solutions exist. For example, the construction of HOT Lanes would cost just $0.9 biilion, 
while shaving 40 minutes off of the commute time from Kapalei to Downtown as 
compared to rail. ("Tronsportotio~? Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic Congestions 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu" directed by Professor Panos D. Prevedouros. of ihe 
University of Howoii ai Monoa.) 

Thank you so much for taking the time to understand these concerns as expressed by 
the Grassroot lnstitute of Hawaii. Please don't hesitate to contact me if you need any 
further information. 

Sincerely. 

Jamie Story 
President 
Grassroot Institute of Hawaii 
1314 S. KingSt.Suite i 163 
Honoiulu, Hawaii 9681 4 
(808) 59 1-9 193 
www.grassrootinstitute.org 
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Telephone : 808-377-5101 
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Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1210412008 
Submission ContenUNotes : I fully suppoit and accept this EIS. I prefer the airport route over the Salt 

I ake rnote~ 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1212712008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : James 
Last Name : Ha 
BusinessIOrganization : 
Address : 1201 Liliha Street 
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Apt./Suite No. : 202 
City: Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96817 
Email : hajamesl2@yahoo.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1212712008 
Submission ContentlNotes : I live on Liliha Street, please make a stop near Liliha Street, thank you. 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 21312009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : James 
Last Name : Ha 
BusinessIOrganization : 
Address : 1201 Liliha Street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 202 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96817 
Email : jamesha@hawaii.edu 
Telephone : 
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Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 02/0312009 
Submission ContenVNotes : Hello, Please add an station on Liliha Street. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 . Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

February 16,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
D E P U N  DIRECTOR 

Mr. James Ha 
1201 Liliha Street, #202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 7 

Dear Mr. Ha: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Im~act  Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your comment has been noted. As illustrated in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the lwilei 
Station is located at Kaaahi Street and Dillingham Boulevard, one block from Liliha Street. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 

Enclosure 



Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to  Mailing List : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 

Initial Action Needed 
1212412008 

JOHN 
HACKNEY 
NONE 
721 PAOPUA LOOP 

KAILUA 
HI 
96734 
JHACKNEY @CARLSONSATOTRAVEL.COM 
808-261 -9828 

Email 
Website 

Submission THIS WHOLE RAIL THING IS A HUGE BOONDOOGLE. IT WILL DO 
NOTHING TO EASE TRAFFIC. 
PLUS, THE WORST PART OF THE WHOLE THING IS THAT THE 
PROJECT IS UNAFFORDABLE. THE PEOPLE THAT MIGHT RIDE 
THE PROJECT ARE NOT THE ONES WHO WlLL END OF PAYING 
FOR IT. BOTH YOU AND I KNOW THAT PROPERTY TAX PAYERS 
WlLL END UP SHOULDERING A HUGE PERCENTAGE OF THE 
TOTAL COST. 
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Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 

initial Action Needed 
1 1/24/2008 

Caiy 
Haitsuka 

95-1 174 Anuanu St 
Airport 

Mililani 
HI 
96789 
haitsukac002@ hawaii.rr.com 

Email 
Website 

Submission ConlenVNotes : ne lo sa, AOL d nrelef '.nc ra g3 1nro.gn in? a rpon 3na lo W3 n X 
311 "n Wanoa r :ne l.lAre Tnlnns tor 21: ng .s np.1 3Lr 70n7rn3rls 
lor rne ra s/slem. Cary 
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----- O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
Trom: Tcd.Matl.oy@dot .gov [mailto:Ted.MatI.ey$dot .qov] 
Sent :  Thursday, January 22, 2009 1:40 PM 
To: Hi.yarnotu, Faith 
Subjec t :  F%: Rail 

----- O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
Prom: Sa:l.l.y R a i l  [mail to:  HnLLSO1lFtIAWAIT. R R - C M j  
Sent:  Fuesclay, December 23, 2008 7:54 PM 
To: wyoshioka@t~or?olulu. gov 
Cc :  Matf.ey, Ted <PYA>; governor . l inglo@hawai i  .gov 
Subjec t  : R a i l  

Government by the  People, f o r  t h e  
People? 

"Our govorrmr_?nl; should work f o r  us, not  a g a i n s t  us, he lp  us, not hu r t  
us .  " These words spoken by Barack Obama at the 'lcenocratic k4ati.ona.l. 
Corlverltion r i n g  w i t h  t r u t h .  [Jnfortunately,  thoi~gh, i n  [ionolulu they  
do not  re f l .ec t  t h e  r e a l i t y  of c i t y  government. Our c i t y  o f f i c i a l s ,  
under t h e  l zade r sh ip  of  Mayor Mufi Hannemann, a r e  r e fus ing  to s t o p  a 
t r a i n  t h a t  wi.l.1. carry us head on i n t o  ocono~nic and environmental 
d i s a s t e r .  

Trade unions and busir lesses which s t a n d  t o  benef ic  from t h e  s t e e l  on 
steel r a i l  support  it, a s  do marly c i t y  bu reauc ra t s  deperldcr~t on Mufi 
f o r  t t~e f . r  jobs.  But I:here a re  35,000 o r  45,000 o r  49,000 v o t e r s ,  
depending on how one de f ines  vo!-.er, who want a l te rna t l .ves .  Tt1e.i.r 
concerns should nol: bz d ismissed .  Only a f t e r  a p ro t r ac t ed  st.rugg1.e by 
c i . t izen  gronps did t h e  city ag ree  t o  a C i t y  alld County of Hono11:lu 
ques t ion  on th.e Novernber 4 th  hal.l.ot ask ing ,  "S11oul.d t h e  c i t y  bu.i.3.d a 
s t e e l  wheel on steel .  rail trans2.t system?" Nearly hal f  of t h e  
c i t i ze r l e  of 3awaj.i. ful1.y understood t h e  d i r e  consequences of such a 
system, and voted "No! " 

The proposed steel on s tee l .  rail. will be an el.eirated 20 t o  40 foo t  
high cement s t r u c t u r e  cl.imbing t o  70 foe.:: a t  U.f i .  Marioa and I25 f e e t  
a t  Ala Moana Center, s t r e t c h i n g  from KapoLei t o  A l a  Moana and U.H. 
Manoa wi th  spu r s  t o  the a i r p o r t  and a long t h e  A L a  W s i .  On Nimitz 
Avei;ue between Eta ' a i  S t r e e t ,  Bishop S t r e e t ,  and Halekauwila, t h e  20 
foo t  e l e v a t i o n  w i l l  run alony t h e  water .  S t a t i o n s  x i 1 1  be 
s t r a t e g i c a l l y  placed a t  32 s l - tes ,  one 5 s t o r i e s  high ac ros s  from Aloha 
Tower and one 12 s t o r i e s  t a l l  a t  A l a  Koana Csnter .  No one a long  t h i s  
r o u t e  w i l l  b e  ab l e  t o  escape  t h e  r a c k e t  of  s t e e l  on s t e e l  t r a i n s  
r o a r i n g  by. No one r ~ i l l  be a b l e  t o  escape  t h e  bli.ght on the  a i n a .  

The c o s t s  'o t h e  taxpayer a r e  staggering. Some s t a t e s  have n o  sa les  
tax;  o t h e r s  have no p rope r ty  tax;  soma have no tax on food o r  
medications;  stil.:l. o t h e r  s k a t e s  have no income t a x .  But: i n  ilawaii we 
llavs them a l l ,  except  i n  p l a c e  o f  a saies t ax  we have a more i.r!sj.dious 
tax, a 4% e x c i s e  tax ,  a t a x  on bus ines s  t r a n s a c t i o n s  a t  every  l e v e l  
whic:h i s  passed on t o  the consumer. Hannemann added a l'coun.ky 

RobertsSte
Rectangle



sn rcha rqe"  of . 5 4  t.0 t h e  e x c i s c  t a x  Lo h c l p  f i n a n c e  t h e  r a i l ,  qi.vi.rlq 
u s  ii r a t e  of 4.5"s  I f  b u s i n e s s e s  choo.se t o  pass  or, t h e i r  e x c i s e  t a x  
l i a b i l i t y  t a  t h e  cons,urier, t h i s  t a x  can be  a s  ihi.gh a:; 4 . / 1 . % % .  

Add t h i s  t o  o m  h?.gh c o s l  of .Living, and t h e  f i .nancia1 bilcdei~ becomes 
ni l tenable .  ?'he c a s t  o f  t h e  s t e c l  oil s t e e l  ra i l . ,  v i t h  i.nflai.ion and 
c o s t  ove r runs ,  i s  now p r o j e c t e d  t o  be about: 7 b i l l i o n  d o l l a r s .  With 
t h e  burden of ma in ta in inq  a  c o r r o s i o n  prone s t e e l  on sr.eei system, an 
i m p r a c t i c a l  choi.ce f o r  an i s l a n d  stirrounded by ocean,  t h e  c o s t s  120 
even h i g h e r .  We w i l l  pay,  o u r  c h i l d r e n  will. pay, and our 
g r a n d c h i l d r e n  w i % l  pay f o r  a system t h a t  wi th  r a p i d l y  advancing 
~ e c h n o l o g y  wi l l  become o b s o l e t e  a s  East  a s  it i s  b u i l t .  

B y  :tot prese i i t inq  alternai_ivc?v t o  s t e e l  on s t e e l ,  r a i l .  techi\ol.ogy, t h e  
mayor l e a d s  many v o t e r s  lto t h i n k  Lhe cho ice  i.s r a i l  o r  no th ing .  Yet 
t h e r e  a r c  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  s t e e l  on s t e e l  r a i l ,  we!,l i n t e g r a l e d  and 
carefu'1.l.y thought. ou t  sys tems tha t .  would e a s e  t h e  t r a f f i c  nightmare a t  
a  f r a c t i o n  o! t h e  c o s t  and enviromaenta l  dos i . ruct ion.  'l'he c o o r d i n a t i o n  
oE f e r r i e s ,  high occupancy tol.1. l a n e s ,  T l e e t s  of  mini. buses ,  t r a f f i c  
l j - g h t s ,  c o n t r a  f low i.anes, b i c y c l e  r o u t c s ,  and tho use  of new 
underpasses  whi le  encouraging teleoommunication and s t aggered  work 
hours  would he  l e s s  i n v a s i v e ,  less c o s t l y ,  and more L lex ib le  t h a n  a 
stce.L on s t e e i  r a i l  system. There may even be ano the r  l e s s  i n v a s i v e ,  
l e s s  c o s t l y ,  and inore f1exj.bl.e r a p i d  t r a n s i t  system t h a t  ,would work 
f o r  Onhu commuters. 

I(onolu:.u r!erds a  inayor who works f o r  a l l .  t h e  people ,  no t  j t i s t  t h o s e  
who c o n t r i b r i t e  t o  h i s  campaign o r  wlio w i l l  p r o f i t  f r o n  t h e  s t e e l  on 
s c e e l  rai!. system. An horiesl: r eappra i sa l .  of  t h e  r a i l .  issix? would h e l p  
c i r i z e r i s  f e e l  t h e i r  government is worki.ny f o r  them. Arl honest  arid 
e f f e c t i v e  mayor would look a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  economic r e c e s s i o n  and have 
t h e  i . n t c g r 1 . t ~  t o  s c r a p  a  r a i l  system t h a t  w i l l  bankrupt  t h e  t u t u r e ,  
become o b s o l e t e  becore  it i s  f i n i s h e d ,  and wreak havoc on Ozhu's 
f r a g i l e  ecosysl.en$. 











From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.govl 
Sent: Thursday, January 22,2009 1:39 PM 
To: Mlyamoro, Faith 
Subject: FW: Honoluiu Rail System 

I 

i From: Gerhard C. Hamm [mailto:gch,hawaii@hawaiiantel.net'j 
Sent: Wednesday, January 07,2009 2:36 PM j 
To: Matley, Ted <FIX> 

! Subject: Honolulu Rail System 

Jau~uary 6,2009 
i Dear Mr. MatIey, 
i 

Pl~oenix just opened a new 20 mile Light-rail train built for El. .4 billion. 
j 

I Why does our Honolulu government project $5.3 billion for our 20 mile system'? Are the 
Phoenicians that lnrrcll smarter than us to eIect a government that provides them with the same length system 
for almost $4 billion (Four Billion Dollars) Icss? Wow! 

I 
What could we taxpayers do with $4 billion in our own pocltes? Think about it, seriously. Perhaps 

for d ~ e  billiotl-dollar EPA-required sewage upgrade, and stilt Imve a few billions bft'! 

j Siltcerely, 
Gerhard C. Harnrn 
1930 fitwe0 St. 
Honolulu FiI 96821- 1304 

; (808) 373-1030 
f GCH.Hawaii@lI-fawaiiantel.net 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 . Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

February 16, 2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Gerhard C. Hamm 
1930 Alaweo Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96821 -1 304 

Dear Mr. Hamm: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The conditions between Phoenix and Honolulu are different. The systems are both 
20 miles long, but the Phoenix line is estimated to carry less than half the riders of the Honolulu 
system and take more than twice as long to travel the 20 miles. Moreover, the Phoenix line 
removes two lanes of traffic along most of the route. There are numerous alternative routes 
available for motorists in the Phoenix metro area. The Honolulu Project will not remove any 
travel lanes. It will add to the capacity of the overall transportation system without reducing the 
existing, limited roadway supply. Phoenix did not need to preserve highway capacity; Honolulu 
must. To accomplish that, the system must be elevated (underground is more expensive). The 
cost of an elevated system is higher than an at-grade line such as the recently opened system 
in Phoenix, but the Honolulu sentice will have a much higher capacity and will be more reliable. 



Mr. Gerhard C. Hamm 
Page 2 
February 16,201 0 

Lastly, the proposed capital funding sources for the Project cannot be used for non- 
public transpoitation projects such as a secondary wastewater treatment plant. Enabling 
legislation for the County General Excise and Use Tax surcharge and Ordinance 07-001 
preclude the use of the collected funds for purposes other than a fixed-guideway transit system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very truly yours, 

Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 112012008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : cameron 
Last Name : hamp 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : 
state : HI 
Zip Code : 96789 
Email : cameron41085@yahoo.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Ernail 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1112012008 
Submission ContenVNotes : I have a few questions the first being, 

What kind of security will be provided at the parking lots at the rail 
stops? 

If current "road work" creates congestion now, how much more would a 
full scale project affect traffic? And what hours would the iabor be done? 

navs see1 31al2 p19.ccts dno gencra . y  me, 13-e 2-3 more /ears inan 
or g,na :, anneo 3.0 la !o rrccr lne 040ge: cors slcn: ) Are lne'c a-y 
g-arailees Inat II s xoec '  I nie ine .uo..l oe - 7 4  

All of this is built on the assumption that the train would be full? Again 
are there any guarantees, or incentives to use the train, otherwise I say 
this. oh someone else is going to take it I can drive. The idea that other 
people will say wiil someone else will do it similar to the philosophy of 
recycling ... if i don! do it someone else will. 

RobertsSte
Rectangle

RobertsSte
Rectangle









--. . . ----. . . . . . . . . . -. . - 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 2/3/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Earl 
Last Name : Handy 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 47-226 luiu Street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Kaneohe 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96744 
Email : ehandy@hotmail.com 
Telephone : 808-239-8037 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 0210312009 
Submission ContenVNotes : I think the route on the city side of Oahu is well thought out. I would like 

to see a link to the windward side however. The best was to do that 
would be to seek funding from the federal goverment and connect Pearl 
Harbour with the Kaneohe Bay Marine Base following the H3 Highway. 
A station placed as close to the Windward shopping center near the Like 
Like Hwy would be best. I hope that all the trains acomodate bicycles is 
some way like the Bart trains in San Fransico where bikes can be taken 
aboard the last car. 
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Sh i r l ey  H a s e n y a g e r  
235 Kuuhoa Place 

Kailua, HI 96734-2734 
shir leyinhi@aol.com 

(808) 262-5069 

January 27, 2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director, Dept. of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu HI 9681 3 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

I have numerous concerns about the DElS for the Honolulu City and County's proposed heavy 
rail transit system. A few of them are: 

1. I do not feel the issue of property acquisition and adequate reimbursement has been fully 
addressed. What about loss of. business during relocation and construction and decreased value 
already occurring due to anticipation of acquisition and/or lengthy disruption ? 

2. The immense adverse visual impact to Honolulu has been minimized and not adequately 
described. We need to have good, easily understood descriptions of the many stations planned as 
they will impact a large area that includes schools, homes and businesses. The size of these 
stations needs to be explained in detail ..... the footprint of the station, height and amount of land 
surrounding each one needed for parking, bus accommodation, etc. How are they to be protected 
from vandalism, graffiti, and criminal activity? 

3. What happens when we have a power outage like the one during a recent storm. This is not 
something speculative. This will happen. How do you propose getting people off of the trains 
and out of the stations? 

4. What accommodation is there for luggage (assuming an airport route) and other iarge items 
people will need to be able to carry on a train, either to a place of work or back to their cars 
after shopping. 

There simply has not been an honest presentation of the impact of the proposed rail system on 
businesses and residences on the route, nor the disruption of traffic during a very lengthy 
construction period. What recourse does a resident of an apartment have when he finds he has a 
noisy train running in front of his lanai every few minutes, blocking his view, ruining his life 
and making his apartment worth zero? is the city prepared to deal with the many law suits that 
are inevitable? 

Yours truly, 

cc: Gov. Linda Lingle 
cc: Honolulu City Counc~l 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 internet: www.honoluiu.gov 

February 16,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Ms. Shirley Hasenyager 
235 Kuuhoa Place 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734-2734 

Dear Ms. Hasenyager: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following addresses comments regarding the above-referenced submittal: 

Your letter will be answered in the same manner as it was submitted. 

Section 4.4.3 of the Final €IS presents the mitigation associated with acquisitions, 
displacements, and relocations for full and partial property acquisitions. 
Section 4.18.1 of the Final €IS lists the proposed mitigation measures to reduce 
adverse economic hardships for existing businesses (including small businesses) 
along the project alignment during construction. The City has a right-of-way team 
that has contacted each potentially affected parcel owner to discuss potential 
project impacts on their respective property. All property acquisitions and 
relocations are subject to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act, and the City will follow those procedures. Where 
relocations will occur, compensation will be provided to affected property owners, 
businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws 
and will follow the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act. 
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Chapter 2 of the Final EIS shows the location and extent of all project stations in 
Figures 2- 17 through 2-37. In addition, visual effects of the system are 
addressed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS. As discussed in Section 8.4 of the 
Final EIS, the City is conducting workshops with communities that will have rail 
stations. The purpose of the workshops is to engage the public about rail stations 
and provide opportunities for residents to contribute ideas about the appearance 
of station entryways in their areas. Ideas generated at the workshops will be 
incorporated into the station planning process. For more information and to get 
involved in this process, please visit the project website at 
www, h s p l a l u l m .  ------ 

Stations will be patrolled and will be closed between midnight and 4:00 a.m. 
Materials and textures will be graffiti-resistant. Physical deterrents, such as 
plantings, will be used where appropriate. Graffiti removal is an anticipated 
maintenance activity. 

3. Since trains and rail stations will be electrically powered, the system's 
infrastructure is being designed to handle service disruptions. For example, 
trains will draw power from many points along the route, so an outage in a few 
areas should not disrupt service to the remainder of the system. If electrical 
power is lost system-wide, then train brakes are designed to stop the rail cars 
even without power. Lights will stay on in trains and stations; backup batteries 
will provide lighting for several hours. The train operations center will 
communicate with passengers via the public address system and intercom to 
provide guidance. If power is restored within a short time, service will resume. 
With a prolonged outage, the operations center will direct passengers to exit the 
trains and walk along a lighted emergency walkway on the guideway to the 
nearest station. For those unable to exit rail cars, help will be provided by 
emergency responders and transit star Passengers will be met at the train 
station by a coordinated response from emergency responders and City 
transportation workers. 

4. The luggage policy for the system is not final, but the concept of the policy will be 
to allow luggage that does not interfere with the safety or comfort of other 
passengers. 

The exact impact of construction activity on traffic is not yet known. As discussed 
in Section 3.5.6 of the Final EIS, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be 
developed in advance by the contractor with approval from the City and the 
Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT Plan will identify measures to 
mitigate temporary construction-related effects on transportation and will address 
roadway closures for streets identified in Table 3-27 of the Final EIS. As stated in 
Section 4.18. I of the Final EIS, several public involvement strategies will be used 
to inform businesses and the public about construction activities, including 
roadway detours. 



Ms. Shirley Hasenyager 
Page 3 
February 16, 2010 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe 
noise impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high- 
rise buildings (as shown in Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended 
mitigation in place (sound absorbing material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis 
indicates that the new noise generated by the Project will be lower than the 
existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge 
of the guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of the rail. The 
parapet wall will substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in 
the areas that will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project 
noise levels from the upper floors to below the impact level. Once the Project is 
operating, noise levels will be re-measured to confirm that there are no noise 
impacts from the Project. 

Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS discusses the general consequence of the changes 
to visual conditions due to the presence of the elevated guideway and states that, 
"residents living in high-rise buildings adjacent to the project alignment will 
experience visual changes as a result of the Project. " 

The Economic Activity section of the Draft EIS (Section 4.2) did not evaluate the 
impact of the Project on property values because those values are subject to 
economic forces outside the direct control of the Project. However, as 
experienced in other cities, the value of properties with access to transit stations 
is substantially higher than for properties that are distant from the system. In 
addition, other development, including retail, businesses, schools, etc., could 
occur near transit stations. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. pp)& 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 



Hawaiian Electric Company, InC. . PO Box 2750. Honolulu, Hi 96840.0001 

EiS 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, Third Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Re: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Pmject 
Clty R: County of Honolulu, Oahu 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement 
prepared for the above-referenced project. The following comments were received from the 
our Engineering and Power Supply Departments: 

(1) EnaineerinqIProiect Manaaement (Earlvnne Oshiro, 543-7825). Numerous existing and 
planned HECO overhead and underground facilities will be affected by the project 
location and route. HECO will need continued access to our faculties for operation and 
maintenance purposes. 

(2) EnaineerindSubstation, Protection & Telecommunications (David Arakaki, 543-75931. 
Transit facilities in the area of HECO's lwilei 138 kV Substation may conflict with 
possible expansion plans for the substation. 

(3) Power Suoolv/Power Plant Enaineerinu (Michael Yuen. 543-79981. 

(a) Honolulu Power Plant. The transit project proposes to use the Nimitz-Bishop 
corner of the Honolulu Power Plant for part of the transit station. This corner of the 
Honolulu Power Plant currently has a storage tank that provides propane for power 
plant operations. Area is limited at the Honolulu Power Plant, especially during 
major maintenance periods, so relocation of this tank and loss of the usable area 
would negatively impact HECO's operation and maintenance activities. HECO 
requests revision of the station design to avoid the use of the Honolulu Power Plant 
property. 

(b) Waiau Power Plant. The proposed transit guideway is routed on Kamehameha 
Highway in front of the Waiau Power Plant. The plans presented to HECO last 
year proposed to eliminate the left turn into Kamehameha Highway coming out of 
the power plant because of guideway column placements. This turn is utilized by 
iarge Transmission and Distribution vehicles heading in the Ewa direction. These 
vehicles can not easily make U-turns so they would have to take a very circuitous 
route to head back toward the Ewa direction. HECO requests that the guideway 
column placement be relocated to avoid elimination of this turn. 
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Dept. of Transportation Services 
February 6. 2009 
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( 4 )  EnaineerinMProiect Manaaement (Rouen Liu. 543-72451. Please note that HECO's 
work and associated costs related to the transit project may be subject to approval by 
the Public Utilities Commission, State of Hawaii. For this and other planning reasons, 
HECO would prefer to coordinate and plan for electrical needs or relocations as soon 
as practical. 

We appreciate your efforts to keep us apprised of the planning process. As the project 
progresses, please continue to keep us informed. We will be better able to evaluate any 
effects on our sfstem facilities furthe: along in the project's development. We request that 
development plans show ail affected HECO facilities, and address any conflicts between the 
proposed plans and HECO's existing facilities. Please foiward the pre-final development 
plans to HECO for review. 

Should it become necessary to relocate HECO's facilities, please immediately submit a 
request in writing and we will work with you so that construction of the project may proceed 
as smoothly as possible. Please note that there may be costs associated with any 
relocation work, and that such costs may be borne by the requestor. Because any redesign 
or relocation of HECO's facilities may cause lengthy deiays, upon determination that HECO 
facilities will need to be relocated, HECO shouid be notified immediately in order to 
minimize any delays in or impacts on the project schedule. 

To coordinate HECO's continuing input in this project, I suggest dealing directly with the points 
of contact noted above. Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Kirk S. Tomita 
Senior Environmental Scientist 

cc: Ms. Katherine P. Keaioha (OEQC) 
E. Oshiro 
D. Arakaki 
M. Yuen 
R. Liu 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Kirk S. Tomita 
Hawaiian Electric Company, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2750 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96840-0001 

Bear Mr. Tomita: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. 5 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

(I) Engineerinq/Proiect Mananement: As presented in Section 4.18.2, Communities and 
Neighborhoods, of this Final EIS, "Design criteria will govern all new utility construction outside 
of buildings, as well as the support, maintenance, relocation, and restoration of utilities 
encountered or affected by project construction. " 

In addition, coordination will occur with property owners and will include, but not be 
limited to: underground utility senlice connections, access or driveway reconstruction, utility 
disruption, water service, grounding work, demolition, landscape protection, landscape 
restoration, fencing, mail delivery, and garbage collection. The vertical and lateral clearances of 
overhead and underground utility lines shall comply with the rules and regulations of the 



Mr. Kirk S. Tomita 
Page 2 
February 16, 201 0 

appropriate utility agency and Hawaii Administrative Rules during final design and approved by 
the utility agencies. This coordination will include notifying and working with HECO regarding 
non-State roadways and roadway rights -of-way. Design refinements with all affected HECO 
facilities will be developed in close coordination with HECO and the design team as final design 
progresses. Access will be maintained to all HECO facilities, though it may be modified in some 
locations. 

(2) Enaineerina/Substation. Protection & Telecommunications: Preliminary Engineering 
(PE) drawings for the lwilei segment will be submitted to HECO for review and coordination by 
January 2010. Design coordination will continue through the final design of the Project. 

(3) Power S u ~ ~ l ~ / P o w e r  Plant Engineering: 

(a) Honolulu Power Plant: Locating the Downtown Station at a different site 
would avoid use of the Honolulu Power Plant Property, and accordingly, alternative sites 
have been investigated, as was described in the HECO Downtown Plant and Leslie A. 
Hicks Building Avoidance Alternatives subsection in Section 5.5.2 Historic Sites of the 
Final €IS. Avoidance alternatives are limited by Honolulu Harbor and by the geometry of 
Nimitz Highway. Several alternative alignments were considered during the Alternatives 
Analysis phase, one of which included Queen Street. While this alternative would avoid 
the HECO property, it would have impacts on historic resources within the Hawaii Capital 
Historic District. Other small shifts of the station entrance were considered and are not 
feasible because they would require the demolition of one of the high-rise office buildings 
or impact Irwin Park. In addition to considering small shifts of the station entrance, two 
other practical avoidance alternatives were evaluated to relocate the Downtown Station 
to avoid this property. None of these were feasible design options. Therefore, the 
Project will use approximately .2 acres of the HECO property in the Ewa corner of the 
property near Bishop Street. PE drawings for the Downtown Station will be submitted to 
HECO for review and coordination by January 2010 and design coordination will 
continue through the final design of the Project. 

(b) Waiau Power Plant: Column design along Kamehameha Highway has been 
revised and the left turn onto Kamehameha Highway from the Waiau Power Plant will be 
preserved. 

(4) Enqineerin~/Proiect Manaaement: Coordination with HECO will be ongoing 
throughout the design and construction process. PE design drawings have been submitted to 
HECO for the First Construction Phase, East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands. The drawings included 
information showing the location of existing HECO facilities and identified relocation 
requirements. PE drawings for the Second, Third, and Final Construction Phases will be 
submitted to HECO in the schedule shown in Figure 2-43 of the Final EIS. DTS has also 
provided HECO with proposed electrical utility relocation plans and comments and suggestions 
provided by HECO have been incorporated. Design coordination will continue through the final 
design of the Project. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very t ly yours, 

airy 
WAYNE Y. YOSHI~KA 
Director 

Enclosure 



25 Maluniu A V P ,  Suile 102, PMB 282 .  IKaiIua. HI 96734. PhonelFax: (000) 262-0682 E-inail: htf@lava.ne! 

February 2,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Deparhnent of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3" Floor 
I-Ionolulu, Hawaai'i 9681 3 
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Ikgarding: Honolulu IIigh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft IEnvironmental 
Impact Statement/Scction 4(f) Evaluation 

The DEIS preface stales, "The purpose of this Draft Environmental Impacl Statcmenl (DEIS) is 
to provide .... information necessary to make a11 inrormed dccision, based on a full and open 
analysis of costs, benefits, and environmental impacts of alteniativcs considered." 

UiiCo~tunately, the DEIS does not provide a full and open analysis of the short and long-term 
direct, indirect and cumulative social and environmental impacls from the various aspects of tile 
fixed guideway system. 

Chapter 1 Uackground, Purpose and Need 
When the Second City concept was introduced it was billed as a place where people 
would live and work thus avoiding the long commute into Downtown. Neilher 
businesses nor jobs nor infrastructure have kept pace with housing developnielit thus 
causing traffic congestion within Kapolei and Ewa and forcing people to still travel 
long distances to work. 
With more businesses including government offices relocating to Kapolci and a new 
large shopping center planned how would ridership on the fixed guideway rider ship be 
afkcled? 
Figure 1.8 Daily 2007 Transit Trips between Transportation Analysis Areas is totally 
uscless. If this diagram is supposed to show all transit trips - car, bicycle, and bus it  
missed the point and is nothing but a bewildering maze of blue. 

robertsste
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1.6 Pote~~t ia l  Traosit Markets 
"1)cspitc the large growth of aiiploymcnl opportunities in Lhc l<apolci area, population 

City and Slate administrative offices move their daily operations to ICapolei and as 
other employment grows in thc urca." 
What are the direct and indirect itnpacts on residents who must travel further ft.0111 

Hawai'i Kei, Aina 'Ii~ina ant1 the Windward side to get to govcrnmcnt operations that 
have tnoved koni Downtown to Kapolei? 
What arc the direct and impacts on  tlie environment and air quality from the adtlitional 
vehicle iraffic traveling longer distances to Kapolei for governrncnt services'? 
What are Llle time and cost impacts to residents who ride the bus &on1 East Honolulu 
and Windward to government ol'fices relocated (i-om Downtown to ICapolci? 
Makakilo is expected lo grow by 125%. wllich is 25% niore than Ewa between 2000 

ant1 2030 yet there is no transit system projected to coiinect to Makakiio. Why'? 

Cbaptcr 2 Alternatives Considered 
Operating I'arameters 

* 'fhis sectio~i states, "lt is envisioned [hat bicycles would be allowctl on trains." 
At what point in proccss will the decision be tnadc on whether to permit bicycles 
on each train? 
Will the public have opportunities to connnent on what types OF bicycle fi~cilitics 
are ncedcd? 

Table 2-5 Fixed Guideway Operating Assumplions 
What is the "branch-line headway?" 
lIow lnatiy t i~nes along the entire fixed guideway route will trains reach 50 ~niics 
per hour or greater? 
At what points along the route will trains reach 50 miles per hour'? 
At 50 miles an hour what is tlie dislnnce needed for a train to stop'? 
How many trains will be ruuming to meet the 3 to 10 tiiinute time sc11cdule at each 
stop? 
What is tlie pi~rpose of having hot11 elevators and escalators at cach station? 
What are thc maintenance costs per year For all the proposed elevators and 
escalators'? 
What is tlie yearly maintenance schedule for all elevators and escalators? 
Will bicycle parking be perrnittetl at eitcli statioti, train platfonn and train stop? 
How many spaces will be allotted for bicycle parking at each station'? 
What measuses will be used to pwvent Hawaii's liomcless from sleeping under 
tlie stations, platfor~ns and overhead guideway? 
What measures will bc used to prevent gral'liti on tlie columns, stations, platforms 
and * 
What maintenance procedures will be to get ride of graffiti and stay on top of' it so 
that the fixed guideway system does not become a glaring mess of spray paint? 

Figure 2- 19. 
What are the height, width and length of tlie Transit Center Bridge'? Will there bc 
20 hour lighting and security? 



Figure 2-20 Pcarl Highlands Station 
What are the dimensions ofthe station - height, width'? 
How many cars will the parking garage hold7 
Will the garage be enclosed and have security and lighting? 
What liours will the garage be open? 
Will the parking garage be a sliared use with Pearl I~Iighlands Shopping Center? IS 
so, will tlie Center contribute to the constructio~i and tnaintenance costs? 

Figure 2-22. Aloha Stiidinm Station 
Wliat are tlic height, witllh and length ofthc Elevated Connecting Bridge'? Will it 
be covered and havc security a i ~ t  lighting'? 

Clt:~pter 3 Transportation 
3.2.1 Existitlg Travel Pattents 

What is the expected pcrccutagc of total daily trips of air passcngcrs that now use 
ground transportation that will use the transit system to and from the airport? 
What percentage of those h.aveling in the corridor, and 1101 originating or endi~ig at 
work, will use the fixed guideway systcni? 
The DEIS is silent on what the public land ut~der the fixed guitleway system in 
between columns will be used for. Without infomation on specific uses at specilic 
sites it is inipossible to envision or assess direct or impacts ol'tl~e proposed uses. 'I'l~e 
FEES tnust provide inhrrnation on the types of uses proposed for each column-to- 
coiun~n segment undcr the fixed guideway. 

3.4. Petore Coriditiotts and Effects; Baild Alternatives 
Reverse Cornmute Markets 

?'he IIEIS states that "Al~nost four-fold iticrcasc in employiiient is estimatcd by 
2030 for Kapolei, the quick aotl direct access provided by the fixed guideway 
system from PUC 1)evelopmcnt Plan area locations would help atldress the 
denand of future reverse colnmute illarkets." 
How many new jobs tloes "four-fold" represent? 
What data was ~ ~ s e d  to determine that there would be a 'Tottr-Sold" e~nploytnetit 
increase in Kapolei by 2000? 
What is thc estimated pelcentage of students and faculty living in I+apolei, Ewn, 
Waicmac, Maknkilo and North Shore that now attend UFI Manoa are anticipated 
to attend the UH Wcst Oal~u campus? 
What is the estiniated percentage of UI-I Manod students and faculty (hat will 
travel to IJlH Wcst Oahu for classes? 
What other government offices are planned for relocation to ECapolei or Ewa? 
What is "the sum oftlie travel tinies in between" Izast ICapolci ant1 the I'earlridge 
Station? 

Changes in Transit antl Private Vehicle Demand 
What data was used to determine that the commnte-to-work transit share of the 
Ewa to Downtown travel would increase from 23 % to bctweeti 54 and 56 
pcrccnt? 

Access to Fixed Cruitleway Stations 
Itlentilj. tlie ways that tlie 2030 No Uuiltl conditions would effect the "gradual 



deterioration of service reliability" of bus service to parts of the island outside of 
(he study corridor? 
What data was used to determine that acccss to stations by bus or wallting would 
be 85% of "total trips in the a.m. two-hour peak period?" If this is the case then 
why are large parking facilities ant1 park-and-ridc lots plati~ied for only 15% of 
the pro.jectcd ridersliip? 

3.4.3 Effects 011 Streets ant1 Iligliways 
Table 3-21 Coluniii Placement Effects on Streets a id  1-ligllways 

What are the direct and indirect irnpacts on travel tinie by drivers at tllc sites 
where metlii~n strips will be expanded and travel lanes reduced? 
What are the direct and illdirect impacts on pedestrians at locations where 
sidewalks will be eliminated?" 

3.4.4 Effects on Parking, Bicycle and I'etlestrian Pktcilities ant1 Freight 
Effects 011 I'arking Supply 

The DEIS states that an "Estimitted 820 to 960 off-street and 230 to 250 on-street 
parking spaces would be removcd as result of Build Alternatives ..." 
The DEIS further states that, "Future development around station areas-new land uses 
near statiotis could change tile detnand for and supply of parking. These factors could 
influence how people clioose to access the stations and where tliey would park." 
While acknowledging tlle loss of parlting and spill over parking into neighborhootls 
there is no inforrnatio~i on short a~itl long term eliccts on resitlents a~id neighborhoods 
impacted by spill over md  construction parlting or businesses that depend on street 
parking. 

* What are the direct and intlirect irnpacts to neighborhoods and businesscs near and 
adjacent to the lixcd guideway li.om spill over and construction'? 
Idcntify the areas that will loose off-street parking and how many parking spaces will 
be lost at cach locatioti? 
Identi@ the areas that will lose on-street parking and how many spaces will be lost at 
each location'? 
Will ally of the removed off-street ant1 on-street parking spaces be replaced? If so 
how many and where? 

@ What are tlle direct, indirect end cumdativc impacts of removing on and offstrect on 
people attending community events and facilities such as parks, libraries, and 
schools'? 

Table 3-24 
What is the safety risks to bike riders when sharcd roadways are redutced from 16 to 
14 feel and from 14 feet to 1 3 t'eet? 

= If the city wants to encourage bicycle ridi~ig as a mode ~Ct~ansportation throughout 
the island and to and Croni t1.atisit thcn bike riding should be made safer and not more 
dangerous as the proposed lane reductions seem to be doing. 

3.4.5 Mitigation of Long-term Traiisportatioo Effects 
Stating that "there is available isarking oti nearby side strccts to acconimodatc people 
currently utsing parking spaces that be lost to guidcway construction" only increases 



crowding of neighborhoods and is not an acceptable mitigation measure. 
Neighborhood overcrowding from parking is a serious safety iintl aesthetic problem 
so tlie issue sliould not be casttally brushed aside but must resolvetl though 
coriimutiity involvement. 
Infonnalion fro111 the "detailed surveys for tlie alTccted areas" regarding necessary 
parking placement should have been included in this DEIS so that the direct, indirect 
atid cumulative impacts from loss of parking, construction and spill over parking 
could have been evaluatcd. 

3.5 Constrection-reIi1te(1 Effects on Tra~lsportalion 
3.5.1 Co~istrmtio~i Staging I'lans 

Construction staging areas and plans should have bcen identified stid the locations 
included in this DEIS. Without infortilation on staging sites it is impossible to assess 
the direct, indirect and cumulative social and envirotiincntal inipacts of each site. 
It is unacceptable to state that "Staging areas are not expected to cause a subshtitial 
effect" when locations arc not knowti and environtnental, social and cultural i~iipacts 
have not been evaluatcd. 
Will there be a public involvement component witliiil each effected cotnmunity in the 
selection of construction staging site? 

= In Kailua unbeknown to the cotnmunily, a contractor contracted with a private 
landowner to use a parcel of land, adjacent to a wetland, for a construction staging. 
While i~si~ig thc site the contractor placed fill in a portion of the wetland. Vigilant 
residents spent severdl years documenting the infraction, which resulted in fities to 
the landowner atid contractor, and partial restoration of tlie wetland. Play tliis scc~iario 
out over the length of thc 20-mile fixed guiderail sysleni and years of delay and 
washed environtnental resources could be tlie result of not identifying and evaluating 
constrt~ction sites in this disclosi~re docoment. 

3.5.2 Coastr~~ctio~~-related Effects on l'ra~rsit Service 
* 'The DEIS fails to evaluate the direct, indirect and cutilulativc impacts on 'Ii~ntli-Van 

services and residents wlieci bus stops are relocated and bus routes are changed during 
construction at all segments of the 20-milc fixed guideway systern. 

3.5.4 Constraction-related Effects 011 Parking 
It is unsatisfactory that the "precise effects on parking during conslruction" will be left to 

the individual contractors to hantlie. Data on constructioti site seleclion, construction and 
conim~mity parking tieeds and mitigation measures sl~ould have bee11 included in this 
D E E  so that social, enviuonmetital ant1 cutiiulative i~iipacts c o ~ ~ l d  be evaluated in a 
compreliensive manner. 

3.5.7 Mitig21tio11 of Constraction-relntetl Effects 
Maintenance of T~affic Pla11 

Will the proposcd "extensive public information program" itlcludc a public irivolvenicnt 
component 01 will it just consist of information distributton? 

Cl~apter  4 E~ivirunrnerital Asillysis, Consequences, ti1111 Mitigation 



4.1 Land tJse 
* 'L'his section touts all the proposed and anticipated devclopniclit projects but fails to 

mention that not all permits for development have been sought or received. 
'Tliis is the built it slid they will come scenario. As pointed out the fixcd guideway system 

begins and ends in an empty field. 
= Why the fixed guideway didn't begin in Downtow~i ;md work outwards is a myslcry. One 

key reason, we believe, is that it would have been much liartler sell but would have 
provided a meaningful transportation option in t~affic congcstcd areas. Beginning in a11 
open fcld surso~it~ded with compliait and willing landowners is a much easier sell. 

@ The u~ldeveloped field where the fixed guideway system begins is far from most rcsidcntial 
areas in Kapolei so people wanting to use the rail system will need to use their cars to 
reach tlie station. 'The DEIS is silent on whether new bus routes will be added to 
accoinmodate people who want to take thc tmin or where the bus stops will be locatetl. 

Because the Kapolei station is far away from Lhe Kapolei business district people travelilig 
to worlc in Kapolei will need to use buses to get to work oucc it1 Kapolei. We assulne that 
new bus routes will bc created so that people can get to their jobs but the DEIS docs not 
provide information on bus routes or tlie time it will take to get to the Kapolei busiliess 
district in tlie traffic cotigcstcd ICapolei from the Kapolci station. If the bus travel tirue 
combined with the rail travel time is to long or co~nparable to travel by car people could 
opt to drive from other destinations instead of using the rail system tliils negating the 
purpose(s) of building the rail. 

* 'The 1:EIS must provide car and bus travel route and time informidion to and from the 
Icapolei station for residents living in Kapolei ant1 infonilation on travel time from 
various locatiotis along the fixcd guideway route for people traveling to the bl~siiiess 
district for work. 

What is mcant by the statelnent "At1 assessliielit of 1)otetltial changes in lalid use that could 
result koni thc itnproved mobility that would be pmvided by the long-lenn operation of 
tlie I'roject?" 

a 't'he DEIS states that tlic "Waianilc elid of the project that would serve the area where both 
population atid employmctit are forecasted to grow by approx 400% area includes West 
Oahii campus, Salvation Almy Kroc Center aud a master-planned devclopmet~t I-lo'opili. 
All are plallned to open between 2009 atid 2012. With cotiin~cscial space envisio~ied to 
grow to 7.1 millioli sq Ct cotnparcd to 8.4 million sq i t  in Honolulu today." 

= What are the direct, indirect atid cumulative impacts of all the above inc~ase t l  population 
on the rail system and traCfic coligestion within Kapolci? 

What percentage of tlie 7.1 million sq 11 of commnercial space will be new space, what 
percentage exists and what pcrcenvage is proposed developments that have received 
perliiits to build? What are the direct and indirect impacts on cotninercial busi~iesses in 
I-Ionolulu from tlic projcctetl co~iimercial growth in Ewa ant1 Kapolei'? 

With the West Oahu campus projected to have 7,600 stutlcnts and 800 staff and Faculty by 
2020 what are the impacts on UH Manoa student enrollmcnt? 

Thc DEIS failed to idenlitL when each of the proposed developtnellts - West Oahu campus, 
Kcoc Center, Ilo'opili and new shoppitig center on I-fawaiian I-lome lands, is projected to 
be developed in relation to colistructio~i of tlic Kapolei transit station. Without this 
informati011 it is impossible to evalrtitte tlial direct, indirect and cumulative iliipacts on the 
environment, water resources, public facilities atid traffic. This infomlalion must be in 



the FEIS. 
I t  is contradictory to say that 1'01) spccial districts within EWI and Kapolci "would restrict 

developtncnt in agriculture and open space areas" when the Kapolei station, West Hawaii 
Oahu Campus, I<roc Center ancl I-Io'opili tlevclopment are all projected to be built on 
land current dcsigtiated agriculture. 

If TOD "could occur bcforc the fixetl guideway stations are constructed" how does thc 
crcation of TOD special districts prevent the conversion of agricultural land to urban 
uses? 

The DEIS states that approximately 80 acres ofprime hrmlanci and 8 acres of statewide 
important farmlands would be acquired but does not identify where thcsc lands arc 
located and present uses. What is the county zoning for the 88 aces of agricilltilral Iantl? 
'This information must be provided in the FEIS. 

The DElS identifies the liighly successfi~l Aloun Farm as tlie largest propcrty facing 
displacement through acquisition ibr the 45 acre maintenance Iicility. Iiow much of the 
Aloun Farm is prime anciior statewide important agricultural land? 

What is the City zoning for the Aloun hrm? 
The DEIS states "Considering that the amount of affected farnlland is such a small 

proportion of ail agricultural land on Oahu, thc cffcct would not be significant and no 
lnitigatiotl would bc required." What an insensitive statement. Thc farm is significant to 
the operators, workers and gencral public who enjoy thc li.esh produce and picking 
pumpkins in the pompkin patch, the only place on Oahu where that is possible. 

= Does the statement that no mitigation is required mean that the Aloun Farm operators, who 
we assunie lease the land although that information is 11ot in thc DEIS, will not bc 
con~pensated for financial losses once the land is no Ionget available ibr  L'arrning? 

While the DElS states that land will bc acquircd for transportation use the DEIS is silcnt on 
whether changes in zoliing and land use designations and what types of zoning and 
tlesignation changes will he sought. 'This inhrniation must bc provided in the PEIS. 

What is tlie present zoning for each parcel that will bc acquired? 
llow rrlany zoning changes and land use dcsignation changes are anticipated for the entire 

20-mile fixed guidcway system'? 
At what point(s) in the process will zoning and land usc designations be sought? 
While the Ewa Ilevelopment Plan is citcd as pomoting "higher-density residcntial and 

comluercial uses along a major rapid transit corricior linking Kapolei wit11 the PUC" this 
disclosure docmuent does not provide data on what that would look like. Nor does this 
disclosure document analyze the dircct, indirect and cumulative i~npacts on public 
facilities, utilities, communities and neighborliootls, population shift, traffic and 
businesscs along the corridor from higher and more concentralcd development. The FEIS 
must provide that information. 

Mitigation 
* The DEIS states that, "Based on the relatively small nurubcr of parcels affected by full 

acquisitions, the effects on different types of land uses in the study corridor woi~ld be 
minimal." 

Wc would 1101 know if the "effects" "would be minimal" because precise incornlation on 
each parcel that will be partially or totally acquircd was not givcli in this disclosure 
doci~metit. 'Thus, making it impossible to comment on any impact, direct, intlirecl or 



comulativc, o t ~  ncighborlioods, comtnunitics, businesses, environmental and i~attu.al 
resources and land use patterns. 

4.3 Acquisitions, Displnceme~~t, and Relocation 
?'he DElS provides no inklrmation on public Gncilily sites land acquisitions. ?'he exact 
location is not identified nor is information providcd on thc present 11sc of the land. It is hard 
to imagine that thcrc will not be itnpacts by the land acquisition yet without information it is 
i~l~possible to evaluate the direct, indirect and ci~~nulative impacts. 

I-lonolulu Cotumitnity College (0.18 acres) 
What are the direct ant1 i~lclirect impacts to thc Collcgc from removing 0.18 
acres? 
Will buildings atltl stude~~ts be affected'! 
Whal purpose is the land being acquired for and how will thal usc impact the 
collegc? 

Waipahu High 
?'he D13S states that acquisition of 0. I G  acres effects a "small number of 
tetnporary or pennancnt buildings may be tlisplaced or 11my rcquirc tninor 
modification." 
What are the direct and iildirect impacts from either displacelnent or 
inodifications Lo the school, students and ijculty? 
liow t n a ~ ~ y  temporary andlor permanent buildings will be tlisplacetl or rnodificd? 
Are there siifficient classroon~s or other buildings to accomtnodate the students, 
uses or fi~ultily that will be displacetl by the land acquisition? 
What will the acquircd land bc nscd for and how will that use impact classrooms, 
students or other school facilitics? 

Leeward Community College (3.94 acres) 
What are the tlircct a ~ ~ t l  indirect imp;tcts to the collegc, students and hculty kom 
the acquisition of 3.94 ricres? 
What will thc acquircd land bc used for7 Flow will that use impact susrounding 
buildings, classrooms and open space? 
Does the acquisition leave thc area unusable'? 

' 111-1 Matma 1Jrban Gardctl Center (. 16 acrc) 
What are the direct and indirect impacts of acquiring 0. I6 acres of the Urban 
Garden Center? 
Will the Center still be viable, will programs and opportunities be lost or will the 
garden havc to be relocated because of the acquisition? 
Whal will the acquired land be used for and l ~ o w  will that use impact the garden? 

AI'Cectcd Commitnity facilities 
Bethesda 'l'etnplc Apostolic Church (.05 partial acquisition oFlaild) 
Alpha Omega Christian Fellowship (displaced as part of fill1 acquisition of 
co~ninercial building where ch~trch is locatcd) 
Ni~nitz Ficld (.58 acres 
Richardson Ficld (.05) 
Kc'ehi Lagoon (2.88 acres) 
Aloha Stadium (.OX acres) 
l'earl City I'ost Ollice (.06 acres) 



Federal Huildiiig 300 Ala Moarla (.34 acres) 
Oahu C:orrectional Facility (.2 1 acres) 
City ofice building (not itlentified) 
Fort Shaftcr Artliy l<escrvatio~i (acreage atid location not given) 

"Military properties inciutle lands t~sed for military operations as well as 
residential acco~ilnlodutiolls ibs enlisted 1lersotincl and their Families" 

Makalapa Naval IIousing (acreage aod location not given) 
I'carl Harbor Complex (aclcage and location not given) 
Naval reservatiol~ (acreage ai~cl location not givcn) 

* The DEIS states that "mcasu~.es to reduce adverse effects on community facilities would be 
evaluated during future tlesign. Mitigation efforts woultl involvc coordination with 
individual property owners as necessary." 

Will there be opportunities for comtnutlity discussioos on the i~ilpacts of public 
land acquisition? I F  so, idenlib the opportutiities for public involvement. 

While land acquisition [nay be within the law residents, busincsses and ptthlic institutions 
should be givcn greater respect than to just be identilied and mediated. After all these are 
people, lively hootls, and places where are children lcarn atid play. In some cases, as with 
the Banana I'atch, a whole comtn~itlity will be displaced. Will they ever get back the 
lifestyle they have now - don't know and we don't think ;inyotw will ever know hccause 
mediation will happen behind closed doors. 

If the parcels slated for parcel or litil ilcquisition were only idetitified "basetl 011 coilccptual 
engineering drawings" when will the actual acquisitions be known? Without accurate 
acquisitioti data it is inipossible to atialyze the dircct, indirect and cutnulalive itnpacts on 
public facilities, traffic, cotnmuoities, neigliborhoods arid environmental and tlat~lral 
reSo1IrceS. 

Where will property owners, public and private, be officially notified that their property 
will he partially or litlly acquired? Mow tiincli timc notice will they be giveti? 

What policies atid procedures are in place to ensure that people and businesses that are 
displaced will have "comparable housing th.& is decent, safe and sanilnry . . .and 
affordable" atid that businesses will have equivalent conimercial spaces? 

* The DEIS slatcs that "Once it was determined that a parcel would be acquired, the 
displacctner~t and relocation of residences, businesses and uses werc analyzed." What arc 
tlic resc~lts the investigntion? Why weren't the results put into this disclosure docurnent so 
that the direct, indirect atid curiiulative inlpacts from full atid partial acquisition could bc 
evaluated? 'That iafi~rmatton  nus st be provided in thc FEIS 

4.4 Comrnu~~ily Services and facilities 
Public and comiiiunity services within % tnile of project alignrncnt 

= 'rhe DEIS states that "Countless community facilities, schools, churches, parks and 
utilities, listed below, have been identified as being witlii~t '/? a mile oftbe fixed 
gnitleway ." 

@ Other than a list of affected facii~tics no iriforiiiatioti is providcd on how propelties andlor . ~ 

services will bc dircctly or indirectly impacted. 
How was the use o f a  % mile as a ti~easitrenient deterliiinetl? 

m At what point(s) within tlic 26-foot witlc fixed guideway system is the '/z mile tiieasarcd 
fionl? 



Without information on wherc thc '/z mile begins md ends at each point in the 20-mile md 
without showing exact location of properties within the112 mile it is irnpossible to 
evaluate direct impacts on buildings, rcsidctits, businesses and conimunitics. 'Illat 
information must be provided it1 tlie DEIS. 

* 'The DEIS does not provide any infort~ration on how many school within a % tiiile of thc 
fixcd guideway will he itilpacted by noise and at what level. This is critical because if the 
noise is severe then cl;~ssrooms iuid other school facilities miglit requirc air conditioning, 
which will he a liuge purchase and installation cost as well as yearly tnaititenancc and 
electrical costs. This infortnation must be prcscntcd in lhc FEIS. 

How liiaiiy scliools will be itnpactcd by noise froni the fixed guitleway system and what 
will that impact be to each school'? 

Sincc school facilities we owtied by tlie state but will be impacted by a city project which 
arm of government will pay for the costs associated with air conditioning'? 

What are the noise impacts from tlie fixed guideway system on outside events held at 
schools and other public facilities along the 20-mile fixcd guideway route? 

The DEIS idcntificd 58 schools within % mile of project alignment 
The followi~ig schools are adjacent to aligntncnt and directly impacted 

Honolulu Community College (0.18 acres all alternatives) 
Kalakaua Middle School 
Kalihi Kai I?lementary School 
Makalapa Elenientary 
Moanalua iligli 
Pearl City elementary 
St. Joseph Elementary (private) 
Waipahu Fligli (. 16 acres a s~ i~a l l  t i  of temporary or pertnanent buildings may be 
tlisplaced or [nay require minor modification in addition to the required purchasc 
of narrow strip of land all alter~ialives) 
Waipahu lnlermediatc 
I.eeward Coiilinunity College (3.94 acres all) 
Maoanlus/Aies community School 
UI-I Manoa Urban Garden Center (. 16 acre All) 
I-Ioly Fatnily Catholic Academy (privat) 
.Joy of Cli~.ist I'reschool (private) 

The DEIS identified the following cotnmunity fiicilities as being directly affccted 
Bethesda Temple Apostolic Church (partial acquisition of land (.05) 
Alpha Ornega Christian Fello~vship (displr~cenicnt) 
Niniitz Field (.58 acres) 
Richardson Field (.05) 
Kc'elii 1,agoon (2.88 acres) 
Aloha Stadium (.OX) 
Pearl City Post Office (.06 acres) 
Federal Building 300 Ala Moana (.34 acres) 
Oahu Correctional Facility (.21 acres) 
City office building (not identified) 
Fort Shirfter Army Reservation (location not given) 

* "Military properties inclutlc lands l~scd for military operations as wcll as 



residential accomn~odations ibr enlisted personnel and their hmilies" 
Makalapa Naval I-lousing (i~crcage and location not givcn) 
l'earl ilarbor Complex (acreage and location not given) 
Naval reservation (acreage loclition not given) 

'The DEIS identified 93 religious institulions ant1 being within % mile with 19 being 
a(ljacen1 

The DEIS identified 5 cernetcrics within % mile, with 2 atljaccnt 
Thc DEIS identified 6 libraries, 5 police stations, 3 lire statio~is and 6 medical facilities 

within %mile of pro,ject the alig~uncnt. 
'l'lic DI3S identified 64 parklands and recreatio~i facilities with % mile 

Irwin Metnovial Park (public) 
Mother Waldron Park (public) 

'Thc Mawai'i Community 1)evclopmenl Authority's Master I'lan identifies this 
park as a liiajor community aliicnity that is crucial open park space as Kaka'ako 
redevelops into a dense residc~~tial area. Sincc the lixed guideway skirls the 
lnaulta boundary of the park what are the direct and indirect impacts on the 
park and people visiting the park from having an elevated rail systerii so close? 

Aiea Bay State Recreational Area which received Water and Land Funding are 
Sec 6(t) xsources 
Aloha Stadiu~ii 
Navy Housing Community Park (private) 
Navy-Marine Golf Course (~nilitary) 
Ilichardsoti Field (niilitasy) 
Neal S .  Blaisdell Park (public) "Received Water and Lalid Fundi~ig are Sec G(t) 
West 1,och Golf Course (public) 
Walker I'ark (public) 
Future Queen Street park (public) 
Ke'ehi Lagoon Park 

Tlic above lists show that a lot of properties, both public and private, will be impacted 
by the 20-mile fixed guideway system. This is a huge unprecctlentcd undertaking fix 
our island with unknown itiiplications and ramifications all along the route. Yet, neither 
data on each property uor a cumulative effects analysis was provided in this disclosure 
document. Thus, making it impossible to understand or asses direct, indirect or 
cumulative impacts to the direct properties, public facilities, utilities, communities, 
neighborhoods and environmental or natural resources. 
While identification of social, rccreational, and public facilities is critical lists by 
themselves are meaningless. There is absolutely no way to evaluate tlirecl, indirect and 
cumulative impacts to a particular site or collectively when informalion is not provided. 
The DEIS docs not provide information on why the office building that houses the 
Alpha Church will be purchased. That inforniation must be provided in tlie I'EIS. 
What are the direct and indirect impacts to tlie vendors at the Aloha Stadium swap meet 
from the t ked  guideway systenx and station planned for the stadium'? 

* I t  is unacceptable to state in this disclosure document that, "Measures to reduce the 
adverse effects on individual comtnu~lity facilitics would be evaluated during 
preliminary and filial engineering design." The time to "evaluate effects" is during the 
disclosure phase not after. 



Wliat measures that will be useti "to retlucc tlie adverse clTccts on intlividual 
co~innu~iity facilities" tnust be provided in tlie FEIS. 
Since this avoidance to detail path has bccn chosen wc prcdict that there will be 
countless delays when residents become aware of the threats to their schools, 
community facilities and neighborhoods. 

4.4.3 Enviror~rnental Conseqtlences ant1 ~Mitigatiorl 
* While tlic DEIS states that properties that meet the Federal criteria under Section 4(f) 

resource have been evaluated that evaluation information is not in this disclosure 
document. 
Why weren't the evaluation findings published in this disclosure doecument so that 
scviewcrs could colnlilelit on possible direct, indirect and cucnulative impacts on the 

l'ublic Services Comtron to all B~tild Altcrr~atives 
Tttc DEiS ~iietitio~is that a Maitttenaoce Traffic I'lan will be developed during fitla1 
design to manage traffic and emergency services during constroction. 
Since traffic anti availability ol'cmergcncy services will be major problems dnring all 
phases of construction and after con~pletion of the 20-mile fixed guideway system why 
wasn't a Maititena~icc 'Traffic I'laii developed and included in this disclosi~re 
document? That information ttiust be provided in the FEIS. 

4.5 Neighborhoods 
* "['he DEIS states that tlie "I'rqject transects 9 city-designated neigltborhoods." "I-Iow is 

a "tlesignated neighborhood" defined and where are tlie nine neighborhoods located? 
Wliat approvals will the City ~leed from the Hawai'i Co~n~nunity Developnlent 

Authority (I-ICDA) before construction of the fixed guideway can begin in K,&a'ako'? 
What is the meaning of "projects life cycle?" 
'The DEiS states that "The trailsit agency could experie~ice 3 types of crimes; crinies 
against persons, cri~nes ilivolvirlg transit propel.ty and other crimes coniniitted on 
transit property." What are the other crimcs tliat are anticipated to occur on transit 
property? 
'low many security guards will be hired? I-low many will be statiotied at each station'? 
Will there be security personnel at each station and platforrn the 20 hours of operation? 
Will there he security personnel on each train? 
Will there be surveillance cameras at each station and platforni? 
Transit Oriented Devclopmeltt is being cncouraged around Lratisit scations yct there is 
no information about the types of zoning changes tliat will be sought at each location to 
allow for higher density development. Witltoot location and zoning information it is 
i~npossihlc to cvrtluate tlie indirect a~ id  cu~nulative itnpacts of higher density on 
infrastructure, traffic, businesses, public and co~nmunity facilities and adjacent 
commu~iities. Infomiation on zoning atid stations identified for TOD most be provided 
in the I'IZIS. 
The IIEIS states that "T1ie1.e is a public perception that community cohesion would be 
adversely affected by the I'roiect. Because the Pro,ject would be constructed primarily 



within an existing transportatiorl corritlor it1 developed arcas, it would not divide or 
bisect any comtnunitics bcyond existiiig contlitions." 

4.5.3 Environrnentrrl Cot~sequences a~ i t l  Mitigatio~i 
It is not satisfactory to say that "potential new dcvcloptiicnt and rcdcveloymcnt along 
the project alignment, as well as the scale oftlie transit systetn itself; lney affect the 
character of development along the alignment" or that "'rliis change in cl~aractec would 
not have a s~~bs tan t ia l  effect on tlie existing developnlent pattern or comti~unity 
character within the snrroutld ncigl~borhoods'!" (E~nphasis added) 

* Substantial is in the eyes of the beholder. It is obvious that tlie fixed guitlcway systetn 
30-40 feel in tlie air will impact residcllts and busi~icsses in affected areas so they 
deserve Lo know how their co~iimuoity, busirlesses and neighborhood will be impacted. 
Instead, this document just gives out platitudes. 
What tlak atid measurements were used to determine that changcs Lo the character of a 
cori~munity and sorrountling ncighborhoods would not be substantial'? 
liesidcnts liccd itiformation and must have the ability to be directly itivolvcd in 
decision making staging sites are selected, parking spaces removed, lanes 
closed, bus routcs closed or changed etc 

= 'I'liis DEIS was supposed to provide in-depth information on the econoniic, social 
welfare, and pitblic health of each community along the 20-mile fixed guicleway route 
yet that information is non-existent. 

= What factors were considered in reaching the conclusion that tliough ".. .tlicrc would hc 
adverse effects to thcsc ncighborhoods" "no mitigation is required?' 

Mitig a t' rori 
The DEIS states that "Ongoing coordination efliorls with tlic public will help develop 
design measures that would enliatlce the interface betwccn the transit systcti~ and the 
surroutwling commuility" bill does no1 state what the coordination efforts will be nor 
docs thc [ X I S  define what represents the "surrouading coi~~~nunity." Outreach and 
coordination lnust be broad so that information dissemi~iiition, conversations and 
decision-making encompasses neighborliootls that may be aKcctcd by secondary 
impacts. 
What out reach techniques will be used to contact business owners and residents to 

ensure that those directly ant1 il1tlircctly affected will be iofortned about construction 
projects? 
What types of "design measures" will enhance tlie columns as they run through 

communilics'? 
= WIiat types of "tlesign rneasurcs" will soilen the columns, tlie elevated concrete 

structurcs containing the rail tracks and steel-on-steel noises as the train travels Lhrough 
communities everv 3-10 minutes? 

spaces am1 parking for construction workers, transit riders antl others ~novc into 
adjacent neigltborhootls? 
What "design nieasures" will alleviate the inconvenience and disruption whcn 
sidewalks and travel lanes are closed, bus stops tiioved and bus routcs changed? 



The more iniportant question is why arc ~Iiese critical decisions being put off until the 
tlesign phase and not brought forward in this disclosurc documclrt ibr comprehc~isivc 
evaluatiotr of direct, indirect, cuniulative and secondary impacts on neighborhoods, 
residents and businesses? 

4.6 E l ~ v i r o ~ ~ ~ n c n t a l  Justice 
4.6.2 Affccted t':nviroiiment 

Tlie List below identifies some of tlie social atid comtuunity resources in OM1'0 EJ area but 
no infor~ilatio~i is provided on each hcility or how it will be impacted by the fixed 
guideway system. 

Goodwill 
Pu'u wai Monii 
l'u'uwai Motni I-lousing Colnplcx Teen Center 
Salt Lake Apartments 
fnstitutc for Hutnan Services. 

It is interesting that the nlost impacted minority cotnmunily -the Banana Patch was not 
idenlificd wllen the OM1'0 method was used to identiTy Environmental .lusticc 
communities. 'I'he Banana I'atch was only identified as it 100% minority EJ co~iitni~iiity 
after public outreach identified the community as an 13.1 area of concern. 

Whal mitigation mcnsures will be used to move families living in tlie Banana I'atch to 
cornparable multi-generatioud living spaces and conditions, which is an agricultural 
subsistence lifestyle within an urban setting? 

Because of the broadcr coo~munities involvement a connnwity meeting, including thc 
participation of a FTA Civil Rights Officer, will be held in tlie Banana Petch 

What other EJ corn~ni~nities tlid the OMPO EJ tecluiique miss? 
Generally, ctlvironn~entid jiisticc has to do with the disproportionately negativc and heavy 

impact of activities involving the environment on the health antl living cooditions of 
communities of color and low-incomc communities. Environmncntal justice revolvcs 
arountl not olily who is disproportionately affected by an environmental activity, but also 
WHO DECIIIES? 'l'ypically tlie decision-milkers (lo not rellect Ulc groups who will be 
an'ccted by tbcir decisions. 

IJsi~ally residents in the underserved tin(+ poorer comtnunitics are unaware of issues ant1 do 
not participate in governtnent actions. 'This could be for many reasons: financial, non- 
English speaking. What efforts will be made to infi~rm residents from B.1 cotnmunitics of 
pending changes and impacts on their conrmunity from the fixed guideway? 
The D13lS did not give any considcration to the higher occupancy density in ho~ne 
residences that's common in the itlentifietl comlnunities and the anticipated and 
~~nanticiparcd impacts of the guideway transit systcrn an'ect on environniental ant1 social 
hcalth. 'I'his illformation and analysis must be donc behre the DEIS is accepted. 
To elevate undue strain on idcntilietl 1 . 1  low-income and minority cotnmunities residents 
micst providetl information and included in decision-making. Translated informatio~i 
informing afTectcd connnunities about impacts fiotn construction and a whole host of 
other changes rnust bc distributed in a way that will encourage and attract participation. 
From ihc conclusion tnade in thc DEIS "'That .... it has been determined that here are 
equal cffects on the OMPO EJ areas and non-EJ areas" and "there are no 
disproportionately high or adverse cl"fccts on OMPO EJ areas" it seems that EJ 



co~nniuoities will be leli out of thc decision malti~lg process once again. Is that what is 
meant by this statement'? 

7'he DEIS states that there will be impacts, as shown below, but does not itlentify thc 
direct, indirect or cumulative effect of e;ich ol' the impacts on the commu~iity or 
neighborliood. Such infor~uation ~ n t ~ s t  be provided i n  thc FOIS. 

Impacts from right-of-way acquisition 
Impacts to comm~inity cohcsion 
I~npacts to social and cultural resources 
Visual quality impacts 
Noise and air quality impacts 
Traffic and transportation impacts 
Short-term colistructio~i impacts 

There is no information in the DElS about the Section 8 low-iticornc hoosing that will 
be displaccd in Waipahu by the fixed guideway system. 'l'liis too, like the Banana 
Patch, seems Lo have cscaped OMPOs EJ guidelines? 
What arc tlie direct, indirect and cumulative inlpacts ofdispli~cing people living in 
Section 8 housing'? Will thc city assist residents iii finding cornpamble housing? 

4.6.4 Public Otttreacli 
While "lniporta~it project notifications" wcre placed in various ethnic and cultural 
newspapers it is unclear if inii)nnation was translated into the languages of people 
reading those publications? If not, will future notifications be translated inlo tile 
languages ol' the people in thc effected comn~unities? 

= Were public reading materials placed on the website and hatided out at conimunity 
cvc~its Lranslatetl into commotl languages witliill thc identified communities? 
How inucll commut~ity participation was there from the various EJ communities and 
how many comments were received from non-13nglisli speaking community ~ne~nbers? 
It is disconcerting to read at this stage in the process that, "Efforts will bc made to 
itle~itify and coordinate with EJ popiilations to actively solicit their inpot." This 
staiement tells the reader that so filr thc ouh.eacl1 does not seem Lo have been garnered 
much participation by the niost vulnerable and lcss active mcmbers in a co~nrnunity and 
who do not attend Neighborhood l3oard meetings, call a hotline or post coliiments on 
the wcbsitc. 

4.7. Visual ir~ltl Aestl~etic Cotlditiotls 
4.7.2 Affected Ei iv i rn t~n~e~i t  

Visual resources in the project corritlor inclutlc landmarks, sigliificant and majestic 
muuka anct ~nakai vistas, historic and cultural sites, parks, open spaces and trees and 
there is no way to mitigate the visual impact of tlie 30 to 40 Coot high elevated 26 feet 
wide concrete Rxetl guitleway system. 
No amoluit ordesigning, paint coloo or pretending that it won't be as obtrusive as we 
all Itnow it will be there is no way to mitigate thc impact of the elevated fixed 
guideway, elcvated stations with lights that will cast off glare into tlie nigh sky and will 
klrever Inat our visual iioriz.ons. 
'I'he only thing that mixhhl [disrupt the intrusion of thc Iixcd guideway system in some 
places are tall very tall trees, 30 to 40 fcet tall trecs. But whether planting trees of that 



height to block the bleak starkness ol'the 26-Coot wide guideway has bee11 considered is 
not k~iown because that informatioti has not been provided it1 this tlisclosure docun~ent. 
What are the "policy documents" that identified significant views and vistas and will 
govern the project corridor'? Why weren't these docu~iients i~icluded in tlie DEIS? 
What are the mitigation measures that would alleviate tlie ohvious intrusion, loss of 
property values and views when the 30-40 foot guideway cotnes "within 10 feet of 
some hcadcs along Uillingham Uoulevard7" 
?'he fixcd guideway systeln and Chinatown Station 30 feet above Nitnitz will be a 
domi~ia~it visu;~l ele~iie~lt and bifurcate historical Chinatown from its historical 
connection to the Honolulu watertiotit. Some things can't be mitigated and this is one 
of them. 
In downtown views from tlie 4th and 5th floors would be blocked and trains would 
create light and glare and statio~ls would increase this cSfccl. The guideway and 
colunins would change the visual character of the streetscape and the liistorical 
disconnection between downtown atid the waterfront. 'There are no tnitigation measures 
that call mitigate these impacts. 
On 1-Ialekauwila Strect the guideway and columns would also block views kotn the 4111 
and 5th floors and increase light and glare on upper stories. Visual effects would be 
high and property values woitld be low. Can't have an elevated train whizzing by 
outside your window and expect peace and quiet, ticsli air and breezes and reasonable 
value for your propcrty should it need to be sold. 
What changes are proposed for historic FIalawa Bridge that will substantially change its 
appearance? 

4.9 Noise nnd Vibrations 
The DEIS identified the properties, listed below, as being i~ffected by noise. 
Over a26-tiiile route it cannot be that,just these properties will be affected by noise. 
The FEIS must identi@ all other properties that will he inipacletl by noise. 

94-340 I'upumomi St - iiiotlerate impact to 5"' floor atid above 
1000 Kamehameha at l<auhiiie St: 14 buildings with niodcratc impact at ground 
lcvcl 
SGO I-ialekauwila: nioderate impacts to 6"' lloor and above 
113 Waitnatitt: moderate impacts to 7"' t l~~ough  9"' floors 

One direct irnpact will be the loss of property value due to noise Crom the iixetl 
guideway system traveling 30-40 feet past residential and business wiiidows. 
What are the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts fiotii loss of property value for 
propcrtics affected by noise from the fixed guideway system? 
One direct effect on individual effect will be the loss of breezes and fresh air as 
residents a4iacetit to tllc tixcti guideway systcln will be forced to close their windows 
and air condition their horne. I11 this age of retluciug energy use to eliminate green 
house gascs i t  is ironic that more people will he resorting to air conditioning due to the 
fixed guideway systeln and this can only be expected to get worse as l'ransient 
Orie~ited Developments are build along the 26-mile fixed guideway system. 
It is interesting that the DEIS points out that "Severe noise impacts are considered 
significa~it within the context of NEPA and llRS 343." Yet, tile DElS does not consider 
noise to be significant since it states that "It is not practical to avoid severe impacts by 



changing the location of the project, mitigiltio~i liicasures must be considered and 
iilcorporated into the project unless there are buly extenuati~ig circurnstanccs that 
prevent it." Witt~out moving the align~iient away fi.0111 buildings the only re~nctlies that 
cotne to mind to block out noise fi.otii a steel-on-steel train whizzing by 30-40 feet ill 
tlie air is to close tlie windows and air condition your home. Wliat a shame. 
Identify the locations where "project noise level woultl be equal to or above the scverc 
impact level" ant1 "a sever impact would occul.." 

* What constiti~tes a "scver impact" atid what, if any, mitigation measuses would be used 
to moderate noise levels'? 

4.12 Ecosystelns 
Migrato~y Waterbirds 

'The DEIS stales that "thc only protected waterbird that nests in 1-Iawaii is the black- 
crowned night heron." 'I'hat is incorrect. 
There are many species of waterbirds in i-lawai'i, including the endangered I-Iawi~iian 
duck, endangered Hawaiian stilt, e~ldil~igered Hawaiian coot, and endangered I-lawniian 
gallinule. All are endanic to ilawai'i. The 'auku'o, or heron, is i~icligenoos. All of 
them nesl it1 Hawai'i, although not all on all islands. 'There are also a tii~inber of 
tnigratory waterfowl, tnid ducks, such as the mallards, and sliorebirds. 
'The statement that "Over tirne, tile waterbirds would adjost to new structi~res built for 
the Pro,ject ... atid avoid the structures" is probably true but Ilawaii's water and 
migratory birds have never had to compete with a fast moving unyielding ol?jcct 30 to 
40 feet in the air before. 
I.infortunately, the Ecosysterns ant1 Natural Resources Tcclniical Report didn't tliscuss 
what will happen when water and migratory birds encounter a train high travelitig 30 to 
40 feet through the night sky other than to say "over the long term these birds are 
expectetl to adapt to the new elevated guideway structure and the presence of the tl.ains, 
as they liave adapted to the presence of highway tral'fic." A train traveling high in the 
sky is different froni many lanes of cars. 'The potential impacts on water and migratory 
birds should not be so summarily dismissed but data sliould have been provided and 
direct, indirect and cuoiulative iinpacts on water and migratory birds should have been 
analyzed. Until all impacts are analyzed and understocid this DETS shoultl not be 
approved. 
The Technical Report also did not address the cffects a constant stream of lights in the 
cars and on the trains traveling up to 50 miles an hour 20 hours a clay would have on 
water and tnigratory bircls. Infomation on the impacts Innst also be allalpzed and 
uutlwstood berorc this DElS is accepted. 

= While tlie Technical Report ack~iowledged that, "Construction activities acljacenl to the 
springs and other water bodies where the waterbirds were obscrvcd [nay temporarily 
affcct tlicir feeding habitats" tlie short and long-term impacts on individual water and 
migratory birds and cutnulative i~ilpacts on the species was not analy~ed. 
During thc observation for tlie Report several federally listcd endangeretl stilts were 
present along the alignment and inhabit Waiau and Kalauao Springs (Surnida 
Watercress Farm). The federally listed cndangcrcd common moorlieu has been 
recorded at the Sumida Watercress Pann. The federally protected migratory native 
black-crowned night heron liave been seen at Moanalua Slrei~~n, Kalauao Spring and at 



a drainage canal near thc I-lonolulu Airport near Ke'ehi Lagoon. 
* 'lawaii's fcdcrally listed endangered birds arc present along the rail alignn~ent ant1 

before tliis 1)EIS is acccptcd the direct, indirect short a~itl long-term mid clt~nulative 
effccts of construction activities, liglits on the trains and at the stations, train speed, 
hours of lravel, and height of tlie rail systern on I-lawaii's water and migratory birds 
must be investigated, ircviewed, evaluated ant1 incorpori~tcd illto a teclnlical document. 
The 'l'echnical Report statcd without providing any substantiating data or analysis that, 

"7'hc Projcct would not affect wetland sites such as spring-fed wetlands along tlie route 
because with few exceptions, the proposed corridor would use existing madways." The 
rcport did acknowledge that "'l'herc may be temporary disturbance of endangered ant1 
protected waterbirds when construction activities are in proximity to sonie of the 
spring-fcd wetland sites, in particular tlic Sumida Watercress Farm (Kalauao Spring) 
and Waiau Spring'' but then the Report proceetled to say "I-lowever, construction is 
anticipated to be no more than a minor distraction to these birds because they continue 
to inhabit thcse wetlands eveti though they are atljaccnt lo highways that are heavily 
traveled by vehicles, trucks, and buses, and even though the general area has gradually 
become more densely developed. Over titile, the waterbinls are expectcd to adjust lo 
new structures built for the 1'ro.jcct." While waterbirds niay exist at Sutnida Watercress 
I:ar~n and Waiau Spring they are currently not being disturbetl by daily noise and other 
distitrbances froin construction i~ctivities. 
The above coticlusiotis reveal another reason why this DEIS cannot be approved until 
in-tleptli analysis of construclioti activities on water and migratory birds within the 
corridor is rcviewed, understood and measures in place to ensure that tlie fragile bird 
popnlatioti docs not collapse From the urbanization of their habitat. 
In addition [lie Report states that "Constroction activities ovcr Moanalua Stream may 
temporarily affect the availability of foraging sites for black-crowned niglit herons, but 
tliis spccies is highly adaptable to altered cnvirotimcnts and would adapt to new 
structures built ovcr the strcam." It appears that this concl~tsioti was reached without 
analyzity the direct, indirect and cumolativc impacts of the loss of foraging sites would 
have on black-crowned night herons. Black-crowned night hcrons may be adaptable but 
loss offoraging sites may force thern to abandon tliis foraging area and no data or 
analysis was provided in this IIEIS to indicate that they woultl ever return. 

4.13 Wttter 
Wetlaritls and Streams 

While the DEIS and 'l'eclu~ical Report state that no direct irtlpact to Waiau and Kalauao 
Springs, such as placing piers in either spring, is at~ticipated neither report analyzetl 
short and long-term direct, indirect impacts and cutnulative affects to both springs that 
might occur di~ring constructiotl such as dewatering. 
Neither report analyzed tlirect or indircct impacts to the Sumitla Watercress Fann 
operations from construction and the completed guideway systeni other than to note 
that tlie shadow from the clcvatcd guideway system nlight arfect water quality. Evcn 
that impact was not evaluated or analyzed. 

* 'I:he DEIS states that, "Some stream crossings would be required along tlie alignment. 
In some instances, tlie discharge of stormwater from the guideway may increase 
stromwater inflow to some ofthesc walcrs. However, because storlnwater quality is not 



expected to be adversely affected, no streaius or downstrean1 marine waters are 
expected to cxperieiice negative effects." '['he IIEIS docs not providc ally dat8 or 
analysis to back up that statement. 'The DEIS also does not provide data or analysis on 
the cu~nulative impacts from roatlway runoff and mil ruiioff'on streams. 
The 'Tcclmicwl Report noted that the cildctnic listetl 'o'opu nakca while imcommon was 
present in Waikele atid Waimalu Streams. 'Ti~is is gooti news. 'The bad news is that the 
'o'opu nakea inhabit streams that are within the tixed guidcway aligntnct~t anci so h r  
data atid analysis on direct, indirect and cumulative short and long-term itnpacts to 
native species within the alignment is not in the DCIS or 'l'cchnical Report. 
'The Technical Report states "Dridge support piers that are 6 to 10 feel iii dia~iieter 
would not iilliibit 'o'opu naltca from tl.aversing to the ocean during the twice-a-year 
spawning ])cried." This leads 11s to believe tliat piers will be placed in both streams. Is 
that true? If so, how many piers will be placed in each stream'? 
UnCortunatcly, the l'ecluiical Report docs t~o t  idelllily what the itnpacts to the 'o'opu 
nakea would be during construction or the length of co~istriictio~i activities in and 
aro~uid the strcams. That informatioti is crucial to understanding what is needed to 
protect the o'opu naltea as it ~iiigrates lo and kom the ocean. 

= A positive mitigation measure would be to avoid any constructio~~ activities in and 
around Waikelc anti Waimalu Streatv~s during 'o'opu nakea spawning periods. 
Does the alignment go over Pu'o'bala Marsh tbat has bceii identified as of critical 

iii~porlance to Hawaii's endangered waterbirds? If so, will any structures be placed in 
the marsh? Wlsat are the sliorl and long-term itlipacts of coiistruction activities to the 
marsli, waterbird Inbitat and the water and rliigratory birds tliat forage in tlie inarsh? 
All temporary ant1 permanent proposed and potential stream diversio~ls for bridges, 
park-and-ride lots, parking strticti~res md garages, rail stations and platforms were not 
identified in the [)CIS. 'l'hc locations must be documented in tlie 1:EIS. 
I t  is unsatisfactory to state that, "Detailetl delincatioii would therefore be a future task 
to be coordi~iatetl [luring the I'roject's dcsign phase." While some aspects ol' the lixed 
guideway call be put off to the dcsign phase evaluating temporary and permanent 
itnpacts to Hawaii's streams and wctla~lds is one of them. This fixctl guideway system 
is not a surprise. It is not solnething that was sprtnig on people a few months ago. To 
clot be prepared to pmvidc data and analysis of impacts, direct and indirect of 
construction atid other activities in and around streams and wetlands witliin the 
alignment becausc "insulficient dcsigli informatioil at tlie planning stage (c.g., the cxact 
location ol'bridgc crossings)" was not known or available is unacceptable. This is 
another good example of why this DEIS cannot be accepted. - What is meant by tlie stateruent in the 'Technical Report that "Insl?ection of streams was 
limited to the location of specific crossiiigs'? Does it iiieaii that not all strcams wcre 
cvaluatetl' 
The Tecl~~iical Report provides a litany of inl'ormntion on the Suliiida Watercress Farm 
includitlg Llsat for approxi~t~ately 530 feet tlic proposed gitidcway would be acliacent to 
the watercress farm. What tlie report doesn't say is how close the guideway will he to 
the [arm and what short arid long-term impacts a noisy trait1 roaring overhead would 
have on water and migratory birds who hragc and inhabit the farm. 

= 'l'hc Technical Report states tbat "One ruajor spring-rcd wetland system in I<alauao 
(Su~nida Watercress Faun) rtnd an unutilizcd spring-fed wetla~id at Waiau" located 



adjacent to ilic guideway structure "would not cause a dircct itlipact to tliesc wctlaods, 
but shadows cast by the cicvated structure may slightly affect water temperatures and 
affect watercress growth" bccause tlic guitleway systetii is within the median of 
I<amehameha I-ligliwr~y. 'The Rcport goes on to say that, "'l'hese consequences are 
anticipated to be very slight to non-existent, hasetl on 11ic proposed goideway's distance 
from open water and watercrcss farming areas. Shade would otily reach open water 
and watercress in the late sftelaoon." What is an "t~nutilizcd spring-fed wetland?" 
Where arc tlic data atid analysis of direct and indirect and cumttiative impacls to the 
Sumida Watercress Farm from lhc daily shadow? Where is the data and atlalysis of 
tlirecl, indirect and cumulative itiipacts to the nnderutilizetl spring-fed wellatid at 
Waiau? 
The 'l'eclinical Rcport mentions that t11c alignmetit would cross Moanalua Slreatii but 
doesn't provide any data on how the alignment will or will not temporarily or 
perlrancntly itlipact the stream. Later in the Report it is noted that "Construction 
activities over Moanalua Stream ]nay temporarily affect the availability of foraging 
sites for black-crowned night herons, hut this species is highly adaptable to altered 
envirotmients and would atklpt to new slructitres built over the stream." Where is the 
data atid analysis tliat identify the temporary and penuancnt impacts to the stream and 
evaluates iiiipacts to thc foraging sitc and dircct and indirect impdcts to tlie blnck- 
crownetl tliglit heron'? Black-crowned night herotis may be adaptable but they cannot 
afford to keep loosing their foraging grounds. 
It is utlsalishctory to state tliat, "Only some sitcs proposed for maintenance, storage, 
and other facilities provide this type of habitat, which would be disturbed and 
elituit~ated by the facilities requircd for the Prqjcct" without identifying the sites antl 
providing data and analysis on tlie temporary andlor permanent direct, indirect atid 
cuniulative itnpacts from disturbitig or elitnitiatitig thcse sitcs. The sites must be 
ide~itifietl and information at~d atialysis provided in the FEIS. 

* The Technical Rcport states that the "'l'he l'rojcct would not affcct wetland sites such as 
spring-fctl wctlatlds along rhc route because with Sew exceptions, the proposed corridor 
woultl use existing roadways." What are the "few exceptions" located and whcre is tlie 
data and atialysis lo back up this statement? 
It is utiacccptable to state in the Technical Reporl that "Thcre [nay be temporary 
disturbance ol'cndangered and protected waterbirds when construction rtctivilies are in 
l>roxiniity to some of the spring-fed wctland sites, in particular the Sumida Watercress 
Farm (Kalauao Spring) and Waiau Spring. Flowever, construction is anticipated to be 
tio 11iorc than a minor distraction to these birds becnitse they continuc to itiliahit thcsc 
wetlands even though they arc adjacent to highways tliat are Ileavily traveled by 
vehicles, trucks, antl buses, a~itl even tholcgh thc gcneral area has gradually becotlie 
[nore densely dcveloped." Where is tlie data ntid analysis to substantiate the claim that 
construction will otlly be "a minor distraction" and will cause no harm to the waterbirds 
or llieir habitat? 
The 'Tcch~iical Report notes that, "Streams that a e  over 150 feet widc tray require in- 
water piers to support the guideway. 'l'hese include Waitualu Stream (140 ket), 
I-Ialawa Stream (225 feet), Moanalua Stream at Nimilz liighway (270 fect), and A121 
Wai Canal (I60 feet). An in-water supporting pier with a diameter of 6 to 10 fecl 
maybe rcquircd to-span these streams." Why isn't data avhilable on whethcr in-watcr 



piers will be required for Waimnlu Strcam, I-lalawit Strealli, Moanalua Stream and Ala 
Wai Canal'? Whet? will the data and analysis bc available? Once again it is unacceplable 
for itlforrnation to be missing i h ~ m  this environmental impact disclosure docuo~ent. 
Is construction activily in the Ala Wai Canal associated with the first 26-~niles ofthe 
lixctl guideway system or with the Waikiki extension? What type of 
"Accornmodations" will be rriade for pitddlers in tile Ala Way Calla1 dttring 
consl~imlioti'? 
And finally the Technical Report states thztt, "Because the Pro,jecl would avoid all 
wetlands in tlre study corridor, ]no effccts on wetlands are anticipated and no mitigation 
would be r~ecessary." We guess that all that stuff about sl~adows over Sumitla 
Wtllercrcss Calm, possible alignment over or tiear Pu'o'hala Marsh or disturbing 
waterbirds "when construction activities are in proximity to some of the spring-fed 
wctlantl sites" doesn't mean anything. 
In summary, tlie IIEIS lacks sufficient data and analysis nccded to tuakc informed 
evaluations on tlirccl, indirect and cumultitivc shorL atld long-term impacts from 
construction prqjects in or near streanis, wetlands, and underground springs ctnd 1101 to 
tnctition the perpetual itnpacts once tlie fixed guideway is completed. LJntil data atld 
analysis is provided, reviewcd and incorporatetl into tecllnical clocuments this DEIS 
should not be accepted. 

Groundwt~te r  
While the IIEIS notes that ctrilled shafts will break through the basalt aquifer in sevcral 
locations informatior1 on how severe the breaks will be or alialysis of direct, indirect 
and ctlrnulative impacts at each site on the aquifer is inot provided. This infonilation 
must be provided ~.eviewcd, evaluatetl, analyzed ant1 incorporated inlo a technical 
docutncnt before this DElS car1 be accepted. 
I-Ias data been collected and analyzed for long and short-term and cumulative itlipacts 
on the aquifer fro111 thc proposed rctlirccting of current water runolT palterns at several 
locations along the alignment? If so, what tloes the data show? 
'The DElS llotes that at each diversion site "Thcrc would be no long-tern1 clianges to 
groundwtter levels, illeluding artesian conditions, as a result of tlie fixed guideway 
system." What data ctnd irtlalysis snpporls that statcrncnl? 
l'he Technical report states that, "Runoll'froni the guideway would not likely 
contaminate groundwatcr." What dava and analysis substantiates this siatement? 
Interestingly it1 anotlier section of the Technical Report it is stated that, "Groundwater 
encountered by excavatio~ls for pile caps that need to be removed is liltcly Lo he 
contaminated with petroleum products at several locations whcrc excavations are 
required." This is where information and analysis wo~tld come it1 handy. 
'The 'l'echnical Report acknowledges that "places along the Airport alignment where 
tlepths to groundwater would be approxilnately 10 lieet bclow the sui.lace" and for "the 
remainder of the First Pro,ject alignment, groundwater may be encountered at about 10 
feet below the surface." So wbile it is known that Oahu's sole sourcc aquilbr will bc 
breached a cumulative effects cnlalysis has not been contluclcd. Until relevant 
quantitative infortnation is provided and analyzed this DElS cannot be accepted. 
'The 'Technical Report states that, "Dewatering may bc rcquired where groltndwater is 
at levels above the base of the pile caps" bul there is no data or analysis of impacts of 



dewatering at each site or how will dewatering impact the aqukfer'? 
= Working over C)ahn's solc source of tlrinking water for 26-miles is serious business and 

cannot be easily dis~iiissed with comments like "No long-term impacts on tlie SOBA 
are anticipated." Until all sllort ant1 long-term direct, indirect atid cumulative impacts 
are knowti, evaluated, analyzed and incorporated into a technical document this DRIS 
should not be approved. 

VIOLATION OF' CHAPTEli GE, HAWAII REVISED STATUTES 

T11e Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS') contains a copy o f a  Letter dated 
Jn~ii~aly 10, 2008, Corn Donna Wong, Executive Director of Hawaii's 'Thousand Friends 
("I-ITF"), to Wayne Yoshioka. DEIS, App. D, pp. 325-326. In that letter, MTF requested that, 
will1 regard to tlie compliance of the proposed I-ionololu Mass 'Transit Project with the provisions 
of Chapter 6E, 1-Iawaii Revised Statutes, "it be regarded as an "Interested person" as that term is 
tlefined in Section 13-275-2, Hawaii Admitiislrative Rules (HAI<) and bc accortlcd all the rights 
of such persolis under Chapter GE, applicable administrative rules, and all other provisions of 
law." Tlic lerlcr the11 described the rights of"1ntereslcd persons" and the obligalions of the City 
and County Departmetit of Transportation Services under llAR Chapter 13-275. 'These 
provisions afford Interested persons, includi~ig KTF, various rights to bc consulted during tlie 
historic preservation review process conducted by the Department of Land and Natural 
I<esourccs, Slate I-Iisloric Preservation Division ("SHPD"), that in general parallcl the rights of 
c'consultetl parties" under Section 106 of tlie National Historic Preservatio~i Act ("NI-IPA"). 
Specific rights include tlie right to receive SIIPD written coniiiie~its on tlie proposal anti to have 
IITF's comments on ally submittal bc considcrcd by SI-IPD it1 its review of tlie Project. 
Furthermore, SHPD & publish notice of its determinations, and interested persons may appeal 
SI-IPD's deter~ninations to the I-Inwaii llistoric Places Review 13oar~l. 

'The DI?IS sliows that various entilies were treated as "consulted parties" under the NIIL'A and, in 
September 2008, were sent "one (1) DVD copy of the documents that liave bee11 sent to tlie 
SIIPD as part of our coordination under the National Environmental I'olicy Act of 1966, as 
amended and Scclio~i 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The DVD includes the 
Purpose and Need atid Alternalivcs chapters of the Draft Enviro~unental Impact Statelnetit (EIS), 
along with electronic copies of thc Archaeological Resources, Cultural Resources, and I-Iistorical 
Resources 'Teclu~ical Reports." See, e.g., Lelter Dated September 29,2008, from Wayne Y. 
Yoshioka to Ms. Elizabeth S. Merritt, Deputy General Counsel, Law Department, National Trust 
for Historic Preservation, 1)EIS App. D, p. 330. 

IITF never received a response to its January 10,2008, letter, and IITF never received the 
documenls sent to "consulted p,articsn such as tlie National Trust for Historic Preservation. 
Accordingly, HTF has been tlcprivcd of its 1cg;tt r igl~ts as an interestetl person ullcler 
Cl~iipter 6E. 

The City and County of Flonoiulu is bound by Cliaptcr 6E, and conipliatice with the consultation 
requirements of the NI-IPA (if such exists) does not obviate the need lo comply with thc 



applicable provisions of Chapter 6E, itmlud~ng tlie granting lo HTF ol'all of the rights of 
"inlerestetl persons." 

A review of SI-IPD's webpage and its "on-line postit~g of current compliance reviews" shows 
tbat, as of February 4, 2009, no postiugs have been tiiade since .July 25,2008. SFlI'D's "arcliive 
of past reports" shows no postitlgs for deterniinatioas and reviews after 2005. It thrts appears 
that SEIPD has failed to coinply wit11 its statutoiy duty to give 1)isblic sotice of its 
d e t c r n ~ i ~ ~ a t i o ~ ~ s .  Ucca~~sc notice was never given, the 30-day clock for tile tleatlli~ie to 
appeal SHPD's tleter~rii~iatio~is tias lint begun to run. 

IITP rcqrlests that it now be sent copies of the sitme documents inaclc available to 
"const~ltetl parties" (but NOT to H'l'F) in Septen~ber 2008 (i.e., the 1)VD at111 copies of the 
Arcl~aeological Kesoerces, Cultural Rcso~trces, and IIistorieal Resources Tcchtiical 
Reports) so tliat it ]nay exercise its rights as an i~tterestetl pnrty under Chapter 6E. 
Becar~se Chapter 61C and its rules allows HTF a pci.io(l of 00 days to review documeats 
submittetl to SHI'I) for its review, ICI'I'F reqaests that it be afforded a period of 30 (lays 
from its receipt of see11 documentation to submit comments and, further, requests that the 
c o ~ n ~ n e n t  period for tlie DElS be extcndetl as necess;lry Lo allow NTlT's cornrnents to he 
incorport~tcd into and addressecl in the Fi t~al  EIS. 

PROBABLE VIOLATION OF SECTION 4(F) OF THE U.S. 
DEPARTMENTOF TRANSPORTATION ACT RE: KE'EHI LAGOON 
BEACH PARK 

'The DEIS, pp. 5- 12 to 5-1 5, discusses the applicatioti of Section 4(1) of the Dcpartment of 
Transportation Act ("Section 4(f)'3 to ICe'elli Lagoon Beacli Park ("the 1'al-k"). The DEIS states 
tliat tlie project aliglu~iet~t for the Airport Altertiativc and the Airport & Salt Lake Allertiative 
passes directly tluough the Park and will make direct use of 2.8 acres ol'lhis 72 acre park. It is 
clear from the ]nap provided (Fig. 5-4) will have a signilicant cCTect oil existing uses of tlie park 
and will permanently constrain future park w e  of the lalid occupied by the alignment, as well as 
of that portiun of the &,ark located to the north ofthe alignment. 

The DEIS analyzes at1 altcnlative routing (illustrated it1 Fig. 5-5) that would reduce adverse 
itlipacts to the Park, while i~lcrcasitig impacts to t~earby cotl~mercial properties. 'l'he FDEIS 
~~ltimatcly rejects this alternative, stating: 

'To connect the Airport Station and Lagoon Drive Station, the guideway would 
pass over several adtlitional cotnmercial properties, resulting in at least tiinc 
additional full acquisitions and nine business displacerne~its than the proposed 
alignment. Further, the Lagoon Drive Station would have to be doubl-stacked 
(one platlot111 above the other), and the guidewily would have to be double- 
stacked from approximately Peltier Avenue to Ahua Strcet, a distance of about 
600 meters. This, and the right-oilway requirements, woultl result in act 



additional $75 million (2007 IJSD) in construction costs. For tlicse rcasons, this 
allcmalivc is not considered prodent. 

l l~ider Section 4(t), use of parklands {nay not he authorized for the Prqject unless the FTA 
tleterniines that "l:t]here is no prudcnt and fcilsihlc alternative, as defined in Section 774.1 7, to 
the use of land froni the4 property; and [tlhe progmrn or project includes all possible planning, as 
tlefiiled in Section 774.17, to minimize hnmni to thc property resulting from such use." DEIS at 
5-1. 

'I'lre DEIS t'ttils to justify its coeclusiorr that rio "reasonable arrd prtrderrt" alterrrative cxists 
to this use of park land. First of all, thc expla~iation i'or thc clai~ned necessity of"double- 
stacking" is wholly co~~clusory and fails to provide any reasoned expla~~ation of why this method 
~Cconstruct io~~ could not he avoided. Fwlherniore, the DEIS fails to ack~iowledgc that use of the 
Salt Lalce Alternative, rather than the preferred Airport or Airport ar~tl  Salt Lake 
Alteruatives would appear to provide a "reasotlable and prudent" alterr~ative that would avoid 
any adverse impacts to the Park. The FICIS slrould ftrlly address tlrese issues. 

Although this issue is not tliscussed in Chapter 5 of the DEIS, the D E B  contains a letter tlated 
Scptctnhcr 25,2008, from Waync Y. Yosbioka of the Depattrnel~t of'rransporlation, City ant1 
Coutlty of I-ionolulu, to Lester I<. C. Chang, Director, Dcparlmcnt or  Parks and Recreation, in 
which MI. Yoshioka advises Mr. Chang of "the U.S. 1)cpartrnent of Transportation Federal 
Transit Administration's (FTA's) intent to render a Section 4(r) de minimis determinatioti" with 
regard to the I'roject's proposetl use of Kc'ehi Lagoon Beach Park and obtains Mr. Chang's 
acltnowledge~nent ol: this tlelermin;~tioii. DEIS, Appendix D, a1 3 18-321. FITP asks that the 
FTA reconsider tliis determiaation iintl t l i i~t all tloctrrnentatiori setting forth PTA's 
tleter~nieatioe and its justifictrtion he irrclrrtletl irr tlre FEIS. Fu~tl~cm~ore,  the quoted letter 
contains no juslification for this tletermination beyond the purely conciusory statement that 
"[tlhe park's recreational features atid attrihutcs will be fully rcstored or rcplaced prior to project 
completion." Chapter 5 of any FEIS slrottltl fully tliscuss and explaitr the jtrstificatioe for 
tltis tletermination, including at1 exptanatio~i of how the loss of 2.8 ncres of park land car1 
be regarded as a "rle ntittir~~is" impact. 
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First Name : Emily 
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Submission ContenVNotes : The question of a route in Salt Lake or at the airport can be easily settled 

by doing what has been done at Baltimore. Both the airpol? and train 
stop are called BWi and if you arrive by train there is a shuttle to the 
airport which covers a distance longer than the distance between Salt 
Lake and the airport. Let rail go by Salt Lake with the name HNL. 
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To: Mr Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department oETransportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96853 

From: Dr Aaron Hebshi 
University of Hawaii, Manoa, Bicycling Committee, Chair (Former) 
1045A Kalikimaka Street 
Honolulu, HI 968 17 
hebshik3hawaii.edu 

Subject: Comments to Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, Draft Environmentill 
Impact SLatementISection 4(f) Evaluation 

General comments 

UH route is critical. Students afe poor, rent around the University is extravagant. Many students 
work extra jobs to pay for their car (or high rent around UH). As a former Teaching Assistant at 
the University, it was very obvious that many of the students did not take the necessary time to 
study at home, possibly in part due to the requirements for working extra time to pay high 
transportatiodrent costs. 

A well-lit bicycle hub with showers and theft-deterrents was described as part of the UH Campus 
Master Bike Plan (2003). Although this plan has not been implemented due to lack of funding, 
coordination between the city and UH can capitalize on existing schemes to build of a joint 
bicycle hub at the potential rail transit station planned for UH. 

Specific Comments 

Page 2-20, "Operation Parameters". I wholeheartedly agree that bikes should be allowed on the 
trains. Bikes can extend the sphere of ridership by providing crucial options for users to get to 
and kom transit stations. For instance, bicycles can be used to get an individual from home to a 
transit station, and once at the station, the individual would have the option of parking the bike at 
the transit station (if the bike is not required post transit ride) or bringing the bike onto the train 
(if the bike is to be used post transit ride). Concerns with safety can be alleviated by only 
allowing bikes on designated cars or in designated sections of cars. 

Page 2-24, Column 1, 1" paragraph, lines 3-4. I wholel~eartedly agree that bike parking should be 
provided at every transit stop. Bike parking should to be well-lit, secure, and preferably covered 
from the rain. One of the biggest impediments to bike usage in Honolulu is thehigh bicycle theft 
rate. I would recommend installing safetyisecurity personnel at the transit stops, and include in 
their duty bicycle theft protection. 
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Page 3-23, Table 3-13 and related text. I would venture that this is a minimum projected benefit, 
since it doesn't take into account rising gas prices, which will undoubtedly occur again when the 
global economy picks up. 

Page 3-34, Table 3-18 and related text. Was any survey conducted to estimate the importance of 
bikes as a mode of transportation to access transit stations? And what would be the maximum 
distance at which an average transit rider would be willing to access stations via walking or via 
biking? In other words, a uon-transit dependent person may be more willing to ride transit if a 
station can be accessed within 5 minutes of hisher house and also hidher destination. The sphere 
of accessibility within 5 minutes using a bicycle is much larger than that for walking. I would 
anticipate seeing hidden benefits not unveiled in this EIS if bicycle ridership is highly 
encouraged. 

Page 3-43, Table 3-24 and related text regarding removal of bicycie lane on Salt Lake Blvd and 
replacing with shared use lane. The bicycle community has varied opinions on the relative utility 
of bike lanes vs. shared use lanes. Less experienced/comfortable riders find that bike lanes 
provide them more confidence and sense of security, and are more willing to use the facility than 
a shared use lam. More experienced riders are comfortable with either type of facility. 

Page 3-43, Table 3-24 and related text. Was any engineering scheme explored whereby the 
elevated portions of the guideway could have a bike path system travelling underneath it? The 
cityistate should take advantage of any opportunity to increase the miles of bicycle travel 
facilities. 

Page 3-48 and 3-50, section 3.5.5. I appreciate your efforts to mitigate for constmction-related 
effects on pedestrians and bicycles. 

Please direct any questions to my address above 

CC 

OEQC 
Mr.Ted Matley, FTA Region IX 
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Dr. Aaron Hebshi 
Bicycling Committee 
University of Hawaii Manoa 
1045A Kalikimaka Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Dr. Hebshi: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lm~act  Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

General Comments 

Your comments regarding an extension to the University of Hawaii at Manoa and also 
comments regarding bicycles have been noted. As detailed in Section I. 1.2 of the Draff EIS, 
and as approved by the City Council with Resolution 07-039, the Project extends from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center. The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana 
Center and independent utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The 
proposed future extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are 
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discussed in the cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final €IS. The future 
extensions are not part of this Project, thus they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 
343 of the Hawai'i Revised Statues and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Under 
NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there is a proposed action by a Federal 
agency. Here, because the future extensions are not proposed for implementation at this time, 
they are not part of the Project studied in this Final €IS. It would be premature to undertake an 
environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the cumulative impacts analysis) because 
they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by the City and FTA. If the future extensions 
are proposed for implementation in the future, environmental analysis of the extensions and 
appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that time. UH Manoa will be connected by 
enhanced bus senlice until the future extension is built. The Project would coordinate with the 
University of Hawaii regarding future extensions. 

Specific Comments 

Page 2-20: Bicycles will also be allowed on trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy. This 
policy will be determined at a later time prior to the opening of the fixed guideway system. 

Page 2-24: Bicycle racks will be available at each transit rail station. There will also be 
security at stations and in the areas around stations. 

Page 3-23: Your comment is noted. The mode shares shown in Table 3-13 are 
islandwide. Mode share changes will be different in the corridor and during peak travel periods. 
As shown in Figure 3-1 1 in the Final EIS, transit mode share will be much higher during the a.m. 
two-hour peak period with the Project compared to No Build conditions. 

Page 3-34: No studies related to your question have been undertaken. However, the 
usual thresholds for walking to rail transit stations like the ones proposed for Honolulu is % mile 
in distance or 10 minutes in time. For bicycles, the distance thresholds would be longer, 

Paae 3-43: The Airport Alternative has been selected for the Project instead of the Salt 
Lake Alternative. As a result, the bicycle lanes along Salt Lake Boulevard will not be affected by 
the Project. 

Regarding your other question on Page 3-43, the guideway generally runs along a median in the 
center of roadways such as Dillingham Boulevard, Kamehameha Highway or Farrington 
Highway. Where a median does not already exist, the Project will create a median just wide 
enough to accommodate the guideway columns by relocating travel lanes slightly, There is 
generally insufficient room beneath the guideway for a continuous bikeway at street level. Also, 
the guideway structure itself is designed to minimize visual impact and overall cost by being as 
short and compact as possible. As a result, there are no plans to provide a bike path within the 
structure of the guide way. 

Page 3-48 and 3-50: Your appreciation of our mitigation efforts has been noted. 
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The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tr ly yours, 

dTg 
WAYNE Y. VOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContentJNotes : December 9, 2008 

Department of Transportation Services 
City & County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honoluiu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: IN SUPPORT OF DRAFT EIS 
HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY CORRIDOR PROJECT 
Public Hearings: December 9th - I l th, 2009 

Dear Department of Transportation Services: 

The Council supports the Draft EIS for the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Corridor Proiect, which as part of an integrated mass transit system, is 
an investment in Oahu's fu\ure - growingour economy, protecting our 
environment, strengthening our communities, and providing reliable and 
affordable transportation ior generations to come. 

Thank you for the consideration of our request 

Sincereiy, 

William "Buzz" Hong 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

February 16,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. William "Buzz" Hong 
Executive Director 
Hawaii Building & Construction Trades 
Council, AFL-CIO 

Gentry Pacific Design Center, Suite 21 5A 
560 North Nimitz Highway, #50 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817 

Dear Mr. Hong: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 C.F.R. $771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each of 
the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefifs and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with FTA's NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred 
Alternative (23 C.F.R. § 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of the 
benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 
identiqing the 
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Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHlOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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how they quickly rebuilt after those California earthquakes and have as 
many qualified construction companies build sections with both 
incentives and penalties for speed and quality construction? Also 
because of the times, what kind of security will be there on the trains as 
well as around the stations? Thanks Roy 
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Honolulu Hig h-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu 1-Iigh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Heasing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement'Section 4Cf) Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been dcsigned to inform thc public about the tsansit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft BIS, answer questions Gom the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Scction 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(i) 01 the U.S. Department of 'rransportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EES is available on the project website at 
www.honolulutransil.orq. 

You may providc official comments in several ways. Here at lhis Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. Mer  the meeting, yon may provide an on-line 
comment at ~\~w\ .v .honolul~~transi t~~ or use this forn~ to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportatio~~ Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Final BIS. 

lm r,kk+i'ih+on Name:- Address: % 0 l'j~-/&L'd'l ICLSt. 
Phone: 

-+ 

E-mail: qb Cd\ 3 
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December 10,2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South lGng Street 
Honolulu, Hawai'i 96813 

RE: Honoll~lu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, 
Review of Draft Eravirunmen~al Impact Spatemeat (EIS)/Secdon 4(f)  evaluaticn 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Thank you For referring the above-mentioned project to Historic Hawai'i Foundation (HHF) for 
review and cornment under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 4(f) of the 
Department of T'ransportation Act, 49 USC $303. HHF previously reviewed and provided 
comments on the I-Iistoric Resources Technical Report (September 25,2008) as a consulting party to 
the review process under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservatiorl Act (NHP,%)), pursuant 
to 36 CFS $800.2.(~)(5) and 800.3(£)(3). 

HHF also notes that the Department of Transportation Services has provided notice that it ultends 
to use the process and documentation prepared under NEPA in order to comply with its NHPA 
Section I06 obligations. HHF shares the concerns raised by the Natiorlal Tmst for Historic 
Presemation in its letter of Oct. 3,2008 about combining the two proccsscs. We look fonvard to 
the response from the federal agencies and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to address the 
propriety of this proposal and the circumstances under which it would be appropriate. 

The proposed HonoIulu Transit Corridor project will have a dramatic impact on the landscape of 
the island of 021111; this includes not only the direct k p a c t  to specific parcels, but primarily the 
visuaI effect on tlie landscape and hstocic resources. HHF is concerned that the Draft EIS does not 
accurately take into account these larger impacts, but rather focuses on diose adverse effects caused 
by the direct taking of land. 

L4s indicated in 36 CFR 800.16(i), effect means "alteration to the characteristics of a listoric 
propcrty qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register." 'I%e Following 
activities constitute an adverse effect: physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the 
resource; altcration of a resource, including restoration, rahabhtat-ion, repair, maintenance, 
stabilization, bazaxdous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, h a t  is not 
consistent with the Secretary of Interior's standards for the treatment of historic properties; removal 
of the resource &om its historic location; change of the character of the resocuces' use or of physical 
features within the setting that contribute to its hstouc significance; introciuction of visual, 
atmos~heric, or audible elments that clirninish the intcmity of the nropertv's si~nificant historic 
feature; or neglect of a property that causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and 

680 Iwilei Road, Suite 690 /Honolulu, Hawai'i 9681 7 /TeL (808) 523-2900 / Fax (808)523-0800 
Email prese~ation@historicha~vaii.org/Wcb ww\~.historichawaii.c)rg 
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deterioration are recognized qualide and significance (emphasis 
added). 

Table 4-32 of the draft EIS lists properties prelialinarily determined eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. O f  these, ouly seven individ~xal structures were dcternlined to 
be adversely effected by the proposed project. This assessment is unacceptable, as in a large number 
of cases the "introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish t l~e  integrity of 
the property's significant htstoric features" will occur. It is crucial that these impacts are recognized 
and properly mitigated. 

For many of those properties for which it was determincd that there will be "no effect" or "no 
adverse effect," Table 4-32 indicates the description of the effect as "no property accluisiuon." T h ~ s  
dete~mination is in error. -file mere fact that either no property acq~usition or only a minor 
acquisition occurs does not mean that there is "no effect" or "no adverse effect." The dramatic 
visual change and impact to view sheds caused by the presence of the guicleway atld rail stations 
does in fact constitute an adverse cffect. 

It is vital that direct, indirect and cumulative itxipacts to districts, bridges, view planes, and inchidual 
structures as a result of the presence of the guideway and rail stations are aclaowledged and 
properly identified as adverse effects. Table 4-'t 0 acknowledges that visual impacts exist; it needs to 
be acknowledged that, where historic resouxccs are present, thcse impacts likely constitute an 
adverse effect. 

HHF also has serious concerns regarding the evalutiotz of Pearl Harbor as historic resource. Page 
4-59 discusses visually sensitive resources. The paragraph &scussing landmarks should chfferentiate 
designated National Historic L,andmarks (NFK,)---which are of extreme importance to our nation's 
l~istory-G-otn visual landmarks such as parks and open space. The draft DIS does not do so, thus 
downplaying the sipficance of the Pearl Harbor NHL. ?'he sentence ofgreatest conca:n reads, 
"Pearl Harbor is considered a historical landmark because of the part it played in the island's 
history." This is an egregious understatement regardulg Pearl I-Iarbor, the bombing of which 
brought the United States into World War 11. It has great significance both to the Nation and to the 
world for its extreme itnportance diat reaches far beyond its tistory at a state level. The fact that 
Pearl Harbor is a designated NHL of great importance to the nation should bc dearly stated in the 
&.aft EIS. 

The visual effects to each area that tlle transit h e  d l  pass through are evaluated in Table 4-10. For 
die Pearl I-Iarbor segment, the Draft EIS indicates that the visual impact d be moderate, but states 
that "the guideway would donhat:e the linear view corridor above the highway. However, 
Icarnehameha Highway is a major ttansportation corridor and visual effects would not be 
substantial." W e  Katnehameha Highway is a substantia1 roadway, its impact is nowhere near that 
of a GO-foot high gzddeway. Thus, h e  kipact to historic view planes and tlle character of the 
Nadotlal Historic Landmark (NHL,) will be high. 

We have additional concerns about the assessment of somc of thc other visual impacts of thc 
project, especially in the Chmatown areas, where in some cases the impact is only listed as moderate. 
For the view from Naunalrea Street lookmg ma kar, for example, the draft EIS inchcates that the 

680 Iwilei Liond, Suite 690 /Honolulu, Hawai'i 96817 /Te1 (808)523-2900 1 Fax (806)523-0800 
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FOUNDATION 
existing visual quality is 1 q h  and that the impact would be moderate, even though the assessment of 
the itnpact reads: "the guideway and columns would be prominent features it1 the Lna ltai views of 
HonoIulu Harbor, partially blocking views of the sky." The ElS should acknowledge the high level 
of impact, especially given the fact that Chinatown is both listed on the National Register of I-fistoric 
Places and is designated by the City and County of Honolulu as a Special Design District. 

The Honolulu special design district guidelines indicate that there are certain view planes from 
Chinatown to Honolulu Harbor that are significant and should be preserved. One of the objectives 
of the district is "to retain ma kai view corridors as a rncans of retaining the historic link between 
Chinatown and the harbor." In addition to the visual inlpact that the transit h e  lvill have on the 
district, it will also impact h s  hstoric visual link. For both of these reasons, the project constitutes 
an aciverse effect on the Chinatown District. 

In regards to former Naval Au Station Bnrber's Point, previous documentation it1 the tfisl:oric 
Resources Technical Report indicated that resources at this site were determined eligible for listing 
on the National Register. However, thesc resources have not been included in Table 4-32 listing the 
listoric properties within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). HHF deferred to the State Historic 
Preservation Division (SHPD) on determinations of ellgibihty. Please provide an explanation for 
the changed circumstances that led to a different determination of cligbility for these resources. 

The State I-Tisto~ic Preservation Division's letter of September 26, 2008 stated that additional 
consideration should be p e n  to 1:esources at former Marine C O L ~  Air Station 'Ewa Field. This was 
not done in this draft EIS. Five sites at Pear1 Flarbor were recently designated by President Bush as 
part of the Valor in the Pacific National Monument. Though not officially part of the monument, 
Bubers Point: (ICalaeloa), which was also attzcked on Dccembcr 7, 1941, was one of twelve sites 
nationwide that received official recognition for its importance of telling the story of World War I1 
in the Pacific. Given its extreme import-ance and proximity to the transit h e ,  it shouId be f~~rtller 
evaluated. 

In previous correspnnde~lce, EIHF suggested potential measures to mitigate impacts to histodc 
resources f~:om this undertaking. .A cotnmitment to providing the mitigation measures, including 
timclines and responsible parties, needs to bc complete as part of the h a ] .  EIS and tnade part of the 
Record of Decision, in addition to any Section 106 documentation. 

Since 1374, Histo~ic I-Iawai(i Foundation has been a stalewide leader for historic prese~vation. A 
non-profit, meinbcrsliip-based organization, HHF's mission is to preserve and encourage the 
presenration of Hawai'i's hlstoric buildings, sites, objects and communities. 

Thatllc you for tl1e opportunity to conunent. We look forward to the ~pporhltllltty to discuss the 
proposed project, d ~ e  '&pacts to hstoric resources and appropriate mitigation efforts. 

Very truly yours, 

IGersten Faullmer, MCI' 
Executive Director 
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Conies (via ernail), 
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Laura 'I'lueleil, State Historic Preservation Officer/Chair, DL,NR 
Pua Aiu, ildtninistrator, State Historic Preservation Division 
Astrid L,iverman, Architectural Branch Chief, SHPD 
Elaine Jackson-Retondo, NationaI Park Service 
Frank Hays, National Paxk Service 
Melia Lane-Kamahele, National Park Service 
Betsy hlerritt, NationalTmst for Hist.oric Preservation 
Brian Turner, National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Kelly Yasaitis Fanizzo, Advisosy CounciI on Historic Preservation 
Blythe Semner, Advisory Couilcil on Historic Preservation 
I,awrence Spurgeon, I'arson Brinclierhoff 
Ann Yolrlavich, Mason Arcl~itects, Itlc. 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 1 /3/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Tony 
Last Name : Ho 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96706 
Email : tho2278 yahoo.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /03/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : What would be the hours of operations for the rail. How many trains will 

we be initially start with. Is it a two-way rail or one rail. How many 
minutes interval during peak hours. What is the speed of the train, how 
many minutes does it take to go from end to the other? How much is the 
fare? Will a transit pass good for bus, boat, and rail? Will there be 
convenient shops planned at each station? Sorry, no time to navigate 
your site. 

These questions are some that are crucial to the sucess of the rail and I 
haven't heard anybody talking about them. 

I am in favor of rail but how it is the managed and run makes or breaks 
it. 

Thanks, 
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Initial Action Needed 
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Wailani 
Ho 
PIA, Inc. 
P.O. Box 11012 

Honolulu 
HI 
96828 
PIAHON @AOL.COM 
591-1972 

Standard 
Website 
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Submission ContenffNotes : I have traveled to numerous cities in the world and ridden dozens of 
transit systems with proven ridership histories in their respective 
communities. There is no doubt in my mind that I have a much more 
comprehensive understanding of rail systems than most people that live 
in Hawaii and this is why I not only wish to have my say, but to qualify 
my opinion as much broader than someone that believes this pie in the 
sky system is the answer to traffic on the island of Oahu. I feel 
Honolulu's rail program is flawed in many ways of which I will discuss 
only the most important. 

Ridership is dependent upon many factors most importantly density and 
convienence. Honolulu, Ewa, Kapolei or where ever there are planned 
stops has no density. Hong Kong has density, New York has density, 
the Bay Area to a lesser extent has density. Without it people will have 
to some how travel to the train in order to get on it. In your EIS there is 
limited park and ride lots, without ample parking there will never be 
enough ridership to justify this project. 

We are not a mass transit community and will never be one. Not only do 
most residents commute to and from work, but we all make stops to 
schools, shopping or run errands in our daily lives. Because we have no 
public school bus system and the density to make these other daily 
chores convienent people need to have their personal vehicles and a 
train, like the bus, is not an option. It is a major flaw to believe you will 
change the attitudes and behavior of a society simply by building a train 
that is not accessible to most. 

Efficency is key to providing a realized difference in commute times. 
Aside from possible economic gains commuters ride mass transit in 
large urban cities because it makes a marked difference in commute 
times. With 19 stops over 20 miles of rail the proposed train is not much 
faster than a present express bus and definitely not any faster than the 
alternate HOT lanes with dedicated expressed busses. Compare for 
instance Hong Kong's express train tolfrom the airport to Hong Kong, 
there are a total of 3 stops prior to reaching the IFC center in under 30 
minutes. Distance is approximately 14 miles. This is train is 
complimented by an underground subway system and other trains than 
run throughout China. It's purpose is fairly singular as the goal is getting 
people to and from one of the best airports in the world. 

Similarly, stops per mile along BART'S routes are far less than the 1 per 
mile proposed for Honolulu. Secondly, the noise that eminates from 
steel on steel rail is very loud as anyone that has stood in a New York, 
Chicago or San Francisco tube can attest to. It is not quite and quite 
frankly that is why these systems are for the most part burried beneath 
ground. Your EIS fails to adequately address this problem and sugar 
coats the end result. What transit system in the world sends trains 
through the air in it's densist metropolitan area? None, they are all 
beneath ground because of noise and because they can more 
efficenciently address ingresslegress issues. Why isn't this a must for 
Honolulu? It's like the city is attempting to ramrod a third class system 
down our throats because it does not want to adequately address the 
real issues. Do it right or don't do it at all would be a good moto to 



follow. 

Historically, city public works projects have a proven track records of 
inadequacy, cost overruns and blunders. From sewer work to road 
maintenance the city has proved time and again that it is not up to task 
in any facet of public works. It is pitiful to me to compare our 
achievement and results compared to other cities in the United States 
and abroad. The fact that it takes 2 years to replace 1.0 mile of sewer 
under Kapiolani Blvd., all the while leaving the surface road nearly 
undrivable to anything but a 4WD truck, is inexcusable. I won't go into 
the same type of project along Kalaheo Ave., but will say that there are 
few major cities in America that would put up with that type of 
government foolishness. My assessment of the city being able to bring 
a 3 rate rail system on line, on budget and on time are just about as 
optimistic as getting these sewer projects completed. We will be $66 
into it before we realize that it is taking twice as long and twice as much 
as originally estimated. 

Lastly and on a more personal I am deeply troubled by trade unions 
endorsing rail over other alternatives, when they should be neutral. If 
there are any public works projects, rail, bus, HOT lane or other, they will 
all require building trades to do, which option is chosen should not be 
influenced by the ultimate beneficiary of tax payer monies. By using 
endorsing rail the unions have tainted the project as nothing but political 
pay back and that wrong. It is so wrong that it should be investigated 
more thoroughly by Federal authorities, since a small portion of the 
project's funds are supposed to be coming from that source. 

Because I am working and cannot attend tonight's public hearing I would 
like this to be presented verbally or in writing to those that are in 
attendance and for the record. Mahalo. 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/6/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Daniel 
Last Name : Hodel 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 76-897 Hualalai Road 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Kailua Kona 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96740 
Email : daniel.hodelQearthlink.net 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/06/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : Many of us living on the Neighbor Islands would visit Oahu much more 

frequently if the new rail system served the Honolulu Airport. Eliminating 
the headache of fighting traffic congestion just to get into town would 
mean more "return business" for Oahu, and I'm sure this applies equally 
well to tourists from the mainland and overseas. If other factors on the 
two competing routes are roughly equal, please choose the HNL option. 
Mahalo. 
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RECORD #167 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : In Process
Record Date : 12/10/2008
First Name : Buzz
Last Name : Hong
Business/Organization : HI Building & Construction Trades
Address : 560 N. Nimitz Highway, #50
Apt./Suite No. : 215A
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96817
Email : hibuildingtrades@yahoo.com
Telephone : 808-524-2249
Telephone Extension :
Add to Mailing List : Both
Submission Method : Website
Submission Content/Notes : December 9, 2008

Department of Transportation Services
City & County of Honolulu
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor
Honolulu, Hawaii  96813

RE:   IN SUPPORT OF DRAFT EIS
HONOLULU HIGH-CAPACITY CORRIDOR PROJECT
Public Hearings:  December 9th – 11th, 2009

Dear Department of Transportation Services:

For the record my name is Buzz Hong, the Executive Director for the
Hawaii Building & Construction Trades Council, AFL-CIO.  Our Council
is comprised of 16-construction unions and a membership of 26,000
statewide.

The Council supports the Draft EIS for the Honolulu High-Capacity
Corridor Project, which as part of an integrated mass transit system, is
an investment in Oahu’s future – growing our economy, protecting our
environment, strengthening our communities, and providing reliable and
affordable transportation for generations to come.

Thank you for the consideration of our request.

Sincerely,

William “Buzz” Hong
Reply Requested : Yes







OFFERING COST-EFFECTIVE SOLUTIONS TO TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Departnlent of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 
808-768-8303 
Email: w y o s h i o l t a ~ h o n o l ~ ~ l ~ ~ . . ~ o v  

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Comnients on the Honolulu Draft Environmental Impact Statenlent (Draft EIS) 

Our colnments on the Draft EIS are attached in seven parts: 

Part I All reasonablc alternatives were not studied. 
Part 11 Insufficient consideration of elevated rail impacts. 
Part 111 The Locally Preferrcd Alternative n l ~ ~ s t  be studied in the EIS. 
Part IV First Proiect. Phase I, is an illegal scgn~entation. 
Part V Uniustifiable forecasts. 
Part VI Strategic ~nisrcpresentation in the Draft EIS. 
Part VII Strategic lnisreprescntation oulside of thc Draft EIS. 

We find the Draft EIS continues, as did its forerunners, the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 
and the Alternatives Analysis, to mislead the public with i~nclear language, ~nisrepresentations, 
and olnissions of important material so as to position this document as less of an analytical and 
informative doci~lnent and nlore of a selling tool. 

Hopefully you will produce a Supplementary Draft EIS that will remedy these 
misrepresentations, omissions, and unclear language so that it will be clear to the public that, 

You are forecasting traffic congestion to be worsc in the future with rail than it is today. 
An elevated rail line traversing the core of our city will havc a dcleterious effect on our 
cnvironment. 
There exists a high risk of property taxes being grcatly increased to fund the increased 
operating subsidies and the missed construction cost forecasts. 
The project places undue risks on an already fragile economy. 

We find that the City has taken an insufficiently "hard look" at the alternatives that were rejected, 
at those issues we have discussed herein as ~nisrepresentations in the Draft EIS, and the ridership 
forecasts, as examples. They are supposed to be dealt with in detail. As one court held, 

... asszimptions must be spelled out, inconsistencies e-plained, methodologies disclosed, 
contradictory evidence rebutted, record references solidly grozinded, gziesswork 
eliminated and conclzisions supported in a manner capable ofjziu'icial iinclerstanding. I 

We find that the City and Parsons Brinckerhoff have not produced a document that has handled 
these important environmental issues with the objectivity and scientific rigor that is both needed 
by the public and is a NEPA requirement. 

' E. I.  DuPont de Neinours & Co. v. Train, 541 F.2d 1018, 1038 (4Ih Cir. 1976). 
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In summary, wc believe the alternatives analysis is legally insufficient sincc the Managed Lanes 
Alternative analysis is so lacking in factual substance that it nlust Pail to give the reader the true 
meaning of the alternative. Failing to provide accurate and complete information, especially for 
one of the most important socioecono~nic factors - the incredibly high cost to Hawaii's citizens 
- makes this a faulty document that must be redone. 

When the analysis fails to describe the incredibly low cost of the Tainpa project when compared 
to the projected Hawaii costs, one cannot help to wonder why this fact was left out. 
Socioeconotnics has been given very little if any attention in this document and failure to point 
out the Talnpa project was approximately seven times cheaper than this proposed action is 
problematic and thus the underlying analysis fails. 

The people of Hawaii were not given this information and if they were given this information, 
perhaps the vote may have gone differently. If they had been given this information in this NEPA 
document, perhaps they would have had more meaningfill comments on the proposed action. We 
will not know unless a new Draft EIS is produced. 

The Draft EIS is also simply not readable and thus doesn't give the opportunity for the reader to 
make ~neaningful comments. It incorporates by reference 20 studies and the Draft EIS fails to 
weave a narrative that accurately describes in the NEPA document, as required by NEPA, the true 
potential impacts that will be caused by the proposed action. 

In a less complicated project, perhaps this would be acceptable; but in a proposed $5 billion 
project that will displace hundreds of people, condemn homes and businesses, disrupt traffic and 
Oahu's quality of life, disturb cultural resources, potentially uncover sacred iwi, cause financial 
hardship to hundreds of thousands of people, while disregarding reasonable alternatives, or 
leaving out key components of other alternatives, is colapletely unacceptable. 

The City and County and the FTA must be held to the standard required by the 9th Circuit, 
NEPA, and Hawaii State law, and the information presented fails to meet these standards. We 
request that a Suppleinental Draft EIS be undertaken. 

Sincerely, 
HONOLULUTRAFFIC.COM 

Cliff Slater 
Chair 

cc: Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94 105 
Email: tcd.matley@,lta.dot.eov. 



O F F E R I N G  COST-EFFECTIVE S O L U T I O N S  TO TRAFFIC C O N G E S T I O N  

Part I - "All reasonable alternatives" were not studied. 
"There's small choice in rotten apples.'" 

This line from Shakespeare's The Taming of the Shrew is, appropriately, the opening line in the 
FTA's introduction to Evalilation of the Alter-natives. ' 
We believe that insufficient alternatives were considered during the Alternatives Analysis. Each 
prior rail transit effort in Honolulu from the 1970s on has suffered from the same problem; the 
range of alternatives studied was inadequate and disinterested experts have all cornrnented on it. 

Finally, the most seriozrs deficiency of analyses done to date is the failtrre to devise and 
evaluate meanindill alternatives to HART [Honolillir Area Rapid Transit]. The so-called 
"alternatzves analysis" is seriozrsly deficient and the bus alternative considered in them 
can only be considered as "straw men." 
Dr. John Kain, Chair, Economics Department, Harvard. 1978.' 

In particular, what is lacking is a seriozrs investigation of several viable dedicated 
bzrsway options. 
Dr. Robert Cervero, Professor of Urban and Regional Planning, UC-Berkeley. 1991.j 

Many more examples in a similar vein are available from experts' critiques of the 1990 
Alternatives Analysis.' 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process requires that the City & County of 
Honolulu (City), 

Rigorotrsly e-xplore and objectively evalirate all reasonable alternatives . . . Devote 
strbstantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail inclzlcling the proposed 
action so that reviewers may evalzrate their comparative merits ... lnclzlde reasonable 
alternatives not within the jirriscliction of the [City].' 

The Council on Environ~nental Quality's (CEQ) conl~nents on 1502.14 is as follows: 

Section 1502.14 requires the EIS to e-xarnine all reasonable alternatives to the PI-oposal. 
In determining the scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on what is 
"reasonable" rather than on whether the proponent or rpplicant likes or is itself capable 
of carrying out a particular alternative. Reasonable alternatives include those that are 
practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and irsing common 
sense, rather than simply desirable-from the stann'point o f  the awlicant.~emnphasis 
added 

' httr~:~'\vww.fta tlot.eov!docu~ne~its/Evalui~tiot~ of Al~ernatives.pdf 
2 Seminar on Usball Mass Transit (transcript). Office of the Legislative Auditor, State of Hawaii. January 1978. 
3 Quoted from "Ail Evaluation of the Honolulu Rapid Transit Develop~neut Proiect's Alternative A~ialysis ;~ntl Drali Env~ronmental 

Illinact Sklteme~lt." Hawaii Office of State Plan~iinn a ~ i d  Uiiiveisitv of H;twaii, blav 1990. Robert Cervero, Professor of Urban 
and Regional Planoiiig at the U~liversity of California, Berkeley, and a member of the Editorial Board, Journal of the American 
Planiiitlg Association. 

4 An Evaluation of Ihc Iklonolulu Raoitl Tr;~osit Develoomeot Proiect's Allcl.native Analysia and L h l i  Eiiv~ronmental l~noact 
Statcmci~t. Hawaii Of ice  of State l'lannine and Univers~ty of Hawaii.fi1~1y 1990. Available at the Honolulu Mu~iicipal Libray 
40CFRl502.14 

"uestion 2A in CEQs 40 Q&As. http:llwww mn~.gov/meeti1igs/200Sc1mpacts/ptlfs/40Qucstions.pdf 
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Honolulutraffic.co~n Draft EIS Comments - Part 1 Page 2 

In addition to rail transit and No-Build, there are at least three other alternatives that shoilld have 
been considered in the DraCt EIS: 

1. The Reversible Managed Lane Alternative 
2. The 2003 BusIRapid Transit Project 
3. The EZway plan. 

1. The Reversible Managed Lane Alternative. 
The drab ElS shall evalztate all reason~zble alternatives to the action and disczlss the 
reasons why other alternatives, which may have been considered, were eliminated,fiorn 
detailed stirdy. (23CFR771.123) 

The reasons given for the elimination of the Managed Lane Alternative from the Draft EIS are 
insufficient since little supporting data is given for the conclr~sions reached and no reference is 
given to any other publication that might have it. It is not surprising since there was little in the 
Alternatives Analysis or in the documents regarding the second Scoping when we first found that 
the Managed Lane Alternative had been eliminated. 

For example, the Draft EIS tells us "that the Managed Lane Alternative woz~ldprovide slightly 
rnove benefjt [than TSM] at n szlbstantial cost. " We can only guess at what that means. 

A BusIRapid Transit (BRT) bus would travel at 55mph while on the Managed Lanes and, say, 15 
lnph when on city streets. If the distance traveled on city streets is one-half of that traveled on the 
Managed Lanes the average speed would be 29 mph - faster than trains. But the benefit to users 
of trains is supposedly three times that of the BusIRapid Transit on Managed Lanes? 

Also two, or possibly three, additional lanes managed through dynamic pricing would each have a 
vehicle throughput close to twice that of each of the nearby congested freeway lanes according to 
the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA).' Such lanes would add the equivalent of four to 
six lanes to the current (and projected through 2030) five regular freeway lanes. And we are 
supposed to believe that traffic congestionX will be far worse with Managed Lanes? There is no 
support for this in the Draft EIS nor any reference to other doc~unents. 

We made the original proposal for a reversible dynamically-tolled highway which led to its 
inclusion in the First Scoping authorized in the federal Notice of Intent of December 5, 2005. 

The concept that we proposed to the City was what Reason Fo~lndation's Robert Poole, tenned a 
Virtiial Excl~isive Biuway where buses and vanpools have priority and go free of toll charges and 
all others pay a dynan~ically-priced toll. It has all the virtues of an exclusive busway, while also 
having a significant impact on automobile traffic congestion in the Corridor. 

The City's Chief Transportation Planner said that he used the map of our proposcd route from our 
website and that, "This is what HONOLULUTRAFFIC.COh.lreqilested 11s to stzidy and this is exactly 
what we stildied. " 9  

However, our original proposal was only a conceptual one; at the time we did not have the 
technical expertise to do anything else and we certainly did not have the resources to submit a 
conlprehensive design. Far from being a design, a cursory look at our original nlap shows a 
freehand line drawn none too steadily along the route with a black marker pen. It never crossed 
our minds that Parsons Brinckerhoff would not apply its expertise to provide the best possible 
alternative. 

FHWA's Cu,lgestiun Pricit~g - A Prirner. At: ~ p : : ! w w w . h o n o l ~ ~ I ~ ~ t r a f f i ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ / ~ o ~ ~ ~ e s t i o ~ ~ n r ~ c i ~ ~ ~ p  3. 
"ee Vehicle Hours of Delay in Table 2-1, Draft EIS. 
' 1-eague of Wornell Voters Forum video, I~ttp:!~www.brial~tcove.t%~/t1tle.is~~?title=I30IOX8850&cl~annel=?938')7125 5:00  nill lute 

]nark of I0 minute video. 



H o n o l u l u t r a f f i c . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  Draft EIS Comments - Part I Page 3 

We had forecast a cost oc$900 million for a l0-mile two-lane version. This estimate of cost came 
from a one-day conference that Governor Lingle asked us to conduct in December 2002 to 
evaluate whether the reversible tolled transitway concept was worth pursuing. Some of Hawaii's 
and the nation's leading c ~ ~ e r t s ' ~  on this issue were represented at the conference. The concept 
and cost estimates met with the general approval of the attendees and accordingly we 
recommended to the Governor that the project be further developed to a higher level of detail. 

In December 2005, the FTA issued the first Notice of Intent and it stated, 

Alternatives proposed to be considered in the AA [Alternatives Analysis] and drap EIS 
inclzrde No Build, Transportafion System Management, Managed Lanes, and Fixed 
Guideway Transit. 

After the first Scoping, the Scoping Report of April 6, 2006'' issued and confinned that the 
Managed Lane Alternative would be studied in both the Alternatives Analysis and the Draft EIS. 

Subsequently, the Alternatives Analysis was produced in November 2006 and recommended that 
the Fixed Guideway Alternative be adopted as the Locally Preferred Alternative and shortly 
thereafter the City Council chose the Fixed Guideway Alternative with termini at West Kapolei, 
University of Hawaii at Manoa and Wailciki. 

However, the Managed Lane Alternative was not objectively studied in the Alternatives Analysis. 
Rather, the Managed Lane Alternative was setup as a classic "straw man," contrived to make it 
look ineffective in comparison to rail transit. 

Professor John Kain, co-author of the classic The Urban Transportation Problem, who wrote 
extensively about such tactics, wrote in his The Use of Straw Men in the Econotnic Eval~lation of 
Rail Transport Projects, " 

Nearly all, if not all, assessments of rail tmnsit systems have used costly andpoorly 
designed all-bla alternatives to make the proposed rail systems appear better than they 
are. 

Out of the blue, on March 15, 2007, the FTA issued a second Notice of 1ntent1' but this time 
excluded thc Managed Lane Alternative. This was the first intimation we had of its rejection. 
Both the first Notice of lntentlJ and the first Scoping ~ e ~ o r t l ~  had stated that the Managed Lane 
Alternative would be studicd in the Draft EIS. 

Mr. David Glater, then the recently retired Chief Counsel of the US DOT'S Volpe Center, who 
had been appointed to be the Transportation Analyst for the City Council's Transit Advisory Task 
Force, and who wrote the Task Force Report, must have also been surprised since his Appendix 
3, attached hereto as Appendix B, is titled, "Sz~ggestions forfilrther development of the Managed 
Lane Alternative. " 

I" 111 attendance: Mike Sclineider, Executive Vice President of PB Consult, Mel Miyatnoto, Vicc President, Heavy Construction, 
Dillinghatn Corporation, Roger Morton, General Manager oEOTS Inc, operators of the City's bus system, Bruce Turner, 
Assistant Division Administrator, Hawaii Div~sion FHWA, Robert Poole, Director ofTra~isportation Studies, Reason Foutldatioo, 
Glenn Yasui, Highways Division, Hawaii Dept. of Transportatioti (Hawaii DOT). By phone: Patrick Decorla-Souza, AICP, Team 
Leader, I-Lighway Pricit~g and System Analysis, Office ofTransportation Policy Studies FHWA, C. Kenneth Orski., Urban 
Mobility Corooration. consultant and oublishers of ltitiuvrrrioti Briefs. . . 

I t  littn:/l~vww.l~onolulutraftic.coin/ScopionReport.pdf 
I '  Kain, John F. Tlie Use ofStrrrn~ f i t 7  b? the Ecotlomic Evrrllwtio~i ofRnil PCZIISDO,? Pvoiects. A~nericat~ Economic Review, Vol 

82, No. 2, Papers and Proceedings of the t-lunidred and Fourth Annual Meeting of the A~nericatl Econo~nic Association (May, 
1992) , pp. 487-493. At: http:!!www.honolulutraffic.com/kai11~& 

I' w-ww.l1onolul1iir~ftic.~o1nl~iO307~pdf 
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The second Nolice of Intent did not even want com~nents on alternatives that were "previozaly 
stzm'ied and eliminatedjor good cause. " While not named, one can reasonably asstllue it referred 
to the Managed Lane Alternative. 

On March 18, 2007, we wrote to the FTA protesting that the process used by the City for 
assessing the Managed Lane Alternative in the Alternatives Analysis was flawed.'%e also 
protested the isstlance of two Notices of Intent to perform the same Draft EIS. We received no 
response to these communications. 

H o n o l u l ~ ~  found itself in the strange position of beginning Scoping while having already selected 
its Locally Prefe~red Alternative. 

The second Scoping Report that issued May 30,2007" implies that the Managed Lane 
Alternative was rejected at least in part because, 

The Honolzrl~i High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project analysis is meant to evaluate 
project alternatives that may be constructed within the azlthorization of Act 247, enacted 
by the Hawai 'i State Legislattlre in 2005. The act prohibits the constrtlction of a non- 
transit project with the a~tthorized excise-tax szircharge. Projects with the pzrrpose of 
providing ~~oadway mobility for azltomobiles and conzmercial vehicles are notjilndable by 
Act 247; therefore, they will not be added to thepzlrpose of the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Tt-ansit Corridor ~roject".  

However, this is the first mention of Act 247 through two Notices of Intent and two SIPS and the 
first Scoping Report. In any case, is this reason for rejection not in conflict with the following? 

An alternative that is ozltside the legaljz~risdiction of the lead agency mzrst still be 
analyzed in the EIS f i t  is reasonable. A potential conflict with local or federal law does 
not necessarily render an alternative zmreasonable, although such conflicts must be 
consiclered. Section 1506.2(c(). Alternatives that crre outside the scope of what Congress 
has approved orfiinded /nust still be evaluated in the EIS f they are reasonable, because 
the EIS may serve as the basis for modfying the Congressional approval orjilnding in 
light of NEPA 's goals andpolicies. '" 

The second Scoping Infol~nation Package describes the Fixed Guideway Alternative as follows: 

The fixed guideway system is planned to operate between 4 a.m. and midnight, with a 
train arriving in each direction at each station behveen every three and ten nlinutes ... 
The system is planned to operate with rnzrlticar tmins approxitnately 175 to 200,feet in 
length, with each train capable of carrying a minimzlrn of 300passenger.s. This wozlM 
provide a peak capacity of at least 6,000 passengers per hozlr per direction.-'" 

Since at this point the de facto decision to select trains as the preferred mode alternative had 
already been made, does not the issuance of a new Notice of Intent circumvent the requirement 
that NEPA not be used to rationalize orjust& decisions already made? " 
The second Scoping Report states, 

As stated in the Notice of Intent isszled on March 15, 2007, that Notice of Intent szperceded [sic] 
the one published on December 5, 2005.'2 

'"vww i ~ o i ~ o l i 1 l u t i ~ a ~ l i c ~ c o 1 ~ I / A ~ 2 i v I L c o 1 1 ~ ~ l f  
" l~tto:/!w~vw.honoIi~Iuti.af'iic.com/SEP~\Sco~~insRenort.pdf 
l 8  The seco~ld Scopinu Report, p. 5-1. Act 247 is at . 
I' .- l~tlp:l!\+ww.nepa,f!ov!1ie~~i1!reps!40/1-IO.HTb1#2 '" Scopilig Information I'ackagc. 4-1&2. iltt~:!/www.honol~l~i1t1._~fIic~~o111isco~i11~~11fo1~111atio11i't1ck~~e.~~~f 

L L E ~ i ~ i r o ~ i ~ n e ~ l t d l  impact statelilellts shall serve as the means of assessi~ig the environmental impact of  proposed agelicy actions, 
rather than juatifyir~y decisio~ls already made." 40CFRI502.2[g] 
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This is not true; the second Notice of Intent states no such thing. 

The second Scoping Report also states that, 

City Coztncil Resolittion 07-039 dejined the First Project as extenc/ing)onz East Kapolei 
to Ala Moana Cente~. '~  

Resolution 07-039 uses the term "Minimum Operable Segment" to describe the shortened project 
and never mentions "First Project"; the term in the second Scoping Report only serves to confuse 
the issue. 

Also federal regulations require that, "Draft environmental impact statements shall be prepared 
in accordance with the scope decided ilpon in the scopingprocess. "24 

The first Notice of Intent was not superseded and the Alternative Analysis states that its 
alternatives were developed "rli~ring a forrnalproject scopingprocess held that woztldsatisSy the 
ueguirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) ... "15 

The second Scoping Information Package and the second Scoping Report suggest that the first 
Notice of Intent was to merely satisfy Hawaii Revised Statutes 343, even though there is no 
mention of that in either of the two federal Notices of Intent or the subsequent Scoping Report. In 
any case, that does not wash since, if satisfying Hawaii Revised Statutes 343 was the only intent 
of the first Notice of Intent, would not the FTA's issuance of it have been unnecessary? 

In addition, this action by FTA would appear to violate 40CFR1506 which requires agencies 

... to the fitllest extent possible to ueditce dzcplication between NEPA and state and local 
reqzrirements. 

And NEPA 3 1500.6 makes it clear that, 

The phrase "to the fitllest extentpossible" in section 102 means that each agency of the 
Federal Government shall comply with that section ~mless existing law applicable to the 
agency's operations expressly prohibits or. makes compliance impossible. 

This requirement is, in part, to avoid the kind of time consuming and confusing situation we now 
have. 

Neither the FTA nor the City has made any attempt to clarify why FTA issued the second Notice 
of Intent. While the first Notice of Intent initiated the NEPA review process, the second Notice of 
Intent informed us that the NEPA review was "initiated thro~tgh this scoping notice. " Have we 
not been in the NEPA process since December 2005? Why was a second scoping necessary? 

The City did not make the case in the second scoping dociunents that re-scoping was being 
conducted because the first was inadequate or unsatisfactory. And if it had been inadequate would 
not the second scoping merely have been to supplement the first scoping and not to replace it? 

There has obviously been insufficient 'pitblic involvement, " as required by SAFETEA-LU, if we 
cannot even find out whether the NEPA review process started on December 5, 2005, or March 
15,2007. Why cannot the public be told why the second scoping was authorized and if it 
invalidated the findings of the first Scoping? 

We believe that the City and Parsons Brinckerhoff had the second Notice of Intent issued in an 
attempt to evade the more stringent investigative requirements of the NEPA process for the 
Managed Lane Alternative and possibly also for the purpose and needs statement. 
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Six specific ways in which the Managed Lane Alternative was contrived to fail are listed below. 

a) Zipper lane inexplicably removed: 
b) Excessive Managed Lane Alternative capital costs: 
c) Inflated operating costs: 
d) Effects on vanpools not considered. 
e) Inefficient ingresslegress ramps: 
f) Avoidance of due diligence: 

a) Zipper lane inexplicablv removed 

In November 2006, the City Council convened a Transit Advisory Task Force (Task Force) to 
advise it on the technical aspects of the Alternatives Analysis. Mr. David Glater, retired Chief 
Counsel of the U.S. Department of Transportation's Volpe Center, and Transportation Analyst 
for the Task Force, wrote in his Final Report to the City Council, 

The clescription of the Managed Lane Alternative in Chapter 2 of the Alternatives 
Analysis stntes that, 'The H-1 zipper lane wo~rld be maintained in the Two-direction 
Option bzrt discontinzred in the Reversible Option. ' (p. 2-4). However, no explanation is 
provided as to why the zipper lane wo~tld not be continued in the Reversible Option. The 
Managed Lane Reversible Option's addition of two Koko Head-bound elevated lanes for 
the tnorning cornmlite appears to reszrlt in a net increase of only one lane ifthe inbound 
zipper lane were 

Why was the zipper lane taken out? When it remains in, it alone negates the concliisions of the 
Alternatives Analysis that the Managed Lane Alternative was inferior to rail in traffic congestion 
reduction as can be seen from the table below. With the zipper Lane reinstated traffic on the H-l 
freeway regillar lanes would be less with the Managed Lane Alternative than the Fixed Guideway 
Alternative. 

Congestion relief together with energy consumption, both of which are required to be analyzed by 
statute," would be significantly irnproved with the Managed Lane Alternative. The following 
table is identical to the data in Table 3-12 in the Alternatives Analysis with the exception of the 
center column showing the zipper lane reinstated and a new line at the bottom of the page to total 
all traffic. 

The only changes made to original column, which is to its left, are those in the grayed out cells. 
These reflect the same zipper lane traffic as in the Rail column and reduction of that sanle amount 
of traffic in the H- 1 Freeway traffic. It shows that with the zipper lane reinstated the H-1 traffic is 
less than the traffic in the Rail Alternative. 

For example, the single major freeway into downtown Honolulu from the far end of the study 
Corridor is H-1. It has seven lanes inbound during the morning peak hotirs, of which one is a 
zipper lane, one is an HOV lane, and five lanes are regular freeway lanes. 

With the zipper lane reinstated the Managed Lane Alternative would provide two, or possibly 
three, additional lanes managed through dynamic pricing. Each lane would have a vehicle 
throughput close to twice that of each of the nearby congested freeway lanes.28 Such lanes would 
add the equivalent of four to six lanes to the current (and projected through 2030) five regular 
freeway lanes (this is not provided for in the table that follows). 

'' Task Force Fimal Report. i~ttp:!!www.l~onol~~I~~traffi~.~o~~~~a~I~F~r~eRep~rt.pdF 



Forecast I Volume1 1 I Forecast 1 Volume1 I I Forecast I Volume1 I 
I I Level I I I Level I I I Level 

Rail 2030 Managed Lanes 

Reversible Option 

Volume ( Capacity ( of ( Volume ( Capacity ( of ( Volume ( Capacity 1 of 
I I I I I I I I S P N ~ C  

2030 Managed Lanes 

SCREENLlNElFAClLlTY I (vph) I Ratio 1 Serv lceI  (vph) 1 Ratio I Sewice1 (vph) I Ratio I e 
Kalauao Stream Koko Head I 

Reversible Option with the 
zipper lane reinstated 

Kamokila -Airport - Dlllingham 
King with a Waikiki branch 

The grayed cells are the only ones changed from the Alternatives Analysis, Table 3.12. 

The Total All Traffic was not provided in the original. Others may wish to check our addition. 

Changes made were to reinstate the zipper lane using vehicle data from the fully built out rail option. 

bound 

H-1 FWY 

H-1 Fwy (H0V)t 

H-1 Fwy (Zipper) 1 

Moanalua Rd 

Kamehameha Hwy 

Managed Lane 
Total General Purpose 
Traffic 

Total HOV Traffic 

Total Managed Lane Traffic 

Total All Traffic 

I Then reduce the H-1 Fwy forecast by a like amount. Other changes are merely recalculation of totals. 

18,419 1.94 F 16.235 1.71 F 17,414 1.83 F 

2,769 1.46 F 2,769 1.46 F 2,701 1.42 F 

NA NA NA 2,154 1.13 F 2,154 1.13 F 

966 0.57 A 966 0.57 A 756 0.44 A 

3,121 0.9 E 3,121 0.9 E 2,923 0.85 D 

3,457 0.79 C2 3,457 0.79 C2 N A NA NA 

22,507 1.39 F 20,322 1.39 F 21,093 1.31 F 

2,769 1.46 F 4,923 1.46 F 4,855 1.28 F 

3,457 0.79 C2 3,457 0.79 C2 N A NA NA 

28,733 28,702 25,948 

The congestion nlitigation effects of these additional lanes to the seven-lane H-1 freeway are too 
obvious for the effect not to have been noticed during the Alternatives Analysis process. 

b) Excessive Managed Lane Alternative cauital costs 

Parsons Brinckerhoff and the City grossly inflated the capital costs of the Managed Lane 
Alternative with the result that, if correct, it w o ~ ~ l d  result in it having twice the cost per lane-mile 
of any highway ever built in the U.S. 

Parsons Brinckerhoff and the City also added unnecessary costs to the project by only using a 16- 
mile facility while not testing the viability of shorter 10 to 12-mile versions. 

The City's projected cost of $2.6 billion in 2006 dollars for the Managed Lane Alternative was 
excessive. It was twice as expensive as the H-3 freeway per lane mile, almost as much per mile as 
the rail transit line, and seven times as much as the Tampa Expressway, a similar but even larger 
facility. And the City made it 50 percent longer than necessary. Further, the normal due diligence 
expected for a project of this magnitude was not undertaken. 

Had the Managed Lane Alternative becn projected at 11  nliles long and priced to be the same as 
H-3 per lane mile (allowing for inflation), the projected cost would have been only $915 million 
(still twice as much as the Tampa Expressway). Of this amount half could have been paid for with 
toll revenue bonds and the other half with less than three years of the % percent GE tax revenues 
(assuming the unlikely scenario of Senator Inouye being unable to obtain any federal funds). 
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And the city did not study the effects of the Managed Lane Alternative having three lanes. Tatnpa 
added the third lane after finding that this 50 percent increase in Lane space would cost only 20 
percent more than two lanes. 

Anyone who has ever travelled the H-3 will find it absurd that the City's cost estimate of the 
Managed Lane Alternative could be the sanle as the H-3 (inflation-adjusted). The City's projected 
costs for the Managed Lane Alternative were calculated without any attempt to justify this high 
cost by cornparing it to similar facilities in Hawaii or on the Mainland. 

As discussed earlier, our cost projection was $900 million for a 10-mile two-lane elevated 
highway, or $90 million per mile in 2002. This cost when inflated using thc Price Trends for 
Federal-aid Highway Constrzrction Inde,~, '%esults in $134.7 million per mile in 2006 dollars. 

However, this estimate was made before wc were aware of the astonishing cost savings offered 
by the new construction method devised by Figg Bridge Company and used to construct the 
Tampa Expressway. 

Tampa Expresswav: 

The actual contract price for the 17.5 lane miles of bridge structure was just over $1 00 
million. At upproxitnately $120 million, the deck cost for the segmental bridge portion of 
the project was approximately $65 per square foot, far below the average cost for 
structures in Florida dzrring the past 20 years. The average cost per lane mile for the 
revet+sible bridge is approximately $7 tnillion arzd is among the lowest for bridges 
constructed in the U.S. 3" 

The Figg Bridge Company tells us they "have experienced savings of approximately 40percent to 
50percent when usingprecast segmental span-by-span construction in zit-ban settings when 
compnred to segmental balanced cantilever constr~rction. "31 

Using 45 percent as the average of these savings reduces our $134.7 million per mile projection 
to $74.1 million per mile in 2006 dollars, or $37.0  nill lion per lane-mile. 

Recently Figg Bridge, which is familiar with Hawaii conditions, told us they believe there is no 
reason why the Managed Lane Alternative should not be built for the samc cost per mile that they 
are experiencing in Florida for 2008 given the addition of a further 32 percent for the construction 
cost differential between Hawaii and Florida. 

The 14-mile Expressway cost $320 million in 2006 (net of an impending award of $100 million 
for a sub-contractor's error). Using the same Price Trends for Federal-Aid Highway Construction 
Index that the City uses, and allowing the mid-point of costs to be 2004, we calculate that the cost 
to build it in 2006 woilld have been $458.7 million. 

The cost comparison index used to inflate Florida constri~ction costs to Hawaii's level is an 
additional 32 percent, that being the rate given in the current Civil Worlcs Constrtlction Cost 
fnde,~.~' Applying this factor to the inflation adjusted cost, results in $605 million as the cost of 
constructing the facility in Honolulu. Dividing this by its 14-mile length results in $43.2 million 
per mile. 

While Tampa has three lanes, the Expressway Authority tells us that the third lane only added 20 
percent more to their costs than if they had only built two lanes. We have, therefore, divided the 
Tampa cost per mile by only 2.4 instead of three to arrive at a cost for a two-lane facility. It 

" l1tt~:/~www.lliw;~.dot.zov/pronr;1madmi11/~t2006a4.~lin "' Prevedouros, Panos D., PIID and Martiti Stone, PhD, AICP. Reversible E.upress L N I I ~ S .  Yearbook of Science and Technology 
2008. McGraw-Hill, pp. 288-291, 2008. " Persolral Communication, CEO, Figg Bridge Cotnpany. " Iitlp:i'w\v\v ~1sace.at~1iiy,millp~1blications/e1iz-t~1'd1iui1ls/e1nI 1 10-7-l304'ei1tire.11df p. A-34 
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results in a cost of $1 8.0 nlillion per lane-mile as a conlparable cost for building such a racility in 
Honolulu. 

Hawaii's H-3 Freeway: 

The 16.1-mile H-3 freeway is a divided highway with two lanes in each direction and its 
construction required boring two miles of tunnels through the solid rock of the Koolau 
Mountains. The total cost was $1.3 billion at co~npletion in 1997 making it the most expensive 
highway per mile ever built in the U.S. 

Lacking a distribution of costs by year, we have allowed the mid-point of construction cost as 
occurring in 1991. Inflating the $1.3 billion to 2006 dollars using the Price Trends for Federal- 
Aid Highway Constr~iction ~ndex", results in $2.7 billion. 

This amount divided by the 16.1 mile length equals $166.2 million per mile and dividing that by 
the four lanes results in $41.6 million per lane-mile. 

C a ~ i t a l  costs summary: 

We show below an adjusted cost per lane-mile colnparison with two highway facilities, one from 
Tampa, Florida and the other, the H-3 freeway in Honolulu together with both the City and our 
Managed Lane Alternative cost projections. 

The table below summarizes our calci~lations of all four facility costs per lane-mile after being 
adjusted for constrilction inflation costs and location cost differentials. This enables us to directly 

compare one with the other. The full calculation is given in 
detail in Appendix A. 

- 

Note that our Managed Lane Alternative estimate is within 
ten percent of the adjusted H-3 freeway cost. In consideration 
of the extensive trans-I<oolau tunneling required for H-3 one 
would anticipate that our Managed Lane Alternative estimate 

actual, adjusted to 
Honolulu costs should be somewhat less. 

H-3 Freeway 
actual, adjusted 

Our Managed Lane 
Alternative 
estimate, adjusted 

City's Managed 
Lane Alternative 
estimate 

$41.6 Even allowing for inflation and location cost differences, the 
adjusted Tampa Expressway cost is still less than half of 
either the H-3 or our Managed Lane Alternative estimate. 

$37.0 
However, the most striking colnparison is that the City 
Managed Lane Alternative estimate is twice that of the H-3 

$80.5 freeway and over four times that of the Tampa Expressway - 
after all adjustments. We do not believe that this projected 
cost would ever pass scrutiny by any members of the 
professional engineering comtnunity. 

Our cost calculations for the Managed Lane Alternative, while compelling, need more work at a 
level of detail requiring resources that are not available to us. Our concern is that the City and 
Parsons Brinckerhoff did not make any serious effort to investigate it at any level of detail, as the 
section of lack of due diligence demonstrates. 

At the behest of FTA, Booz Allen investigated the Fixed Guideway Alternative and the Managed 
Lanes Alternative construction costs. They produced a preliminary 8-page draft in April 2007 and 
later followed that in May 2007 with a 38-page full report.35 

'' Iltt1~:/!~~~.Il~~a.dot.~ov!~1.o~1.a1~adiiii1~/~~~70~.~lir1 
'"ee Appendix A for details of cost adjustments for construction i~iflatio~l slid locatio~i differences. " FTA PROJECT MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT PROGRAM, Contract No. DTFT60-04-D-00013 Project No. DC-27-5041 Task 

Order No. 10 
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The 8-page draft does mention the Tampa Expressway and also Dr. Stone's comments, 

Dr. Marty Stone [PhD AICP], planning clirectorjor the Tampa-Hillsborough 
Coirn& Expressway A~lthori~y, wrote a lengthy defense of the constrtrction of his 
agency's reversible, elevated toll lanes in Tanlpa for HnwniiReporter:conz on November 
21, 2006. Dr. Stone criticized rail proponents in Honolzrl~r for what he perceived as 
misrepresentation of the Tampa pipoject in order to discredit the managed-lanes 
alternative in Honolzrlu. 

However, neither Tarnpa nor Dr. Stone appear in the subsequent fill1 report. This is a shame 
because it would have been interesting to know why an award-winning public planning orficial 
would go out on a limb to criticize fellow public officials. 

The full report begins by telling us that the primary objective was to, "conjrtn absence of bias in 
cost estimation between the Fixed Gzrideway and hianaged Lanes alternatives." Not to 
determine whether there was any bias, but rather to confirm that there was none. 

Booz Allen's 38-page report covers a wide variety of cost estimating material but evades a very 
important and most awkward fact, and that is the cost of the Tampa Expressway was $300 
million. 

The investigator does not grapple with this fact; the word Tampa cannot be found in this 
document. The group that put together the expressway, the Tampa-Hillsborough Expressway 
Authority and Figg Bridge have won just about every national award possible36 and built it at a 
remarkably low cost. 

The Tampa cost is a stubborn and intractable fact, one that will never go away until rail 
proponents confront it instead of evading it as the City has, as the Transit Advisory Task Force 
did and as Booz Allen does in this case. 

To be credible an assessment of the Managed Lane Alternative costs must be perfornled with 
"scientific accuracy" and has to reconcile the $300 million for the Tampa Expressway (even to 
include the $120 million error) with a similar project in Honolulu for $2.6 billion. Allowance can 
be made for construction costs inflation, location differences, and other smaller issues but an 
honest appraisal is unlikely to be able to bridge this widest of chasms. 

A credible assessment could start by talking to Figg Bridge to aslc them how they did it and 
whether it could be done in Hawaii. No one involved in the pricing, and the validation of the 
pricing, of the Managed Lane Alternative - the City, the Council Task Force, or Booz Allen - 
has ever contacted Figg Bridge. 

c) Inflated Managcd Lane Alternative operating costs 

Parsons Brinckerhoff and the City also inflated Managed Lane Alternative operating costs to 
make the project appear uncompetitive with the Fixed Guideway Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis had forecast that operating costs for the Managed Lane Alternative 
would be greater than the FGA. These high operating costs occur because, 

T1,ansit operating costs for the Managed Lane Alternative wozrld range between 
appro,rimately $251 and $261 million as a restrlt o f  aclditional bzrses that wotrlci be pzrt in 
service tinder that alternative. 37 

The Alternatives Analysis projects that the Managed Lane Alternative will need a fleet of 906 
buses versus the No-Build Alternative requiring 614 This would result in the Managed 
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Lane Alternative having 50 percent more buses than the No-Build Alternative yet the City 
projects only 5 percent greater ridership for it.39 This small increase is projected despite the 
Managed Lane Alternative offering bus users the advantage of a congestion frce bus ride fro111 the 
H-1lH-2 merge to Downtown. It begs the question, why would the Managed Lanes Alternative 
offering much faster bus service than the No-Build not generate many more riders? 

Fundamentally, the Managed Lane Alternative provides the existing bus system with a faster 
method of transiting the Corridor. Buses would be able to travel Koko Head bound in the AM 
peak on the Managed Lane Alternative at three times the current 20 mph operating speed of buses 
on the H- 1 freeway. Buses can then return to their original departure point via the H- 1 freeway in 
the Ewa Bound direction in relatively uncongested traffic. 

This will allow some express buses to make two round trips in the time it presently takes to ~ilake 
one. One might anticipate that such efficiency would allow a considerable increase in ridership to 
be achieved at about the same operating costs as is experienced czlvvently, allowing for inflation. 

Instead, the Alternatives Analysis forecasts that the Managed Lane Alternative would require the 
operation of 48 percent more buses4' than the No-Build Alternative while carrying only five 
percent more tripsJ' and that this would cost 36 percent more in operating costs than the No- 
Build and even more than the FGA. 

In addition, the Alternatives Analysis projected a totally unnecessary 5,200 parking stalls for the 
Managed Lane Alternative, only slightly less than the 5,700 stalls projected for the entire rail line 
other than a pro-rata increase in the 529 stalls presently available, nor is there any need for bus 
stations on Managed Lane ~ l t e r n a t i v e . ~ ~  

The City's and Parsons Brinckerhoffs plan has been to simply drive up operating costs to project 
that the Managed Lane Alternative is unecononiical in conlparison with rail transit. 

d) Effects on vanpools not considered. 

The same benefits accruing to buses, including and freedom from toll charges, will also apply to 
vanpools. Such travel time savings can increase bus and van ridership and decrease both the 
amount of traffic and the share of low occupancy vehicles. 

Vanpools have by far the lowest use of energy of any forni of mechanized transportation using 
only 1,322 BTUs per passenger mile.43 That is less than one-third of that used by the unweighted 
average of  rail transit lines and so offers a signiklcant opportunity to reduce energy use, reduce 
emissions, reduce traffic congestion, and since vanpools require no operating subsidy, an 
opportunity to reduce TheBus operating losses. 

e) Ingresslegress insufficiently studied 

Parsons Brinckerhoff and the City engineered the ingress and egress ramps in a way that could 
only result in heavy traffic congestion at the Koko Head end of the Managed Lane Alternative. 

'' Alteii~atives Aaalysis, Table 2-1, at: htto:l/www.Iionolulutr~iFfic.com~AAl).~df ' The bus fleet data is taken kotn the Alternatives Analysis, Table 2-1, and the daily trips data from the Alternatives Analysis, 
Table 3-7. The percentages shown are calculated from these data. At: htto://www.lionollilot~.i~ffic.corn/AAD.pdf 

40 Altelnratives Analysis, Table 2- 1. " The bus fleet data is taken from the Alte~natives Analysis, Table 2-1, and the daily trips data from the Alternatives Analysis, 
Table 3-7. The percentages shown are calculated from these data. " Alter~iatives Analysis, pp. 3.718 and 3-10, at: hu~://www.l~o~~ol~~l~~t~~ftic.co~~~/Ai\D.~clf " U.S. Dept. of Etlergy Data Book, table 2.12, at: li~tp://cta.orlll.aov/cIi~~a/tecib27/EcIitio1i27 Cl1apter02.pdf 



H o n o I ~ ~ l i ~ t r a f t ~ c . c o ~ ~ ~  Draft EIS Comments - Part I Page 12 

The Task Force Report, Appendix 3," contains the following statement, 

In its c/lsczrssion of t~wvel time beneJts of the Managed Lane options, the Alternatives 
Analysis projects that traffic congestion at both the H-l Freew~ry access to the Managed 
Lane facllity and at the Nimitz Highway exit at PaciJic Street will negate travel time 
benefits guinecifrom travel on the Managed Lane facility itselj The Analy~is shozrld 
e,rplore how traffic congestion at these polnts cozrld be alleviated (at least for mass 
transit vehicles) in order to enhance the overallpevformance of this Alternatlve as a 
transit guideway. 

Parsons Brinckerhoff made no discernible effort to apply its engineering competence and 
ingenuity to the question of ingress and egrcss for the Managed Lane Alternative in the 
Alternatives Analysis. 

In his letter to the City, copied to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Dr. Panos 
Prevedo~~ros, Professor of Traffic Engineering at the University of Hawaii, Chair of the 
Transportation Research Board's Highway Micro-simulations Committee and himself a ~nenlber 
of the Task Force, commented, 

" ... the most egregiozis violation of FTA 's rzlles on alternative speciJication and analysis 
was the deliberate under-engineering of the Managed Lanes Alternative to a degree that 
brings ridiczrle to prevailing planning and engineering principles. "'j 

Dr. Prevedouros in his micro-simulation studies of differently designed entry and exit ramps for 
the Managed Lane Alternative shows that with properly designed rampsj6 traffic congestion can 
be reduced and excessive traffic congestion would not occur even during peak-hour traffic. 

f) The Citv's lack of due diligence 

The Task Force consisted of seven individuals to advise it on the Alternatives Analysis. Kazu 
Hayashida, a fonner Director of the Hawaii Department of Transportation (HDOT), was 
appointed Chairman. 

In turn, the Chairman appointed two members to be a Technical Review Subcomlnittee to review 
construction costs. One had been a long time senior employee of the Hawaii State Department of 
Transportation (HDOT) and the other was the recently retired Director of Honolulu's City 
Department of Transportation Services and a former HDOT Director. Neither one had the 
expertise to judge construction costs in detail especially for a project of this magnitude and 
complexity. 

After the Subcommittee's first report to the Task Force that they believed the projected Managed 
Lane Alternative costs in the Alternatives Analysis to be reasonable, we askcd the subcomn~ittee 
menlbers for a list of the companies they had contacted. We believed there needed to be a detailed 
reconciliation between the Tarnpa Expressway cost (less the design error) of $320 lnillion and the 
Parsons Brinclcerhoff estimate of $2.6 billion for the Managed Lane Alternative. They told us 
they had only talked to the local office of Parsons Brinclcerhoff, which had produced the 
projections, and had bcen assured that the cost estinlates were reasonable. 

They talked subsequently to engineers at the Hawaii Department of Transportation who told them 
that the 36-foot wide Managed Lane Alternative would need eight-foot supporting piers, totally 
ignoring the fact that the 59-foot wide Tampa Expressway has only six-foot piers. They mention 
that most agencies on the Mainland use $100 to $200 per square foot to price elevated highways 
but since they had not talked to Figg Bridge they would not know that they quote slightly less 
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than $100. Meanwhile they say that the Statc DOT uses $400-$500 per square foot but gives no 
sensible explanation of why that should be. 

A project involving billions oEdollars shoilld be expected to receive reasonable due diligence on 
the part of the City Council's Task Force. To the contrary, there was little, if any, performed. 

Accordingly, we suggested a consultation with the Tampa Expressway Authority and with PCL 
Construction Services, Inc., which had built both the Tainpa Expressway and the Hawaii 
Convention Center, and maintained offices in both Tampa and Honoli~lu and would be familiar 
with the costs and construction difficillties in both cities. 

We also suggested they contact the Figg Bridgc Company who had designed the Tampa 
Expressway incorporating its new low-cost construction methodology. One of the subcommittee 
members made a single, short phone call to the Tatllpa Expressway Authority; no one contacted 
PCL or Figg Bridge. 

Dr. Martin Stone, AICP, Director of Planning, Tampa-Hillsborough Expressway Authority, 
whose project won the International Bridge, Tunnel and Turnpike Association's 2007 Award for 
the Best Toll Operations Project in the World, told them that the City's cost estimate was too high 
but they obviously did not follow LIP with that. 

When one considers that Parsons Brinckerhoff maintains its national bridge practice in Talnpa 
and actually designed a part of the Tampa Reversible Express Lanes project one would think that 
they should have been contacted also but it is our understanding that they were not. Thc 
Subcoinlnittee report was made part of the Task Force Final ~ e p o r t . ~ '  

The Task Force Final Report makes it clear that there was inadequate study of the Managed Lane 
Alternative. 

".. . the Alternatives Analysis should have presewted variations on the Managed Lane 
Alternative that cozlld make this alternative more attractive. Appendix 3 contains 
suggestions forfleshing out possible variants ofthe Managed Lane Alternative."" 

The Report's Appendix 3, "Szlggestions forfirrther development of the Managed Lane 
Alternative," written by the former Chief Counsel of the USDOT's Volpe Center, David Glater, 
acting as the Transportation Analyst for the Task Force, concurs in finding an under-engineering 
of the Managed Lane Alternative by producing the list of suggestcd inodifications attachcd as our 
Appendix B . ' ~  From this it is obvious that Mr. Glater anticipated thcse inodifications to be 
adopted in the Draft EIS process. 

The City and Parsons Brinckerhoff ignored these and all other the recommendations of the Task 
Force regarding the Managed Lane Alternative and omitted froin the Draft EIS any mention of 
the Task Force, or its Final Report, or thc highly relevant questions it posed.. 

We believe this cavalier attitilde on the part of the City regarding due diligence violates the rule 
that, 

The Cozlncil on Environmental Qzlality (CEQ) requires the data and analyses in an EIS 
are commensurate with the importance of the impact." 

" www 1~o1~oI~lutri~ffi~.co11i/TabkFo1~~~Report,~~clf '' Task Porcc Final Report. p. 417 " ~vww.lionolulut~.i~l_licCco~~~/Td~ skForcel<e~ort.~clf pp. A-32 to A-33. Appendix 3 also attached as our Appendix B 
40CFR1502.15 
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Subsequent to the Alternatives Analysis process, a micro-simulation s t ~ ~ d y  undertaken by Dr. 
Prevedouros and his students concluded that, 

[The hfanaged Lane Alternative] wozlld redzrce H-1 congestior? by 35%, redicing c/rive 
tirnesfiom 4 to 22 minzttes. An e,xpress bzrs coninilrter wozlM nzake the same trip in 12.7 
minutes. The greatest benefit of HOT lanes wozrld accrzte to those who never zrse them; 
they wozlldpay no added taxes or tolls yet wozrld e,xperience rlrarnaticnlly redzced 
congestion. j' 

g) Surnlnary of the case for reinstating the Managed Lane Alternative in the EIS: 

Methodology and scientiJic accztracy. Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, 
including scientific integrity, of the discztssions and analyses in environmental irnpact 
statements. They shall identlfi any methodologies used and shall make e,xplicit reference 
by footnote to the scientijk and other sozrrces relied zlpon for concl~lsions in the 
statement. An agency rnay place disczcssion of methodology in an appendi,~. 
( 4 0 ~ ~ ~ 1 5 0 2 . 2 4 ) j ~  

The Draft EIS and its accompanying technical memoranda offer no evidence that the City and 
Parsons Brinckerhoff ever undertook to "rigorously explore and objectively e~allcate"'~ the 
Managed Lane Alternative as required by NEPA. 

Environmental impact statements shall be concise, clear, and to the point, andshall be 
supported bv evidence that agencies have made the necessary environmental analyses. j4 

(emphasis adden) 

We ask that the FTA require the City re-assess the Managed Lane Alternative in a Supplementary 
Draft EIS using a less "client focused" and Inore independent consultant. Such an independent 
re-evaluation should perform the following: 

I .  The requisite due diligence a project of this magnitude warrants. 

2. Have qualified cost estimators reconcile and d o c ~ ~ n ~ e n t  in detail the difference between 
the City's Managed Lane Alternative cost projections and the actual costs of similar 
facilities in Florida and determine the reasons for the differences between them. 

3. Project the outcome of using three-lanes rather than two for all or part of the facility. 

4. Project the outcome of distributing Koko-Head bound traffic by way of egress ramps in a 
nlanner similar to that shown in Professor Prevedouros' UHCS study. 

5 .  Project the outcotne of following the suggestions made in Appendix 3 of the Task Force 
Report. 

If this is done the E1S will meet the requirements of this particular directive: 

During the draft EIS stage all reasonable alternatives, or the reasonable mnge of 
ulternatives, shozlld be considered and disczlssed at a cornparable level of detail to avoid 
any indication of a bias towards a particzllar alternative(s).jj 

" T I - o I ~ . s I I U ~ / ~ / I ~ I ~  ,-lI/er~loli~~e.s A11n1v.si.s fbr , l . l ir iyrrl i~i~ l i o l f i c  CIII~[&OI~ benvee17 Leei~,ord Orrl711 a11d Ho17uIrrlir: /I Dctcr~led 
.\~/io.usi11111/~1/io17 SIIIL/I~ (UHCS Stutly) Directed by Professor Panos D. Prevetlouros with the Participatioll of Undergraduate and 
Graduate Students Specializing in Transportation Stud~es. University of Hawaii. 2008. 

" I ~ t l r ) : / / e d o c k e t . a c c e ~ ~ ~ g ~ ~ o v / c f ~ -  2008/iulatr/~dE'40cli.l50?.24.~tlf 
" 40CFR1502.14 
'' 40CFRl500.2(b) 
55 - l~ttp:/!~~~.e~~viro~~~ne~~t.Il~wa.dot.~ov/proidev/ttlmalts.asg 
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In addition the U.S. Secretary of Transportation has responsibilities under 49USC5309(d)(3), 

... fo r a major capital investment gmnt, the Secretary shall analyze, evalirate, and 
consider 

(A) the res~llts of the alternatives analysis and preliminary engineering for the proposed 
project; 

(B) the reliability of the for.ecasting methods used to estimate costs and tltilization made 
by the recipient and the contractors to the recipient; 

The Alternatives Analysis was legally instrfficient and without a reinstatement of the Managed 
Lanes Alternative and a more rigorous and scientific asscsslnent of its benefits in a 
Supplementary Draft EIS, how can the Secretary possibly make a reasoned judgment? 

Thc importance to the people of Honolulu of thoroughly evaluating all reasonable alternatives as 
required by NEPA is that one or more of the alternatives may offer an opportunity at reasonable 
cost to provide mobility without needing to construct an elevated rail line along the Honolulu 
waterfront and through the center of town. 

(e) Use the NEPA process to identlfj, and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed 
actions that will avoid or nzinirnize adverse eflects of these actions upon the quality of the 
human en~ironment.'~ 

Virtually all of Hawaii's environmental organizations are opposed to elevated rail running 
through the core of the city of Honolulu with all the concomitant visual blight and noise 
disturbances that it brings. We need to avoid such an environlnental disaster if at all possible. 

2. Use of the 2003 BRT Project 
With some fairly minor modifications the 2003 BusIRapid Transit Project, as firlly described in 
the July 2003 Final Environmental Impact Statement," is a "reasonable alternative" that should 
have been considered in the current Draft EIS since with its projection of 3 13,000 daily linked 
trips, it was forecasting higher ridership than the current rail project for less than $1 billion in 
capital costs.58 

The State's objection at that time to the Regional segment of the Project appears to have 
evaporated since they have been recently considering changes to H-1 similar to those 
contemplated in the 2003 FEIS. 

Objections to the In-Town segment could easily be mitigated by adoption of the KingIBeretania 
transit couplet described in Dr. Prevedouros' UHCS study. The In-town segment's time savings 
for the Downtown to Waikiki trip projected in the 2003 FEIS were inconsequential and should 
not affect the project's overall cost-effectiveness. 

3. The EZway Plan 
The basic goals of the EZ Way plan are to provide: 

a) Substantial congestion relief largely caused at the H-11H-2 and H-11Moanalua 
freeway merges by adding critical high occupancy capacity, 

b) Express bus mass transit primarily in the west Oahu to downtown corridor. 
c) Traffic relief at other major congestion spots in Honolulu; and, 
d) Express transit connections to the University of Hawaii at Manoa. 

- - ~p 

'' litt~:N~~~.1ie~a.~0~/l1~eni1lre~~i~e~1ll500.lit1~~ Sl500.2(e) 
'' I~ltp:II~~~.1io1~01~1~1traffic,co1i~/l'cis all filesntlf '' http://www lionolulutraffic.co~n11~1~ all filea.ptlf p. 34. 
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The EZWay plan extends the transit service requirement of rail by providing a wider 
coverage, combines strong elements of managed lanes without the use of tolls, and takes 
advantage of the extensive experience of running bus public transit on Oahu and the 
Regional BRT plan of 200 1-2003. The basic elements of the plan are outlined below and 
discussed in brief. 

The EZWay consists of: 

1. three elevated reversible lanes from the H- 1/H-2 merge to Iwilei, with a priority 
BRT from downtown to the UH, 

2. express buses having exclusive use of freeway shoulders in order to travel at near 
free flow speeds f rod to  the EZWay, 

3. a downtown underpass for efficient downtown traffic distribution, and 
4. a new Auahi Street transit center for west Oahu bus passenger distribution to 

Kaltaako, Ala Moana and Wailtiki. 

( I )  The EZWay str~lcture is a fully managed expressway facility that can be described as three 
reversible elevated zipper lanes starting at the H-1/H-2 merge and terminating at Pier 16 
with off-ramps at Aloha StadiumIPearl Harbor, Lagoon Drive and Waiakamilo Street. The 
right lane is an exclusive bus lane throughout the length of the facility. At Iwilei, one 
elevated lane goes to Hotel St. to connect with KingIBeretania BRT (University spur BRT). 
University BRT runs on priority lanes and with priority signaling along King and Beretania 
Streets. 

The EZWay will open with a ln in i~nu~n occupancy requirement of three people per vehicle. 
This requirement may be increased in the future to avoid congestion. No tolls will be 
collected. Automated steep tines applied to low occilpancy violators. No trucks allowed at 
any time. Open to all emergency vehicles at all times. Open to green vehicles with greater 
than 35 lnpg EPA highway fuel consumption. This threshold is also subject to change in 
order to maintain at least 50 lnph speeds in peak periods. Therefore, usage on the EZWay is 
controlled macroscopically, by occupancy and fuel efficiency requirement, rather than 
~nicroscopically by electronically incre~nenting tolls. 

(2) Kapolei and Ewa Beach Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) connectors to Waipahu: Hybrid or fuel 
cell buses will be allowed to use shoulders on on-ramps and a few elevated passages or 
priority lanes at intersections (queue jumpers) which allow thein to get by chronically 
congested spots. Includes a Waipahu (Farrington Hwy.) on-ramp tolfrom the EZWay. 

Express buses from Waianae and Makakilo [nay use upgraded H- 1 freeway shoulders to get 
to the EZWay quicker. The same priority treatment applies to express buses from Mililani 
and Wahiawa. 

(3) Ala Moana Blvd. Downtown Underpass (mini-tunnel) starting east of River Street and 
ending both at Alakea Street and Halekauwila Street. Same tunnel reverses in the PM period 
from Halekauwila Street and Bishop Street to Nimitz Hwy. contraflow lane onto the elevated 
zipper lanes. The underpass may continue to large new parking lot(s) east of Punchbowl 
Street. As a result, a large portion of vehicular traffic may "disappear" from downtown by 
going from the EZWay, through the mini-tunnel directly into a parking structure, one block 
east of Punchbowl Street. 
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(4) New Ward Centers bus terminal on Auahi Strect. Express buses that arrive from the EZWay 
stop at this terminal and either return to origin, or continue as rcgular bus to Ala Moana 
Center. Contracted tour buses tnay be deployed at this terminal for direct worker distribution 
to Waikiki hotels. 
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Appendix A 
Ours and the City's projected costs for the Managed Lanes Alternative versus the 
Tampa Expressway and the H-3 Freeway - in millions of dollars. 

Tampa Expressway 
Cost index 

2001 144.8 $320.0 original cost 
2006 221.3 $489.1 inflated using construction cost index 

+32% $645.6 to allow for FloridatHawaii cost change 
length 14.0 Miles 

$46.1 Cost per mile 
Lanes 2.4 

$19.2 Cost per lanelmile based on 2 lanes 

H-3 Freeway 
Year Cost Index Real cost 
1991 107.5 $1,300 Original Cost 
2006 221.3 $2,676 Allowing for Construction inflation 

Length 16.1 Miles 
$1 66 Cost per mile 

Lanes 4 
$42 Cost per lane mile 

City's Managed Lane Alternative projected cost 

Year Real cost 
2006 $2,572 

Length 16 miles 
$1 61 Cost per mile 

Lanes 2 
$80 Cost per lane mile 

Honolulutraffic.com Managed Lane Alternative projected cost 

Year Real cost 
2006 $900 

Length 12 miles 
$75 Cost per mile 

Lanes 2 
$38 Cost per lane mile 

Tampa Expressway 
H-3 Freeway $42.0 
Our MLA estimate $38.0 

All construction cost inflation is corrected using the PRICE TRENDS FOR 
FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION available at: 
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Appendix B 

TRANSIT ADVISORY TASK FORCE 
c/o Honolulu City Council 

530 5. King Street, Room 202 
Honolulu, HI 96819 

Phone: (808)523-4139 

Appendix 3 

Suggestions for further development of the Managed Lane Alternative. 

The Alternatives Analysis' description of the characteristics of the Managed Lane 
Alternative should provide more complete information as to mass transit 
operations utilizing this facility. The Alternatives Analysis States that new 
express and other bus transit routes would be developed for operation on the 
Managed Lane facility. (p. 2-4) A fuller development and presentation of the 
transit services that would accompany the Managed Lane Alternative would be 
helpfiil (e.g., routes, newlexisting stations). There is no description in the 
Alternatives Analysis of any proposed supportive operational practices off of the 
Managed Lane facility that would complement the facility's use as a transit 
guideway, e.g., transit stations connected to park-and-ride facilities, reserved 
lanes for transit vehicles on existing streets, traffic signal priority for transit 
vehicles. 

In its discussion of travel time benefits of the Managed Lane options, the 
Alternatives Analysis projects that traffic congestion at both the H-l Freeway 
access to the Managed Lane facility and at the Nimitz Highway exit at Pacific 
Street will negate travel time benefits gained from travel on the Managed Lane 
facility itself. The Analysis should explore how traffic congestion at these points 
could be alleviated (at least for mass transit vehicles) in order to enhance the 
overall performance of this Alternative as a transit guideway. 

The description of the Managed Lane Alternative in Chapter 2 of the Alternatives 
Analysis states "The H-1 zipper lane would be maintained in the Two-direction 
Option but discontinued in the Reversible Option." (p. 2-4). However, no 
explanation is provided as to why the zipper lane would not be continued in the 
Reversible Option. The Managed Lane Reversible Option's addition of two Koko 
Head-bound elevated lanes for the morning commute appears to result in a net 
increase of only one lane if the inbound zipper lane were removed. 

The foldout photographic plans presenting the Managed Lane Alternative 
(Alternatives Analysis, Figures 2 - I and 2 -2) do not clearly depict the ramp lanes 
necessary to access the Managed Lane facility from Interstate Highways H-1 and 
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H-2 in both the Two-direction Option and the Reversible Option, or the ramp 
lanes necessaiy to exit from the facility to these Interstate Highways. 

These plans show an approximately one-mile long "facility" in the vicinity of 
Kaonohi Street (Figure 2 .. l), and another in the vicinity of Radford Drive (Figure 
2 ..2), however no description of these facilities is provided. In discussions with 
DTS Administration staff, these facilities have been identified as transit stations 
with attendant deceleratioll and acceleration lanes. Assuming this to be the case, it 
would be helpful to see the proposed location(s) of park-and-ride facilities 
planned near these stations, comparable to the information presented in Table 3 - 
5, with respect to the Fixed Guideway Alternative. It is not apparent whether the 
stations would operate in both the Two-direction Option and the Reversible 
Option. What are the cost implications of adding accesslexit ramps for transit 
vehicles instead of building elevated transit stations? 

Figure 2 -2 shows a small section of the Managed Lane facility approximately 
2000 feet Koko Head of the end of the facility at Nimitz HighwayIPacific Street. 
This component of the Managed Lane facility is not explained. Is it an elevated 
stnlcture or at-grade? Which Managed Lane users would be allowed to access it? 

Figure 2 - 1 shows two ramps in the vicinity of Aloha Stadium. It is not clear 
whether these ramps would be available in both the Two-direction Option and the 
Reversible Option, or whether these ramps would be available to other than transit 
vehicles (e.g., to vans, three-person and two-person automobiles, and/or single- 
occupant automobiles paying tolls). 

See also Financing Committee's report discussing changes in permitted access to the 
Managed Lane facility that might make the facility eligible for New Starts and/or 
GET %% surcharge funds. 



February 6, 2009 

Part I1 - Insufficient consideration of elevated rail impacts 

Use all practicable means, consistent with the reqzrirernents of the Act and other essential 
considerations of national policy, to restore and enhance the qzrality of the h~nnan 
environment and avoid or minimize any possible adverse eSfects of their actions upon the 
quality of the human environment. 40CFRI500.2. ' 

At the heart of this issue is that of the environnlental ha1111 of an elevated rail transit line thirty 
feet wide at an average of 35 feet elevation acco~nn~odating trains evely 1 l/z minutes (three 
minute intervals in both directions) during the peak cotnrnuting time and three minutes at other 
times traversing the entire center of urban Honolulu including the waterfront. 

The effect of elevated rail on the built environment has not been adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIS. The following requirement that there be discussions about the built environment is not 
fi~lly addressed. 

Uisban qzrality ... and the design of the bzrilt environment inclzrding the rezrse and 
conservation potential of variolrs alternatives and mitigation measures.' 

Many environnlental organizations have gone on record as being opposed to such an elevated 
structure. The following are some quotes from their recent statements on elevated rail: 

Outdoor Circle: The lack of specrjk descriptions of how to overcome the visz~al misery 
that will be heaped upon the O 'ahzi landscape leaves our organization with little 
confidence that damages to the viszral environment can or will be mitigated as the project 
moves forward ... Of equal concern to The Outdoor Circle is the pending fate of literally 
hundreds of street trees. Honolzilzr has fostered0 worldwide image of being a city fir11 of 
bealrtijirl trees. It's an important part of Honolzrltr 's appeal to both residents and visitors 
... The Ozrtdoor Circle believes the City has deceived the public about the visual impacts 
the project will have on our cotnrnzrnities and our qziality of life. 

Historic Hawaii Founriation: The proposed Honolzrl~r Transit Corridor project will have 
a dramatic impact on the landscape of the island of O'aht~; this inclzrcles not only the 
direct irnpact to spec$c parcels, btrt primarily the vis~tal eflect on the landscape and 
historic rssozrrces. HHF is concerned that the Draft EIS does not accurately take into 
account these larger impacts, but rather foczrses on those adverse effects caused by the 
direct taking of land 

Hrtwaii's Tlzousaitrl Friends: ElevatedJixed rail routes will negatively irnpact the 
established landscape of Honolzrkt andsignijicant view planes makai to maztka ... The mil  
line will be the ugly and bloclc views with concrete rail beds 30-feet wide supported by 
pillars that are 35-40 feet high andsix feet in diameter spaced at I50 feet intervals. 

Hawaii Architects position: ... the proposed elevated t-ail strlrctzrre will bloclc malrka and 
malcai view corridors particularly along Nirnitz Highway throzrgh historic Chinatown and 
Downtown ... Elevated rail stations andstrzrctz~res along the waterfvont will make a poor 
sltzration worse by introdzrcing an additional physical and viszral barrier ... We are 
concerned that the areas below elevated rail str~rctzrres and statlons will become 

' l ~ t t ~ : ! l w w ~ ~ o a . ~ v l ~ i e p a l ~ e ~ ~ / ~ e ~ ~ / I  5OO.htm $1500.2(f) See also 49 USC 5301 (e) and 42 USC 5 432 1 
40CPR 1502.16(g) 
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Honolulutraffic.corn Draft EIS Colnrnents - Part I1 Page 2 

blighted, "nuisance" environments and that the laclc of natzlral ptrblic sightlines into 
stcrtions will diminish safety and seczrrity for passengers waiting on p1atform.s. The 
proposed elevatedplatforrns and concourses will also impede convenient access for both 
able-boded and disabled users. 

We believe that elevated rail violates the Oahu General Plan, which states, in part, we must, 

Protect Oahzl's scenic views, especially those seen from highly developed and heavily 
ttzrveled areas & Locate roo&, highways, andother pzlbllc facilities and utilities in areas 
where they will least obstruct important views of the mountains and the sea. * 

We believe there has been inadequate consideration of the detrimental effects of elevated rail. 
What has happened in other co~nlnunities that once had an El, such as New York's 3'" Avenue 
El? What are the detrimental impacts of the elevated sections of Miami's Metrorail and San 
Juan's Tren Urbano? What happened in San Francisco when they removed the Embarcadero 
Freeway ~ e g r n e n t ? ~  

It should be noted that the Managed Lanes Alternative and the other suggestions for alternatives, 
the 2003 B~~sIRapid Transit proposal, and the EZWay plan, do not propose any elevated 
structures through the urban core or in residential areas or along the waterfront. We believe that 
had these other alternatives been objectively studied as required by NEPA that one of them w o ~ ~ l d  
have been the "environ~~~entally preferable alternative." 

The environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the 
national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA 's Section 101. Ordinarily, this 
rneans the crlternative that catrses the least damage to the biological andphysical 
environnlent; it also means the alternative which best protects, preserves, and enhances 
historic, ctilt~rml, and nattrrul resottrces. 

As was also commented on by the C o ~ p s  of Engineers: 

... the overall project purpose is used for eval~rating practicable alternatives under the 
Guidelines, which require that ifthe ovemll purpose of aproject is practicably met 
thr*ozigh several alternatives, the Corps can only azithorize the least environmentally 
danzaging practicable alternative. 

City renderings misrepresent reality 
We asked a professional comlnercial artist with experience in streetscape renderings to colnnlent 
on those renderings shown in the Draft EIS on pages 4-65 through 4-84. Following are their 
colnlnents: 

In nearly every rendering, the cast shadows have been deemphasized, making the project 
appear rnzrch less impactjitl. They show shadows, but do not show the cowect size and 
extension to tnatch the e-~isting shadow reach (shown by other objects in the photo), or 
especially darkness. This has a signijicant psychologicnl effect, and they use it to the 
extreme. 

The shadows on the strtrcttlres themselves have also been deemphasized to give the 
appearance of blending into the scene, which is also a distortion. They rnake extensive 

Oahu General Plan, 111, Objective B, policics 2 & 3. http:!lhono~ulud1~n~o1~~i~Ii11111ii1)1/Ge11e11dIPIi111/GP3~1~~lf ' NEPA implementing regulations provide that "[e]nvironmentdI itlipact statements shall be concise, clear, and to the point, and 
shall be s~tpported by evidence that agencies have ~ n a d e  the necessaly environtnental analyses" (40 C.F.R. \C 1500.2(b)) [emphasis 
supplied]. 
Cou~lcil on Environmental Quality's 40 Questiotis and Answers..httn:~!ceq.hss.doe.~v/ilcpi1/re~s/4011- 10.HTlvl 6(a) 
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use of a 'white' concrete appearance. Is that a correct nzaterial they will ~1se.7 Even ifso, 
the shadows will be signrjicantly nzore prominent. 

Their choice of view locations/angles is c~rrejirlly done, of course. 

The width of the gzrideway and its vertical thickness are smaller than what the act~ral 
plans call for. Many of the szrpport col~rmns are qzrite obviozaly slimmer than they sho~rld 
be. 

They are showing szrppot-t colzrnlns on thin grassy strips of median with virtzrally no 
'bzlffer' between the median czrrb and the pillar itselJ: That is not legal. 

One o f  the Dillingham shots (DEIS, j?g 4-27) shows a pillar resting directly in the right 
turn lane. I'm thinking that may be a no-no. 

These also do not properly indicate the foliage that will be removed. 

The Dillingham shot sitnilar to ozrr rendering talks abozrt trees Ivoftening' the vislral 
impact, bzrt they don't mention the trees that will be removed on the Mazrka side of the 
street. The angle they use disgzlises it. The Fort Street Mall shot is a joke. They 
positioned the shot to pzrt as many trees as possible in the view line. 

The photos and renderings on the following pages illustrate our concern with the impacts of 
elevated rail along the waterfront and through the center of Honolulu: 
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Our artist carefully calculated the appropriate support column and rail bed widths and added the 
barriers necessary to protect the support piers. The City's version is below and the differences are 
obvious; the dinlensions are smaller and the structure appears less intrusive. On all City 
renderings (Draft EIS pp. 4-65 to 4-84), the environmental impacts are deliberately minimized. 

Figure 5-28 Vlel~polnt 12-Dllllngham Boulevard near HonoluluCommunlty College and Kapaldma Statlon Area, 
looklng 'Ewa 
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Our artist's rendering of the Varsity Station on University Avenue looking mauka. 

Our artists rendering of the sound nlitigation panels to be used along Dillingham Blvd. 



The City's renderings fail to convey overhead rail's effects on light. 

The Aloha Tower station from the City's video of it available on their website. 
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Photo of straddle bent supports under a New York highway. Notice that in the City 
rendering below how the sheer ugliness of straddle bent supports is minimized. 

Figure 4-36 Vlewpol~~t 20-Mother Waldron Park ~iear Halekauwlla StreetiCooke Street Intersection, looklng 'Ewa 



February 6,2009 

Part I11 - The Locally Preferred Alternative must be studied in the EIS 

Proposals or parts ofproposals which are related to each other closely enough to be, in 
ejfect, a single colrrse of action shall be evaluated in a single impact statement.' 

A problem of "seginentation " may also occzlr where a transportation need extends 
throzlghozlt an entire corridor but envit.onmenta1 isszles and transportation need are 
inappropriately ciisc~lssed for only a segment of the corridor. ' 

As stated in Bill 79 (2006)~ and Ordinance 07-00 I: 

The locally preferred alternative for the fionolulzl High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project shall be ajxedgzlideway system between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii 
at klanoa ... with the Waikiki branch ... The city arlininistration is authorized to proceed 
with preparation of an environmental impact statement for the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) 

Resolution 07-039 defines a shortened minimum operable segrnent between East Kapolei at the 
University of Hawaii-West Oahu, near the future ICroc Center, and Ala Moana Center. 

The second and last Scoping Report, p. 5-3, states clearly that: 

Both UH b13nou and PVaikTkTservice are included in al l jxed gztidewcy alternatives that 
will be evaluated in the EIS. 

However in the Draft EIS, the detailed environ~llental analysis and doc~~rnentation applies only to 
the core 20-mile alignment between East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center. The additions from East 
ICapolei to West Kapolei and from Ala Moana Center to UH Mgnoa and to Waikiki are described 
as "fi~ture planned extensions." 

Thc Locally Preferred Alternative should be examined in the EIS in its entirety as was intended 
by both Notices of Intent and authorized by the City Council. The three "planned extensions" 
should not have been segmented from the Locally Preferred Alternative in this Draft EIS. 

As the Corps of Engineers commented for the second Scoping Report, A- 10, 

The Corps believes the environmental consequences resulting from constr~lction of the 
"Mlnimal Operable Segment" and all planned e,xtensions must be considered in the 

project-level EIS, particularly if the Project [meaning the LPA] benefits, wholly or 
partially, are derived from one or more of thesefiltztre extensions andstation locations." 

We believe that segnlentation of what was forn~erly the Locally Preferred Alternative into a 
ncwly designated "Project" (formerly the Minimum Operable Segment and later the First Project) 
and "planned extensions" was surreptitiously undertaken to avoid the following FTA policy. 

... the Federal 'undertaking' in a Fully Funded Grant Agreement (FFGA) will no longer 
be segmented into Project and Local Activities. All activities related to a Federal 
undertaking will be ident~jied as the Federal Project. The Fecleralfilnds will be 
dstribzlted among all the activities in the project at a levelfilnding ratio equal to the 

I 40CFR1502.4[a] 
' - httr,://www.tliwa.dot.uov/environment/alts htm 
' - l~ttp~w.lionolulutrafficcco~ii79Fal.u~lf * Corps of Engineers comments, Second Scoping, App. A-I, p. A-6, at: www.lionol~~li~traffic.co~nlSEPAS~opi~~~Repol.t.~~lf 
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percentage of Fede~.alfinanclal partlc~putlon ln the entlre project Thza, all the elements 
and actlvltres of the project, ar dercrlbed In the FFGA rvlll befirnded, ln part, wlth 
Federalfirnds, and, the reqzrlrements attached to the use of Federalfirnds wzll apply to 
each such task, llnless otherwise e,~empted as provlded ~n the crppl~cable laws, 
regulations andpolrcles ' 

Not segmenting the original Locally Preferred Alternative would mean that the City would get far 
less federal funds for the  minimum Operable Segment and make the MOS even more financially 
untenable than it is already (see Discussion of Finances). 

The lack of any credible rationale in the Draft EIS for the City's segmentation of the "planned 
extensions" from the LPA intimates that the segmentation was done to facilitate funding and 
acceptance of the Draft EIS since cost and environment issues for the extensions to UH Manoa 
and Waikiki are proportionally greater than for the Minirnum Operable Segment. 

These combined segments of the project are intended to provide approxin~ately 30 nliles of 
~ ~ n i f i e d  rail transit line. The cost and environmental impacts of the integrated project will be 
significantly greater than the isolated Minimum Operable Segment or "Project" that is specified. 

The UH Manoa and Waikiki extensions will traverse the core urban center of Honolulu creating 
significant curn~~lative environmental impacts including prolonged lifestyle disruption due to 
construction difficulties, excavation of culturally sensitive areas, severe noise impacts through 
close-quartered residential neighborhoods resulting in great emotional distress, impossible to 
mitigate visual impacts, and negative impacts on property values within close proximity to the 
rail line. 

When seveml foreseeable similar projects in a geographic region have a czrmt~lative 
impact, they shozrld be eval~lated in a single EIS.' 

Like the two sections of the Winston-Salem beltline at issue in North Carolina Alliance, the three 
remaining sections of the Locally Preferred Alternative, 

... constitute cirmzrlative actions, and therejore sho~rld [be] considered in the same 
environmental impact statenqent. ' 

The de minimza discussion of cumulative impacts of the planned extensions in the Draft EIS do 
not justify segmentation of the Locally Preferred Alternative under NEPA. This segmentation has 
occurred because of  funding considerations and the arguments found in the Draft EIS are merely 
post-hoc rationalizations for this funding-driven violation of the law. 

The Draft EIS violates both NEPA and the FTA regulations because it fails to consider the fully 
detailed cumulative actions of the Minimum Operable Segment and the "planned extensions" in a 
single Environmental Impact Statement, because these sections were segmented due to fimding 
considerations rather than the NEPA criteria. 

The Draft EIS, p. 2-41, states that, 

The Ala Moana Center and Convention Center Stations woirld be transfer points between 
the UH Mclnoa and WaikTlcT branch lines. 

This raises inninnerable question about how this would all work and what would be the impacts. 
For example, the engineering drawings8 show that the planned extension to UH would entail 

' h t t ~ : ! / w w w . f ~ a . ~ l o t ~ n o v / f ~ ~ ~ i c I i ~ i n / t l i r l ~ r t v r r e ~ t n / r ~ s  linancinn 6lOj.hlml ' Resources, Ltd. v. Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300, 1306 (9th Cir. 1993), quoted in North Carolina Alliance for'l'ratisportation Reform v. 
U.S. Dept. of Trat~sportation, I5 I F. Supp. 2d 661,685 (M.D.N.C. 2001). ' 151 F.Supp. 2d at 684. 

"raft EIS, Appendix A, Sheet llP024. 
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adding a branch line in the vicinity of the junction of Queen and Waimanu Streets. This would 
likely near double the width of the rail bed. The drawings also show that these two rail lines cross 
over one another at Piikoi and Kona Streets with one line continuing at the 35 feet level and the 
one above at 65 feet. This may be an even greater eyesore than was in the original plan. 

How are the two Ala Moana stations going to work? And how are the promised three minute 
headways to be maintained with these future extensions. 

Further, if Ala Moana Center and the Convention Center are transfer points to Waikiki and UH 
Manoa, how will that work environmentally? If UH Manoa and Waikiki are also to have service 
every three minutes, how is that going to work with three separate lines - Ala Moana only line, 
UH Manoa line and Waikiki line - in operation? 

Is the lower Ala Moana Station to be torn down and replaced by the originally contemplated 
higher one? Or is it that the structures at Ala Moana Center present insurlnountable engineering 
difficulties and that the City has no plan to ever build beyond Ala Moana Center? 

Or is it that the "planned extensions" could not possibly pass the FTA's cost-effectiveness test? It 
is obvioi~s that the "planned extensions," which would require a separate E I S , ~  would not come 
close to meeting the cost-effectiveness requirements. 

In another significant on~ission, the Draft EIS does not give total transit boarding or trip data for 
the various rail alternatives, only Fixed Guideway Boardings. l o  However, according to the 
Alternatives Analysis the greatest transit ridership generated of all the rail alternatives is 294,100 
versus 28 1,900 for the 20.7 mile MOS. That is a mere 4.5 percent increase in ridership requiring a 
25 percent increase in capital costs, again according to the Alternatives Analysis. 

Frankly, failing a coherent plan that addresses these issues, we are presently inclined to believe 
that Ala ~Moana Center is the final terminus and there may well be no real intent to build the 
"planned extensions." 

Had the City Council and the public been aware of this segmentation at the time of the 
Alternatives Analysis and Scoping, the public responses may well have been very different. For 
example, the Managed Lane Alternative would have been considered more useful if there was to 
be no direct rail connection to UH Manoa. 

In addition, the Minimum Operable Segment will have allnost no impact on residential property 
in the dense urban areas whereas the planned extensions to UH Manoa and Waikiki will have 
significant adverse impacts on high rise condominiums, hotels, and family dwellings. 

For all these reasons the Locally Preferred Alternative should be examined in the EIS in its 
entirety as was intended by both Notices of Intent and authorized by the City Council and as 
required by law. 

~- ~ 

"raft EIS, 2-41. 
'I' Draft EIS, Table 3-28. 
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February 6, 2009 

Part IV - First Project, Phase I, is an illegal segmentation. 

Agencies shal l  not commit resoztrces prejudicing selection of alternatives before malting 
a f i na l  decision. 40CFR 1502.2M. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative is a major fcdcral action. To have the First Project, Phase I, 
East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands, under construction before such t i~nc  as the City is granted a Full 
Funding Grant Agreement, or even a Record of Decision, or being given a Letter of No 
prejudice' clearly violates federal regulations on evaluating environmental impacts (23 CFR 
771.1 1 l(f)), which require that: 

I n  order to ensure meaningfit1 eval~tntion of alternatives and to avoid commitments to 
transportation improvements before they are f i t l ly evaltlated, the nction evaluated in each 
environmental impact statement (EIS) o r  f inding of no significant impact (FONSI) shall: 

Connect logical termini and be of strfficient length to address environmental matters on a 
broad scope; 

Have independent uti l i ty or  independent sign~?cance, i.e., be usable and be a reasonable 
expenditztre even (f no additional transportation improvements in the area are made; and 

Not  restrict consideration of alternatives for other reasonablyforeseeable transportation 
improvetnents. 

To build Phase I prior to receipt of a Letter of No Prejudice would violate the regulations. 
Connecting East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands where the first three of the six stations are in open 
fields2 is not exactly connecting "logical termini" especially as the Kapolei tenninus and the next 
two stations are in open fields, and where for the last half of its six-mile length is in an area of 
low population density.3 

While the Phase I costs, ridership and cost-effectiveness are not detailed in the Draft EIS, it is 
obvious that it cannot possibly have "independent uti l i ty o r  independent signljicance. " 

For these reasons, the construction of Phase 1 would be an illegal segmentation. 

-- 

' Spot Report #2, PE Entry Readiness Report, on I-IHCTCP by Booz Allen, October 2008 
' See video l i t t p : / / w w w , l ~ o n o l u l u t r a ~ i l / v i ~ l c o ! ? ~ d =  14 
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Part V - Unjustifiable forecasts: 

1. Ridership forecasts 
The No-Build forecast is irrational and it stems from the fact that proponents refuse to recognize 
that transit continues to lose market share to the automobile and has been doing so for as long as 
the Census has been collecting commuting data. 

We can also measure the decline by using total urban transit boardings and divide it by urban 
popillations - a number that used to be known as the rin'ing habit. 

Transit boardings per capita of urban pop~llation peaked in 19 17 at 289 boardings annually. It 
declined slowly to 276 by 1926 then dropped precipitously during the Depression to 176 by 1940. 

It increased during World War I1 and 
then dropped back down to the 
earlier level at the end of the war and 
then declined steadily to 49 in 1970. 
Since then it has dropped to today's 
level of 42. 

While the decline continues on it is 
at a much slower rate. And that is 
because of the subsidies. 

In 1960 transit companies were, for 
the most part, profitable tax-paying 
privately-operated businesses. In the 
1970's began the massive s~lbsidies 
for transit from local, state and 
federal governments - some $260 
billion just in the last ten years. It has 
slowed the decline in transit's market 
share but it has not stopped it. 

Honolulu has followed the national 
trend. Our ridership is slowly 
declining over time as can be seen 
from the chart below using the City's 

~l-:b~w-k~m( ~pnak..) ridership data.' But while the 
ridership is declining despite 

increased population and providing higher service levels to the public, the City and Parsons 
Brinckerhoff continue to forecast increases for the No-Build alternative, which is what happens if 
we do little more than we are doing now and have done for the last thirty years. 

The chart shows the last three forecasts made by Parsons Brinckerhoff for the No-Build option 
for the 1992 rail project, the 2003 forecast of No-B~~ild for the BRT program and now the No- 
Build forecast for this Draft EIS. 

The importance of the No-Build forecast is that the rail transit forecast uses the same computer 
forecasting model. Thus, if the No-Build is optimistic, so are all the forecasts that use the same 
model, such as the rail transit forecast. 

' - I~tt~~~llIia~~~aii.~ovldbedtliiiible~o1io1ni~lc1i1ii~booklI~~ita Book time ,c~.~es,' Table 18.25 
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Take a hard look at the above chart. Relnernber that during this period Oahu has had two periods 
of incredible fuel cost spikes and declines. We have had periods of great prosperity in the 1980s 
and late 1990s to 2007 and econo~nic hardship in the early 1990s. We have had population 
growth and a period of slight population decline. And while we had a general slight decline in bus 
ridership it was a considerable decline relative to population growth. 

The historical data strongly suggests that we will get more of the same unless major changes were 
to occur. 

Since the last two forecasting models have been drastically wrong on Honolulu ridership and 
since there have been dramatic shortfalls in ridership projections for vir t~~al ly all new U.S. rail 
transit systems,%he public should be wary of the ridership forecasts for the Project and consider 
the impacts of lower (and higher) ridership on their filture taxes. 

The last rapid transit line to open in the U.S. was Puerto Rico's Tren Urbano line which only 
achieves 40 percent of its FTA approved ridership projections. 

2. Projected energy savings have not been carefully examined. 

U.S. DepartmentoFEnergy - Energy Efficiency and RenewableEnergy 
V e l ~ i c l e  Teclinolagies Progra~l i  

Fact irf221: June 17,2002 
Trailsit Rail Energy Ilitetlsity Varies By Systetr~ 
eecause of the lnherent differences ~n the nature ai ieri ices, route; available, and 
many additional Factors, the energy intensit., of transit rail jyitem; can vary 
iubstant~ally among systems. The charts belo,,tsho,.*ithat for 3000, hght rail 
*?stem= vaned from 1.600 Btu per passenger-mile to over 8,000 etu per 
passmger-m~le;  energy lntenmty for heavy rail systems ranged from 2,200 to 6,200 
Btu per passenger-rntle. 

0 1400 24M1 3.000 J.0a) 5400 6000 7.000 8.W 

0(u per pnssenger-rnle 

The U.S. Dept. of Energy has 
measured the energy use of rail 
by system and finds the 
following: 

"Becazrse of the inherent 
differences in the nature of 
services, rvzlte.7 available, and 
many additionalfactors, the 
energy intensity of transit rail 
systems can vary szlbstantially 
arnong systems. The charts Lsee 
here ancl Appendix C] show 
that for 2000, light rail systems 
varied fronz 1,600 Btu per 
passenger-mile to over 8,000 
Bttl per passenger-mile; energy 
intensity for heavy rail systenzs 
mngedfr.om 2,200 to 6,200 Btzl 
per passenger-mile. "' 
The average energy use of 
automobiles is 3,400 Btus per 

Undoubtedly, a full train uses less energy per passenger than a single-occupant vehicle; however, 
trains are rarely full in both directions except in extrernely highly populated metropolitan cities. 

many rail lines consume inore cnergy per passenger mile than 

See nane 5 

passenger mile according to the 
U.S. Dept. of ~ n e r g ~ . ~  Thus, 

does the average automobile with a 

. - 
Fact it221 : .June 17. 2002 Transit Rail E n e r ~ v  Intensity Varies By Syste111 
Source: 2007 DOE Energy Data Hook. Table 2.13. At: l1tt1~:/lcta.oml.pov~cIati~!tec1b27!E~1it1o1177 Ch;rnter02.ndf ' Load factor used was 1.1 occupants for aulolnobiles and 1.72 occupants for light trucks and SUVs. 

typical I .  1 occupants.S 

Source: ~p:/!cl;1.o1nl.~:ov/dard/tecIb27/EcI1t1o117 Anne~ldis Pl . r~If  
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Where the confusion arises is that rail proponents ~lnjustly tout the weighted average of rail transit 
energy use. This average is dominated by the energy efficient New York subways, which carly 57 
percent of the nation's rail transit traffic and masks the relative energy inefficiency ofnlost other 
rail lines. 

But Honolulu is not going to use the ultra heavy rail equipment, such as New York's, because it 
does not have the popillation size to support such equipment. 

In addition, autos travel directly from their point of origin to their destination, and therefore, the 
total miles travelled are much less than by transit - and thus more energy efficient. 

With the continued growth of hybrid cars and buses we may expect their energy efficiency to 
continue to significantly improve up to the horizon year of 2030 while rail transit projections are 
not forecasting savings. 

Constrilction energy use: 

Another form of energy use is that used for its construction. The following is an excerpt from the 
Congressional Budget Office testimony given by its Director, Alice Rivlin, before the 
Subcomtnittee on Transportation, Con~~nit tee on the Environment and Public Works, United 
States Senate on October 5, 1977. 

"ln particttlar, new heavy rail systems appear mtlch less energy-efjcient than new bus 
services, when the energy needed to build roadways and track, the energy needed to 
rnantEfacttlre and maintain vehicles, the energy used to heat and light stations, the energy 
regtiired to drive to stations, and the directness of alternative modes of travel are talcen 
into consideration. The principal reason for this is that the limited rozcte mileage of rail 
systems necessitates a high degree of allto travel to anclfvom stafions, resulting in 
overall, door-to-door travel patterns that are less energy-efficient than rail travel by 
~tself: " 

In short, we believe it will be vely difficult for the City to show scientifically and "in an accurate, 
clear, complete, and unbiased ~ n a n n e r " ~  that the proposed rail line is Inore energy efficient than 
the average autotnobile. 

The Draft EIS shows: 

Daily operating energy for Airport Alternative: 1,224 million btulday 

Construction energyfor Airport Alternative: 7,480,000 million btu 

This means constr~~ction energy would be 20 years worth of daily energy usage. If we allow a 50 
year life for the train and spread the construction energy use over its life then we need to increase 
the daily usage by 40 percent to get a better picture of energy use. 

The construction energy issue together with the shorter distance covered by the auto~nobile makes 
it almost i~npossible for even a highly energy-efficient rail line to be more energy efficient than 
the regular auto~nobile and this should be made clear to the public. 

3. The Draft EIS financial plan is unduly optimistic 
The City's recently released financial plan shows us that rail is to be f ~ ~ n d e d  primarily by the 
!A percent General Excise Tax surcharge amounting to $4.1 billion and the federal government 
with $1.4 billion for a total of $5.5 billion. 

The Airport Alternative capital plan shows federal New Starts filnding of $ 1.4 billion and this is 
much higher than what has been discussed heretofore. 

' OMB Guidelities (or ensuring the integrity of information. ! ~ t t p . l l w w w . w l i i t e h o u s e . ~ o ~ ~ l o ~ i ~ b / f e ~ I r e ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I u c i b I ~  



Honolulutraffic.co~n Draft EIS Co~nments - Part V Page 4 

What is not discussed is that the additional operating subsidy for rail is not acco~~nted for in thc 
cash flow plan but will be paid for with the General and Highway Funds, which is to say, by 
property taxes. This subsidy grows 34 percent over inflation through 2030 and the total operating 
subsidy amounts to $5.4 billion during this time. 

In addition, even if this highly optimistic financial plan is met, not only would we have 
$5.4 billion to meet out of property taxes (either increases or foregone reductions) but we will 
also have over $500 million Inore in General Obligation bonds than at present. 

Our calculation uses actual collections,given by the City's Department of Budget and Fiscal 
Services for fiscal years 2007 and 2008', the projection of percentage increases and decreases in 
GE tax collections by the State Council on Revenues 2009-2015', and the City's projection of 
annual percentage increases in GE tax revenues for 2016 through 2023 as calculated from their 
Cash Flow ~ a b l e s . ~  

The City plan shows the GE tax surcharge revenues growing at 5.4 percent compounded annually 

The net result is a $744 million shortfall fro111 what the City is projecting. It shows that the City is 
going currently into deficit and when the econonly turns positive the City never catches up. 

for 2008-2022 

7 littp://liawaii.govltaximoiitIily/200XfyrI .pdf The gross revenues are shown before the State takes its ten percent share 
8 ESTIMATES OF GENERAL FUND TAX REVENUE: FY 2009 to FY 2015 at 

littp:llwww.state.lii.uslt'a~/~or/2OO9gfUI~~itIiOl IZ_RptZGov.pdf page 4 of 8. 
' l~ttp:~~www.l~onol~~I~~tr~ffi~.~o~nICasI~ I :  hblc.xls  

1992-2005. even though that is much faster than the 4.5 percent that it grew during 

The table below consists of the city's forecast taken directly from their 
Cash Flow Tables associated with the Draft EIS. Calculations of City 

Fiscal year 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

2019 

2020 

2021 

2022 

2023 

Total 

collections o f  the %% GE tax increase 

Our calculation 

Mills. $'s I % change 

$48 Actual 
$169 Actual 

City forecast 

Mills. $'s I % change 

$13 N/A 
$161 N/A 

$ diff. 

Mills. $'s 

$35 

$8 
-$I5 

-531 

-$38 

-$40 

-$48 

-$52 

-$SO 

-$SO 

-552 

-$54 

-$57 

-$59 

-$61 

-$64 

-$I18 

$744 

$173 2.5% $188 16.8% 

$167 -3.5% $198 5.3% 

$169 1.3% $207 4.5% 

$174 3.0% $214 3.4% 

$180 3.1% $228 6.5% 

$190 5.9% $242 6.1% 

$203 6.6% $253 4.5% 

$215 5.7% $265 4.7% 

$222 3.4% 

$231 4.0% 

$243 5.3% 

$250 3.0% 

$260 3.9% 

$273 5.0% 

$143 5.0% 

$3,312 

$274 3.4% 

$285 4.0% 

$300 5.3% 

$309 3.0% 

$321 3.9% 

$337 5.0% 

$261 N/A 
$4,056 



4. Risk assessment understated 
The risks that Honolulu taxpaycrs arc taking that are possible, and Inore likely probable, from 
inaccurate forecasting are poorly and insufficiently addressed. 

The federal government has published two formal studies comparing predicted with actual 
impacts of New Starts projects. In anothcr omission these are not so much as mentioned or 
referenced in the Draft EIS. 

The financial risk assessment is superficial in that it describes events that could affect the 
financial performance of the Project, but does not address the consequences. For example, the 
Draft EIS discusses factors that coi~ld affect Project capital costs and funding, and Project 
operating costs and revenues, but it does not elaborate (or even nlention) the consequences of any 
shortfall in capital of operating cash flow. 

A significant capital shortfall could result in stoppage of the Project at an intermediate stage, 
andor  delay in co~npletion of any or all of the extensions or be made up by incurring further debt. 

A significant shortfall in cash flow could result in deferral of other City projects or programs, or 
would have to be made up by City subsidies, which are primarily funding by property taxes. 

At a minimum, the risk assessment should include such items as: 

How any additional borrowing will be paid for. 
A sensitivity analysis of Project negative cash flows (capital or operations) on property 
taxes. 
A detailed analysis of projects that would have to be delayed (including this one) based 
on insufficient capital. 
Identification of environmental projects that would be affected (sewage plant upgrades, 
collection syste~n upgrades, sewer maintenance). 
Identification of quality-of-life issues (road maintenance and repairs, park maintenance 
and other city services). 

The EIS needs to explain "in plain language" the financial risks taxpayers will be taking with the 
City's rail transit proposal. 

This is particularly important for Honolulu since, on a per capita basis, the $4.5 billion in 2008 
dollars (or $5.4 billion in year of expenditure dollars) projected cost would ~naltc it by far the 

Rail transit costs per capita of populationi0 

Cost in Metro area Cost 
MSA millions population per 

2006$'s (thous.) capita 

Dallas $1,067 5,222 $204 
Denver $358 2,582 $139 
Portland $1,643 2,265 $725 
Sacramento $307 1,797 $171 
Salt Lake City $376 1,334 $282 
St. Louis $464 2,604 $178 
Pittsburgh $1,051 2,571 $409 
Honolulu $4.200 920 $4.565 

most expensive rail lines on a per capita 
basis ever built in the U S ,  even allowing 
for inflation and without cost overruns. 

To make a sensible assessment of the 
financial risks of the project, policy 
makers need to review the experiences of 
other metro areas that have built rail lines 
with actual versus projected capital and 
operating costs and ridcrship. The use of 
comparable projects is widespread in 
business planning and certainly in real 
estate. It should be an FTA requirement 
that transit agencies include co~nparable 
data in their EISs. 

"' The data in the table is not colnpletely reliable but does approxilnate the relative per capita costs 
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Until recently the only official U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) comparisons of 
other metro areas capital cost projections and ridership versus actual outcomes, was the 1990 
Piclcrell ~ e ~ o r t l '  which focused "upon the accuracy of projections that were available to local 
decision-makers at the time the choice among alternative transit imurovernent proiects was 
actuallv made" (original emphasis). This is ilsually the time when the Locally Preferred 
Alternative is selected. 

This report showed cost overruns for the eight rail projects studied as averaging 42.8 percent. 
Importantly, they revealed a wide error range from the best, the original Pittsburgh light rail line, 
at 11 percent imder projection, to the worst, at 83 percent over. 

The second study, FTA's Predicted and Actual Impacts of New Starts ~rojects" was released last 
year and also compares projected costs at the Alternatives AnalysisIDraft EIS and FEIS stages 
with actual costs. The average cost overrun in this stirdy was 40.2 percent. 

Many agencies use cost forecasts that were made much later in the process, sonle just before the 
opening of the line, long after the primary decisions had been made. These tend to show much 
higher projected costs and therefore show a greater likelihood of coming in "under budget." 

Furthermore, in reviewing the two studies we find little consistency in the percentage overruns. 
While the averages are around 40 percent over, they valy from 28 percent under projection to 186 
percent over so we can take little comfort from the averages. 

The following table shows the range of errors and also the average error for both cost and 
ridership projections in each of the two reports. 

More important than averages is the distribution of the varioi~s error rates. For example, if the 
resulting costs of the 21 projects were between + 10 percent of the original projections it would 
be a reasonable indication to the public of the accuracy of the projections. 

I Proiections versus Actual - Ridershio and Costs I 

But when faced with actual results that range from on budget to nearly triple the projection, what 
is the public to make of it? Based on the wide range of uncertainty, what is the public to believe? 

Pickrell Report 

FTA CPAR Report 

Even if we were to use just the average it would increase the Honolulu Project cost from $4.5 
billion to $6.3 billion - a nearly $2 billion increase. And ridership would be 39 percent lower 
than projected,I3 which would mean fare revenues of $800 rnillion less than the City is planning 
on through 2030. 

The City Administration will undoubtedly paint this as ridiculously improbable and wildly 
pessimistic. 

However, each of these rccent 21 capital cost projections was thought at the time to be reasonable 
by both the transit agency and its consilltant who produced them. Just as our City Transportation 
Department and its consultants, Parsons Brinckerhoff and InfraConsult, also believe their current 
cost projections are reasonable. 

costs vs. projections 

" Pickrell, Don H. Urban Rail Transit Projects: Forecast Versus Actual Ridership and Costs. U.S. Dept. of Transportation. October 
1990. I~ifor~nally known as the Pickrell Report. " IFederal Transit Atlnlinistiation. The Prerlictedairclrlch~al lrrlprrcls of !Vew Sl~rrr,.t.s f'roiects - 2007: Ccrl~ifnl Cost ~ i i r l  Xic/e~,s.hrl~. 

At~ril 2008. We used the Alternatives AnalysisIDraft EIS forecasts for co~iipariso~i as did the Pickrell Report. 
ht~~~:~lwww.ft ;~. t lot  ~ o v / t l o c u r n ~ s / N S I ~ A 2 0 0 7  Final(l) pdf Table 7. - 

Cost range 

-11% to +83% 

0% to +186% 

Ridership vs. Projection 

Average 

+43% 

+40% 

Range 

-28% to -85% 

-84% to +39% 

Average 

-62% 

-39% 
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In addition, the FTA's in-house analysts and outside consultants also examined each of these 21 
capital cost projections in great detail and thought them all reasonable. 

And so here we have innumerable transit planners, engineers and accountants, all well educated 
and experienced and all believing that, as a the result of their hard work, the cost projections are, 
dare we say it, reasonable. Yet each new project seems to ignore past experience, and in nlost 
cases, the project comes in significantly over budget. 

The FTA believes that projects that are within + 20 percent range are reliable.14 On this basis, 
Honolulu's forecast could have nearly a billion dollar cost overrun and still be considered 
"reliable." But, in this latest FTA report, more than half of the projects exceeded the 20 percent 
deviation limit. 

The public needs to understand the financial risk and implications of various levels of cost 
overruns, and then consider how, or even if, they, as taxpayers, can cope with the resulting 
financial impact. Aftcr all, Hawaii's senior Senator, Daniel Inouye, said that if thc City had to 
spend one billion dollars fixing the sewage treatment facility, it would bankrupt us. The rail 
project coi~ld cost as lni~ch as $9 billion, before accounting for operating losses and bond interest. 
What would be the financial impact of that? 

The Draft ELS shows 11s clearly that traffic congestion, with rail, is going to be far worse than it is 
today. l 5  Is it reasonable to expect that Honolulu taxpayers to afford to risk this many billions of 
dollars on a project that will not reduce traffic congestion below today's unbearable levels? 

The issue here is that the public needs to be provided in the EIS with sufficient quantified 
information about the financial risks and uncertainties in the project for them to understand what 
could be the impact on their fi~ture property taxes. 

The Draft EIS states that transit operating subsidies will increase from the current less than 10 
percent of the City Budget to 14 percent by 2030.'?ince the subsidies will continue to be funded 
from the City's Highway and General ~ u n d s , "  what will be the effect on property taxes given a 
range of errors for both capital costs and ridership? 

5. Operating subsidies are understated: 
The City projects operating subsidies to be 70 percent of operating costs, which has been a long- 
term City Council policy. Thus the higher the operating costs, the higher the subsidies. 

Operating costs for the mid-priced Airport Alternative are projected to be $68 million18 annually 
to carry unlinked trips (boardings) of 29.9 rn i l~ ion '~ ,  or $2.27 per unlinked trip. 

However, nowhere in the Draft EIS is there any indication of what is being used as the basis for 
calci~lating operating costs. 

Since we are planning to build an elevated steel-on-steel rapid transit system we should compare 
our projected operating costs with those of other U.S. cities with elcvated rapid transit lines. 

There are just two elevated lines that seem appropriate, the Miami Metrorail and San Juan's Tren 
Urbano. Their actual operating costs per trip in 2007 were S4.6Iz0 and $6.83" respectively. This 
would lead us to believe that Honolulu's projected $2.27 may be understated. 

" CPAR p. 9. 
' Kalauao Screenline AM Peak Koko Head bound traffic volumes are forecast in the Draft EIS to increase by ~iearly 10 percent 

from today's levels with no addit io~~al  highway capacity planned. '' Draft EIS, pp. 6-7 & 8. 
l 7  Draft EIS, Section 6.4.4. 
'"raft E[S, Table 6-3.  
I" Draft EIS, Table 3-16 shows 95,000 average weekday boardings, which multiplied by 315 results in 29.9 million. 
'" - http12204.68. I95.57~nt_dp~o~1.i111i~1~ub~/pr~~tilc~/2007/i1:: p1.ofilcs/4034.1~clt' 
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If we examine actual versus projected operating costs and ridership of other rail lines we can get a 
handle on the risks being taken in this cost category. 

The FTA's latcst assessnlent of ridership published last year showed average shortfalls from the 
projected ridership were 39 percent while the earlier Piclcrell Report showed an avcrage shortfall 
of 6 1 percent. 

Another FTA Report released last year dealt with cost overruns for operating  cost^.^' This 
showed an average cost overrun was 87 percent. This was remarkably close to the only other 
assessment of operating cost overruns, which was the Piclcrell Report averaging 83 percent. 

If we apply the 87 percent overrun to Honolulu's projected $68  nill lion operating costs it results 
in $127 million. And if we reduce ridership by 39 percent to 58 million and then divide that into 
the $127  nill lion it results in operating costs of $6.81 per unlinked trip, or three times the amount 
currently projected. 

Since the aggregate operating costs for bus and rail combined through 2030 is currently projected 
at over $7 billion" the public should be made aware of the significant risk being taken in this 
area. 

There is also a danger that we may have made insufficient allowance in the calculation for transit 
police, which is usually a major expense and transit agencies often omit it from their forecasts by 
accounting for it in other parts of their budgets. 

Los Angeles pays in excess of $50 million annually for their Transit Police with about three times 
the rail ridership projected for Honolulu. We note that is no mention of such costs in the Draft 
EIS. 

6. Replacement and Refurbishing 
Thc city does not explicitly warn the public in the Draft EIS that virt~~ally all of the rail cars, rail 
lines and other equipment will have to replaced, or rehabilitated, also known as R&R, within 35 
years froln the start of operations. 

Other than to project that the City will expend $62 million24 on R & R through 2030, the 
following two paragraphs is all that is said. 

The estimates include ongoing costs for replacing, rehabllitating, and maintaining 
capital assets in a state ojgood repair throztghottt the forecast period (2007 to 2030) 
Rail rehabilitation and replacement costs are expected to begin 16 years after initial 
construction activities are completed Dr-aft EIS, 6-3. 

6.4.3 Ongolng Capital Expendititre Cash Flow: Systenzwide ongoing capital expenditzaes 
include all necessary replacement, rehabilitation, and improvements to the existing 
system (TheBzrs and TheHandi- Van) as well as the Project. Funding sozrrces used to pay 
,for these capital expenses consist of discretionary and formula-based Federalfirncling 
programs (see Section 6.2.3, Fzrnding Sources,for Ongoing Capital Expenditzrres, for 
descriptions of these programs). Any restdtingfitnding gap is assztmed to be bridged on 
an annztal basis with City General Obligation Bonds, as is cttrrently the case with transit- 
related budgets. Therefore, the restrlting ongoing capital sozrrces and uses wozrld balance 
in any given year. Draft EIS, 6-1 0. 

" l~~:11204.68.195.57/ntt11~i!~11b~ipolcs1007iccy p1.olilcs/4094.pdf 
" littp://www.fta.dot.govidocuments/Cl'A~~-Fi1ial-Report---2007.pdf '' Draft EIS Cash Flow Tables, Airport Altel-tiative, total YOE$. 
'"raft EIS Cash Flow Tables. 111 ZOOS dollars, or $1 16 ~nillioll in YOES. 
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Failing to provide for R&R results in this Washington DC headline that "Metro needs S !  ! .3 
blll~on" whlch goes on to cxplain that, 

$7 billion alone is neededjust to maintain servrce and lceep the systeni running safely and 
reliablyfiotn 2010 to 2020. That includes repairs to leaking tztnnels arid crumbling 
platforms, as well as replacements for aging rail cars.2' 

The following are some of the provisions made for R&R by other rail transit lines such as San 
Francisco's BART, the Chicago Transit Authority's rail transit, and Atlanta's MARTA, as 
follows: 

Chicago Transit Authority capital expenditure plan spells out that: 

"All rail cars rehabilitated at mid-life (12-13 years), overhazlled at their quarter-lfe 
points (6 and 18 years), and either rehabilitated or replaced at the end o f  their zrsefill life 
(25 years). "'6 

Similarly, the Atlanta Transit Authority concurs: 

"MARTA started work last year to rebuild and ~lpgrade all 48 rniles of truck. /t is an 
e,xtensiveproject that will not be complete until mid-2007. Ozlr trains have run every day 
for over 25 years - this work is necessary to keep the system strong for the next 25 years 
and beyond The Track Renovation is part of a major capital program that also incl~rdes 
the overhazll of over 200 of MARTA'S rail cars."27 

Los Angeles plans for R&R using the Peskin model: 

"Projected rehabilitation and replacement costs are based on a methodology developed 
by Robert Peskin of KMPG Peat Mar~jick (conimonly called Peslcin Model). This 
methodology was developed based on actzlal costs experienced by the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMA TA). Actzlal WMA TA rehabilitation and 
replacement costs were compared to their original installation capital costs. The MTA 
rail rehabilitation and replacement costs were calczllated in the same manner based on 
the Metro Blue, Red, Gold and Green Lines original installation capital costs. The 
rehabilitation and replacement costs are estimated to begin,five years after. a rail line 
begins revenue operations. Some limited repair is ass~nned in the forecasting model for 
the first few yews as reflected in thefive-year MTA Capital Improvement Progmm (CIP) 
and annzlal budget. " 

Based on the MTA Office of Management and Budget near terrn forecast and Peskin  model in the 
later years the rail rehabilitation and replace~nent costs through 2025 are $4.7 bi~l ion. '~  

BART began its first major repair and rehabilitation plan in 1994 at a cost of $1.2 billion within 
only 20 years of opening. At the time, their balance sheet showed "Facilities, property and 
equipment" was $2.4 billion, net of $0.7 billion in depre~iation. '~ Thus, the total invested in this 
category through 1994 had been $3.1 billion. 

The Bay Area's Transportation and Land Use ~oal i t ion" tells us that the BART Planning 
Department reported to the Board of Directors meeting on November 9, 2000, that total repair 
and refurbishing requirements for BART during 2001 to 2030 would be $6.8 billion spread across 
the entire 30-year period. 

" Day Area Rapid Transit, 1972 through 1994 A~lnual Reports. 
'" i i t t p : ! / ~ ~ ~ ~ . t r a ~ ~ ~ ~ o a I i t i o ~ ~ ~ c ~ o r t ~ ! o ~ e r e ~ t l ~ ~ ~ e r e x t e ~ i d e d ~ ~ ~  
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The San Francisco Bay Area voters were unaware at the time of the BART decision that BART 
would need to refilrbish or replace "facilities, property and equipment" in amo~lnts far exceeding 
BART'S original cost; they had been sold on the concept that once you have built rail it is there 
forever. 3 1  

Honolulu's rail line financial plan should make provision for potential refilrbishing liabilities 
using the Peskin model (or similar) to provide decision-makers with the appropriate financial 
infornlation detailing likely filture financial obligations for replacement, refurbishing and system 
enhancement. The Peskin M O ~ C I ~ ~  is used by the Washington Metro and Los Angcles among 
other. A ilseful disci~ssion of the subject is in the 2004 Status of the Nation's Hi'qhwavs, Br id~es ,  
and Transit. Chapter 7c. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requires that, 

"Agencies planning major cnpital investments need to incorporate the [repair and 
refilrbishing] (R&R) of those assets in the later years of the capital plan in addition to the 
ongoing R&R of the e-xisting asset base. "j3 

It would be helpful to think in terms of the Aloha Stadium which has cost far more to maintain 
than it ever cost to build. As the Honolulu Advertiser explained last year, 

The estimated $185 million renovation ofAloha Staclizlnz is expected to transform the 
nwting, 33-year-old facllity into a "new stadizlm, " ... Since opening in 1975 at a cost of 
$32 million, the state's largest facility has been dogged by costly repairs and lawszrits. 
From 1985 to 1995, rust treatment cost $80 million. . j 4  

The City needs to establish a detailed schedule of R&R obligations that the rail line is likely to 
face in future years so that the public is fillly aware of what they are getting themselves into. 

The impacts of forecasting errors 
A major concern is that the City's Cost-Effectiveness Rating of "Medium" hovers near the 
"Medium-Low" rating, which would make the project ineligible for federal New Starts funds. 

The FTA rating is calculated by dividing projected new riders into the total of projected 
annualized capital costs and projected annual operating costs. At present the FTA rates a new trip 
as cost-effective if it costs $22 or less. That amounts to a subsidy of over $10,000 per new rider 
annually. 

" Excerpt from a speech by Todd Litman at tlie Mayor's Transit Symposium. 
'"eskin, Robert L. 1988. "Methodology for Projecting Rail Transit Rehabilitation and Replace~ne~it Capital Financing Needs." 111: 

Transportation Researcli Record 1165. Wasliitigton, DC: Transportation Research Board, Natio~ial Researcli Council. ' Source: http:/'www.lia.tlot,~~ov/pri~iter friendlv/~lanni11~ environment 2423.htiiil 
8.3. I. I Rehabilitation atid Replacement. The rehab~litatio~i atid replace~nent (R&R) of capital resources is needed for several 
reasons. First, capital resources wear out. Stations, maintenance kcilitics, track-way, signal systems, propulsio~i systems, and 
vehicles all have distinct usefill lives. These assets must be re-capitalized before deterioration leads to service disruptions. 
Second, techtiological obsolescelice due to the availability o f  parts or technological advances !nay spur the replacement of various 
systems. Old rail cars may become increasi~igly difficult to maintain and require replace~nent or agencies lnay wish to implement 
communications based train control, automatic train stop, or passenger information systems to improve system reliability and 
safety. Third, changes in operating or safety policies tray require new capital investme~it. One example is station or  vehicle 
e~lhance~netits to assure co~iipliatice wit11 tile American's with Disabilities Act (ADA). 
P~utlent capital plantling rcquires an invento~y of tlie agency's assets and an evaluatio~i of the expected useful life of each major 
component. An R&R cycle is assumed for each of the ~na jo r  assets atid a~iliual costs are projected at least 20 years into tlie future. 
Agencies plannilig major capltal investments need to incorporate the R&R of those assets in the later years of the capital plan in 
addition to the ongoitig li&R of the existing asset base. 
111 ]nost cases, the capital costs for R&R will valy lnarkedly from one year to the next due to different cycles alid widely varying 
costs for the numerous components. Agencies typically establish reserve accounts, so~netilnes called si~ikitig funds, to provide the 
fuuds for sudden illcreases in capital spending. Occasionally, agencies smooth out tlie R&R cost swings by using a multi-year 
rolling average as the an~iual cost estimate. 

'~~tip://tlie.hono~oli~atlvertiser.co~n/article/2008!.li~n!27~ln'liawaii806270385.litml -. 
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However, if the projections are not achieved and recent FTA assessments of cost overruns for 
capital costs, cost overruns for operating costs and shortfalls in ridership occur then the cost 
effectiveness calculation changes dramatically. 

We are also concerned that the fact that at this late stage the Project does not yet have an FTA 
rating yet there is no explanation of why that should be, as is required by NEPA: 

. . . (Drcrft EISs) must present -for all alternatives - the information used by FTA to 
assign New or Small Starts ratings ifthat inforination has been vetted bv FTA. Ifthe 
infor~nation has not been vetted with FTA, then the absence of the infortnation must be 
highlighted in the document. 

The intent of this policy is to comply with FTA requirements for AAs and the Cozlncil on 
Environmental Quality for DEISs by identrfiing information relevant and important to a 
decision on a locally preferred alternative. I f t h ~ s  reqzllrement cannot be met, publication 
of the AA or AAIDEIS wozlld not be delayed; rather, the absence o f  the in forination and 
its relevance mtcst be e,xplained in the AA or AA/DEIS. (ern~hasis adeled)35 

Instead, in the Draft EIS, the City slides by the issue rather than highlighting and explaining why 
the Project is not rated. This is the City's explanation: 

The cost-eflectiveness indices for the Build Alternatives compared to the baseline fall 
within the "medizlm " range established by FTA for its New Starts ratings, which, along 
with other considerations, is currently required to qzlallfi for New Startsfilnding. FTA is 
currently reviewing the estimates inade for ridership and user benefits, operating and 
tnaintenance costs, and capital costs for the Build Alternatives. Ifthese results hold up 
throzlgh sztbseqz~entphases ofproject development, along with other FTA consiclerations, 
the Project wozlld be in the competitive range forjililncling considemtion. Funding 
recommendations are made each yearfiom among the projects that have completed the 
planning and project development process, incl~rcling the National Environmental Policy 
Act process. These recommendations reflect the merits of the projects competing for 
available Federalfilncls at the time, as well as the availability of New Startsfilnding 
a~lthorization. DEIS, p. 7-9. 

The fact that the Project is not yet rated is not made clear. It is certainly not highlighted since the 
subject is not even mentioned in the Executive Summary. This is important as without a rating 
the Project cannot enter Preliminary Engineering. 
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Appendix C 

Energy Use per passenger mile of rail systems 

Light Rail Transit 
Btu per 

City, State passenger-mile Average 
Cleveland, OH 

Pittsburgh, PA 

San Jose, CA 

Buffalo, NY 

San Francisco, CA 

Dallas, TX 

Philadelphia, PA 

Baltimore, MD 

Seattle, WA 

Sacramento, CA 

Boston, MA 

Denver, CO 

Portland, OR 

Los Angeles, CA 

New Orleans, LA 

St. Louis, MO 

San Diego, CA 

Salt Lake City, UT 
Newark, NJ 

Cleveland, OH 

Lindenwold, NJ 
Miami, FL 

Boston, MA 

Chicago, IL 

Philadelphia, PA 

Baltimore, M D  

Washington, DC 
New York, NY 

Oakland, CA 

Brooklyn, NY 

Atlanta, GA 

Sub Total heavy rail 

Grand Total all rail systems 134,433 4,337 

U.S. Dept. of Energy, Transit System Energy Use. 

Average auto 3445 

Average transit bus 4323 

I Source: U.S. Dept. of Ener~y  Data Book, tables 2.12 & 2.13 



O F F E R I N G  COST-EFFECTIVE S O L U T I O N S  T O  TRAFFIC C O I 4 G E S T I O N  

February 6,2009 

Part VI - "Strategic misrepresentation" in the Draft EIS 

The University of Aalborg, Denmark, conducted the most extensive international study ever of 
actual versus estimated costs in transportation infrastructure de~e lopment .~  A summary of the 
study was published in the American Planning Association Journal. The study concluded: 

"Bused on a sample of 258 transportation infrastrtrct~rre projects worth US$90 billion 
and representing different project types, geographical regions, and historical periods, it 
is fozrnd with overwhelming statistical signiJicance that the cost estimates ~rsed to decide 
whether such projects shozrld be btlilt are highly and systematically misleading. 
Underestimation cannot be explained by error and is best explained by strategic 
misrepresentation, that is, lying. The policy itnplications are clear: legislators, 
adtninistmtors, investors, media representatives, and members of the ptrblic who valzle 
honest nzrtnbers shozrld not trzrst cost estimates and cost-bene5t analyses proclzrced by 
project protnotem and their anrrlysts. " 

Other distinguished and authoritative transportation experts have warned about cost 
~nisrepresentations in rail projects. Dr. John Kain, Chair Emeritus of Harvard's Economics 
Department, wrote Deception in Dallas, Dr. Don Picbell, Chief Economist of the U.S 
Department of Transportation's Volpe Center, wrote what is known as the Pickrell Report, Dr. 
Martin Wachs, Head of Rand Corporation's Transportation practice and Chair Emeritus, 
Department of Urban Planning, UC-Berkeley, wrote When planners lie with nzrmbers," and there 
have been many, nlany others. 

The Draft EIS needs to make clear the amount of scholarly literature produced by academic 
transportation experts2 detailing the misrepresentations by promoters of rail transit and the virtual 

' Flyvbjerg et al. "L5r~/ele,.e,sti11~~1fi11~ Costs it7 I-'llblic I'l/orts Proiects. f i r o r  (11. Lie? " American Planning Associatio~l Journal. 
Summer 2002. ' Hall, P. (1980). Great planning disasters. Harmondswortli, UK: Penguin Books. Penguin Books. 
Hall, P. (n.d). Great planning disasters revisited. Unpublished manuscript, Bartlett School, University College, London. UK: 
Cambridge University Press. 
I-Iolm, M. K. S. (1999). Inaccuracy of traffic forecasts and cost estimates in Swedish mad and rail projects. Unpublished 
manuscript, Aalbog University, Department of Development ant1 Planning. 
IIufschmidt, M. M., & Gerin, J .  (1970). Systematic errors in cost esti~nates for public investment projects. 111 J. Margolis (Ed.), 
The analysis of public output (pp. 267-315). New York: Columbia University Press. 
Kain, J. F. (1990). Deception in Dallas: Strategic misrepresentation in rail transit pro~notio~i and evaluation. Joutiial of the 
A~ilerican Planning Association, 56(2), 184-196. 
Leavitt, D., Entiis, S., & McGovern, P. (1993). Tlie cost escalation ofrail projects: Using previous experience to re-evaluate the 
calspeed esti~nates (Working Paper No. 567). Berkeley: Institute of Urban and Regio~~al  Development, University of California. 
Mackie, P., & Preston, J. (1998). Twenty-one sources of e ~ r o r  and bias in transport project appraisal. Transport Policy, 5(1), 1-7. 
Merewitz, L. (1973a). How do urban rapid transit projects compare in cost estimate experience? (Reprint No. 104). Berkeley: 
l~istitute o f  Urban and Regional Development, University of California. 
Merewitz, L. (1973b). Cost oven.uns in public works. In W. Niskanen, A. C. Hausen, R. tl. I-lavetnann, R. Turvey, & 
II.Zeckhauser (Eds.), Benefit cost atid policy analysis (pp. 277-295). Chicago: Aldine. 
Nijkamp. P., & Ubbels, B. (1999). Flow reliable are estimates of infrastructure costs'? A comparative analysis. l~iternational 
Journal o f  Transport Economics, 26(1), 23-53. 
Pickrell, D. H. (1990). Urban rail transit projects: Forecast versus actual ridership and cost. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Transportation, 
Pickrell, D. 1-1. (1992). A desirc named streetcar: Fantasy and fact in rail transit planning. Journal of the A~nerican Planning 
Association, 58(2), 158-1 76. 
Simon, J. (1991). Let's make forecast and actual coinparisons fair. TR News, 156, 6-9. 
Skamris, M. K., & Flyvbjerg, 8 .  (1997). Inaccuracy o f  traffic forecasts and cost estitnates on large transport projects. Transport 
Policy, 4(3), 141-146. 
Szyliowicz, J. S., & Goetz, A. R. (1995). Getting realistic about rnegaproject plann~ng: Tlie case of the new Denver I~iternational 
Airport. Policy Sciences, 28(4), 347-367. 
Wachs, M. (1986). Technique vs. advocacy in forecasting: A study of rail rapid transit. Urban Resources, 4(1), 23-30. 
Wachs, M. (1989). When planners lie with numbers. Journal of the American Planning Association, 55(4), 476-479. 
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complete lack of such literature defending them. Thc public needs to be so sufficiently informed 
about it that no one will be able to cornplain in the future that they were not warned. 

NEPA procedzrres mzrst insure that environmental ~nfom*matlon u available to pzlbllc 
oflcrals and cltrzens before declslons are made and before actlons are taken The 
~nfortnatlon tnzlst be of high qlrality Acczrrate scmentific analysu, expert agency 
comments, andpzlblrc scrzltlny are es~ential to rtnplementlng NEPA ' 

There are many misleading elements of the Draft EIS. There are both errors of conlmission and 
omission and are dealt with below under the following headings: 

1. Omissions of relevant material. 
a) OMPO surveys 
b) Future traffic conditions vs. today omitted. 
c) The Draft EIS omits relevant information about highways. 
d) Change of observed volulnes without discussion 
e) Does not discuss the differences between Draft EIS and Alternatives Analysis 

2. Misleading purpose and need statement. 
3. Renderings that do not match reality 

1. Omissions of relevant material 
a) OMPO surveys: 

In its entirety, this is how the Draft EIS describes the 2004 Oahu MPO survey4: 

Aspart of its work to lipdate the Regional Transportation Plan, the 0 'ahtr Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (0 'ahzlMPO) szlweyed 0 'ahzl residents abotrt transportation 
issues in 2004. The survey restllts identijied traffic congestion during the cornmztte period 
in the study corridor e-xtendng from 'Ewa and Central O'ahu to Downtown Honol~rl~l as 
the biggest concern. Nearly twice as many residents responded that improving transit 
was moue important than bztildng more roadways. Seventy percent of the respondents 
believed that rail rapid transit sho~rld be constrzlcted as a long-term transportation 
solution, and 55 percent szlpported raising ta,xes to provide localfilnding for the system. 
(Draft EISp. 1-3). 

From this one would not gather that the same Oahu MPO Survey Sum~nary said in its entirety: 

"Based on the survey, most residents appear to accept the necessity of tax increases to 
,firnd speclfic capital projects, szrch as new road-building, road widening and extensions. 
Between a Rapid Rail system and the BRT, residents do not indcate a strong preference 
for one over the other. There is broad support for either system, generally, with strongest 
support for the Rapid Rail system coming from the Ewa/Kapolei and Leeward areas of 
Oahu. " 

Or that in a later page it would surnlnarize question responses as follows: 

60% wo~lld reportedly szlpport a ta-x hike for road widening or extensions 
59% wozrldszlpport a tax hike for new road-bztilding. 
57% wozrld back a ta.x hike for a rail rapid transit system. 

Wachs, M. (1 990). Ethics and advocacy in forecasting for public policy. Business and Professio~ial Ethics Journal, 9(1-2), 141 
157. 
Walmsley, D. A,, & Pickett, M. W. (1992). The cost and patronage of  rapid transit systetns co~npared with forecasts (Research 
Report 352). Crowthome, UK: Transport Research Laborato~y. ' Edwards, Chris. (;ovel.mnenl .lust Can't Contain lisclf Calo Inslilutc. Scplembcl. 73. 2003 
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54% svozrM back ta.x increases to improve the bus systern. 

Adding to these errors of olnission is that the City avoided altogether discussing a subsequent 
2006 OMPO ~ u r v e ~ ' .  Here is one excerpt from this Survey's Summary: 

Oahzr traffic and, in particzrlar, congestion in Ewa/Kapolei, remains a key concern o f  
residents. The key priorities are: (I)  road-widening of the H-1 in the Honolz~lzl corridor; 
and (2) widening Farrington Highway in Kapolei and Waianae. 

Relative to Rail Rapid Transit, over one-third of Oahzr residents indicated that they wozrld 
zrse the systern on a regular basis. 

There is also ~najority szlpyort for the concepts of HOT lanes from Ewa to downtown and 
for a Pearl Harbor bridge or tunnel, bzrt not forfirnding constrzrction via higher taxes. 

b) Future traffic conditions versus today's traffic omitted 

From the beginning the City and Parsons Brinckerhoff have misled the public into believing that 
rail transit will relieve congestion. 

Far from "szpportingproactivepzrblic invol~etnent"~ our elected officials and their appointees 
and consultants have continually alluded to the idea that rail transit will result in traffic 
congestion relief even though the Alternatives Analysis and the Draft EIS both show that traffic 
congestion will get significantly worse with the rail transit alternative than it is today. 

A significant olnission in the Draft EIS is that nowhere does it discuss future highway conditions 
with rail. In fact, it deliberately goes out of its way to avoid doing so. For example, the discussion 
of traffic conditions in section 3 assesses future traffic conditions for No-Build but not with the 
Build alternative. Nor does the Si~nllnary of Findings on page 3-53, which is shown below. 

Existing Conditions: Increasing trafJic congestion and constrained transit operating 
conditions have reduced system reliability and mobility for all travelers. 

Effects of the No Build Alternative: Traffic congestion rvozrlcl worsen, even with $3 billion 
in other planned roadway improvements, aflecting mobility and reliability for all 
travelers. 

Effects of the BtriM Alternatives: [No mention of traflc congestion]. 

The omission of future traffic congestion with the Build Alternative compared to the congestion 
that exists today in both the body and the summary shows that it was deliberate. 

In addition, the Draft EIS has avoided any discussion of the new 2006 National Strategy to 
Redzrce Congestion on America 's Transportation ~ e t w o r k ~ .  Its preanlble reads, 

Congestion is one of the single largest threats to ozrr econornicprosperity and way of life. 
Whether it takes the form oftrztclcs stalled in traffic, cargo stzrck at overwhelmed 
seaports, or ai/.planes circling over crowded airports, congestion is costing America an 
estimated $200 blllion a year. 

Each year, Americans lose 3.7 billion hozrrs and 2.3 billion gallons offitel sitting in 
traffic jams and waste $9.4 billion as a result of airline delays. Worse, congestion is 
affecting the qzrality of Americans lives by robbing them of time that could be spent with 
families and friends. 

l1tt~:/!www.lio1iol~1lutraj'lic.co1i1!1'rans Proi Surv Results ?006.p&' 
"t is the policy of the ... Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to aggressively support proactive public involvement at all stages 

of plali~ii~lg a ~ i d  project development. ~ ~ ~ I ~ , ~ / I I ~ I I ~ I I ~ . ~ ~ I ~ I ~ ~ ~ U ~ . ~ O V / ~ I I I ~ I I - O I I I I I ~ I I I ~ I I ~  11o1 ~ I I I I  

litt~:Nisdd~.dot.~o~/OLPFiIe~~OST!O I Z9SX8~1cx 
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Congestion is not a fact of lqe. It is not a scient~jic mystery, nor is it an itncontrollable 
force. Congestion reszrlts from poor policy choices and a faillrre to separate solutions 
that are efectivej-om those that are not. 

Given the current t raf ic  conditions in Honolulu, and also the following NEPA requirement, one 
would think the new policy worthy of mention, if not analysis: 

An agency shall identlb and n'iscziss all sitch factors inclztding any essential 
consic/et~ations of national policy which were balanced by the agency in n~aking its 
decision and state how those considerations entered into its decision. 40CFR1505.2(6) 

c) Highwav capacitv data omitted 

In the Alternatives Analysis, Table 3-12, highway capacity data was given for each of the 
corridor's highway components. This has been omitted and makes it difficult to understand what 
caused the dramatic reductions in the Draft EIS from thc Alternatives Analysis in forecast traffic 
volunles at the various screenlines. 

For example, the ICalauao screenline in thc Alternatives Analysis shows that the observed traffic 
volume for 2003 during the peak hour slightly in exccss of the highway capacity shown, which 
~notorists in the corridor would find accords with experience. However, the Draft EIS observed 
volu~ne for 2005 shows an eight percent reduction in traffic from 18,870 to 17,300, and less than 
the highway capacity shown in the Alternatives Analysis, which certainly does not accord with 
experience. 

Further, there is a 28 percent reduction in 

Head bound volumes projected traffic volu~ne for the Draft EIS 2030 
Build Alternative compared with that of the 
Alternatives Analysis from 26,lO 1 down to 

1 18,9 10. No explanation is given for this. 

& - 
Altcrnatives Analysis. Are we to assume that 

Draft EIS ~ ~ ~ f t  EIS ~ ~ ~ f t  EIS ~ ~ ~ f t  EIS the City and Parsons Brinckerhoffrecognizc 
2005 S 2030 2030 1 that thc highways will be excessively 

Capacity Actual  No-Build Bui ld  congested and that the exccss trafic will be 
acco~nrnodated in extended shoulder periods? 

17,300 20,800 18,910 
Source: Alternat~ves Analysis, Table 3-12, Draft EIS, In other words, those who currently leave 

Tables 3-12 & 3-20 home at 5:00 AM to miss the worst of the 
traffic will, in the future, with rail have to leave home at 4:00 AM - or earlier? 

A A A A A A 
Highway 2003 2030 

AA 
2030 

Capacity No-Bui1d 
18,450 18,870 28,023 26,101 

If this is the case, why does thc City not say so? Or is it once again to avoid any discussion of 
traffic congestion relative to today's unbearable levels? 

WC know that with no planned widening of 
H-l the freeway cannot accommodate either 
the 18,910 given in the Draft EIS, let alone the 
26,IO 1 vehicles per hour projected by the 

2. Misleading purpose and need statement: 
Congestion is not a scientiJic mystery, nor is it an irncontrollable force. Congestion 
reszllts@om poor policy choices and a failure to separate solzttions that are effective from 
those that are not. * 
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The relevant federal requirements regarding the "purpose and need statement" are as follows: 

... the lead agency shallprovide an opport~tnity for involvement by ... the public in 
defining the purpose and need for a project .. . The statement ofpzlrpose and need shall 
include a clear statement of the objectives that the proposed action is intended to achieve 
... (SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002). 

"FHWA and FTA review wozlld include making sure that objectives oor choices derived 
Ji'otn the transportation plan were: based on transportation planning factors established 
by Federal law; reflect a credible and artic~rlatedplanning rationale; founded on reliable 
data; and developed throztgh tmnsportation planning processes meeting FHWA and FTA 
statzltory and regzllatory requirements. In addition, the basis for the goals and choices 
must be doc~lmented and inclzrded in the NEPA document. ""empha~is added) 

Cotisistent with NEPA, the p~rrpose and need statement sho~lld be a statement of a 
transportation problenz, not a specSfic sohltion ... A pzrrpose and needstatement that 
yields only one alternative may indicate a purpose and need that is too narrowly 
defined '" 

The NEPA regulations require that, 

Environmental impact statements "shall be written in plain lang~lage ... so that .. . the 
pzlblic can understand thern. " ' I  

The purpose statement in the Draft EIS is presented here in its entirety while the need statement 
that follows is truncated in the interests of space: 

1.7 Purpose ofthe Project 

The p~rrpose of the Honokllu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project is to provide high- 
capacity rapid transit in the highly congested east-west transportation corridor between 
Kapolei and UH Manoa, as spec~jkd in the 0 'nhlr Regional Transportation Plan 2030 
(ORTP) (O'ah~l MPO 2007). The project is intended to provide faster, more reliable 
public transportation service in the st~~cly corridor than can be achieved with buses 
operating in congested mixed-flow traffic, to provide reliable mobility in areas of the 
study corridor where people of lirnited incotne and an agingpopzllation live and to serve 
rapidly developing areas of the st~ldy corridor. The project also wo~rldprovide aclditional 
transit capacity, an alternative to private azltomobile tmvel, and improve transit links 
within the st~ldy corridor. 

Implementation of the project, in conjzlnction with other improvements included in the 
ORTP, woztld moderate anticipated trafic congestion in the study corridor. (Draft EIS 
p. 1-19.) 

' http:!/www.tliwa.dot nov:hep:nl;111nepi10507?.2.pdf "' litto:/ledockct.access.~!po.~ov~~O07/~~If~07-493.~df Federal Register 1 Vol. 72, No. 30 1 p. 7282 
" 40 C.F.R. 1502.8 
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1.8 Need, for Transit Improvements 

There are several needs for transit improvements in the st~mdy corridor. These needs are 
the basis for the following goals: 

Improve cot,ridor mobility 

Improve corridor travel reliability 

Improve access to planned development to strpport City policy to develop a second urban 
center 

Improve transportation equity (Drcgft EIS, p. 1-20/21) 

The main misrepresentation in this purpose and needs statement is that it is in total conflict with 
what the public understands. The Draft EIS says that the "purpose and need" is a need for "transit 
improvements" and the purpose is to build "rapid transit." 

Aside from the ~nisrcpresentation the statenlent is at variance with FTAIFHWA guidance, 

Consistent with NEPA, the pzrrpose and need statement shozlld be a statement of a 
transportation problem, not a speciJic sol~rtion. " 

The public believes that the purpose of the project is to reduce traffic congestion. This is 
reinforced in the Draft EIS by the following: 

Total congestion woztld be reduced by 21 to 23 perrent with the Build Alternatives. "S-5 

"Implementation of the project, in conjzlnction with other improvements incl~mded in the 
ORTP, would moderate anticipated trajJc congestion in the st~ldy corridor." (p. 1-19) 

The general understanding of the public is that the purpose of the Project is to reduce traffic 
congestion in the Corridor so it less than today's unbearable levels and also, incidentally, provide 
improved public transportation. 

"The statetnent ofpzmrpose and need shall include a clear statement of the objectives that 
the proposed action is intended to achieve ... " SAFETEA-LU Sec. 6002. 

When does one hear the ordinary citizen use phrases like "Improve corridor mobility," "Improve 
corridor travel reliability," and "moderate anticipated traffic congestion"? 

This is jargon for those working in the transportation industry; it is not ~lnderstood by the average 
resident unless they habit~ially parse sentences in City docunlents. To the average citizen, to 
moderate or reduce traffic congestion means relative to what they experience today - and not 
some projected condition in the future unless explicitly told so. 

A "clear statement" would say instead that, "It is not the P~lrpose of the Project to r c d ~ ~ c e  traffic 
congestion below today's levels, it is to provide an alternative to automobile travel." That the 
language is not a clear statement understandable to ordinary citizens proves that the process lacks 
public involvement. To involve is totally different than to inform. 

The intent of the statute is for the public to be involved and to this end it is essential that the 
language be clear. Instead, this jargon lulls the average citizen into believing that the primary 
purpose of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project is to reduce traffic congestion 
from current levels. 

" l~ttp:/!www.enviso~~~~iei~t~fl~wa.dot.~ov/st~~~nlnr/linki~~~tsans asp 
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Lacking an FTA definition of involvement we have to fall back on the dictionary definition, 
which tells 11s that to involve is, 

"To engage as a participant; embroil: involved the bystanders in h u  clisptlte wrth thepolice. 
"To conncct closely and often incriminatingly; implicate: evrdence that involved the 

governor in the scandal. 
"To influence or affect: The matter is serioirs becazrse it involves yozlr repzrtation. 
"To occi~py or engage the interest of: n stoty that conlpletel,~ ~nvolved me for the tZest of the 

evening. " I 3  

To make clear the distinction: If you are involved in a murder, you may be hanged. If you are 
only informed of a murder you will not be. 

It is derelict to omit any discussion of traffic relief relative to today's congestion in the Draft EIS 
especially since there has been a constant refrain frotn City officials implying that the purpose 
and need is for traffic relief. 

To be a "clear statement," the purpose and need statement requires it to say that, "It is not the 
Purpose of the Project to reduce traffic congestion bclow today's levels; it is to provide an 
alternative to autotnobile travel" and, "After the rail transit line opens, traffic congestion will be 
worse than it is today, though somewhat less than what it might be otherwise." 

The NEPA regulations rcqi~ire that, "Environmental impact statements shall be concise, clear, 
and to the point ... "" and the purpose and need statement is the co~nplete antithesis of this. 

3. Renderings misrepresent reality 

See this issue covered under Part 11. Insuffic~cnt cons~dcrat~on of elevated rail im~acts .  Pages 2:7 

" Excerpted froin the Alnericdli Heritage@ Dic t~ona~y  
'' 40CFR1500.2 (b) 



OFFERING COST-EFFECTIVE SOLUTIONS TO TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

February 6, 2009 

Part VII - Misrepresentations outside of the Draft EIS 

We understand that federal officials do not wish, and are possibly not even empowered, to 
involve themselves in local politics. However, the current situation concerning the City 
adnlinistration misleading the public is more serious than is usually the case. 

When public support for a project has occurred only because of the voluminous alnoilnt of lies 
and misrepresentations made by the local agency, then it is incumbent upon the federal agency to 
not approve such a project until the situation has been mitigated. Certainly this would accord with 
the spirit and purpose of the environnlental statutes and the responsibility of the lead agency. 

For example, the federal government directs the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to: 

provide policy nndprocedzlml guidance to Fedeml agencies fir ensuring and 
r.i~a,ximizing the qtlnlity, objectivity, utility, and integrity of information (including 
statistical information) dissetninated by Feclerul agencies. " 

The NEPA statute and associated laws and regulations are replete with language about 
"objectivity," "scientific evaluation," and "integrity." 

What is the point of the lead agency meticulously ensuring that the integrity of information in the 
Draft EIS (and the thousands of  pages of appendices and technical memoranda) which most of 
the public will never read, if the lead agency then knowingly evades dealing with the fact that the 
public has been totally misled about the benefits and disbenefits of the project? 

Does the agency want at1 environmentally destructive alternative chosen over an equally 
effective, but less costly, and less environmentally intrusive one? 

Citizens of the City and County of Honolulu have been consistently misled not only by how the 
Project will reduce traffic congestion, but also the other purported benefits of the rail transit 
project, such as the presumption of energy savings, the merits of alternatives, the "success" of 
Mainland public transportation agencies and the dislike of Oahu residents for new highways. 

This has not occurred thro~lgh the occasional "slip of the tongue" statement but by a deliberate 
coordinated and continuous barrage of half-truths and deception in public meetings, thro~lgh 
nlillions of dollars of media purchases%n TV, radio, newspapers, and in public "bully pulpit" 
pronouncements by the Mayor, our Congressional delegation, city employees, city transit 
consultants and their sub-cons~~ltants .~ 

City taxpayers and have spent $2.4 million promoting transit through June 30 last year and we 
expect that when the final report comes in on their spending before the November 4 election, it 
will add another million dollars to the City total. In addition, the Mayor spent a great deal of his 
campaign money promoting his rail idea. Others rail supporters, Go Rail Go, Support Rail 
Transit, and the Carpenters Union between them spent a total of $1.1 nlillion promoting rail in the 
November 4 referendum. 

I Public Law 106-554; M.R. 5658). Section 5 15. See l~tt~://~v~v~~.!vl1il~I1o11b~.~ovlo111blfedre~/reprodu~1bIe2.pcI~ 
bfc~.vo,: rail .sr,ppc~,o,.ter.s o~,tspe~it  oppo11e1t1.s. Honolulu Advertiser. December 9, 2008. 
l~ttp:!/~vww.l~onoli1111i1clvert~~r.co1n~~1r~icle!20OS I 209lNEWSO5lS l2090355!- I IN EbVSOj .- 

"Propone11ts and opponents o f  Honolulu's planned $3.7 billioii commuter rail system have saturated Hawai'i ailwaves with 
advertising," ~p~e.l~onoI11luadvcrtiser.co1ularticlei200X/J11l~39/l1ill~awaii8072903G I .IICIIII 
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A major financial support for Go Rail Go was Parsons ~rinclcerhoff .~ w e  do not know their total 
contribution since half of Go Rail Go's contributions were made before thc ballot issue was 
certified and before that time contributions did not have to be enumerated. Countering the over $5 
million spent pro~lloting rail was the puny $100,000 spent by the Stop Rail Now organization. 

Examples of these misleading statements are detailed in Appendix D. 

The most important of the misstatements are those relating to traffic congestion. The public 
believes that the "purpose and need" of the Project is to reduce traffic congestion in the Corridor 
to less than today's unbearable levels and also, incidentally, provide improved public 
transportation. 

As evidence of this, 73 percent of residents in a Honolulu Advertiser poll of July 27,2008, said 
they agreed with the statement, 

"We need a lighf rail system in order to reduce traffic congestion and commute times 
along H-I " 

Their misilnderstanding has been encouraged by our elected officials, their e~nployees and 
contractors. Their public statenlents to gain support for rail transit constantly imply, or state 
outright, that the need is for traffic congestion relief. In his 2008 State of the City speech, the 
Mayor said, "traffic congestion is the most significant challenge to our quality of life."6 And in a 
policy statement, "Our residents . . . are crying for relief from traffic conge~tion."~ 

Our elected officials (and the public) know precisely what is needed for "improving 
transportation conditions." 

Citv accuses us of lies and misrepresentations: 

The City Administration's Transportation Director Wayne ~ o s h i o k a '  tool< the position that the 
opposition (Stop Rail Now and Honolulutraffic.con~) was putting out so many "lies and 
misrepresentations" that the city had to respond to this 'misleading and false information' with 
the truth." He added that "most of their statements are not true." 

This was thc most outrageous action by the City yet. On September 3, 2008, the City Council's 
Executive Matters Committee discussed a bill that wo~lld restrict the use of taxpayer funds for 
advocacy of rail transit by the Administration. 

We responded that all Honolulutraffic.co~n's information was footnoted and sourced and if 
anyone is lying it is the city. 

Yoshioka was ilnwilling to spccify what our lies and ~nisinformation were but the Committee 
Chair eventi~ally persuaded him to agree to supply a list of 20 such "lies and ~llisrepresentations" 
within five working days. Fortunately, all of this is on video. Three weeks later he produced 
them. 

There is nothing in the list he produced that could reasonably be called a lie or misrepresentation. 
For example, he states that our comment, "The city admits future traffic congestion will be worse 

l~t tr~: / /www.l~o1ioI11I11ac1vcr~iscl . .S05/8IZ090355/-I!NEWSO5 
Also see the Campaign Spending Co~n~nissio~i Reports: I~ttna://nc.csc.l~awaii.yov/SCI~Sl'~tblic/l~e~~ortList.pl~~ 
www.lio~ioluli~t~.i~ftic.co~n/HADV noll p9.nclf 

~ittu://www,co.l~o1iolulu.l~i.us/1navor/soc2008.~df 
' lit1~://\v\1~~,l~o~~olul~.~o~!refs/~scI/p~~bIic~oni/hoii1~e~~06!1~~ay~roffer~~01~iproiniseo1~ti.i11i~ittaxi1ni1sse.ht1n 

Since it is a two hour tape we have provided a time line in liouss and minutes below: 
0 2 4  - DTS Director Yoshioka begins testi~nony on bill 01-189 regarding rail transit advocacy. 
1 :08 - Corporation counsel begins testimony. 
1 :32 -Cliff Slater begins testimony. 
1 :40 -Council begins discussion and with legal counsel. 
2:08 - End of proceedings. 
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with rail than it is today" was, ". . . a cleverly crafted statement that knowingly uses only part of 
the information available. The Alternatives Analysis shows that a fixed guideway will reduce 
future traffic congestion between Kapolei and Honolulu by 1 1 percent." 

This is pure spin. He is not denying that traffic congestion will be worse in the future with rail 
than it is today, only that it will be 1 1  percent better than it would be without rail. In fact, he and 
Mike Schneider of InfraConsult finally admitted we were right during a debate on KHVH radio 
somc weeks later. The crucial four minute clip of this admission is available. We have detailed 
our responses to this and all his other charges in Appendix D. 

The issue regarding spin, lies and ~nisrepresentation is that it has been used to gamer support for 
rail. The culmination was that after all this the City could only get 50.4 percent of the voters to 
approve the rail referendum. It begs the question of what would have been the support if the City 
had told the truth. 

While strictly speaking these misrepresentations are not part of the NEPA EIS process, these 
misleading activities by Hawaii government officials are of great import. It is one matter to 
attempt to ensure accuracy and objectivity in the Draft EIS, but can a federal agency evade 
evidence of local government actions that seek to undermine the EIS process? 

What is the point of following the NEPA process to the letter and spirit of the law when local 
political authorities and their campaign contributors, consultants and all their employees are 
conspiring to undermine the NEPA process by spending literally  nill lions of dollars lying about 
traffic congestion relief, among other matters? When Parsons Brinckerhoff is giving $25,000 to 
fund Go Rail Go efforts to persuade voters to vote for rail with gross lnisrepresentations of the 
facts? 

It is one thing that the FTA not involve itself in local political matters but it is quite another when 
their own federal environmental process is being undermined. It is not being ignored - because 
FTA is f ~ ~ l l y  aware of what has transpired. Rather, the unde~~nining of the process is being 
evaded. 

Appendix D 
Following are a few exanlples of the many claims of prospective traffic relief offered by the City 
administration. 

Mayor Hannemann, KGMB interview, 10/30/2008, "People are tired of being stuck in traffic and 
they want solutions." 

Bill Brennan opled in Hawaii Reporter 6/26/08. "Cities with large, well-established rail systems 
have significantly .. , less traffic congestion ... A co~nprehensive rail transit system can reduce per 
capita congestion delays by half, and even greater reductions probably occur on specific 
cotridors." htt~:l/www.hawaiire~orter,comlsto~.aspx?6847fd0b-ddce-41c1-82e9-3dcd7335de50 

Mayor Hannemann's 2008 State of the City Address, "I've said time and time again that traffic 
congestion is the most significant challenge to our quality of life ... the fixed guideway presented 
the most effective means of relieving traffic congestion and accommodating the anticipated 
growth in West and Central Oahu. 

Mayor Hannemann said, "Our residents, particularly those in Leeward and Central Oahu, are 
crying for relief froin traffic congestion. A Inass transit system represents our best near- and long- 
term s o l ~ ~ t i o n  to this worsening problem and I'd hate to see our efforts derailed because of 
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disagreements over who-does-what .... any delays in ilnplernenting the tax and completing our 
planning will delay relief for tens of tho~lsands of co~n~nuters  who are squandering hours of 
precious time in traffic." City Hall press release: Mayor offers compro~nise on transit tax impasse. 
June 2 1,2006. 
http://www.honol~1l~1.r~ov/refs/csdlpi1blicco1nlhonnews06/111a~orofferscompro~ 
asse.htm 

This video of Mayor Hannernann and Rep. Neil Abercrombie's city hall "Traffic sucks!" rally 
held on December 5th, 2005, typifies the grossly misleading statements emanating from our 
elected officials. 
http:/lmfile.al<amai.colldl289 1/wmv/vod.ibsys.co111/2005/070714695365.200k.asx 

"[Hannemann] said the [rail] system will help all parts of the island, easing traffic overall because 
'there'll be less cars on the road. "' 
http:l/the.honol~~luadve~-tiscr.co1~1/article/2005/May/ 12/In/In02p .html 

Mayor's Press Secretary: "Slater misrepresents just about everything Mayor Mufi Hannemann, 
Transportation Services Director Ed Hirata and other supporters of transit have said, from the 
timing of fcderal rcquirernents to tax calculations, highway capacity and a rail system's potential 
to ease traffic congestion." 
htt~://thc.l1onolul~1advcrtiser.co1n/arti~Ie/2005/A~1~/ I O/op/50 10032 1 .html 

"We're poised to break ground for a long-awaited fixed guideway systeln that will reduce the time 
coln~nuters spend in their cars and away from their families ... " Mayor Hannemann, editorial, 
Honolulu Advertiser, June 29, 2008, Living Green section. 

"Mayor Mufi Hannelnann chided Lingle at the rally and said the city needs a rail systeln to 
alleviate increasing traffic congestion. U.S. Rep. Neil Abercrombie, D-Hawaii, also blasted a 
possible veto and said that he and the rest of Hawaii have had enough of the traffic problems. He 
said conl~nuters are fed up and don't need any more "Lingle lanes" filled with traffic congestion." 
http:/lwww.bizjo~1ma1~~~o1~1/pacific/storics/2005/07/04/dai1y 18.htnll?t=~rintable 

"How does rail transit help reduce traffic congestion? ... Building rail transit now is the most cost- 
effective way to avoid even lnorc congestion in the future ... This brochure is provided by the 
City & County of Honolulu as part of the public infornlation program required by the Federal 
Transportation (sic) Adn~inistration." City's 8-page 11" x 12" fi1l1 color glossy brochure inserted in 
the Honolulu Advertiser, Honolulu Star-Bulletin and the weekly, Mid-Week, circa. October 19, 
2008. Combined circulation was about 500,000. To add insult to injury the brochure was marked, 
"Paid for by City taxpayers." 

"The [rail] project shrinks future traffic congestion by Inore than 20 percent." Mayor Hannelnann 
quoted in the Honoluli~ Advertiser on November 2, 2008, under a bold above the fold headline, 
"Study predicts rail to ease traffic 23%". Honolulu Advertiser, November 2, 2008. p. A1 

"Rail transit can improve the quality of life for residents across O'ahu by reducing traffic 
congestion ... and will shrink t raf ic  congestion by at least 21 percent as it matures ... my hope is 
that this is an action we collectively take for the future - for the generations of children to come 
who deserve an island home where they can live, work and raise their families free fro111 the grind 
of constant traffic gridlock." Senator Daniel K. Inouye. Draft EIS bodes well for transit. Honolulu 
Advertiser, November 2, 2008. p. B 1. 

"What's more, today's rail technology is already proven and successful, likc Vancouver's 
SkyTrain, the Trax systeln in Salt Lake City, Portland's IMAX Train, and the Washington, D.C. 
Metro. When each of these systems was first proposed, there were questions and concerns raised. 
But today, they are vital parts of their cities' overall transportation solutions: reducing traffic ... " 
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Radio comlnercials repeated this endlessly in the weeks leading up to the November 4 rail 
referendum. Of course, the facts are that traffic congestion in these cities since they built rail is as 
bad as other cities - if not worse, according the Texas Transportation Institute. 

The Mayor's behavior during the 2008 mayoral candidates' debatcs exemplified the refusal of 
city officials and their contractors to admit that traffic congestion will get worse with rail. During 
the September 9 debate, Dr. Panos Prevedouros asked the Mayor, "Your own city studies show 
that traffic congestion in the rutuse, with rail, will be far worse than it is today. Is that true? Yes 
or No?" The Mayor totally dodged this because he knows full well that the answer is "Yes" but 
the viewers did not know that traffic congestion will indeed get worse with rail. Watch him duck 
and dive durinc~ this video. 

Other aspects of lnisreprescntations by the city during the rail transit debate follow: 

The following transcript is of a one-minute City radio commercial that ran incessantly on many 
Honolulu radio stations in the months leading up to the referendum vote: 

TRANSCRIPT: "Will mass transit attract riders in Honolzrlu? Actzrally, we already know 
the answer. Honolzrlzl has the fozrrth highest transit ridership per capita in the nation. 
People here alt~eady know that mass transit, like the bus, is a great way to deal with 
traffic, parking and save money. So, how about rail transit, which will be even faster and 
more efficient? Again, we don't have to guess. Look at how people in cities nationwide 
are responcling to firel costs and trafjc hassles. In Portland, San Francisco, New York 
and Washington, D.C., rail ridership has increased more than five percent in the last 
year. In Los Angeles, a city that loves its cars, mil ridership is zp overfifteen percent. In 
Seattle, it's zrp twenty-eight percent. In Charlotte, thirtyyour percent. And in Sacramento, 
rail ridership has increased forty-three percent in just a year. It's too bad we don't 
already have /*ail transit. The next best thing we can do is start bzrilding it now. To learn 
more, visit Honolzrlzl Transit.org. " 

The above statistics were repeated in the City's newspaper advertising. For example, the 
Honolulu Star-Bulletin, October 14, 2008. 

The following paragraphs show the city's statement numbered and in quotes followed by our 
comments. Our data is drawn fiom the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) 
website. For colnparison calendar years 2007 vs. 2006, the file is found at 
t i t t p : / / w w w . a p t a . c o ~ i i / r c s e a r c h / s t a t s / r i ~ p d f  The latest available 
data is that of thc 1st quarter of 2008 and the file cornparing it with the same quarter of 2007 is 
at:http:llwww.ap~a.co~ii/rcscar~Ii/stats/ridcrslip/r1dere/docuneits/O8 1 scp.pdf 

#1: "In Los Angeles, a city that loves its cars, rail ridership is LIP over fifteen percent." 

For 2007 versus 2006, total public transportation in Los Angeles was down 1.78 percent, 
heavy rail was LIP 2.03 percent, light rail was up 0.8 1 percent and buses were down 2.53 
percent. For the first quarter 2008, heavy rail was up 5.37 percent, light rail was up 1.77 
percent and bus ridership was down about 7 percent (two categories). Los Angeles total 
public transportation was down 4.57 percent. 

#2: "In Seattle, [rail ridership] it's up twenty-eight percent." 

This is a statement that is accurate but misleading. For 2007, Seattle's light rail was up 
3.8 percent and commuter rail commuter rail (real twins, long distance between stops) is 
up 27 percent, but it is a minor issue since it carries just 1.5 percent of all public 
transportation in Seattle. The primary reason for the great increase in this minor 
cornmuter rail line is that there have been extensive increases in colnmuter rail service 
during the past two years. See: httr,:/len.wikipedia.orgiwil<i/So~~nder commuter rail 
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#3: "In Charlotte, [rail ridership is up] thirty-four percent." 

Charlotte's rail line did not open until November 2007 and so there is nothing to compare 
it to. The supposed 34 percent increase is a pure figment of someone's imagination. 

#4: "And in Sacramento, rail ridership has increased forty-three percent in just a year." 

For the year 2007, Sacramento's rail was LIP 1.41 percent over the prior year. For the first 
quarter of 2008 rail was up 3.12 percent. 

The above statements are not only inaccurate but they mislead citizens into believing that recent 
increases in gasoline prices have driven ~notorists to public transportation far more than they 
acti~ally have. The national experience is that the first quarter of 2008 shows a 3.3 percent 
increase in boardings over the year earlier quarter. Some cities were up slightly more, while 
others experienced declines. 

Source: htt~:/lwww.a~ta.co1n/media/releases/080602 ridership report.cf~n 

The City repeated these data in ads placed in local newspapers in 2008, for example, in the 
Honolulu Advertiser, October 13, 2008. p. A9. And since our local newspapers will print the 
City's official line without any research whatsoever this gets repeated, as for example, in the main 
editorial of May 15, 2008. 

InfraConsult LLC is a consultant to the city whose management is comprised of former Parsons 
Brinckerhoff en~ployees. They run the "Public Outreach Program" for which they hired Elisa 
Yadao for $500,000 as its program manager. 

Dr Prevedouros had written a paper on 20 reasons why we should choose bus technology. That 
was criticized by InfraConsult7s Managing Director, Michael Schneider, and below we comment 
on his criticism. The more egregious of his misleading co~nlnents are shown below as EXCERPT 
followed by OUR COMMENT. 

EXCERPT: "Virttrally every city in the U.S. with apopzllation over 750,OOOpeople h ~ s  
both buses and some form of rail technology in operation, constr~rction, or in the 
advancedplanning stage ... Every rnajor city in the world, whether a "capital city" or 
not, has sorne form of rail systern. The size of the mil  system planned for Honohrhl is 
appropriate for the comm~rnity 's size. " 

OUR COMMENT: The spin here is to use the term "city" whereas all normal discussions of rail 
systenls use "metro area" or "urban area," which are cont iguo~~s urban areas alnlost regardless of 
political division. Thus, the San Francisco Bay Area contains all of the contiguous urban areas 
within the Bay Area. Portland's urban area consists of Portland and the surrounding counties. 

When we review Honolulu's size relative to other metro areas we find that we are the 56'" largest 
in the U.S. and that if wc were to build any kind of rail line we would be the snlallest in 
population size. In fact, most of the lnetro areas larger than Honolulu do not have rail lines.9 

The next largest city that has a totally grade-separated rail line powered from a third rail, usually 
termed 'heavy rail,' is Miarni whose population is more than four times that of Honolulu. 

The other issue of appropriateness is that of cost. The cost of the proposed Honolulu rail line is 
out of all proportion to the population and tax base. The table on page 24 hows the relative local 
tax burden falling on Oahu taxpayers as compared to other communities. Honolulu will likely 
receive only about 18 percent of capital costs from federal funding. 

List of the 60 larcest U.S. Metropolitan Areas ii.o~n the 1000 Census. Some three liiore lnetro areas have added rail since the chart 
was prepared but that does not change the statement. 
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As the primary consultants, Parsons Brinckerhoff has been active in spreading misinformation 
about rail on various radio programs. 

For example, on this radio program, Parsons Brinckerhoff's Steve Hogan discussed transit with 
Dr. Prevedouros, UH Professor of Traffic Engineering, on the Rick Hamada Show on KHVH 830 
AM for an hour on May 12, 2008. The full discussion may be heard on the podcast made of it. 

During the radio program Hogan said that it took si,x lanes of freeway to have the same carrying 
capacity as rail transit. 

Our comment: A single lane of busway on the New Jersey 1-495 carries 32,000 passengers on 
buses per hour during the peak honrs. '' This lane carries Inore passengers per hour than any rail 
line in the U.S. with the sole exception of one line of the New York City subway. So it is 
nonsense to talk about rail having Inore capacity than BusIRapid Transit. 

Further, Parson's Brinckerhoff's own HOV Manual says: 

"(This) comparison ofperson moving capacities for variozts U.S. rail and HOV 
projects ... appears to cut throztgh the tnyth that HOV facilities (e.g. bzaways) do not have 
the person carrying eqzlivnlent of mil lines. Both modes can serve the pet*son carrying 
capacity needs of about any corridor in North America."" 

Hogan then argzted that there was no space to put the HOT lanes in Honolzllit. 

Our comment: Parsons Brinckerhoff designed the Managed Lane Alternative and included it in 
the Alternatives Analysis with maps and engineering drawings showing that it fit. 

Hogan later tried to belittle the rnttltiple on/offramps Dr. P~*evedouros has proposecl for the HOT 
BRT alternative by saying that on the Tampa Expressway there's no stopping ~f ter  you get on, 
until yotl get offat the other end 

Our comment: The fact is that the Tampa Expressway has multiple ont'off ramps and a map of 
them may be seen on the on/off'ramps page. The Expressway's Director of Planning sees no 
difficulty with having even more onloff ramps. 

Then Steve Hogan argited that rnil is tizorefilel efJicient than autos on HOT lanes. 

Our comment: Only when New York City subways are included using weichted averages do rail 
transit lines show as more energy-efficient than cars. See the arguments on this issue on page xxx 

The efficient systems, such as New York, have a great deal of traffic going in both directions in 
their core areas in the off-peak while the energy-inefficient systems, such as Miami, tend to be 
those that are highly directional during the peak hours - f ~ ~ l l  going from suburbs into town in the 
morning and enlpty going back out, with the opposite being true in the afternoon while there is 
little traffic during the middle of the day. 

For a meaningfill assessment of what Honolulu is likely to experience we must look at the 
experience of those modern systems built since 1970. 

The average rail line is less energy efficient than the ai~tomobile (3,496 for cars and 4,329 for 
light trucks and SUVs) according to the U.S Department of Energy as shown and described in the 
chart to the left'' and in other DOE publications.13 

I" Transportation Research Board's Highway Capacity Manual. Table 1-13. 
" Charles A. Fulls. I-fig11 0ccrrparic.v Vehicle Fcrcilifies. Parsons, Brinckerhoff. December 1990. 
" httttp:!/\vwwI .eere enerrv.~ov/vel~iclesi~~i~lfi~els/facts/favorites!fcvt fotlv2l l .html 

http://www.carkcvs.co.uk/road Lest/l1v~1ndai/l1074.asg 
l 1  littp://cta.oriiI.~ovltlata/icdb27/Etlitio1il7 CIi:1pter02.pdf Tables 2.12 & 2.13 
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While it is still possible that Honolulu's prospective rail line could be more efficient than an 
automobile this is not likely. It is especially itnlikely when the target year for discussion is 2030 
and automobiles are getting far more fuel efficient every year and trains are not. 

Then Hogan said that even in Tampa the Expressway wo~tld today cost 3.5 times what it 
originally cost to bttild. 

Our comment: There are multiple construction cost indices, such as the Corps of Engineers Civil 
Works Index for Roads and Bridges, covering Florida from 2003-2008 and none of them show 
anything higher than a 50 percent increase. In addition, the Figg Bridge Corporation has been 
recently estimating new facilities in Florida similar to the Tampa Expressway and their current 
projected costs are less than a 50 percent increase from what the Expressway actually cost. A 350 
percent increase is nonsense; it is simply Parsons Brinclcerhoff s attempt to justify the 
prepostero~~sly high projected cost of $2.6 billion that Parsons Brinckerhoff used for the MLA. 

Anyone believing that Parson's Brinckerhoff s employees are reasonable and objective in 
informing the public about rail transit and the Managed Lane Alternative should hear the 
PODCAST of this Rick Halnada Show. 

City brochure misleads 
The city's widely distributed May 2008 Transit brochure is grossly misleading.. The city prints 
thousands of these transportation brochures and distributes them to a city wide mailing list in 
addition to placing it on their website www.l~onol~~lutransit.com. Following are our comments on 
the City's May transportation brochure (takes time to download). 

Front page: Top reasons for rail: 

EXCERPT: Good for MOBILITY -- One train can move 300people which eqttals 6 btrses 
or 300 cars! That tneans one mil line eqztals 6 lanes of cars. 

OUR RESPONSE: We dealt with this canard in earlier pages. 

EXCERPT: Good for the ENVIRONhIENT -- It's sttstninable - rail can be powered by 
alternative energy like solar, wind or H-power. This means less air and waterpolltttion 
and fetver green house gas emissions. 

This is a typical environmental appeal which has no substance in fact. As proof of that, there is no 
mention of these potential power sources in either the Draft EIS or its supporting technical 
documents. It is another case of spin being good enough Tor local consulnption but not valid 
enough for sublnission to the FTA. 

EXCERPT: Good for the ECONOMY -- The sail project will create 90,000person years 
of etnployment or 11,000 clirect and indirect jobs annzmlly. And, bttilding a reliable, 
dependable, efficient tmnsportation system encottrages healthy economic growth. 

OUR RESPONSE: 82 percent of the capital cost and 100 percent of the operating losses will be 
funded with local dollars. No lnention is made of the downside of incurring higher taxes and 
higher City debt to justify a make-work project. 

EXCERPT: Good for COMhIUNITlES -- Rail enco~~rages managed, orderly growth 
along the route. Planning where and how cotnmztnities expand means we can keep the 
coitntry cottntry. 

OUR RESPONSE: It really means Transit Oriented Development, or heavy subsidies for 
developers, which has been the case in every other TOD; the subsidies are needed to entice 
people to live in so-called "vibrant" communities. No lnention is made about the subsidies needed 
and their effect on local taxes. 
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EXCERPT: "[Ho~cston] Metro says ridership on its light rail system has doubled in 20 
months. " 

OUR RESPONSE - The American Public Transportation Association shows ridership on 
Houston's light rail was up 6.29 percent 2007 over 2006 and up just 3.08 percent for the 1'' 
Quarter 2008 over the same quarter in 2007. Some doubling. 

"The Dallas DART is LIP 9%. In Los Angeles - a city that loves its cars - rail ridership is LIP over 
15%. In Seattle it's up 28%, in Charlotte 34%, and in Sacramento, rail ridership is up 43% in just 
a year. Across the country rail ridership is up 11.2%." City advertisement, "Paid for by City 
Taxpayers," in the Honolulu Advertiser, October 13, 2008. p. A9. 

Since our local newspapers will print the City's official line verbatim without any research 
whatsoever, these untruths are repeated, for example, in the Advertiser main editorial of May 15, 
2008. 

Stop Rail Now's so-called "Lies and Misrepresentations" 

This refers to the discussion on page 38 when the City accused Stop Rail Now and 
Honolulutraffic.com on statewide television of disseminating "lies and misrepresentations." 
When they finally presented the list to the City Council they called it "Inaccuracies." 

The City's listing of our sister operation Stop Rail Now's supposed "lies and 
misrepresentations" are in larger type bold-faced and flush left. The City's response to our 
comments is shown underneath each of them. Our responses are shown underneath each of 
the items but are in small type and indented. We have listed here only those "lies and 
misrepresentations" attributed to Stop Rail Now. 

This exchange took place before the Draft EIS had issued and so our comments related to 
that time and the Alternatives Analysis. 

The following retains the City's original format: 

Inaccuracies 

Stop Rail Now Ad 

Sunday, September 14, 2008 Honolulu Advertiser- Page A25 

1. "The recent GET Tax increase and federal funds will be insufficient 
to fund rail." 

Through the financial plan in the Alternatives Analysis, adequate funding sources 
have been identified for the approved Kapolei to Honolulu route. The financial 
plan also includes almost $1 billion in contingencies. The financial plan was 
thoroughly reviewed by transportation experts with the Federal Transportation 
Administration (FTA) prior to its release. 

There are five reasons for believing the funds will be insufficient: 

First, the projected revenues from the GE tax hike will most probably fall short over the 
15-year life of the tax given the current state of our economy. They will certainly be no 
more than that shown as the lower of the three growth scenarios, the "Trend Forecast," in 
the AA, table 5-4 & 5-7. 
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Second, the Alternatives Analysis (AA) financial plan, Table 5-8 and the Financial 
Feasibility Report (FFR) p. 4-4, calls for $1.2 billion in federal funds for the 20-mile 
option using the Trend Forecast for GE tax revenues. 

Thc fed does not deal in inflation adjusted dollars only nominal dollars. There is no 
likelihood of us receiving $1.2 billion. In fact, the only FTA assurance that we have in 
writing is the minutes of an OMPO Policy Co~nrnittee Meeting ( see 
http:/loah~111i~o.or~/PC/~c20041pc04~1i103231it1) where Mr. Rogers, head of FTA's 
Region IX told the Committee that, "The FTA program office is looking to limit any New 
Starts funding to no nlore than $500 million per project." The minutes were accepted as 
true by the Co~nniittee members. This is the only written assurance from the FTA of us 
getting anything. 

An elnail of 10-7-2008, from the FTA's Paul Griffo to us, reads as follows: "It is far too 
early to tell whether Honolulu's proposed rail project will rcccive New Starts funding. 
The project hasn't yet been accepted into the New Starts Program. " 

Third, the plan does not call for operating losses to begin until 2019 
(www.ho~~ol~~l~~traffic.co~~i/FFR,pdC, p. B-4.). However, according to city officials, plans 
call for operations to start in 2012. If operations do begin earlier it will increase the 
subsidies shown in the financial plan. 

Fourth, the capital cost estiniate for the 20-mile line is about one billion ~lnderstated and 
the 28-mile by $2 billion. See www.honoli1l~1traCfic.corn/cost~1nder~tat~4.p for a 
discussion of the 1992 rail project, the Miami Metrorail and the San Juan Tren Urbano all 
adjusted for construction inflation and location. 

Fifth, there will likely be change orders and other cost overruns. The average of the most 
recent FTA evaluation of New Starts Actual versus Projections and Costs showed 
average cost overruns of 40 percent. 

That the "financial plan was thoro~lghly reviewed by transportation experts with the FTA 
prior to its release" is no assurance to anyone who has the slightest acqi~aintance with the 
FTA's record. The last two rail lines to open, Charlotte and San Juan, both went over 100 
percent over projected costs. 

2. "For the beginning 20-mile line we are unlikely to get all of the 
supposed $900 million in federal funds." 

The Federal Transit Administration would not have allowed the City to continue 
with the project if it were not a reasonable estimate. In fact, in the Alternatives 
Analysis, it was assumed that federal funds would total $700 million. If we 
receive more, it will be a bonus. 

Congressman James Oberstar, chair of the U.S. House Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee has twice told the local media he strongly supports this 
project and mentioned $900 million as a reasonable figure. 

2. Dealt with above. 

3. "This amount together with the operating subsidy will take at least a 
40 percent hike in property taxes." 

This is a scare tactic. The subsidy for rail could be funded without any increase in 
taxes, property or otherwise. 
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Our statclnent related to the full Locally Preferred Altemativc (LPA) and included 
operating losses. We estimate that the City's projected cost of the Full Corridor 
Alignment at $5.1 billion in 2006 dollars (AA, table 5-1) is $2 billion understated (see 
www.honol~1lulraffic.co1n/costundersti~tc4.f) and to that must be added the airport spur 
bringing the total to $7.5 billion. This will take more than a 40 percent hike in property 
taxes. See http:!lwww.honol~1lutraffic.cornlrailfil13.pdf which is a spreadsheet using 
an earlier estimate of $6.4 billion that resulted in a 40 percent hike in property taxes. If 
the City wishes to disagree, they should be specific. 

4. "Automobiles are on average more energy efficient than modern rail 
lines." 

According to the U.S. Department of Energy's 2007 Data Book, rail uses 36 
percent less energy per passenger-mile than cars and trucks. 

This attempt to confuse the average of rail lines with the weighted average of all rail 
lines, which includes New York, is quite deliberate. They know that New York City's 
energy efficient subways provide 57 percent of the nation's rail transit ridership and 
dominate the weighted average. We should be comparing ourselves to rail technologies 
siniilar to what we would be getting. In fact, whether you take just modern rail lines, or 
all rail lines including New York City, but use a straight average instead of a weighted 
average the automobile still comes out ahead with Btu's per passenger mile of 3,445 
versus rail's 4,337. They know we are right on this. See this web page: 
http:/!www.stoprailnow.cominws~~benerqy~~se.vdf. 

5. "The city admits future traffic congestion will be worse with rail than 
it is today." 

This is a cleverly crafted statement that knowingly uses only part of the 
information available. The Alternatives Analysis shows that a fixed guideway will 
reduce future traffic congestion between Kapolei and Honolulu by 11 percent. 

This is pure spin. He is not denying that traffic congestion will be worse than today only 
that rail will reduce congestion by 11 percent from what it would be without rail. 

6. "The city's own Parsons Brinckerhoff studies forecast that with rail, 
rush hour traffic will be 37% greater than it is today." 

This is another cleverly crafted statement that uses only part of the information 
available. With the expected increases in population and employment in the 
future, rail transit promises the greatest reduction of this increased congestion. 

More spin; he is still not denying that congestion will be worse with rail than it is today. 

7. "Bus.Rapid Transit and autos on High Occupancy Toll 'HOT LANES' 
is [sic] the most cost-effective way to reduce congestion and thus 
reduce pollution and energy use." 

This statement has no basis in fact. The Alternatives Analysis compared the 
costs per users of Managed Lanes and the 20-mile fixed guideway and found 
that the Managed Lane is between $63 and $50 per user, while the fixed 
guideway is about $21 per user. 

In addition, Managed Lanes would provide approximately 2 million hours of user 
benefits per year. The 20-mile fixed guideway would provide approximately 12 
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million hours of user benefits per year. Page 6-6 of the Alternatives Analysis 
states, "The Fixed Guideway alternative is approximately four times as effective 
at providing transit user benefits per annualized incremental dollar cost as the 
Managed Lane alternative." 

Our statement refers to the detailed findings of the UHCS Study, which the city has made 
no attempt to refute. All they have done is personally attack Dr. Prevedouros who led the 
study. Failing any significant analysis of the UHCS Study by the City we will continue to 
quote it. 

GETTING IT RIGHT 

Misinformation about rail 

Below are inaccurate statements about rail transit and HOT lanes taken from 
their source websites. The statements are grouped by category: traffic 
congestion, financial plan-costs, Managed Lanes-HOT lanes, ridership, travel 
times, Environmental Impact Statement, population, train speed, route, 
environment, downtown and Phileas buses. 

TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

"You may be even more outraged to find that it has never been our elected 
officials intention to improve traffic congestion." (stoprailnow.com) 

One of the goals from the beginning has been to reduce traffic congestion and 
improve corridor mobility, which includes reducing travel times and 
improving travel time reliability. 

Nowhere in the AA is there any sign of intent to reduce traffic congestion below current 
levels, only to "increase urban mobility" by which they mean by public transportation. 

These excerpts from a letter sent by DTS Director Melvin Kaku to Cliff Slater on June 
20, 2006, show that the City did not have congestion reduction as a main requirement: 

"Projects with the purpose of providing roadway mobility I'or auto~nobiles and 
colnlnercial vehicles are outside of the authorization of Act 247; therefore, they will not 
be considered for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project . . . 
"While the transit system will reduce the number of drivers on congested roadways 
within the corridor, the conidor is expected to continue experiencing growth in travel 
demand. The transportation corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at 
Manoa will continue to experience substantial traffic congestion; however, congestion in 
the corridor is expected to decrease somewhat after the system opens, and grow at a 
reduced rate after that time because of automobile trips diverted to transit." 

All the City hopes to do is to use rail to reduce congestion to levels below what they 
would be if we did nothing. The AA table 3- 12 shows that present peak hour levels on the 
regular H-1 freeway lanes are 10,960 vehicles. If we build rail the city forecasts 17,414. 
That will mean a considerable increase in traffic congestion relative to today's levels. If 
we do nothing (No-Build Alternative), the demand will only increase to 18,049. 

FINANCIAL PLAN-COSTS 
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"Even if Honolulu receives $900 million in federal aid, all of it will be 
spent in foreign countries or on the mainland. No federal funds will 
ever reach Oahu." (stoprailnow.com) 

This statement is absurd. The largest cost elements of the project are the 
construction of the guideway, stations and maintenance facility and associated 
costs for utility relocations and street repaving. All of this work, of course, will be 
done on-site in Honolulu, as will most of the professional service activities. 

Stop Rail Now finds no record of us saying this. However, it may well be 
true it is just that we have not researched this issue. 

The City cannot afford rail because it will cost $150 million a year to 
operate and maintain." (stoprailnow.com) 

The estimated annual operating and maintenance costs for a fixed guideway are 
approximately $60 million. The cost of operating and maintaining a bus and rail 
system will be less than the cost of carrying the same number of riders on a bus 
only system. 

We can find no record of us having said this. However, it may well be true; 
we have yet to research it. 

MANAGED LANES-HOT LANES 

"Engineers for the Tampa elevated toll lanes say an elevated toll road can 
be built in Honolulu for less than $1 billion." (stoprailnow.com) 

According to an e-mail from Linda Figg, whose firm designed the Tampa project, 
"We (Figg Engineering) have not done any "detailed engineering studies" of what 
estimates of probable construction costs would be for the elevated structure." 

"We simply took those actual cost figures (from Tampa) and escalated the costs 
to today's time and included the escalations that might be anticipated for 
construction in Hawaii. The values that Cliff Slater is referencing look like the ball 
park figures that we determined from that back of the napkin review." 

What they precisely said was that they could not believe that it would cost as 
much as one billion dollars. Figg Bridge does other work in Hawaii and is 
familiar with geotechnical and labor conditions. They are also familiar with 
the proposed route of the HOT lanes proposal. Given that they are not going 
to perfonn "detailed engineering studies" for the city for free, their comments 
are valid and we think reasonable. 

"In the 2006 AA, 10-mile Hot Lane performed only a little worse than 20 
miles of rail line." (stoprailnow.com) 

The fixed guideway is projected to reduce traffic congestion by about 11 percent 
in the study corridor. The Managed Lane-HOT lane option reduces future traffic 
congestion by about 4 percent. The fixed guideway is a more cost-effective 
solution per user benefit than Managed Lanes-HOT lanes (AA, table 6-1). 

We can find no record of this poorly written sentence coming from us. 
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HOT lanes pay for themselves with toll revenues and federal funds." 
(various) 

Toll revenues would fund only about 20 to 25 percent of the cost of HOT lanes. 
No other funding sources have been identified. 

We see no reason why toll revenues cannot provide half of the $900 million 
capital costs and FHWA the other half. Even if FHWA did not fund it, the local 
taxpayer load $450 million is so incomparably small relative to rail transit that the 
city could have the state legislature amend Act 247 to allow its use for HOT lanes 
and still be able to terminate the tax in about four years. 

POPULATION 

"The rail project is totally out of line for the size of our community." 
(stoprailnow) 

Honolulu is fifth densest among cities with populations of 500,000 or more. We 
are the only one without a rail system. 

More spin. No one compares "cities" but rather metro areas - contiguous urban 
areas with logical linkage for sharing urban transportation. Rather than San 
Francisco the federal government reviews the whole Bay Area. The USDOT's 
listing of metro areas has Honolulu as the 56t" largest and most of the 55 that are 
larger than us have no rail. 

In addition, rail transit's cost per capita for Honolulu is at least seven times the 
next highest cost per capita among all metro areas and ten times the average. 

TRAIN SPEED 

"Train is not rapid." (stoprailnow.com) 

Rail will achieve a top speed of 55 mph or greater between many stations. 

More spin. We, of course, only deal with average speeds fiom origin to 
destination. The city claims they will average 30 mph but that will be a reach and 
be, more likely, 25-28 mph. In any case, 30 mph is not rapid in comparison to 
uncongested highway speeds of 60 mph such as the HOT lanes would provide. 

ROUTE 

"Virtually everyone will have to use buses to get to rail stations. 
(stopraiInow.com)" 

Rail stations will [be] accessible by automobile, bus, bicycle paths and walkways. 
In the transit corridor, 23 percent of the population and 38 percent of the 
employment will be within a 10-minute walk of a rail station. 

We do not find it credible that 23 percent of the corridor population will be within 
a ten minute walk from a station. We will ignore for a moment that a qual-ter mile 
is considered by the feds to be the maximum that people will walk to station or 
bus. 
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However, we have not made a detailed study of this and if the city has, we will be 
happy to review it with them and concede that they are right should that hlm out 
to be the case. 

"They are delaying the theoretical opening until 2019." 
(stoprailnow.com) 

The projected opening is 201 8. 

The City's AA Financial Feasibility Report, Table B-4, shows that operating and 
maintenance costs for the 20-mile project begins in 2019, while the full length 
system begins in 2020 (Table B-5). 

ENVIRONMENT 

"The noise from steel on steel is an environmental blight." 
(stoprailnow.com) 

Rail decibel levels are about the same sound as a city bus. 

Yes buses are noisy. However, rail has a particularly annoying sound that at 79 
decibels @ 50 feet coming by every 1% minutes, in addition to buses and other 
ambient noise, makes the situation far worse. 
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Creation Date : 2/6/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Theresa 
Last Name : Hookano 
BusinesslOrganization : Central Pacific Bank 
Address : 220 S. King Street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 550 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 3 
Email : theresa.hookano6centralpacificbank.com 
Telephone : 544-0756 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 02/06/2009 
Submission ContentINotes : We are concerned about the impact construction will have on our 

Kapalama Branch located at 1535 Dillingham Blvd. 

1. How will the construction impact traffic along Dillingham Blvd.? Will 
construction be phased to close one lane at a time thus creating traffic 
bottle necks? 
2. During construction, we are concerned egress into our facility will be 
compromised. 
3. We are concerned about the construction noise, dust and heavy 
equipment vibrations during business hours. We understand the street 
will be a construction site, however we need to conduct business in a 
business like fashion and not have to raise our voices to be heard by our 
customers. 
4. Will there be road closures during normal business hours? 
5. Is night work a consideration? 
6. Will portions of the property need to be condemned or encroached 
upon to allow the rail structure? 
7. How will the project phasing be communicated to affected 
businesses? Will we receive prior notification of critical work that will 
impact our foot and vehicular traffic? 
8.After completion of the project will visibility to our facility be 
compromised?We rely on street visibility of signage and placements of 
vertical support structures may block visibility. 
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Initial Action Needed 
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Paul 
Hooper 
UHM (ret) 
700 Richards St. 

2406 
Honolulu 
HI 
9681 3 
hoopera hawaii.edu 
341 -31 36 

Standard 
Website 

1211 112008 
Having been loosely associated with rail transit matters since the time of 
the initial Fasi proposal, I am a strong supporter. Major cities simply 
cannot function well over the long term without some version of off-grade 
rail transit. However, I also believe the present proposal should be 
modified in several ways. First, in light of the immense cost involved, it 
should be made clear that no ground will be broken until there is iron- 
clad assurance that all possible Federal support (including new 
prospects presently under discussion) will be available. Second, 
construction of the system should follow the classic pattern and be built 
from the city core outward rather than as currently planned. There are 
several reasons this makes good sense. Particularly if some future 
event--economic or other--were to cause a halt in the project, it would be 
far preferable to have a segment serving the urban core instead of one 
starting in Ewa and stopping in Waipahu or Pearl City. The project 
definitely should be moved ahead but not so rapidly that overly hasty 
decisions are made. 
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Creation Date : 1 112 1/2008 
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First Name : HArry 
Last Name : Huyler 
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Address : 147 Oko St 
Apt.lSuite No. : 3 
City : Kailua 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96734 
Email : hwhuylera yahoo.com 
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Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1/21/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : Rail and What Is The Cost from Year 1 to 10. 

First, we the public need to see a published, in the local week-end 
newspapers, counting of the votes for and against RAIL. The pure 
number count of voters who were FOR and those AGAINST. 
Second, the public needs to see, published in the local week-end 
newspapers, the complete costs of the STEEL ON STEEL rail system, 
from year 1 through year 10. All involved costs AND all projected 
sources and amount of funds projected to be received to fund the costs. 
Third, the current route, which does not include the AIRPORT, seems to 
be politically motivated, therefore an ECONOMIC ANALYSIS must be 
provided to the public, in the local week-end newspapers, showing the 
advantages and disadvantages of all possible routes, including 
AIRPORT & SALT LAKE. 
Fourth, what is the future plan to provide similar service to all parts of 
Oahu. If there is no plan, WHY ISN'T THERE A PLAN, are we not as 
important as citizens on the current proposed route? 
Fifth, who are the BUSINESS proponents fort the current RAIL system, 
what amount of have they contributed to any Hawaii Legistive members 
campaigns or operating expenses, AND what plans do those businesses 
have for improvements in areas currently committed to being train 
stations/stops/loading-unloading? 
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Mr. Harry Huyler 
Page 3 
February 16, 20109 

letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContenffNotes : Aloha to whom ever this may concern, 

I really think that this transit system isnt great for Hawaii, espescially at 
times like this. Last night was one of Hawaii's biggest black out since the 
earth quake and we wouldnt have problems if we had back power plants 
to the ones we already have. If one goes down we have another. Look 
we have comments in the advertiser from people in Okinawa and they 
have yet to have a blackout like the one in Oahu. That tells you 
something, use our tax paylng money to something we need not to 
something we want. Im one of the people that voted for the transit not to 
be build, but seriously if the goverment gets there heads out of their 
asses an really look over everything they could see what exactly were 
going through. thanks for your time for reading my response. 
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ken 
ikeda 

Email 
Website 



Submissioll ContentINotes : A couple of questions ...y our Q&A section estimates 25,000 cars off the 
road each day due to rail. But the reason the highways are crowded is 
because everyone has to be in the same area around the same time. So 
if you can carry 300 people, or 6000 per hour (again from your Q&A 
section) what about the rest of the people who need to be at work at the 
same time as those other 6000 people? Don't they still have to drive? so 
how can you estimate 25,000 cars off the road if only 4000 cars are off 
the road during the time people need to be travelling to work? 

Second question ... is it legal to have people vote on a rail system if the 
eis is provided only a few days before the ballot? If not, then the legal 
challenge will end up costing more and the vote will need to happen 
again. 

Third (and final for now) question ... will the ballot issue be on neighbor 
island ballots? While the GET increase may have been on Oahu, if you 
assume that it does not flow to other counties, that is somewhat short- 
sighted (I hope that is not the extent of the reasoning abilities applied to 
the rail project). Is the tax increase charged to businesses on the other 
islands that purchase goods from Oahu? If so then it would seem to be a 
constitutional issue that could be challenged and again delay the project 
and or the vote. 

(for the record I support the effort to have a rail system although I feel 
the current model is not feasible. I wonder if anyone in office would like 
to wager or bet their reputation on whether or not it will actually help by 
the time it is built?) 

thanks ... ken 
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Submission ContentlNotes : I believe that rail would work best, that is get the most usage, by going 

near the airport not through Salt Lake. I also believe the ridership on the 
first segment would be higher if the rail is built nearer to town. It makes 
no sense to build it out west first. Lack of use with that train that "goes 
nowhere" could cause large financial issues and would increase 
taxpayer burden. 
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Bill 
James 
JPods LLC 
5255 Stevens Creek Blvd 

137 
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Email 
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Submission ContentINotes : According to DOE: 
Trains use 2,996 BTU's per passenger-mile. 
Cars use 3,512 BTU's per passenger-mile. 

Cars and trains are nearly equally wasteful and harmful to the climate. 

Personal Rapid Transit (PRT) sets an efficient paradigm shift. Read 
Congressional Office of Technology Assessment study PB-244854 for 
background. There are numerous additional studies. 

Morgantown's PRT network has delivered 110 million injury-free, oil-free 
passenger miles. 

Our version of PRT, JPods use 433 BTU's per passenger-mile, efficient 
enough that solar collectors 6-foot wide mounted over the rails gather 
5,000 to 12,000 vehicle-miles of power per mile of rail per typical day. 

We can build a demonstration unit in Hawaii within 5 months if you will 
grant rights of way. We will build this unit with private capital. 

In 6 years we can displace 70% of oil-based transportation in Honolulu. 
Here is link to our response to San Jose's request to build such 
networks: 
http://www.jpods.com/JPods/OO7Cities/SanJose/SanJoseJPodsProposal 
2008All.pdf 
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Dear Participant : 

Subject : Hono1ul.u High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Irnoact Stat'ement /Section 4 (f ) Evaluation 

Attached for your review and comment is a Draft Environmental 
Tmpact Statement (EZSJ /Sectior. 4 :E! Evaluation grepared pursuant: 
to the National Environmental Policy Act, Sect ion  4 ( f )  of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, State of Hawaii 
EIS Law (Hawaii Revised Statutes, Chapter 343) and the, State of 
Hawaii EZS rules (Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Chapter 
200). 

TITLE OF PROJECT.: Q,onolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
LOCXTION: Island of  O' ahu, Honolulu and 'Ewa Districts 

TAX MAP KEY NUMBERS: 1-1-2,3,4,6,7,10,35,64,73; 1-2- 
3,9,13,17,18,26; 1-5-7,15,20,21,28; 2-1-14,27,30,31,50,52; 2-3- 
2,4,7,38,39; 9-1-16,17,18; 9-4-8,11,17,19,47,48; 9-6-3,4; 9-7- 
22,23,24; 9-8-9,24,15; 9-9-1,2,3,48,71,76: various parcels 
AGENCY ACT ION : X APPLICANT ACTION: 

Your comments must: be received or postmarked by January 7, 2009. 
Please send original comments to: 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Senrices' 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968 13 
(808) 758-8303 

comments to OEQC and to: 
Mr. Ted  atl ley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, California 94105 
(415) 744-3133 

Thank you for your assistance in this important project. / / / f ~  {OK 



.a &?tea goup of councilmem- 
6. flipped Romy and Salt 
Laka thc'bM and re-re-routed 

* Fixed out-Of.pocket costs. 
No annual dollar marlmumr 
No waiting periods 
Choice ofparUclpatin(td~sts 
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Submission ContentlNotes : I believe that the Rail Transit route should go to the airport and not 

through Salt Lake. Our economy depends on Tourism and this would 
help tourists adjust better to our big city atmosphere as they make their 
way to their Waikiki hotels. Sure taxi drivers and others in the 
transportation business won't like this. But our government has to look 
"at the big picture" here and do the right thing. I also feel that the 
beginning construction and operation of transit should start in a more 
heavily populated area. Such as Aiea to downtown. And NOT starting 
from Kapolei with construction and operation heading Eastward. 
"Biggest bang for the buck" and not catering to political special interests! 
Please! No more talk and studies. Just do it! Mahalo 
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First Name : Sue 
Last Name : Jansen 
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Submission ContentINotes : It is much more akamai to have the train route go to the airport. You 

need a relaxed less stressful way of getting tourists to Waikiki. This will 
help. Also it makes more sense to start building the train in the more 
popululated or higher potential use area. Starting to build the train in 
Ewa will not generate much ticket sales and what if the project is put on 
hold due to lack of funds, etc. Then you have a train only benefiting a 
few. Start building it at the airport,Waikiki or near UH. And build out from 
there. I know my ideas will generate extra costs but lets do this the right 
akamai wav! 







Wonoiulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact StatementlSection 4(fl Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materiaIs contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National I-Iistoric Preservation Act, Section 4(9 of the US. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains aected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www.ho'nolu1r1transit.org. 

You may provide o.Ecial comments in several ways. I-Iere at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. M e r  the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at vmv.honolulutrausit.org or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department sf Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Find EIS. 

Phone: 8~2 84 6 - ~ 3 $ T g  
_..-- ' . 

E-mail: ---- 







February 2,2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEIS] 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

As CPA's, we support and affordable traffic solutions for the City and County of.Honolulu. We find 
several flaws regarding funding for the proposed rail project currently estimated to cost $5.5 billion for the 
airport route adopted on January 28, 2009 and summarized in Section 6 of the Draft Environmental lmpact 
Statement [DEIS]. We believe these flaws are of such magnitudes that not only will this project be neither 
viable nor affordable; this project will jeopardize our City and County's financial health and sustainability. 

How realistic are the funding assumptions? 

The basis for funding the proposed rail system is a 1/2% excise surcharge assessed on county transactions from 
fanuary 1,2007 to December 31,2021. Using the City's figures provided in Section 6 of the DEIS, this 
surcharge needs to generate a minimum o f  $4.1 billion. The cash flow statement of  the DEIS includes 
surcharge tax collections through 2023, two years past the 2021 collection expiration date provided by law. 
When the taxes for the additional two years are deleted from the City's projection, the required collections are 
short by 5473.5 million [Exhibit A]. 

The collections from January 2007 to December 2008, total $294 million, substantially below the City's 
projections. It would require a minimum tax growth rate of 9.46% every year for thirteen [I31 years [Exhibit 
61. Based on the Honolulu's economic history and the current global economy, this growth rate is 
unattainable. 

What do the economists say? 

The Council on Revenues [the economic board that provide forecasts of tax revenues to the Governor and 
State Legislators] issued new tax collection forecasts on January 12,2009 [Exhibit C.] The forecast for growth 
in Hawaii tax revenues for 2009 through 2015 are -3.1%, 1%, 3.5%, 5.3%, 6%) 6.5%) and 6.5%. Using these 
forecasts, it would require an increase, compounded annually; in collections o f  25.29% from 2016 to 2021 
[Exhibit Dl. These forecasts do not include the additional cost for borrowing funds due to the shortfall in 
surcharge tax collections. This rate of required growth in tax collections is unattainable based on our 
economic history. 

The funding should be based on the economic realities and reasonable factors: 

1. 2007 and 2008: The actual surcharge collections 
2. 2009 through 2015: The Council on Revenues forecasts 
3. 2016 through 2021: Using a 6.5% growth rate of collections 

Based on the above assumptions, the City will experience a $1.26 billion shortfall by the year 2021 [Exhibit El. 



Department of  Transportation Service 
February 2,2009 

Page 2 o f  2 

How much will the federal government contribute? 

The DElS estimates this rail project will cost approximately $5.5 billion, with $1.4 billion to be provided by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation. The federal funds are to be paid through their "New Starts" grants in the 
amount $200 million per year for seven [7] consecutive years. The 2009 budget for "new starts" is $1.475 
billion for 30 grants that were selected from mass transit program applications from municipalities nationwide. 
The average grant is $47 million with two-thirds 12/31 of the grants going to cities with populations averaging 
5.4 times the size of Honolulu. The average grant for smaller cities such as Honolulu is $23.5 million. There is 
great competition for these grants. The DElS assumption that Honolulu will successfully obtain 1/7 of the 
country's mass transit budget for seven consecutive years is unrealistic and not viable. 

What are the risks? 

Honolulu could have a rail system that is never completed. With no monies available to complete the 
project, the useless concrete pillars will be a monument to an irresponsible act that will mar our 
landscape for years to come. 

Honolulu's credit rating couid plummet resulting in higher unbudgeted costs for interest on borrowed 
funds. 

Residents could face tax increases to pay for the shortage that will put undue economic pressure on 
them and future generations. 

Honolulu could be bankrupt due to all the debt that even future generations cannot service. 

The City and County of Honolulu has a duty to its residents and taxpayers to act appropriately and prudently 
when committing our resources to traffic solutions. The solutions must be viable and affordable. We await 
your response to our concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

Janet I. Jensen, CPA 
728 Elepaio Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 
Telephone: 808.735.3797 
Facsimile: 808.734.0189 
Email: ji@mansotre.com 

6. Jeannie Hedberg, CPA 
415 South Street #3502 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.546-1122 
Email: hedberscoa@aol.com 

David Latham, CPA 
735 Bishop Street, Ste 432 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.521.5064 
Facsimile: 808.521.5065 
Email: dave@davidelathamc~a.com 

/ Kathleen S. Meier, CPA 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 
Telephone: 808.263.8884 

? . Facsimile: 808.263.8842 
" . ,Email: kmeier-cpaChawaii:rr.com .... 

' - .  . . 

Joe Wikoff CPA, Wikoff Combs & Co., LLC 
1001 Bishop Street, ASB Tower, Suite 2760 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.791.1430 
Facsimile: 808.791.1440 

Email: Joe@wiknffcombsc~a.com 







From: Pearl Johnson [mailto:pearlj@hawaii.rr.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 11:54 AM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Rail DEIS 

I think that the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project DElS is quite inadequate. A supplemental DElS 
must be produced to address many unanswered questions: 

1. Will any stations have restrooms? 
2. How can the streets over which rail will run not lose lanes when such large columns will be placed in the 

middle? 
3. What will be done to counteract the darkness resulting from train bed over narrow streets such as Kona 

and Halekauwila Sts? Has the cost been factored into the maintenance cost? 
4. Why does the train start in  Kapolei? The stated reason of starting a t  the maintenance 

facility is inadequate. Every other new system was started in the city, where the riders 
are. How did other systems cope with the distance from maintenance? 

5. How high will the Ala Moana station be? 
6. Why are whole communities of poor people, such as the Banana Patch, being displaced 

when the DEIS plainly states that they will be unable to  find comparable homes with the 
compensation to  be offered? Elsewhere in the document re-alignments are suggested to save 
historic buildings. But no such measures are considered necessary when it is only poor people that are 
in the way of the train or a parking lot. 

7. The unsightliness of elevated rail's impact on tourism, the city's main industry, is not addressed. Why 
would anyone want to come here when it will be as ugly and noisy as Brooklyn or Chicago? 

The supplemental DEIS should be available at no cost to those who request it, so please do not make it fancy 
and expensive. 

Pearl Johnson 
2404 Kanealii Ave. 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
808-537-5471 









Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 11/21/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : John 
Last Name : Johnston 
BusinesslOrganization : Shinseido Therapy 
Address : 55 S. Kukui St. 
Alternative Preference : Airport 
Apt.lSuite No. : D 2102 
City : Honolulu 
State : Hi 
Zip Code : 9681 3 
Email : johnQshinseidotherapy.com 
Telephone : 265-6477 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1/21 12008 
Submission ContentINotes : 100% behind the airport route! Let's get started. 

Already too much talking. 

Thank you, 

iohn 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 1 /24/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Kaimi 
Last Name : Judd 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 3 
Email : kaimijudd Q hotrnail.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : i 1/24/2008 
Submission ContentlNotes : The sequence of construction and operability should begin at the highest 

congestion point and where the shod commutes will help at first - 
whether it be downtown or somewhere near it. Construction should 
continue to head out in both directions towards UH and especially out 
west. It should DEFINITELY have a stop at the airport. The stops 
should also be integrated with bus stops that have short circulations 
through the general area of the stop. 

See other successful systems such as BART that have built in stages - 
they follow the same sequence of starting construction and operability at 
the heart of the traffic and not out on the edges. 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/6/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Brent 
Last Name : Kagawa 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 91 -1 120 Puahala Stret 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 18R 
City : Ewa Beach 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96706 
Emaii : ba-kagawaQ yahoo.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/06/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : I am in favor of the rail system. 

I would like to know the following: 

I )  plans for police protection for the rail and for each individual station. 
2) does the rail plan to run 24/7 and will police protection be provided? 
3) are there plans for parking and security for the parking at each 
individual station? 

Thank you for your time. 







Kaka'ako Business and Landowners Association 
P.O.BOX 898 

Honolulu, ]HI 96808 
Tel: (808) 597-1102 Fax: (808) 591-6634 

Mr. Ted Matley 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration - Region IX 
20 1 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94 105 

November 28,2008 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

Re: Rxquest to extend the January 7,2009 deadline for comments on the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka, 

Kaka'ako Business'and Landowners Association is a group of small businesses and landowners 
in Central Kaka'ako. We are requesting that the deadline for the comment period be extended 
two months beyond the January 7,2009 deadline. 

We will all be greatly impacted by the transit route through and stations in Kaka'ako. Some of 
us will be impacted moxe than others because of partid and full property condemnation. So it is 
important for us to try to understand the details of the draft EIS in order to submit comments. 
We do not have the expertise in this field nor do we have the staff to study the draft EIS. It will 
take us time to absorb a l l  that is in the EIS. But because we are smaIl businesses owners, we 
spend all of our time on our businesses and in these difficult economic times, it is all the more 
important that we keep an eye on our business. Compounding the issue is that December is the 
busiest time of the year for us and in January, many of us are closing our books for the fiscal 
year. We cannot afford to neglect our businesses. 

d 
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By extending the comment period two months beyond January 7,2009, it will &kt 9 I; 
holidays and our year end closing and also give us the time to learn about the @S @mes%d tom make sensible comments. 3) - 
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Dexter Okada 





Kaka'ako Business and Landowners Association 
P.O.BOX 898 

Honolulu, $11 96808 
Tel: (808) 597-1102 Fax: (808) 591-6634 

Mr. Ted Matley 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration - Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94 I05 

February 3,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Re: Comments on the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation 

Dear Messrs. Matlcy and Yoshioka, 

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Comdor Project(HI-ICTCP), the accompanying 
construction, and the Transit Oriented Development(T0D) ~vill have a detrimental impact on the 
small businesses and small property owners in Kaka'ako. What makes it more tragic is that the 
purpose of the HHCTCP as stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement(DE1S) preface 
to connect Kapolei to University of Hawaii at Manoa will not be fulfilled. The DEIS trivializes 
the problems that the HHCTCP will cause. The DEIS also minimizes and pushes the mitigating 
steps into sometime in the fitture. 

Kaka'ako Mauka is a mixed hse(residentia1, commercial, service and light industrial) district 
under the jurisdiction of the State of Hawaii. fn 2006, there were 1,479 businesses with 16,93 1 
ernployees(3.7% of Honolulu's workforce). The 2006 annual sales of businesses was $2.02 
billion. On Oahu, it is the farthest east industrid area that serves all of East Honolulu, much of 
the Windward area, and the urban core. Any disruption of the businesses in Kaka'ako will have 
a ripple effect through Honolulu's economy. 

In the DEIS, it states: 
1. P. i ". . . the CounciI of the City and County of HonoIuIu selected the Locally 

Preferred Alternative to be a fixed guideway project from Kapolei to the University 
of Hawai'i at Manoa(UH Manoa) with a connection to Waikiki." 

2. P. 1-1 9 "The continued operation of UH Moana as a commuter school along with the 
opening of UH West Oahu will generate a strong student transportation market in the 
study corridor.'' 

With this in mind, the voters of the City and County of Honolulu voted on the rail transit issue, 
53% for and 47% against. The initial segment will go from Kapoiei to Ala Moana Shopping 
Center, On page 33 of the DEIS Appendix A, the station at the end of the initial segment at Ala 



Moana Shopping Center will be 35-40 feet above the street level, nowhere close to clearing the 
newly built Nordstram extension of Ala Moana Shopping Center. So how wilt the transit reach 
UH Manoa or Waikiki? Page 33 of the DEIS Appendix A also shows a separate "future 
extension" that starts climbing from 40 feet at Pensacola Street to 90 feet to clear the Nordstram 
extension. But the DEIS does not discuss this extension. What about the problems that wiIi 
arise because of this ''%tore extension'? How will these problems be mitigated? 

1. Visual impact 
2. 90 feet columns to support the rail and the station 
3. How wilt it come down on the Waikiki side of the Nordstram extension 
4. How will it Fit the narrow canyon of Kona street between the big buildings. 

Without clarifying information in the DEIS, it can onty be assumed that the ''future extension" is 
either an impractical task or a cost prohibitive task because if the "hntre extension" is viable, 
then why build the station at 40 feet in the initial segment. This means that the Locally Preferred 
Alternative wil1,not be achieved. 

1. The traffic caused by students going to UH Manoa will not be relieved 
2. The traffic caused by workers going to Waikiki will not be relieved 
3. Businesses have suffered or closed down for nothing 
4. Property owners have lost all or part of their property for nothing 
5. Would the vote have been 53% to 47% if this information had been out before the election 

Since the LPA goes to UH Manoa and Waikiki, the DEIS must vaiidate how the route is going to 
get to UH Manoa and Waikiki from Ala Moana Shopping Center. If the problems are too great 
to mitigate, then alternative routes must be studied, Kapiolani BouIevard or King Street. 

Far too often, when there is a construction project, there is too much hoopla that goes on about 
how much job the construction project creates. What is overlooked or tcivialized is the cost of 
the damage or outright destruction of small businesses and properties in the constructiot~ area. 
The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project DEIS is no exception. There.is no 
analysis of the economic damage that the project will have on the small businesses both in 
regards to revenue and cost. 

1. P.S-6 "Displaced businesses would need to purchase or lease new 
commercial~industrial space, and the location where employees would work would 
change, .. . Where relocations would occur, affected property owners, businesses, or 
~esidents would receive compensation . . ." 

2. P.4-20 "Based on the relatiye& small numbers of parcels affected by f i tH acquisitions 
I, ... 

3. P.4- 153 "Construction work details will be developed during preliminary andfinal 
design. Effects could include dust, noise, and traffic disruption congestion, and 
diversion, as well as limited or femporurily lost access and parking to residences and 
businesses. . .. The maintenance and storage facility, park-and-ride lots, and stations 
could be used for construction staging areas. Additional area would be identified by 



contractor as tteeded. . . . Access to businesses near construction activities could be 
temporarily affected." 

4. P.4-154 "Segments of Halekauwila and Queen Streets tnay be made temporarily one- 
way or have parking eliminated during construction." 

5. P.4-155 "Durirrg dcveIopment of the Construction S a m  and Security PCans, 
measures would be identified to tninimize effects on communities ancl their resources 
that address specific consequences anticipated at each location within the various 
communities, as well as ensure the sgfety of the public and the environment." 

These are only sample excerpts fiom the DEIS, Instead of a detailed study of the impacts, many 
of the problems are trivialized by using terms such as "relatively small", "Iimited or temporarily" 
or "minimize" and solutions are pushed into the future, "during preliminary and final design", 
"as needed" or "may''. 

In Kaka'ako, there are many small businesses and properties around the current transit route. 
Some of the challenges that currently exist are: 

1. Limited parking 
2. Narrow street 
3. Congestion 
4. Building settling problems due to loose compaction of soil in the past 
5. Water table close to ground level 
6. Underground streams 
7. Lack of area for dewatering 
8. Old and fragile infkastructure 

These chalrenges will be exacerbated by the construction. The DEIS does not come even close 
to addressing these challenges. The result will be the damaging or destruction of these small 
businesses. 

In regards to TOD, the DEIS states: 
P 4- 166 ". . .the Project's primary indirect effect would be to alter deve~o~mknt near the 
stations, bringing higher densities than presently planned.. .". 

The rule of thumb often mentioned is that the TOD applies to areas within a quarter mile radius 
of the transit station With the two stations ixi Kaka'ako, dl of Kaka'ako becomes a TOD. With 
higher density comes higher property valuations thus higher property taxes. Higher properties 
taxes will make it difficult for small businesses to remain in Kaka'ako. What impact will the 
TOD and accompany rules have on the character of the Kaka'ako community and the support it 
provides to the rest oFHonolulu? The DEIS does not address this issue. 

The DEIS must be expanded to include: 
1. A detailed analysis of whether the LPA can be achieved. What are the impacts of 

extending the initial segment from Ala Moana Center to UH Manoa? 



2. The LPA was approved going through Salt Lake; yet the Airport alternative was 
included in the DEIS. Under the same logic, the DEIS should be expanded to include 
an analysis of alternative routes that will go from Iwifei to King Street or Kapiolani 
Boulevard. 

3. A more detailed analysis of the impacts on construction on the communities. 
4. A more detailed analysis of the impacts of TODs on communities. 
5. More meaningful mitigating steps. 

The HHCTCP should serve the communities of  Honolulu. The communities should not serve 
the HHCTCP. 

Thank you, 

Dexter Okada 









KAMEHAMEHA SCHOOLS 

Mr. Ted Matley 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federai Transit Administration - Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yosliioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact StatemenVSection 4(f) Evaluation 
("DEIS') for the EIonolulu Hi&-Cavacitv Transit Corridor Proiect ("'Project") 

Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the Project. 

As a brief background, Kamehameha Scl~ools ("KS") is a charitable educational trust, founded in I887 
through the Will and Estate of Princess Bernice Pauahi Bishop, whose mission is to provide educational 
opportunities to improve the capabiIity and well-being of Native Hawaiians. KS currently offers a wide 
range of educational programs and services, including K-12 campus programs, preschools, financial aid, 
outreach programs, community education and collaborations with schools and community organizations. 
This past year, KS' p r o m  and services reached more than 38,000 Native Hawaiian children and 
families. 

In additiori to providing educational programs and services, KS owils and maintains, as an important part 
of its ancestral and cultural legacy, over 365,000 acres of privately-held lands in Hawai'i. These lands are 
part of an endowment that provides the financial resources necessary to support these educational services 
and programs. As a Native Hawaiian educational organization, landowner and community member, KS 
has worked and continues to strive to work collaboratively with government, businesses, community 
organizations and others on solutions to the difficult challenges facing our families and communities, 
such as education, employment, housing, energy, food supply, sustainability, transportation and quafity oP 
life. 

KS supports a rail transit system on Oahu as a long-term transportation solution. A rail transit system can 
provide a tremendous benefit to our communities by alleviating traffic congestion, reduciilg the use of 
fossil fuels, curbing urban sprawl, spumng development of communities and revitalizing our economy. 
We commend the City and County of BonoIulu and the Federal Transit Administration for their hard 
work in initiating and carrying forward this important transit project and are appreciative of the extensive 
effort of our City leaders and their staff to study and publicize the impacts of this project. 

567 South King Street . Honolulu, Mawai'i 96813-3036 Phone 808-523.6200 

Founded and Endotued by  the Legacy of Princess Bernice Pauahi Bishop 



Letter to Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka 
February 6,2009 
Page 2 of 2 

We received a copy of the DEXS for the Project and understand that our role or kuleana in this prescribed 
process is to review the DEIS and provide productive comments to help best assure the Project's 
successful completion. We have taken this responsibility seriously. We met with tenants and other 
business owners and operators on KS lands who occupy properties potentially affected by t l~e Project to 
become Familiar with their concerns and interests. We also retained consultants to provide us with an 
indepevdent review of specific aspects of the Project. The review of the thousands of pages of highly 
technical materials of the DEIS has taken time, and we appreciate your efforts in providing an extension 
of time for responses. It has made a meaninat  difference in the quality of our review. 

From this review, we have found many positive aspects to the DEIS and the proposed system. We have 
also identified, which is understandable in a document of this complexity, some items that we believe 
require additional study and work. In preparing our comments on those items, we have considered the 
potential impacts to our Iands and our ability to continue to fidfill our educational mission with the returns 
generated from our lands; the potential impacts on the hundreds of small-and large business tenants and 
individuals on our lands, the potential impacts on communities where KS is diligently planning 
redevelopment and revitalization measures; and as appropriate, the broader potential impacts on our 
communities and families. In addition, we have tried to make our comments specific, productive and 
solution-oriented so that you may more easily address concerns with the appropriate particulars and move 
ahead with a successful project. 

Our comments to the DEIS are set forth in full in Attachment A to this letter. 

We thank you again for the opportunity to participate in this process and look forward to continuing to 
work collaboratively with the City to help assure the timely success of this important project, which will 
benefit our families and communities for many generations. 

Kirk Bclsby 
Vice president, Endowment 
Kamehameha Schools 

Enclosures 



Kamehamella Schools rlesl) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
StatementiSectbn 4( f )  Evaluation ("DBIS') for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
("Projecl") prepared by the City and County of Honolulu (the "City") Department of Transportation 
Services ("DTS') and the Federal Transit Administration ("17TA") In order to provide comments that are 
helpful toward the success of the Project, KS retained consuItants to conduct in-depth assessments of 
specific aspects of the Project. UlfraSystems Environmental ("Uftr&yysleemr") was retained to provide a 
technical review of the Project and CBRE Consulting, Inc. ("CBRF') was retained to analyze the 
eoonomic impact of the proposed 'Project. This process has enabled KS to offer the following comments 
on the Project and the DEIS. 

KS estimates that construction of the Project could affect over one hundred of its properties and 
approximately one thousand of its tenants and sub-tenants, and their businesses.' Research by CBRE 
indicates that businesses dong the construction routes of major rail systems experience significant losses. 
White some disruption during cottstxuction is unavoidable, losses can be minimized if positive mitigation 
measures are taken. 

A. Physical Impacts 

Comment #I: Constrtiction activities coulil have srrbstantilrl eco~tottiic linancts on brisinesses 
and more sveciflc dbcmson of the construction irtroacls arid proooscd mitipalion ncemres LY 
reauested 

1. Information. Although section 4.17 of the DEIS contains a discussion of construction 
phasing effects, a more detailed discussion of anticipated construction impacts and the scheduling of 
construction activity would help businesses understand the full extent of construction-related impacts. 
Information such as the fo[lowing is requested: (a) the number of businesses directly affected by 
construction activity (i.e., businesses located adjacent to a constructior~ site and on property to be acquired 
by the City) and indirectly affected (i.e., within one mile of a construction site), (b) for various segments 
of the line, a more detailed estimate of the length of the construction period from commencement to 
conclusior~ of construction, including any time needed to relocate utilities prior to the commencement of 
construction on the actual rail system, and (c) the proposed location of construction barriers, the amount 
of time that barriers wit1 ba in place, specific land and street closings, and rerouted traffic patterns during 
construction. 

2. Concerns about Construction Activity. KS shares in the concern noted in the DEIS 
that construction will disrupt traffic and limit access to and from businesses in various ways. &g DEIS 
section 3.5.3 at 3-46 and section 4.17.1 at 4-153 to -154. In some cases, direct access to businesses will 
be lost or curtailed. Constnrotion will also result in loss of avaiIable parking? The erection of fc~lces 
around construction sites wilt diminish the visibility of certain businesses, thus reducing customer traftic: 
Even if a business maintains visibility during consbiction, there is a general tendency for people to avoid 
aesthetically unappealing construction sites, or avoid constnrction areas where traffic flow will be 
seriously compromised. KS is also concerned that construction will disrupt utility service during the 
length of the construction period, which KS understands could last fiom one to five years. More detail of 
thcse impacts by neighborhood is requested. 

3.  Mitigation Measures. The DEiS proposes a mitigation plan that toucl~es upon some of 
the physical impacts of wt~structio~~. 'The DEIS states that a Maintenance of Traffic (L'MOT') Plan and 



Transit Mitigation Plan ("TMP") will be developed to identify measures to mitigate temporary 
construction-related effects on transportation, &g DEIS section 3.5.7 at 3-48. The DEIS discusses the 
goals that the MOT Plan and TMP should achieve. Building upon that discussion, the objectives of the 
MOT Plan and TMI! could be advanced by inclusion of the following: 

(a) Agreements by project construction contractors that they will (i) ensure by 
necessary means (including phasing of the work) that access to businesses in the project area be 
maintained during project construction activities, (ii) coordinate the timing of temporary facility closures 
to minimize impacts to bushess activities in the project area- especially those with seasonal or high sales 
periods, (iii) minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to businesses in the project 
area, (iv) provide advance notice when utilities are to be disrupted especially if disruptions will be during 
regular business hours, and schedule major utility shut-offs during non-business hours; (v) keep roadways 
as clean as possible by using street sweepers and wheel washers to minimize off-site tracking; (vi) during 
dry periods, apply water to exposed soib to minimize airborne sediment; (vii) properly maintain 
construction equipment to minimize unnecessary exhaust; (viii) locate stockpile areas in less visibly- 
sensitive areas and, wherever possible, place them in areas that are not visible from the road, or by 
residents and businesses; (ix) remove visibly obtrusive erosion-control devices (e.g., silt fences, plastic 
ground cover, and straw bales) as soon as an area has been stabilized; (x) replace street trees and other 
vegetation that must be removed with appropriately sized vegetation; (xi) to the extent feasible, have the 
concrete decking along the cut-and-cover segments installed flush with the existing street or sidewalk 
levels; (xii) wherever feasible, maintain sidewalks at their ci~rrent width during construction and where a 
sidewalk must be temporarily narrowed during construction (e.g., deck installation), restore to its current 
width during the balance of the construction period; (xiii) construct site fencing of good quality, capable 
of supporting the accidental application of the weight of an adult without collapse or major deformation; 
(xiv) where major boulevards must be fenced, offer the business owners the opporlunity to request 
covered walkways in lieu of chain-link fencing; (xv) where covered walkways or solid surfiace fences are 
installed, implement a program to allow for art work (e.g., by local students) on the surface; and (xvi) 
where used, maintain in clean repair chain link fences. 

(b) Provisions for public information campaigns to inform the community Bat 
businesses arc open during project construction activities to encourage their continued patronage, 
including advertising of businesses. 

(c) Provision for a public involvement plan prior to the beginning of project 
construction to inform business owners of the project construction schedule and activities and to 
understand their needs, and to appropriately address them, including (i) interviews of individuat 
businesses potentially affected by construction activities to understand how these businesses carry out 
their work, and (ii) identifying business usage, delivery, and shipping patterns and critical times of the 
day and year for business activities, as well as alternate access routes to maintain critical business 
activities. 

(d) Provisions for a progratn to (i) convey construction information to the 
community, (ii) provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) regarding construction 
activities and ongoing business activities, (iii) enable tile community to "speak" to the appropriate persons 
at the FTA and the Rapid Transit Division of DTS ("RTD") during construction with a specific process 
for responding to community concerns in a timely manner, and (iv) install appropriate signage and 
lighting, and display other information to indicate that businesses in the corlstniction area are open, and to 
direct both pedestrian and vehicular traffic to businesses via alternate routes. 

(c) Provisions for a Business Disruption Mitigation Plan rBDMP') whereby the 
FTA and RTD will work with community residents, elected officials, local businesses, and community 



organizations to tailor the mitigation program to meet community needs prior to the commencement of 
construction activities. KS requests that the BDMP (i) include remedies for business owners if the 
measures in the BDMP are not observed, (ii) be readily available for public review, (iii) have a process to 
inform the public of its progress in implementing the measures identified through a quarterly program of 
auditing, monitoring, and reporting, (iv) identify a staff person to work directly with the public to resolve. 
construction-related problems, (v) provide for a field office during constrvction of the Project to address 
the matters described above, (vi) provide for an information and voice mail telephone line for community 
members and businesses to express their views regarding cons~ction,  with calls received reviewed by 
FTA and RTD staff and, as appropriate, forwarded to the necessary party for action (e.g., utility company, 
fire department, resident engineer in cl~arge of construction operations), and (v) provide for traffic 
management plans as described above. 

B. Economic Impacts 

Comment #2: 83 requests that the disc11s.riott of economic imacts irr tho DEIS be emanded 
girort~lt nn indeaendent studv and reconimends certain mitipation measures. 

1. Impact on Businesses. KS requests expansion of the economics impact analysis in the 
DEIS.~ Presently, the DElS provides discussion on (a) the effect of the Project on regional economics in 
the study corridor, inchding empIoyment trends, growth, and real property fax; (b) the effect of 
construction on land use and economic activity; and (c) indirect effects of the Project on economic 
development, particularly focused on opportunities for transit-supportive development ("TSR") and 
transit-oriented development (Yt"OD"). KS suggests supplementing the discussion with an analysis of the 
ecot~omic impacts of the Project (both during and after construction) from the perspective of businesses 
and propexty owners along the rail line. For example, the impact of business closures or revenue tosses 
should be added to the economic impacts analysis. As discussed further below, research conducted by 
KS' consultants regarding other transit projects indicates that construction of the Project could lead to the 
demise of a significant number of businesses. 

Case studies of other major rail systems indicate that businesses situated along and surrounding 
the construction route can experience significant losses such as declines in customer numbers, sales, and 
in some cases, the closure of businesses. One of the most dramatic cases of this type of negative impact 
was in Salt Lake City, where an estimated 30 percent of local businesses closed during the construction of 
the TRAX system, and there were no mitigation stratkgies planned beforehand to reduce the inrpact on the 
businesses. 

A similar situation occurred during the construction of SkyTrain's Canada Line in Vancouver. 
No public subsidies were provided to retailen and some businesses claimed that revenues dropped by 70 
percent. On average, 40 to 60 percent fosses in revenue have been reported. As of 2007, less than a year 
into consbuction, it was reported that between 40 and 60 businesses along the line had closed, with more 
likely to follow, as completion of the project is not expected until 2009. 

If the Project wilI have similar economic impacts as tlie case studies discussed above, tlie 
economic loss to KS, its tenants, and their businesses will be significant. Negative impacts of 
construction could be further exacerbated due to the current economic climate that is atready challenging 
the viability of many businesses. 

2. Independent Study. In light of the physical and economic impacts referenced above, 
KS requests that the City retain an independent urban economist to conduct a study of the economic 
impacts of the Project both during and after construction. The geographic scope of the study shouid 
extend beyond the areas immediately adjacent to constructio~~ because the impacts can have a blighting 



effect on the surrounding community as well. The independent analysis should be based on case studies 
and empirical data taken from other communities with particular emphasis given to elevated transit 
systems similar to that proposed for Honolulu. It would also be helpful to study alternative systems (e.g., 
at-grade) and routes to determine if these alternatives mitigate the expected pre- and post-construction 
impacts.4 KS requests that the public, which has not had the opportunity to review the items, be given the 
opportunity to review and comment on the study before it is incorporated kto  the Final EIS, 

3. Public Assistance Programs and Other Mifigation Measures. Case studies indicate 
that public assistance is essential to keeping businesses viable during construction. During the 
construction of Interstate MAX-Yellow, an extension to Portland's Iight rail network, the transit agency 
Tri-Met and Cascadia Revolving Fund came together to provide assistance to affected businesses. The 
businesses who received assistance had to demonstrate that the construction had negatively impacted their 
business revenues. The success of this program is illustrated by the fact that during construction, only one 
blrsirress ofthe 106 bruinesses located along the length of the light rail rorrfe closed as a dlrect resuit of 
coffstructioa, and on& two businesses tnoved to another location. For the development of another 
extension of the light rail line, Tri-Met started the Business Support program for ground-floor retail 
businesses along the light rail construction route that may bc disrupted due to their reliance on established 
pedestrian and transit traffic. 

Salt Lake City is an example of a city that has learned from its experience of not investing in a 
public assistance program. When Salt Lake City built its first light rail line in 1999, nearly 30% of the 
businesses along the rail line closed. No mitigation strategies were planned beforehand to reduce the 
impact on the businesses. When the University Line extension was built in 2001, however, Salt Lake 
City sponsored a low interest loan program available to impacted businesses, which materially reduced 
business closures and economic impacts. 

The case studies above highIight that well-conceived mitigation and public assistance can be 
effective in keeping businesses intact. Programs that we respectfutly request for consideration include: 

Outright assistance 
Relocation assistance 
Rent subsidies 

* Property owner compensation for lost rents 
Publicly funded business advertising and promotions 

* Temporary real property tax relief 

Availability of parking is important to the success or failure of the Project. Transit users who 
drive to stations will require parking or else be deterred &om using the rail system. Thus, KS 
recommends that the City study and estimate the amount of parking that will be available to rail users and 

. motorists in areas near transit stations after the Project is built. 

A. Potential Parking Impacts 

Comment #3: lrrndelrunte ~arkina for the Project will have economic conseariences on 
surroundh bruinesses and ~rorrerties. 

U.S. transit systems often encounter problems with providing enough off-street parking and park- 
and-ride lots. This results in various adverse impacts to owners with businesses and properties located 
near transit stations. 



First, transit riders may be forced to find on-street parking, thus increasing traffic congestion in 
the area surrounding a transit station and/or park-and-ride lots, disrupting t raec  flow, and reducing the 
number of street parking spaces available for non-transit users. Scarcity of parking can also be a deterrent 
to use of the rail system. 

Second, transit users might park illegally in private retail and business parking areas, thus limiting 
further ac111al customer parking and/or increasing the cost of parking enforcement for business and 
property owners. An overall reduction in the amount of available parking spaces either on the street or in 
dedicated customer parking will discourage customers from patronizing businesses in the area. 

Third, the uncertainty of the supply of parking negatively affects property owner redevelopment 
plans due to (i) concerns that additional lands may be condemned to provide for parking if ridership 
forecasts are achieved (or if ridership forecasts are not achieved and the agency determines a lack of 
parking availability to be thc cause), or (ii) concerns that private property owners will be forced to 
mitigate the parking shortfall without public assistance. As acknowledged in the Lat~d Use Technical 
Report Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (RTD 2006b) dated August 15,2008 (Yon# 
Use Technical Repod'), K S  owns many properties near the proposed Pearlridge, Kapalama, Kaka'ako, 
and Mo'ili'ili stations and intends to engage in redevelopment of those propetties when the current leases 
expire. See Land Use Technical Report at 5-2 to 5-1 1. Therefore, these are important concerns to KS. 

KS offers the following comments to assist the City in the refinement of its parking plans: 

1 .  Quantify parking needs at each transit station in tho Final EIS: Planning for parking 
needs begins with quantifying the number of parking stalls required for each rail station. 

2. KnpaIama Station: It appears that the City does not plan to build additional parking 
spaces for users of the Kapalama Station. See DEIS at 2-3 1. It is unclear where users who drive to this 
station can park. KS requests that the Final BIS discuss the impact on commercial tenants adjacent to this 
station if no off-street parking is provided to station users and the empirical basis for the determination 
that no station parking facilities are required. 

3. DiHingbnm Boulevard from Kohou Street to the rear parking lot of Costco: On the 
rnauka side of the roadway, the DEIS provides that all througli and leit-turn lanes would be preserved by 
acquiring 10 feet of additional right-of-way on the makai side of the roadway. What traffic impact will 
the acquisition o f  an additional right-of-way have on parking for existing land uses where ROW is 
acquired and what mitigation is proposed? Set I).ansportution Technical Report Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transif Corridor Project (2008a) dated August 15,2008 ("Transprtniion Technical Report"), 
Table 5-32, at 5-85. 

4. Halekauwila Street from Nitnitz Highway to Ward Aveuue: Most of the existing on- 
siTeet parking would be removed. What impact would this have on existing off-street parking spaces for 
the commercial uses located along Halckauwila Street and what mitigation is proposed? 
Transporfaiion Technical Report, Table 5-33, at 5-86. 

5. Dillingharn Boulevard from McNeill Street to Kohou Street: Twenty-six off-street 
parking spaces would be lost on Dillingham Boulevard between McNeill Street to Waiakamilo Road due 
to fixed guideway coIumn placement in the median. Ten off-street parking spaces would be lost on 
Dillinglum Boulevard between Waiakamiio Road to Kohou Street due to fixed guideway column 
placement on the side. See Tkansportation Technical Report, Table 5-54, at 5-1 14. The loss of off-street 
parking couId impact customer and employee parking at Waiakamilo Shopping Center and buildings on 
both sides of Dillingharn. KS requests that the Final EIS discuss the impact of the loss of these off-skeet 



parking spaces on the commercial uses located on KS lands along Dillingham Boulevard and any 
proposed mitigation. 

6. Halekauwila Street from IKeawe Street to Coral Street: Sixteen on-street mauka and 
22 on-street makai parking spaces would be lost on Halekauwila Street between Keawe Skeet to Coral 
Street due to fixed guideway column placement on the side. Transportation Technical Report, Table 
5-54, at 5-1 14. KS requests that the Final EIS discuss the impact of the loss of these on-street parking 
spaces on businesses located on KS owned properties and any mitigation proposed. 

B. Mitigation Measures For Parking 

Comntent #d: The Citp is reattested to dewelon more s~ecif ic mitigation measures for a a r k i n ~  

KS notes that mitigation measures were included in the DEXS to address this issue, including the 
establishment of a neighborhood parking plan, but KS suggests the following additional measures: 

1. Early planning. The DEIS appears to contemplate developing mitigation strategies for 
parking after significant commitments of resources have been made for the design and construction of 
each transit station. This is indicated by the kct  that section 3.4.5 of the DHS states that mitigation 
strategies for parking would be determined by surveying stakeholders within six months before 
implementation of fixed guideway service. DEIS at 3-44. KS requests that specific parking strategies 
be devised and studied as part ofthis environmental review process. 

2. Parking study. To enslire that parking impacts are fully addressed in the Final EIS, KS 
recommends a detailed parking study be performed for each transit stop that is predicated on the lcvel of 
transit use occurring at each station and validating througlt more rigorous analysis how these users will 
access the site (e.g., pedesh.ian access, transit access or vehicular access). Once the study is concluded, 
specific mitigation measures should be developed based on the results of the study and incorporated into 
the Final EIS. 

3. District parking solution. District parking garages could be developed near rail stops 
and paid for through transit system funding. Such systems should be located with a view toward 
improving transit use and facilitating redeveIopment within TOD corridors. 

4, Public assistance for building parking structures. A program of subsidies, grants, or 
other assistance for the construction of parking structures could be provided. For example, Portland 
recently approved a $6.6 million subsidy for a parking garage for a TOD. 

5. Signage and parking permit program. Adequate signage could be installed during and 
after construction for transit-parking areas and alternate business parking areas. A parking permit 
program could be created for on-street parkiig to limit impacts on local businesses by transit users 
monopolizing on-street parking. 

Xu. IMPACTS OF COMPLETED SYSTEM ON BUSINESSES ALONG 
RAIL  LINE AND A T  TRANSIT STATIONS 

KS owns properties containing approximately 229 acres in communities that would be directly 
affected by the rail system along Farri~~gtorl Highway, Kamehamella Highway, Dillingham Boulevard, 
and Halekauwila Sh-eet in Kaka'ako. KS is concerned that the Project will affect visibility of and access 
to the businesses on KS' properties; limit the redevelopment options available to KS and other 
landowners; and narrow streets, among other impacts. 



A, Physical Lmpacts 
C 

1. Traffic, Visibility, and Access to Businesses 

Comment #S: A more detuikd assessment o f  tJ~e reducHon fn visibility a d  access to blrsinosses 
and ~otentinl midi~ation measures is reauested, 

a. Visibility. Presently, a significant percentage of KS' laid holdings along the 
Project route axe used for retail. Retail properties require good visibility to be successful. As the DEE 
acknowledges on page 4-59, "[b]usiness owters have a vested interest in the visual environment 
surrounding their operations." KS is concerned that the elevated guideway will substantially reduce the 
visibility of businesses from the street level. As such. the discussion of visual impacts in the DEIS' 
should be expanded beyond impacts on views of "landmarks. significant views and vistas, historical and 
cultural sites, and Exceptional Trees." DEIS at 4-59. Impacts to visibility of businesses located along the 
rail line also should be considered. 

b. Access. Businesses also depend on convenient access to and from tlicir 
properties. The erection of the elevated guideway and its supporting columns, however, will eliminate 
left turn lanes, thus cutting off direct access to many businesses, requiring potential customers to take a 
circuitous route. Traffic patterns and the IeveI of service in affected areas might change as a result. 
Added congestion would M e r  discourage customers from visiting businesses along the guideway. As a 
related matter, to the extent the Project permanently eliminates existing street parking due to placement of 
the transit guideway, all of the parking-related impacts noted in Comment #3 above become issues. 
Again, the number of parking spaces needed for each transit station needs to be determined carefully to 
prevent loss of business due to customer paking being occupied by transit users. 

c. Narrower Lanes. The DEXS notes that in certain places, the widening of 
existing street medians to accommodate the columns would require reducing lane widths. &g DEIS, 
Table 3-21, at 3-39; Transportation Technical Report, Table 5-29, at 5-80. Narrowing of lanes could 
increase the risk of traffic accidents. KS suggests that the Final EIS study such risk. KS specifically 
requests more information on the impact of reduction in lane widths to traffic on the following roadways 
that are aligned next to its properties, including (a) Farrington Highway and Waipahu Depot Road; (b) 
Kamehameha Highway and Kuleana Road; (c) Kamehameha Highway and Ka'ahumanu Road: (d) 
Kamehameha Highway and Kaonohi Street; (e) Kamehameha Highway and Lipoa Place; and ( f )  
Kamehameha Highway and Pali Morni Street. A discussion of the impacts of lane narrowing on 
illdustrial uses (travel of large vehicles such as semi-trucks) in the Final EIS is particularly needed given 
the industrial uses in many of the impacted communities. 

d. Mitigation. KS requests adoption of a mitigation plan that will (a) ensure there 
is adequate parking near transit stations; (b) maintain access to and from businesses; (c) maintain traffic 
circulation; (d) prevent traffic accidents; and (e) minimize loss of visibility due to tile elevated system. 
To achieve these objectives, a detailed mitigation plan incorporating specific initiatives should be 
dovelopcd and incorporated as paa of the Final EIS. Examples of the types of elements that might be 
incorporated into the mitigation plan include: (i) traffic signals with protected left turns at busy 
intersections; (ii) elongated left turning lanes off of the main roadways to accommodate the increase in 
motorists utilizing left turn lanes at busy intersections, and to alleviate backup along the main roadways; 
(iii) district parking near rail stops paid for through transit system funding; and (iv) update and 
supplement the traffic study contained in the Transportation Technical Reporf to address the comments 
stated above. 



2. Noise and Vibrations 

Comment #6: Disclosure o f  noise and vibrations andtheir un~act accordlnp to time of dnv. 

It is our understanding that the noise analysis contained in the DElS is based upon average hourly 
noise impacts rather than noise impacts at different times of the day. However, noise impacts can vary in 
significance depending on the time of day. For example, the impacts relative to background conditions 
may be more significant between 400 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. than during mid-day periods. Because these 
time-of-day differences may impact current and future uses differently, more complete disclosure of noise 
impacts by time of day is needed. 

Assuming the DEIS used the noise impact criteria in the PTA's Transit Nbise and Yibration 
hnpact Assessment manuaI as tlie standard against which to evaluate noise exposures due to the Project, 
the impacts of noise on commercial should be studied hrther. 

The noise sampling methodology utilized in the DEIS appears to be specific to ground level 
impacts. Because sound rises, there will be greater impacts on buildings (either existing or to be 
constructed in the future) that are constructed at heights above the proposed rail Iine. KS could not find 
discussion of these conditions in the DEIS and how the noise impacts of an elevated system might affect 
the viability of future TOD proximate to the rail line, particularly for uses that are noise sensitive such as 
residential. 

3. Security, Trnnsknts, and Crime 

Comment #7: Additional d~closures on secrrtitv, transienls. and crime are rearcested with more 
srrecific miti~atiotz me&sure.s. 

The Final EIS should disclose that in urban areas with hot and wet climates, such as Miami and 
Honolulu, elevated lines can provide shelter for the homeless, increasing crime and litter and thereby 
detract from commeroial activity and result in lower property values. Transit stations also tend to attract 
graffiti. 

The availability of parking and safety are interrelated issues. If parking is not available near 
transit stations, riders will need to find off-street parking within the district or travel to stations by 
walking. Without addressing the issue of security patrolling and providing ample parking in safe areas, 
riders will not. want to park multiple blocks away and walk, especially at night, in order to get to and fiom 
the rail station and their vehicles. 

The DEIS does not detail mitigation options to reduce concerns raised about area crime, property 
vandalism and an increase in transient persons using the elevated system as temporary shelter. KS 
requests the Final 131s provide specific mitigation actions to be undertaken, The mitigation measures 
could include: (a) use of landscaping and/or security fencing to minimize the ability of transients to 
assemble underneath the elevated rail lines; (b) adequate security on staff (dedicated security andlor 
Honoiulu police) to pat~ol the stations and surrounding areas; (c) installation of surveillance cameras and 
equipment, emergency call boxes, and closed-circuit television monitoring; (e) locating police 
neighborhood substations at transit stations; (f) conducting regular maintenance and cleaning of areas 
under the rail line, transit stations, and surrounding arcas; and (g) designing and installing structures 
underneath elevated rail lines that would discourage or prevent loitering by transients. 



4. Visual and Aesthetic lmpncts 

Contment #8: The elevated svstem wll l  cause visual b l i~h t  and atlillifonnl tIetaiCUC on visrcal and 
aesthetic i m c &  far evaluation bv viewer grouos would allow a firore comvlete ar!aIvsls. 

a. Visual Blight. An elevated system with plafoms will cause visual blight. The 
elevated guideway will also cast shadows on adjacent buildings, reducing visibility. Glare and excessive 
lights from the rail fine could adversely impact certain businesses during the day. Visual blight will also 
occur from deterioration ofthe system over tirne. These visual and aesthetic impacts may reduce tenant 
ot customer interest in the area, increase turnover, and decrease property values. Thus, KS requests that 
the Final EIS include discussion of the estimated wonomic loss that visual impacts will cause, specific 
measures for mitigating such impacts, and the mechanisms for soliciting public input on mitigation 
measures. 

b. Exprltdiog Study. 

i. The Visual a d  Aesfhstics Resources Technical Report Honolulu High- 
Capacity Dansit Corridor Project (2008e) dated August 1 5, 2008 (the " Msud aitd Aesfiierics Xesormes 
TechiticaI ReporP') utilized the methodology of the Visual Impact Assessment for Highway projects6 of 
the Federal Highway Administration ("FKWA") for the Project since it is a linear transportation facility 
comparable to a highway, has a similar range of issues, end becauso the FTA has not issued comparable 
guidance. The Visual mddesthefic.~ Resources Technical Report discusses how viewer groups have been 
categorized (is., residents, commuter, etc.) and indicates that viewer response to change is impacted by 
viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity. &g Visual and Aesihetics Resources Technical Report at 3-2. 
However, the analysis provided in section 5.0 (Consequences) of die technical report contains few to no 
details regarding user group exposure to project alternatives for different user groups, including such 
factors as location, duration, and distance. KS suggests that the Final EIS provide additional clarification . 
regarding viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity for the selected view points. We recommend that the 
viewer exposure response include focus groups and outieacll that encompasses a broad range of 
stakeholders. Property owners are not included among the five user groups asked to comment on visual 
impacts, but should be. 

ii. The expanded study should also provide 360-degree visuals for multiple 
cross-sections of the rail line with particular emphasis given to transit stops. To provide represeritative 
visual imagery of tho Project, such 360-degree studies should include areas within the urban core nnd 
areas within the suburban landscape. We wo~ild also recommend showing these images at multiple levels 
for each representative cross-section, including at street grade and at elevations of 2 to 3 stories, 

c. Utility Relocation. The DEXS notes that the Project would involve relocation 
and modification of existing utilities. DEIS at 4-38. KS is concerned about the impacts that 
relocating above ground power and telephone lines will have on existing commercial properties that are 
located on RS owned land in the Dillingham Plaza area and the area to the north and south of this 
property. Since ten feet of lalid in front of these commercial uses will be acquired to allow for widening 
of the median in this street, it is assumed that existing above-ground poles and powerltelephone lines 
along this street will be moved back ten feet, bringing them even closer to these commercial uses, which 
include the Boulevard Saimin restaurant7 Sizzler restaurant, Burger King fast food restaurant, Popeye's 
Chicken fast food restaurant, and other uses along this street. Bringing utility lines even closer to existing 
commercial uses will detract fro~n the appearance of these uses and limit access to the properties and the 
ability to maintain the properties in good repair. 

















































d. Other Mitigafion Measures. The V i s d  arid Aesthetics Resources Technical 
Report does identi@ a number of principles for minimizing, reducing, or mitigating impacts, including 
those reIated to construction. See Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report at 6-1 to 6-2. KS 
general@ agrees with the stated objectives, but recommends development of specific mitigation actions 
that will ensure substantive results. The following are the types of specific and measurable mitigation 
actions that could be included, although a more detailed list should be developed as these measures below 
would address only a limited number of the expected impacts that will arise: (a) consultatioil with the 
communities s~urounding each station for input on station design elements; (b) cooperative agreements 
with adjacent property owners that would improve the Project's visual quality; (c) where practicable, 
retention of existing street trees along sidewalks and in medians, or plant new vegetation to help soften 
the visual appearance of project elements (e.g., stations, guideway columns, and TPSSs); and (d) use of 
source shielding in exterior li&ting at stations and ancillary facilities such as the maintenance and storage 
facility and park-and-ride lots, to ensure that light sources (such as bulbs) would not be directly visible 
from residences, streets, and highways, and to limit spillover light and glare it1 residential areas. 

13. Economic Impacts 

1. Business Impacts 

Conzntent #9: requests that the discussion it1 the DBIS of the econornic itnpacts o f  the 
cornvIetedsvsie~i utt hzlsinesses be exaanded tItrou,?ii an hdep~ndet~f studv. 

As noted in Section I above, KS requests that the Final EIS incorporate an expanded study of the 
economic impacts of the Project on businesses conducted by an independent urban economist. In addition 
to analyzing the impact of construction on businesses, the study should include an assessment of the 
business impacts of the wmpleted system across a range of property types along the rail line. The 
analysis should result in quantifiable projections of lost revenue for current and fkture uses along such 
systems (both at transit stop locations and between transit stop locations), and business failures, and 
should be based on case studies of other jurisdictions where an elevated heavy rail technology is chosen 
rather than a light rail at-grade system. It might also be helpful to analyze the impacts of other rail 
systems (e.g., at-grade systems) and routes to compare the relative impncts of these alternatives. Once the 
impaots are identified using these empirical methodologies, the Final EJS should detail mitigation options 
and how these mitigation options reduce impacts on businesses. 

2. Redevelopment 

Contmmt#IO: ~ievuted rnll systems offeet redevehment o~tions iil the urban core and 
require addirionai mitipalion measures 

An elevated rail system will affect KS' and other landowners' redevelopment plans by limiting 
the kinds of projects that can be feasibly built on lands adjacent to the rail line. New buildings 
constructed along the rail line would have to plan around blocked viewplanes, noise emanating directly 
from trains, and the aesthetics of an elevated line and transit station. 'To compensate for the low demand 
for second or third level residential or ofice space and restricted view planes, buildings would have to be 
constructed at a minimum height if adjacent to the rail system. This will, of necessiv, require greater 
verticality in future redevelopment, which will have broader community impacts and increase 
construction costs. 

One example of the impact of buildings adjacent to elevated rail lines is the Los Angelcs Green 
Line. A portion of the Green Line runs on an elevated line with several stations near major office 
buildings and hotel projects. The elevated portion is similar to the Project, except that it is no more than 



25-30 feet above grade, and the concrete Y-beam is oniy 24-25 feet wide. There are no retail properties 
along the route. One office building constructed in 1993 at the intersection of Rosecrans Avenue and 
Aviation Boulevard was located within 40 feet of the buitding's curtain wall. As a result of the obstructed 
view and noise, tho developer experienced significant difficulty in leasing the office space on the second 
and third floors of the building's northeast comer. This space was the last to be leased, with the space 
remaining vacant for three years. 

If an elevated system is selected, KS expects that buildings occupied by residents, tenants, or 
businesses would need to be set back to attenuate the effects of the adjacent rail system. Buildings would 
also be constructed on platforms above the rail line to compensate for noise, visual, and aesthetic impacts. 
As a result, construction costs would increase due to the increased height and the use of more expensive 
materials to provide soundproofing, and the potentially larger building area. These constraints effectively 
narrow the range of redeveloptnent options. It could be cost prohibitive, for example, to buiId relatively 
affordable residential units on lands fronting the rail line. 

KS requests that the Final EIS analyze in greater detail the impacts of an elevated system on 
redevelopment. Since there are multiple references in the techical reports that hture TOD could 
mitigate some of the negative conditions created by the transit line, we recommend that the Final EIS 
incorporate input from urban planning professionals, including a working group(s) &om the Hawaii 
Chapter of the American Planning Association, the.Arnerican Institute of Architects, the Urban Land 
Institute, or similar organization(s). . 

In a similar vein, KS recornmends that the analysis of Project impacts on property values be 
revised and expanded to address the points in these comments. The DEIS anticipates that the Project will 
lead to an increase in property values due to the desirability of access to transit and TOD opportunities. 
KS' consultant's research indicates that such results may not necessarily be achieved. Further, in 
situations where desirable value outcomes are acl~ieved, they seemed to have occurred in systems that are 
not comparable to the Project, such as at-grade designs, 

m. COST AND PCNANCIAI, ANALYSIS 

Comment M I :  Further studv of the fltzatrcial feasibilirv of  the BEIS Is sue~ested. 

As a member of the community, KS has an interest in seeing that the feasibility of an economic 
undertaking as significant as the Project is thoroughly studied and based upon reliable data. The initial 
financial projections for the Project reported in Chapter 6 of the DEB may not have taken into account 
(a) the recent economic downturn, the duration or severity of which is unknown, (b) potential additional 
project costs that may be necessary to mitigate impacts of the Project, including those items identified in 
this letter, (c) the State's recent announcement of major highway improvement projects intended to ease 
traffic congestion, which may aRwt ridership projections, and (d) cost overruns beyond the control of the 
governmental agency, which were experienced by other large-scale projects. In light of, and in 
evaluating, these types of  financial issues, KS respectfully suggests that the City consider alternatives to 
building an elevated syshm. As discussed betow in Section U(, building an at-grade system through at 
least portions of the route could be less expensive, may achieve the same transit objectives as an elevated 
system, and could also eliminate many of the impacts discussed in this letter. 

Condemnation or an acquisition by the power of eminent domain of KS' legacy lands, even 
partial acquisitions, impact KS, its tenants, and their businesses. More information on what areas and 



interests will be acquired, when they will occur, and what interests will be compensated for would be 
helpful to KS and its tenants. 

Comment #12: KS reqtcests more specific information on what will be acuuired by the Citv and 
the imnact o f  suck acauisitinns and conarmensation t~ be nrovided Such information should 
assist KS und its tenants in evatzcahcahn~ how the ucquisitions will affect their businesses. 

1 Additional Information. The DEIS' recognition of the procedures for acquiring and 
compensating for properties taken and the disclosures to be made are helpful? The Real Estate 
Acquisition Manugernent Plan (RTD 2008q) (the "RAMP') is detailed a id  provides certain procedural 
protections. However, more specific information on the acquisitions and impacts of such acquisitions 
would assist KS and its tenants in evaluating how the acquisitions will affect their businesses, such as, 
(a) information on the size of the area that wilt be acquired, the size of the remaining area not being 
acquiredg, and the type of interest to be acquiredlO; and (b) confirmation that KS' and its lessees' 
buildings and other improvements will not be taken. 

2. Goodwill. Businesses, especially small businesses operating from a location for many 
years, may develop valuable goodwill. "Goodwill" has been described as the benefits to a business as a 
result of its location, reputation for dependability, skill, or quality, and any other circumstances resulting 
in probable retention of old or acquisition of new patronage. The Model Eminent Domain Code and 
California's statute (Deering's California Cobs  Civil Procedure $ 1263.510) provide for compensation to 
a business owner for the loss of goodwill. Neither the DEIS nor the RAMP discusses compensating a 
business owner for the toss of goodwill resulting From a full or partiat acquisition (whether or not required 
by the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (a 1989) or 
other applicable statutory and case law). KS wishes to know whether the City intends to compensate a 
business owner for the Ioss of goodwili if the owner has to move because of reasons slrch as adverse 
impacts from construction activities, or the operation of the rail line, near the business. 

4. bonomic Unit. On a partial taking, it would seem to make sense to have parcels of Iand 
treated as a single parcel of land if they (a) are generally contiguous, (b) are in substantially identical 
ownership, and (c) are being used, or are reasonably suitabie and available for use in the reasonably 
foreseeable future, for their highest and best use as an integrated economic unit." That way, landowners 
and businesses are able to receive compensation for the diminution in value of the renlainder parcel (the 
entire parcel excluding the portion acquired by the City) as the result of the Project. Clear guidance in 
the Final EIS on the ueatment of parcels used as an economic unit and compensation for devaluation of 
the property not taken would assist KS, its tenants, and their business in evaluating whether they will bear 
a disproportionate burden of the impacts of the Project. 

5. Consequeaccs. The RAMP discusses &he procedures for compensating property owners 
and businesses affected by full and partial acquisitions, however, KS' tenants and their businesses wilt be 
adversely affected if payments are delayed. In any such event, the aggrieved business owner has limited 
recourse against the city.'' Consequently, it is suggeste? that the City consider including in the Final EIS 
a timetable for the City's compliance with the real estate process'outlined in Appendix W and other 
portions of the RAMP (including tho prompt payment of co&nsation after an agreement is reached) and 
measures to mitigate such hann caused to landowners and businesses such as a schedule of delay damages 
payable to the affected parties, interest on the amount due until paid, and reimbursement of reasonable 
attorneys' and experts' fees incurred by affected parties. Ln addition, to ensure fau treatment to 
landowners and businesses when offers of just compensation are made, condemned parties in other 
jurisdictions arc reimbursed their atiorneys' and experts' fees if the final offer price by the condemning 
agency is less than a certain percentage of the final judgment awarded by the court. 



6. Disclosure of Impacts. The RAMP does provide for basic negotiation procedures where 
the agency 'is to "discuss its offer to purchase the property, includiilg the basis for the offer of just 
compensation and explain its acquisition policies and procedures, including it[s] payment of incidental 
expenses in accordance with 49 CFR 24.106." See, 4 4.B of App. W of the RAMP. However, it does not 
expressly require the City to disclose to the property owner or business the impact of the Project on the 
remainder parcel, iilcluding the business thereon, or the date by which payment will be made. It is 
requested that the basic negotiation procedures specifically include the City's disclosure of the impact of 
the Project on the remainder parcel, including construction disruptions, temporary and permanent access 
issues, noise, vibrations, etc., and compensation offered for sucl~ adverse impacts; and the date that 
compensation will be paid (in a pre-established schedule) and the consequences described above if 
pnyrnent is not made as scheduled. 

7, Subdivision. Atthough the City is vested with the authority to approve the subdivision 
and consolidation of parcels of land, it does not usually exercise such authority when condemning 
property.'3 As such, it is requested that the RAMP (in sections describing closings) provide that on a 
partial taking, the City create subdivided parcels, including obtaining an order of the Land Court by the 
filing of the required petition and map, such that the parcel conveyed to the City and the remainder parcel 
are two separately subdivided parcels. Further, the City should pennit the consolidation of a 
nonconforming (substandard) parcel with any adjoining parcel owned by or subsequently acquired by the 
condemnee. 

8. Non-conforming parceis. When KS and its tenants have been left with a non- 
conforming parcel after acquisition by a governmental authority, they have not been able to obtain 
necessary building and other permits for renovation andfor redevelopment because of the non-conformity. 
Kt is requested that the City consider measures to allow reasonable development of non-coaforming 
parcels created by tho Project. 

Commerrt #I3: R;P reauests assurances Chnt the Gin, will not fake private Droner& to give to 
cmother private oar& whether in the contert o f  a TOD or ot/tetw&e. 

KS believes that its properties, including its legacy lands, should not be taken through the 
government's exercise of its eminent domain powers and transferred to a private party for any use. In 
Kelo v. Citv of New London, 545 U.S. 469, I25 S.Ct 2655, 162 L.Ed. Zd 439 (2005), the U.S. Supreme 
Court narrowly held in a 5 to 4 decision that a city could exercise its eminent domain power by 
transferring property from one private party to another to promote economic development. However, the 
U.S. Supreme Court emphasized that nothing in its opinion precluded any state or county from imposing 
stricter restrictions on its eminent domain power. Many states have already imposed standads stricter 
than the federal standard by constiiutional amendments and legislation. 

Any use of the eminent domain power to take KS' property for privafe development, even if it is 
in the context of a TOD (transit-oriented devefopment) or TiSD (transit-supportive development) would 
have adverse economic and social impacts on RS. It is requested that the City dectace in the Finaf EIS 
that the City shall not use its power of eminent domain to take private property and subsequently trmsfer, 
by sale or otherwise, the use, ownership, or possession of the condemned property, or any portion thereof, 
to my person or entity for any economic developme~~t or redevelopment or any private use or 
development, including but not limited to industrial, residential, agicuIiural, commercial, hotel, resort, 
offlice, or retail use or development, whether to raise revenue or otherwise create value to help it meet 
financial needs for construction or operatio11 of the ~rojecr. '~ 



Commertt #14: TOD could be n oosifivc mitipant to the im~acfs  described Iterein: however, it $ 
premnlure to rely uuon the benefits rinfil n TOD ordittance b ndo~ted and develounlents are 
inle~rafedinfo the Proiecf fitrough p f ~ n n i ~ t ~ ~ .  

A. Importance of Planning. Studies of other projects indicate that proactive planning 
efforts to allow high density residential and commercial development near stations are the primary cause 
of land value appreciation. An example cited for this is the SkyTrain system in Vancouver, where the 
local governments instituted long term regional planning to create new town centers around elevated 
transit stations. One such center is the Metroto.wn, a former light industrial and suburban single family 
neighborhood, which is reported to be home to over 6 million square feet of commercial and thousands of 
high rise residential units. Another example cited is the Pleasant Hill BART station area where over 2 
million square feet of commercial and 2,300 residentiai units have been built on a 75-acre site since the 
mid-1980's. In both cases, rail transit was reported as the key driver behind planning and development 
efforts. 

In contrast, where there is a lack of governmental assistance or coordination, the result may be 
decades of under utilized properties before any revitalization occurs. Even SkyTrain, as described above, 
has generated some negative impacts. Many stations have a poor reputation as magnets for crime. 
Development around elevated stations in the City of Vancouver has been hindered by N I ~ Y i s m  and 
poor planning. It is reported that one year after the completion of the Expo line, the Ombudsman of 
British Columbia released a report addressing some negative impacts of SkyTrain, including noise, a 
harsh presence, loss of privacy and a depreciated enjoyment of lifestyle, all leading to reduced property 
values. Although in certain higher-density areas, home prices may increase near a station", n~ultiple 
studies of rail projects show that property values decrease if located near a rail line or even a ~tation. '~ In 
certain cases, wid1 good planning and governmental assistance, tl~ese adverse economic impacts could be 
partially mitigated. Examining other projects should provide a sound basis for the City to improve upon 
the experiences of other cities. 

B. Integrate Land Use Planning With the Project. 

1. Study of other rail systems. To aid the City in identifying best practices in 
spurring TOD/TSD along the Project route, it is suggested that the City retain an independent urban 
economist to study other elevated, fixed guideway systems to evaluate and disclose both beneficial and 
adverse economic impacts on land values, including success stories where governmental assistance 
prevented or reversed decline. Public comments and input are recommended before the study is finalized. 

2. TOD Ordinance. Furthermore, it is essential that the City enact a TOD 
ordinance. The DEIS has a limited discussion of TODs, but the Land Use Technical Report does contain 
a detailed discussion of land planning and a future TOD ordinance. It was anticipated that the City would 
develop and adopt a TOD ordinance by 2008. See. DEIS at 4-166. We remain hopeful that a bit1 will be 
inlroduced to the City Council in 2009: 'A  TOD ordiance is appropriate before construction of the 
Project so that landowners can evaluate whether the ordinance will be an effective mitigant of the various 
impacts of a11 elevated system discussed elsewhere in this letter. In developing a TOD ordiance, 
consideration of the following is recommended: 

a. Elemenb of successfui rail projects. A study of rails systems shows 
that they all resulted in some negative impacts on surrounding properties, at least during construction; 
however, various aspects of each are also considered models for fiiture TOL). Their success appears to be 
dependent upon: (i) the commitment of municipalities to employment and density; (ii) healthy real estate 



market conditions; (iii) the interface and integration of rail and real estate concessions with adjoining 
TOR (iv) careful phasing; and (v) public-private collaboration and the development of successful 
partnerships, including the establishment of the appropriate risk and revenue sharing mechanisn~s. 

b. Evaluation of other transit projects in other states. Portland is often 
cited for having a strong planning component. It adopted policies on ttansit and land use that strongly 
encouraged TOD and is considered a model for successful development. It is reported that more than $6 
billion in development has occurred along MAX lines since the decision to build in 1978. The positive 
land use impacts of Portland's transit system are due to both the impact of the transit system itself as well 
as aggressive state, regional, and local policy. Many financial subsidies were also provided to .developers 
to build transit oriented development. WWe Portland remains, in the eyes of many planners, a strong 
example of successful transit oriented development, there are many critiques of the city md the impacts 
of MAX. 

e. ImpIcment sound pIanning principles. Studies show that sound 
plannirlg includes (i) giving priority to development of a TOD ordinance to encourage development along 
the currently planned route and fbture transit stations; (ii) working with consultants and landowners to 
ensure appropriate zonindland uses around stations, (iii) providing tools to ensure the district receives the 
intended deveIoprnent lifti7; (iv) modifying subdivision and land use ordinances to allo\v non-conforming 
lots to be consolidated and re-subdivided and to allow issuance of renovation and redevelopment permits 
for non-conforming lots, both as discussed above; (v) integrating parking into TOD as described above; 
(vi) planning for and encouraging TODs because they do not automatically occur''; including possible 
real property tax breaks; (vii) developing a specific timetable for the adoption of a TOD ordinance; (viii) 
seeking and obtaining public input on a bill for a TOD ~rdinance'~; fix) ensuring that the pennits to 
construct the TOD will be issued in a timely manner; and (x) to the extent the TOD ordinance is not 
adopted in a timely manner, ensuring that permits will be issued for pending developments and not 
delayed in anticipation of the TOD ordinance. 

STW OF NORTH KING STREET ALIGNMENT 

During the alternatives analysis phase of the MEPAATEPA review process, the City considered 
two alternative alignments For the portion of the fixed guideway traversing through Kalitri and Iwilei, one 
aligned at North King Street and another at Dillingham Boulevard. The DEIS, however, only discusses 
the Dillinghnrn Boulevard alignment. i t  appears that the North King Street alignment may not have been 
adequately studied befom being eliminated as  an alternative, and that there are advantages to a North 
King Street route that warrant it being re-examined. 

Comment #IS: Further studv of the North Kin,? Street aIi,gnntenl is recomtne~tded 

A further evaluation of the North King Street alignment may be warranted. In the initiat stages of 
the environmental review process for the Project, North King Street was considered for the segment of the 
rail system traversing ilwough Kalihi and Iwilei. The Alternatives Screening Memo Honolulu High- 

'Capacity Transit Corridor Project dated October 24, 2006, and prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff . 
("Alle~natlves Screettittg Menzo") listed five alignment options for this segment including elevated 
guideway alignments for North King Street and Dillingham Boulevard. See Alfertzatives Screening .klemo 
at 4-17. By the time t l~e City issued the Alternatives Annlysis Detailed Definition of Alternatives 
('%letailed Definilion") and Alternatives Analysis Report ("Alterrialives Analysis Report") both dated 
November 1,2006, the North King Street and Dillingham Bouievard alignments remained as alternatives 
for the segment, but the remaining alignments were eliminated. Detailed Definition at 6-16; 
Alternafives Analysis Report at 2-7. 



The Alternatives Analysis Report ultimately decided that the Dillingham Boulevard alignment 
was optimal, and that the alignment was selected for discussion in the DEIS. &g Alternatives Altalysfs 
Report at 6-4, One reason cited was that the Diliingham alignment would require acquisition of fewer 
residential parcels than the North King Street alignment. The table shows two residential parcels along 
the North King Street aligunent that would be acquired compared to one along the Dillingham alignment. 
see id. Table 4-1, at 4-2, Unfortunately, neither the residential parcels nor the nnmber of units on the 
parcels for each alignment is identified in the 2006 Alternatives Analysis Report to permit an evaluation 
of the number of residents who.would be displaced under either alipment. However, Appendix I3 of the 
DEIS shows that all or portions of three residential parcels (not one as noted in the Alternatives Analysis 
Report) dong Dillingham BouIevard arc dated for acquisition by the City and the Neighborhoods and 
Cornmu?zities Technical Report Honolulu High-Capacio TrunsiI Corridor Project (RTD 2008d) dated 
August 15, 2008, at 5-17 states that along Dillingham "[plroperty acquisitions would result in 11 
residential displacements." Thus, further evaluation would seem to be warranted to determine impacts on 
residents along both alignments. 

The Alternatives Analysis states that the North King Street alignment would serve more residents 
than the Dillingham alignment, but notes that it would serve fewer jobs. As a general matter, serving 
more residents could lead to an increased ridership of rail because the rail system would be closer to 
people's homes. Further, the North King alignment is a particularly atfractive alternative if the City 
chooses not to make the stations along the Dillingham alignment more accessible by building parking 
garages near the stations. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report aIso stated that a greater number of potentially historic 
properties are located along the North King Street alignment. See id. at 4-1. The number of historic 
properties located along each alignment is not quantified, and the definition of "historic properties'' is 
unclear; it might be that certain propertics are "old" but do not have social, cultn,ral, or historic value. 

It should also be noted that the Dillingham alignment will require acquisition of three times more 
the commerciaVoffice parcels (22 parcels) tlian the North King Street alignment (6 parcels). See id. 
Building a rail line will exacerbate already difficult economic conditions for Dillingham businesses. 

The Altermtives Analysis Report states that the Dillingham alignment would result in fewer noise 
impacts. See id. at 6-4. The basis for the conclusion is not available in the report yet should be for such 
an important consideration. 

Finally, the State recently announced its plans for a "flyover:' an elevated two-lane roadway over 
Nimitz Highway, which "would run from the Kecehi interchange to Pacific Street, zipping commuters 
through Kalihi with no way to get off until its end." Mary Vorsino, "Hawaii Set for Years of Roadwork 
in 'Huge' $4B Highway Plan - Byear effort indudes Nirnitz 'flyover,' better bike access," Honolulu 
Advertr3erJ Feb. 4, 2009. The impacts of the two proposed elevated structures over the parallel traffic 
corridors of Nimitz Highway and Dillingham Boulevard should be considered in evaluating aNorth King 
alignment. 

One of the primary reasons given for choosing the Dillingham alignment is that it is projected to 
experience the highest transit ridership, which includes ridership on various modes of transportation (e.g., 
busses). See id. at 3-6, 6-4. However, according to data reported in the DEIS, the North King alignment 
is forecasted to make 128,500 daily trips on thefinedpidewuy system as opposed to 123,700 daily trips 
for the Dillinghatn alignment. See id. Thus, for purposes of comparing two fured guideway alignments, 
the North King Street alignment actually would attract more use. Moreover, the North King Street 
alignment is forecasted to experience twice the number of daily boardings than the Dillingham 



aIignment-i.e., 10,860 daily boardings for the three stations along the North King alignmentz0 versus 
5,370 daily boardiilgs for the two stations along the Dillingharn alignment?' 

For these reasons, KS requests that the Final EIS include the North King Street alignment as an 
altemative. 

Comment #16: An at-gr& or multi-modal transit svstent In the urban core 2s art alternative 
worth evaluaf111~ to determine whether if rk a less expensive and quicker to construct than an 
elevated svstem. 

KS is supportive of a fixed guideway transit system.'' The fixed guideway alternatives discussed 
in the DEIS utilize an elevated rail system and vary only in terms of alignment. & DEIS at S-4. None 
of the alternatives discussed in the DEXS appears to utilize at-grade technology for any segment of the 
alignment. While it is understandable why an elevated system might be utilized in rural areas of the 
transportation corridor, as discussed elsewhere in this comment letter, a host of adverse economic and 
environmental impacts are associated with an elevated guideway system, including noise, reduced 
visibility and access to businesses, visual blight, and increased crime. Such impacts will be greatest in the 
urban core where businesses and commercial land holdings are concentrated, including those of KS. For 
these reasons, it makes sense to consider an alternative to an elevated system at least within the urban 
core. KS believes that an at-grade system nrnning from the perimeter of the urban core is a viable 
alternative to an eIevated system based on cost, visibility impacts, urban aesthetics, constructio~~ impacts, 
and time to construct. 

It is KS' understanding that the City did not formally reject an at-grade system as an alternative 
during the alternatives Because the issue of  whether the rail system should run on an elevated 
line instead of at-grade was never squarely raised during the alternatives analysis process, KS did not 
previousfy have the opportunity to comment on the relative merits of an at-grade versus elevated system. 

It does not appear that the at-grade alternatives were adequately studied before being eliminated 
from consideration in the DEIS. Although at-grade alternatives were considered during tlw alternatives 
screening process, the reasons why they were not carried through to the DEIS is not explained. In fact, 
the Alternatives Screening Memo left open the option of constructing certain portions of a fixed guideway 
system at-grade. See. e.&, Screening Memo at 4-1, 4-4, For example, at-grade options were 
contemplated for the portion of the route from Leeward Community College to Aloha Stadium and from 
Aloha Stadium to Ke'ehi Lnterchange (Section 4). &g id, at 4-10 to 4-17. The Detailed Definition did 
not discuss whether the fixed guideway system would be elevated, at-grade, or bcIow-grade. 

The Airnatives Analysis Report is largely silent on whether tho fixed guideway altemative 
would be at-grade or grade-separated (or a combination). The "optimum alternative" identified in the 
Alternatives knalysis Report,-which apparently became the alternative endorsed in the DEIS, was 
compared to other alternatives differing in terms of method (e,g., managed lam alternative, TSM 
alternative) and route, not above-grade versus at-grade. The only reference to an elevated fixed guideway 
ill Chapter 6 is a statement that the Twenty-Mile Alignment "continues elevated following Nimitz 
Highway to Ala Moana Center." Id, at 6-5. Based on this chronology, it is KS' understanding that the 
discussion of what fixed guideway system is optimal for the urban core remains open. This is an 
opportune time to contil~ue the discussions. 

A ground-level transit system for the urban core is worth considering because it can meet 
performance demands, and it has been demonstrated to work ill other cities. Los Angeles' Blue Line is an 



example of a rail system that utilizes a combination of at-grade, etevated, and subterranean technology. 
In the urban core of Long Beach, however, the Blue Line is completely at-grade. Our research indicates 
that the system carries 56,000 passengers per day with 20 peak hour trains running during both morning 
and afternoon commutes and 10 off-peak trains. 

Portland's Tri-Met system is an example of a mixed-grade system. The Portland Metropolitan 
Area Express ("MAX") Light Rail system is at-grade through downtown and runs on elevated lines to the 
suburbs. Other types of trains also service the downtown area. 

A similar at-grade system would be a viable option for the urban core of Honolulu. KS' 
understanding is that the desired through-put of the Project in mixed traffic is 3-minute headways and 
6,000 passengers per hour per direction ("pphpd'). Experts have noted that a light rail transit CLRP') 
system running on surface streets could satisfy the criteria. Three-minute headways equate to 20 train 
movements per hour; thus, a capacity of 6,000 pphpd requires that each train carry 300 passengers per 
hour. Modern light rail vehicles ("LBV") have a capacity in the range of 232 passengers per car. When 
operated in two-car trains, LRVs can exceed the throughput requirement. 

Examples of at-grade LRT systems that can achieve the specified through-put include tile 
following: 

Alberta, Canada. Calgary, Alberta's system provides more than 6,000 pphpd capacity on 
Seventh Avenue, a surface street having numerous cross streets controlled by traffic lights. Its current 
schedules show that Calgary Transit operates its C-Train Route 201 (Dalhousie/Bridfe~veIl-Somerset) 
every 4 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak periods; the C-Train Route 202 
(Mcbi&t-Westwinds/City Centre) runs along Seventh Avenue every 6 minutes during the weekday 
morning and afternoon peak periods. This results in a combined headway of 2 minutes, 24 seconds. With 
the delivery during 2007 and 2008 of 40 additional LRVs, both of the light rail lines are being operated 
with three trains of Siemens-built U-2 and S160 LRVs, each with a practical capacity of 162 passengers, 
resulting in a practical capacity along Seventh Avenue of 12,150 pphpd based on 75 LRV car movetnents 
per hour. 

Portland, Oregon. Portland, Oregon's MAX is a three-line LRT that operates through its central 
business district in curbside lanes along Morrison and Yamhill Sfreets. The three IXT lines currently 
operate a combined 4-minute headway (15 trains per hour in each direction) through Pioneer Square, the 
center of Portland's central business district, during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours, A 
fourth LRT iine, which will run for 1 .& miles through the central business district along Fifth and Sixth 
Avenues and on a 6.5 miles-long branch to Clackamas Town Center is nearing completion and is 
scheduled to be placed into passenger-carrying service on September 10,2009. 

Denver, Colorado. Denver's Regional Transit District operates 15 LRT trains (4-minute 
average headways) with lengths varying between two and four cars on its D, F, and H lines along 
California and Stout Streets. The West Line, a third T;RT now under construction, will add two additional 
services throughout downtown Denver, 

The above examples show that an at-grade transit system for the Iionolulu urbad core is an option 
worth serious study and consideration. 



Endnotes: 

KS is a landowler in Iionolulu, arid the proposed rail alignment traverses through four key communities 
in which KS has a combined Iand area of approximately 229 acres. In each community, the proposed rail 
line either bisects KS' land holdings or runs along the perimeter of its properties. 

See Comment # 3 for a more specific discussion on parking impacts. 
3 This request is made pursuant to 40 C.F.R. $5 1508.8 and 1508.14. "When an environmental impact 
statement is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical environmental effects are 
i~lterrelated, the11 the environmental impact statement will discuss all of these effects on the human 
environment." 40 C.F.R. 4 1508.14. The Economics Technical Report Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 
Corridor Project (RIB 2008c) issued by DTS on August 15,2008 was also reviewed in formulating this 
comment. 

Mitigation measures for post-construction impacts are discussed in other sections ofthis letter, 

Note that the Transportation TechnicaiReport was also reviewed in Formulating this comment. 

Publication No. F W A  HI-88-054. 

' Boulevard Saimin is identified as a historic property in the DEIS. See DEE at Table 5-2, page 5-7. 

' The DEIS provides, cLAcquisition of property for the Build Alternative wouId be conducted in 
accordance with Federal and State regulations and procedures outline in the Real Estate Acquisition 
Management Plan (RTD 2008q). Where relocations would occur, affected property owners, businesses, 
or residents would receive compensation in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws. 
Compensation would be in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisitions Policies Act (CFR 1989)." DEIS at S-6. 

By way of exarnpIc, although there are references to increasing the width of Dillingham Boulevard by 
ten feet, it is unclear whether each right-of-way taking along Dillingham Boulevard will be ten feet wide. 

'O The maps included in Appendix B ofthe DEE indicate that the rights of way acquisitions "may be in 
the form of an aerial easement; an easement allowing joint use; subdivision of property with transfer of 
title; transfer of title for the entire parcel; or some other form to be documented by Land Court 
registration." 

By way of example, it would make sense to treat the parcels constituting Ditlingharn Sllopping Plaza as 
a single parcel because they are owned and operated as an integrated economic unit. 

Defined consequences would also ensure that the City understands that the federal requirements are not 
merely guitfelines (notwithstanding the label of "policies" or 'cplan"), but are enforceable obligations to be 
taken seriousiy with consequences for failure to comply. 

" For example, if the City condemns a strip of land in the middle of a parcel, the City's condemnation 
coold create two nonconforming (substandard) parcels. The City has not allowed the consolidation of the 
nonconfomling parcels with adjoining parcels owned by the same party. Such nonconfo~ming 
(substandard) parcels adversely impact the property owner's ability to develop, sell, or lease such parcels. 

l4 If the City does intend to use its power to take private property for private development, including my 
TOT) or TSD, it is requested that the Final EIS (a) describe in detail any such intended use of the City's 
eminent domain power, (b) evaluate and disclose the economic and social impacts of such action, and (c) 
propose mitigation measures. 

'' ?'he DEIS contains Table 4-35, at 4-169, entitled "Rail System Benefits on Real Estate Values." This 
summary appears to be incomplete and could be misunderstood as showing how the Project will increase 
"home" values if the home is located closer to the rail line. 



l6 By way of example, a 1996 study of properties within a half mile of Portland's MAX stations had 
higher values but those within a half mile of the rail line, but not near a station, decreased in value. A 
2004 study even showed that home values near the Chicago Midway Line station decreased in value after 
the rail project was completed. 

I' A study has shown that adjacency to transit stations is not a sufficient factor to cause development to 
occur. It found dozens of stations areas where no new development had occurred for 20 to 30 years. It is 
reported that along LA'S Metro Blue Line, there has been tittle or no development activity along a several 
mile stretch bf Long Beach Boulevard. Real estate professionals indicated that 'We location of the transit 
line in the middle of the street had a significant negative impact on accessibility to retail businesses along 
the street. 
'' Development along the rail line will not likely occur arrtomatically; governmental assistance and 
coordination are needed. It is reported that Portland TODs are heavily subsidized in the form of tax 
breaks, infrastructure subsidies, below-market land safes, and direct grants. The City of Portland has used 
tax incentives ($100 million of 10-year waivers of property taxes offered to high-density residences aiong 
the light-rail line) to help overcome redevelopment hurdles. This is excluding the $1.2 billion in tax- 
increment financing that Portland is offering to developers along the raii lines or similar direct subsidies 
offered by Portland's suburbs, including Gresham and Beaverton. 

l9 It is important that KS, prospective investors, lenders, and affected businesses be given an oppo~hlnity 
to provide input on the bills. It should be noted that, the Land Use Technical Report provides that 
Kapalama has a "low potential for TOD," Table 5-1, at 5-4. KS requests further discussions with the City 
on the potential for TOR in KapaIama, 

20 This is the sum of the forecasted 3,530 boardings at the North King & Owen Street station; 2,580 
boardings at the North King Street & Waiakamilo Road station; and 4,750 boardings at the North King 
Street at LiIiha Street station. Alternatives Anahsis Report at Table 3-9, page 3-19. 

21 This is the sum of the forecasted 3,030 boardings at the Dillingham BouIevard & Mokauea Street 
station and 2,340 boardings at the Dillingham Boulevard & Kokea Street station. &g Alternatives 
Analysis Report at Table 3-9, page 3-19. 

" The term "fixed guideway" means: 

(4) Fixed guideway.--The term "fixed guideway" means a public transportation 
facility-- 

(A) using and occupying a separate right-of-way or rail for the exclusive use of 
public transportation and other high occupancy vehicles; or 

(13) using a fixed. catenary system and a right-of-way usable by other forms of 
transportation. 

- 49 U.S.C. 5302(a)(4). 'This definition does not distinguish between elevated and at-grade systems. 
Furthermore, according to the Alternatives Analysis Report at 5-5, the FTA Section 5359 New Starts 
program provides funds for the construction of a "new fixed guideway" system, which "refers to any 
trarisit facility that uses exclusive or controlled rights-of-way or rails, entirely or in part. Eligible 
purposes for these funds include light rail line, rapid rail (heavy rail), commuter rail, automated fixed 
guideway system (such as a 'people mover'), a busway/HOV facility, or an extension of any of these." 
Id. - 
23 Xf the City did make a formal determination that an at-grade system is inferior to an elevated system and 
thus rejected an at-grade system as a viable alternative, information on that determination should be 
provided. 
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Submission ContentlNotes : Please consider Councilman Djou's recommendation to begin rail 

construction at the east end of any proposed route, worklng toward the 
ewa direction. If only partial work can be accomplished, what is 
completed at the east end would be useable. If there is merely a portion 
completed at the west end it would not prove to be very valuable. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Richard Kamis 







From: Djou, Charles 

Sent: Tuesday, December 09,2008 9:42 AM 

To: Matsuda, Sylvia 

Subject: FW: Honofulu Transit 

Please submit as comments to the DElS for me 

Charles K. Djou 
Councilrnember, District IV (Waikiki, East Honolulu) 
Honolulu City Council 
530 South King Street, Suite 202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-5004 
Fax: (808) 550-6689 
Email: c~u.@honoI!~i~g-o.v_ 
Web: ww~~~bonr?l~I_u~g,ov!counciIId4 

.-.--.--.-.---,---- -------- ----,------ 

From: Richard Kamis [mailto:kamii@hawaii,rr ~ o m ]  
Sent: Monday, December 08,2008 3:11 PM 
To: tapou@honolulu.gov; DelaCruz, David A; Marshall, Barbara; Kobayashi, Ann ti.; Tam, Rod; Okino, Gary; 
Garcia, Nestor 
Cc: Djou, Charles 
Subject: Honolulu Transit 

We respectfully request your consideration of Charles Djou's recommendation to begin construction of the transit 
system at the East end of the proposed route working toward the west end 

If monies should fail and the project be halted, a portion at the East end should be useable whereas a portion only 
at the West end is not likely to be particularly useful 

Additionally, we truly hope that you seriously believe that monies will be available for this project We have 
serious question regarding this, considering inevitable overruns and the disastrous "Boston Big Dig" history of 
the company that Honoli~lu apparently plans to use. Reports surely indicate that Boston is in major financial 
troiible as a result! 

Richard P Kamis 
Kalakaua Avenue 
Honolulu 
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political power brokers obviously see this light rail as an economy- 
boosting public works project, somebody's got to foot the bill. I am 
absolutely convinced that the unintended consequences of this project 
will be to place a backbreaking strain on Hawaii's taxpayers that will hurt 
the county's economy in many ways both short- and long-term--a net 
negative for this island's residents for at least fifty years. I guess your 
children and my children will find out which of us was right. 
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Initial Action Needed 
1/25/2009 

Ted 
Kanemori 

46-066 Heeia St 

Kaneohe 
HI 
96744 
ted Qtk-serve.com 
247-3993 

Both 
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Submission ContenffNotes : I am in favor of building the "Minimum Operating System" from the 
airport area to Ala Moana, starting from the airport, not Kapolei. 

Why? 
During recent testimony, the question came up, "Where are we going to 
get the money to build the entire project?" 
Under questioning, Wayne Yoshioka said that he guarantees that we 
have enough money to complete the MOS (Kapolei to Waipahu). 
What about the rest of the project? If we run out of money, if we 
complete only the MOS, shouldn't it be in the town area? 

Councilmember Cachola asked for an explanation of the rising cost of 
the project from $3.78 to $5.3B and the fact that the city had only 
received $246M in 20 months. 
$246M is about $60M short of what is necessary to stay on track to 
reach the original $3.78 estimate, and i s  woefully short of the $5.38 
"2008 cost of expenditure" estimate. 
Director Yoshioka says that $5.38 is today's dollars, insists that they 
have a good fiscal plan and he talks about the cyclical nature of the 
economy. 

Please, help me understand: 
1. The estimate for the project has gone up $1.6B (from $3.7B to $5.36) 
since 2006. 
2. Is $5.3B the expected final cost in 2020, or what will it go up to 
7777777 . . . . . . . 
3. We are in an economic slump which is projected to last several years 
and revenues are declining. 
4. Currently, we are already short of the expected funds and it will get 
even worse. 
5. Is it expected that the half% GET is going to pick up to a point where it 
makes up for the current shortage and the expected shortage? 
6. Is it expected that the half% GET will increase to a point where it will 
cover the expected rise in project cost "2020 cost of expenditure"? 
7. The state is facing a budget shortfall and there is now, a looming 
threat for the state to withhold the half% GET for at least a year. 

Will any of the above facts affect the City's ability to complete the entire 
rail project within budget? 
If the answer is yes, then we deserve to at least have an MOS that is 
complete, useable, generating revenue and ready to expand to Waikiki 
and UH Manoa. 

Thank you, 

Ted Kanemori 
46-066 Heeia St 
Kaneohe, HI 96744 
Ph: 247-3993 
E-mail: tedQtk-serve.com 
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airport stop is included. Right now, I cannot take the bus to the airport 
since it does not allow for luggage. 

2. What is the estimated part replacement time for a steel-on steel 
svstem in a salt water climate due to corrosion? 







Monday, November 10,2008 

Dear Mayor Hanneman and Mr. D'Jou: c?--- 

PIS accept my feelings on the rapld transit that now has been voted in. I am from 
Vancouver, Canada, where of course we have an outstanding system, I believe 
Honolulu is basing their system on Vancouver's. I am used to riding the VCR 
system and it is outstanding, 
My big fear is that Honolulu won't get it right. I ride the BUS occasionally to my 
job at Kaiser Hosp and find the bus to very inefflclent, and so I am afraid that the 
train will be inefficient. 

I feel the oniy way to get an efficient train is to make sure that the "good of the 
whole1' is served and not just a minority group ie: Salt Lake resldents. If the good 
of the whole popufation is served, then there will be links to the airport, UH, Ala 
Moana and Waikiki. If the city decides to go with what is good for the minority, I 
see a very inefficient system with low ridership and a waste of taxpayer's money 
and I would be resentful of my tax dolfars going to fund a system that serves the 
minority. 

Putting a link to Salt Lake and not the airport would be the height of stupidity. It 
would symbolize that we are NOT a progressive city. Every progressive city links 
rapid transit to the airport. Honofulu, especially, should have a link to the airport, 
as tourism is our number 1 industry. Right now you cannot take luggage on the 
#42 bus to the airport which Is ludicrous, it does not make sense. In Vancouver, 
you can take luggage on the airport city bus routes and they are also building an 
airport link that arriving tourist can take right to downtown in 22 min. 

Mr Cachola may need to understand that Honolulu must do what is best for the 
wholelmajority of the island and that just because his constituents want a fink to 
Ala Moana mall to spend the day is not a reason to put a SL link in before 
serving the airport. The majority must be served before the minority is served. 

Mr. Hanneman, please get it tight and do the right thing with the links, and plea e he W. Having a train to the airport and not allaw n g ,  
rous. Also, luggage should be allowed on th~c i t y  buss  

that will link to the train. Please make this a modem and eficient a* q e r  5 p 
friendly to the people system. 2 $! & I T  

255 0 m Thank you, Anna Kerr RN at Kaiser Hospital and resident of ~ iamon&Bad ar%a - 
924-6694 0 ...'" < 

"T-Z Cr, 
31 '. 
n 2 *. 
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Submission ContentJNotes : Aloha: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Along the proposed rail route, 62% of Oahu's population in 2000 
according to the DElS Table 1-5 is concentrated between Kaimuki- 
Waialae and Salt Lake-Aliamanu. The route could be nearly half as long 
and still accommodate the majority of the current population in the 
project corridor. 

Presumably, the second half of the proposed rail route (Pearl City-Aiea 
to Ka~olei) is iustified based on the anticiaated ~ooulation arowth 
between iow'and year 2030. If growth predictidns'shown i; Table 1-5 
are correct, 53% of Oahu's population along the proposed rail route will 
be concentrated between Kaimuki-Waialae and Salt-Lake Aliamanu. 
Therefore, even though the population in the Pearl City-Aiea to Kapolei 
area is projected to increase by about 70% over the current population in 
this area by 2030, the majority of people in the project corridor will still 
be concentrated between Kaimuki-Waialae and Salt Lake-Aliamanu. It is 
therefore illogical to nearly double the rail route to accommodate less 
than half of the projected population in the project corridor, much of 
which hinges on proposed developments that do not yet currently exist. 

These proposed developments are likely to exist at least partially on 
aaricultural lands - even arime aaricultural lands. Constructina this rail 
trgnsit system on agricultural lands ((prime, unique, or of stateGide 
importarice, or oth&wise), through agricultural ianbs to serve 
developments that are built on aaricultural lands is not sustainable or in 
the best long-term interest of Oahu's people. 

Prime, unique, and statewide important lands are, by definition, of 
aaricultural imoortance. Land with such classification is sianificant. not 
negligible, regardless of acreage. To trivialize the absorptbn of such 
lands on the grounds that only a small amount of it will be sacrificed is 
not acceptable. Conversion of land with such classification is, according 
to the ALlSH system that defines these classifications, irreversible and 
therefore not a decision that should be taken lightly or trivialized 
because of scale. Any final EIS must provide measures to adequately 
mitigate the loss (88 acres of prime, unique, or statewide important lands 
will be acquired by the Build Alternatives) of such important lands. 

According to the 2002 Census of Agriculture (USDA 2004) that the DElS 
cites, only 18% of land on Oahu is farmland compared to over 30% of 
land on each of the main outer islands in Hawaii. Land available and 
suitable for farming on Oahu is dwindling. Subtracting another 88 acres 
will not help Oahu's food independence and is not so insignificant that it 
can be ignored. 

Even if 88 acres represents a small percentage of agricultural land on 
Oahu, converting prime aaricultural land to urban development further 
confirms that weare okafwith rezoning productive land arbitrarily. Prime 
agricultural land should be staunchly reserved for agriculture. Zoning 
changes should have a scientific, not political, basis. If we continue to 



indulge the perception that rezoning relatively small quantities of 
agricultural land for development is insignificant, eventually there will be 
no agricultural land left to rezone. There is nothing negligible about that 
in terms of loss of biodiversity and food security. 

On her website, Governor Lingle states: 

"Hawai'i produces only 15 percent of its own food. That's not acceptable 
and shouldn't be for the State. We need to take action now to increase 
food self-sufficiency for Hawai'i and preserve and strengthen the 
agriculture industry for future generations. 

We must increase our efforts to protect the best agricultural lands from 
develo~ment and Dreserve them for aariculture into the future and we 
must sirengthen our commitment to ptroviding infrastructure and water 
for aariculture. lncreasina our food self-sufficiencv will contribute to our 
own communities ratherkan sending our dollarsbut of the State for 
imported food." 

Loss of any prime, unique, or statewide important agricultural land 
undermines this mission. 

It is unclear whether the 88 acres of agricultural land to be absorbed by 
this project is limited to the rail route itself and associated facilities or is 
extended to include agricultural lands adjacent to construction 
boundaries. There exists a myriad of evidence that when transit routes 
are created, development crops up around it. This is the basis of the 
popular "if you build it, they [development] will come" mentality, which is 
one of the arguments used to justify building a mass transit system 
through non-urban regions. Once the rail transit route is in place, it is 
expected that development will occur along the route. Therefore, any 
existing agricultural land along the route will also be affected by the 
project. In order for any final EIS for rail transit to accurately and 
completely examine the environmental impacts to agricultural lands, the 
project must include agricultural lands adjacent to project construction 
boundaries. 

The DElS claims that "all of the affected properties designated as prime, 
unique, or of statewide importance andlor actively being farmed are 
owned by individuals, corporations, or agencies that plan to develop 
them in conformance with the Ewa Development Plan (DPP 2000)". 
However, on the DPP's website for the Ewa Development Plan, the first 
sentence is 'The Plan protects prime agricultural lands". Which is true? 

Regardless, the land in question remains prime, unique or statewide 
important agricultural land. Therefore the future state of the land should 
be irrelevant when discussing environmental impacts to it, as the scope 
of this DElS is to examine environmental impacts on the current 
conditions and not on future planned conditions that do not exist. 

A detailed plan for mitigating all negative environmental impacts to 
agricultural land affected by this projects including an analysis of 
alternative routes to preserve prime; unique, andior statewide important 



agricultural land must be provided in any final EIS. If such land must be 
used for the proposed project, land equivalent in acreage and quality (as 
defined by equivalent ALlSH soils classifications and water availabilitv) . . 
must be provided elsewhere to replace the land consumed by this 
project's development. 

Figure 1 at http://equiliberate.org/figl.jpg plots data shown in Figure 1-1 
of the DElS as vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per registered automobile 
over time from 1980 to 2006. People are logging more miles today than 
in the last three decades. 

Based on project population in 2030 shown in Figure 1-5 of the DEIS, 
city area, and year 2000 population density from the U.S. Census 
Bureau, the population density for Kapolei and Makakilo, Ewa, Waipahu 
and Waiawa, and Downtown Honolulu are plotted in Figure 2 (at 
http://equiiiberate.org/fig2.jpg) for year 2000 and year 2030. Projected 
population density is plotted for year 2030. Kapolei and Makakilo, and 
Waipahu and Waiawa, were combined since data was given by zipcode 
and these regions share the same zipcode. Downtown Honolulu was 
included to provide a baseline population density reflecting urban 
development on Oahu. Figure 2 then shows population densities for 
Kapolei, Makakilo, Ewa, Waipahu, and Waiawa that are about 50% less 
than that of Downtown Honolulu. This difference can be attributed to the 
fact or likelihood that suburban sprawl either exists or is planned for the 
Waiawa through Kapolei area. Greater distances between community 
services increase the need for automobile use, thereby 

1)Negatively impacting convenience of using a public mass transit 
system. 
2)Creating an increased need for automobile support facilities (i.e. park- 
and-rides, access ramps. roadwavs, etc.) in order to enable the 
population to use a public mass transit system. 
31Decreasina the likelihood that the ~o~u la t i on  in this area will use a . . 
public mass Transit system. 

The presence of a mass transit system has a proven record of 
encouraging development along the transit corridor, as evidenced by the 
increasing real estate values associated with properties closer to transit 
stations given in Table 4-35 of the DElS for various existing transit 
systems in the United States. The environmental impacts associated 
with encouraging suburban sprawl, especially since the DEIS uses this 
projected growth as a justification for extending the Build Alternatives to 
the Waiawa through Kapolei area (Chapter 1, in particular), must be 
discussed, and measures for mitigating adverse impacts must be 
provided, in any final EIS. 

According to the DEIS, the methodology for projecting future air quality 
as a result of the various project alternatives is based on anticipated 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and average network speed for each 
alternative. The data given in the DElS indicates that all Build 
Alternatives yield better air quality than the No Build alternative. The only 
logical way for this to occur is if the proposed rail transit system replaces 
enough cars on the road such that its emissions are less than the 



collective emissions of the cars it replaces. In other words, the data 
shown in Table 4-12 of the DElS depends on the number of cars that the 
rail transit system takes off the road. There are so many variables 
involved in determining the number of cars that the rail system will take 
off the road that a number of d~fferent scenarios could result. How 
accurate is the data shown in Table 4-1 2? What assumptions were 
made to produce the data shown in Table 4-12? 

Is it possible that the emissions generated from using electricity to 
operate any of the Build Alternatives would not be offset by reductions 
generated by any reduced VMT? That is, is it possible that emissions 
generated by operating any of the Build Alternatives will exceed 
emissions reductions resulting from reduced VMT? What assumptions 
were made in determining VMT? 

Any final EIS must include measures for mitigation for scenarios where 
emissions from any of the Build Alternatives exceeds those of the No 
Build Alternative. The DElS states that "Any measures to reduce 
automobile travel would reduce air pollutant emissions". This is not 
necessarily true. An attempt to reduce air pollutant emissions may not 
be successful. Consider the worst case scenario: the rail transit system 
is built and operable but is not sufficiently used. In this case, resultant 
emissions would actually exceed that of the No Build Alternative since 
additional cars would be in operation in addition to the rail system. This 
DEIS does not confirm that this scenario and/or other less extreme 
scenarios are not possible. Such a statement is therefore not justified 
and should be removed in any final EIS. 

From the data presented in the DEIS, it is unacceptable to consider only 
Ldn (24-hour average, penalizing night noise) and/or Leq (average 
sound). The maximum noise levels must be the criteria used to 
determine environmental impacts of noise since a few extremely noisy 
events, like a train rolling by, can be balanced with no noise (no train) to 
produce an average sound event that is only moderately noisy. People 
will not likely experience the average noise depicted in Figures 4-39 to 
4-42 at any given moment, rather they will experience the maximum 
noise levels and minimum noise levels independently. If my 
interpretation of this information is incorrect, the final €IS should provide 
clarification. 

The DElS states that once the ~roiect is ooeratina. noise levels will be 
measured to determine the acthalaextent of proje:t noise impacts. 
However. no measures for mitiaatina anv moderate and/or severe noise 
impacts t'hat may arise are pro;idedT~njr final EIS must include a 
methodology for noise mitigation that the project shall adhere to. 

The DElS states that the proposed Build Alternatives will have no effect 
on endangered and protected waterbirds despite the fact that waterbird 
habitats exist within the project boundaries. The justification for this 
claim given in the DElS is that 

"Over time, the waterbirds would adjust to new structures built for the 
Project since the wetlands would remain intact. This is expected 



because the waterbirds have continued to occupy the wetlands after the 
construction of nearby buildings and overhead utilities and the 
construction or widening of adjacent roads or highways." 

Have any studies been conducted that investigate the environmental 
impacts of development on endangered waterbirds and protected 
waterbirds and their habitats? If so, please provide sources for each 
study and state whether or not the study findings support the DElS claim 
that there will be no effects. Did the previous construction activities 
(construction of nearby buildings and overhead utilities and the 
construction or widening of adjacent roads or highways) result in noise 
intensitv and duration. site disturbance, and all other environmental 
impacts to the endangered waterbirds'and protected waterbirds' habitat 
equivalent to each of the proposed Build Alternatives? If so, please 
provide evidence that supports this claim. Was the proximity from 
~revious construction activitv to wetlands and/or endanaered waterbird 
and protected waterbird hadtat the same as the proximTty from the 
proposed construction activity to the wetlands and/or endangered 
waterbird and protected waterbird habitat? Will the noise in the areas 
where endangered waterbirds were observed remain the same after any 
of the pro~osed Build Alternatives are complete and operational? If not, 
the environmental impacts of noise on endangered waterbird and 
protected waterbird habitat must be investiaated in anv final EIS and - 
mitigating measures must be provided. 

What is the accuracy of the each field survey conducted and bird point 
counts? What is the margin of error? If accuracy cannot be guaranteed, 
a potential for environmental impacts to endangered terrestrial fauna 
exists. These impacts must be identified in any final EIS, and measures 
to mitigate these impacts must be included in any final EIS. 

Are the "numerous canopy trees" in the Tern habitat enough to support 
the existing and future white tern population? What is the basis of the. 
claim in the DElS that the other large canopy trees in urban Honolulu will 
result in no impact to the white tern population? Please provide sources 
to substantiate this claim. 

How were field surveys conducted? The DElS explains the procedure for 
conducting point counts but not field surveys. Any final EIS must include 
the procedure followed for conducting field surveys. 

Why was 8 minutes the duration used for point counts? Please provide 
a justification for the use of this time interval. One study found that on 
average 55% of all initial species detections occurred within the first 5 
minutes, and 82% of all initial species detections occurred within the first 
10 minutes, of 15-minute long point counts regardless of time of day or 
use of aural stimuli. If the results of this study hold true for Hawaii, only 
about a 75% of all species were detected over the 8-minute period. 
Were single or multiple visits conducted? Bartlet, et al. (1999) 
recommended two visits. 

What time of day were point counts conducted and was any aural stimuli 
used? 



The results of the Water Quality Impact Assessment for the EPA must 
be included in any fin'al EIS and the public must have an opportunity to 
comment on this study. 

What permanent BMPs will be implemented to ensure there is no 
change in the amount of infiltration? An increase in infiltration relative to 
existing conditions can have positive environmental impacts. Have any 
studies been conducted to determine if this is feasible? 

The DElS states that because the Project would rely on electric 
propulsion, minimal pollutants would be generated on the guideway 
relative to pollutants generated by roadway traffic. Has a study been 
conducted that confirms this assumption? If so, please provide a source. 

The DElS does not acknowledge the fact that floodplains provide 
ecological benefits beyond groundwater recharge and infiltration, 
including but not limited to maintenance of biodiversity and fish habitats. 
In fact, the DElS states the contrary by saying 'The only beneficial 
functions for the floodplains analyzed in the study corridor are the 
recharge of groundwater and drainage conveyance". Please provide 
evidence to support this claim. 

The DEIS states that a 2% reduction in energy consumption would result 
from each of the project Build Alternatives relative to the No Build 
Alternative. The transportation analysis is referenced as the source for 
this analysis of operational energy consumption. The transportation 
analysis references the Oahu MPO Travel Demand Forecasting Model 
as the source of the daily trips per transportation type per Alternative 
data. This data is the basis of system-wide daily travel data (vehicle 
miles per day per for each alternative), which is the basis of the total 
energy consumption of each alternative presented in Table 4-18. The 
Travel Forecasting Methodology Report, which explains the details of 
the Travel Demand Forecasting Model, states that "The mode choice 
model was also updated and recalibrated to improve accuracy of the 
model coefficients and relationships and to ~alibrate the alternative- 
specific constants. ... The mode choice model was re-calibrated as part 
of the Draft EIS process; however, 
the details of it are not discussed in this report. " Where can these 
details be found? 

What assumptions were made in the determination of transit ridership? 
In Table 4-18, Total energy consumption is the sum of roadway and bus 
energy consumption and the fixed guideway vehicle energy 
consumption. The latter energy consumption is greater across all Build 
Alternatives relative to the No Build Alternative. Therefore, the energy 
savings of the Build Alternatives results solely from reduced roadway 
and bus energy consumption. Indeed, the No Build Alternative energy 
consumption in this category exceeds the energy consumption of each 
Build Alternative in this category. Therefore, the DElS assumes that less 
automobile and bus vehicle miles will be traveled in each Build 
Alternative. That is, Table 4-18 assumes that operation of the fixed 
guideway system will result in less automobile and bus usage. What 



data is this assumption based on? How was transit ridership projected? 
Is it possible that transit ridership will not result in less roadway and bus 
energy consumption (i.e. fixed guideway vehicle energy consumption 
exceeds roadway and bus energy savings)? Please provide a 
justification for any response to this question. Did the model consider 
that automobiles may become increasingly more efficient by 2030 and 
into the future? 

The fact that photovoltaic cells could be integrated into project stations 
to reduce project electricity demand, as the project states as a measure 
of mitigation, provides no tangible mitigating effect. Any final EIS must 
provide a detailed analysis of measures that could be taken to reduce 
the project's net electricity demand and total energy consumption. This 
analysis must consider the feasibility of integrating alternative energy 
technologies into the project as well as an analysis of energy 
conservation measures that could be implemented to increase the 
operational efficiency of the system. 

The DEIS lists a number of ways the volume of hazardous materials 
used and extent of worker exposure could be limited as a means for 
mitigation. This list of mitigating measures must be implemented in order 
to adequately mitigate environmental impacts of hazardous waste. 

It is not acceptable to use prime agricultural land as a site for a 
maintenance and storage facility when a clear alternative (given in the 
DEIS) is present. 

Why is the entire transit route (in all Build Alternatives) elevated? 
Kapolei is currently grossly undeveloped. The transit route should be 
placed at ground level where geography permits to preserve view lanes 
and reduce construction cost and energy consumption. This woultresu~t 
in 150,000 MBTU energy savings per track mile during construction, 
based on the information provided in the DEIS. Any final EIS must 
consider energy conserving measures like this. 

Where clearing and grubbing occurs, will these areas be revegetated to 
the extent possible? The DElS is not clear on this point. 

Will pruning of trees found to contain chicks be delayed until chicks 
fledge or not? The DEIS is not clear on this point. 

Under what conditions will additional studies, such as but not limited to a 
complete Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, during the design or 
construction phase be petformed? Will remediation of contaminated soil 
and groundwater that is discovered during the project occur? To what 
extent? 

In addition to demolished material, will every effort be made to recycle.or 
make available for reuse unused construction materials and other waste 
generated on site? What measures will be taken to minimize the amount 
(in weight andlor volume) of construction waste generated over the 
project construction phase? 



Any final EIS must provide margins of error for all data and assumptions 
made in the DEIS. 

Please send comment responses to: 

Kim Kido 
1348 Alewa Drive 
Honolulu, HI 96817 

































<. Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu E-Iigh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public IIearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact ~tatementL3ection 4(fl Evaluation. 

' 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inform the public about the &ansit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions &om public, 
and collect public input on project issues relatid to the Draft EIS, Section 106 of the 
National EIistoric Preservation Act, Section 4 0  of i.he U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodp1ains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft: EIS is available on fhe project website at 
wtvw.hoiiolulutransit.orq. 

You may provide ofEcial comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a cowl: reporter who will record them for the record or use 

. this fom to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line . . .  
.;?. . comment at www.honolulutransit.org or use this fom to send a written comment to the 

:Department of Transportation Services. AT1 comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Name: A s $ K ! U f f R  U Address: 1 3 1 i3 t\ %La% %F 
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Return Address 

Place 
Postage 

Department of Transportation Services 
Attn: HonoluIu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
.City and County of Hoi~olu~u 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
~Iono~ulu, HL 96813 

STAPLE HERE 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Bob Kilthau 
131 0 Haloa Drive 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 8 

Dear Mr. Kilthau: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTAJs 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 

771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefifs of each alternative, 
public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport 
Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of 
this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with I 16,000 daily passengers and 282,500 
daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative 



Mr. Bob Kilthau 
Page 2 

will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide 
access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, that will have 
substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

In addition, a Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be developed by the construction 
contractor with approval from the City and the Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT 
Plan will mitigate construction-related effects on the transportation system. Table 3-27 in the 
Final EIS identifies roadways that will experience peak-period lane closures during construction. 

For schools and other noise-sensitive locations that do not have nighttime sleep 
activities, the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment compares the existing 
maximum-hour noise level to the maximum-hour noise that the transit line will produce by itself. 
Construction noise will be a temporary impact, and all local noise ordinances will be followed to 
reduce noise annoyance to residents and schools. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 

Enclosure 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 111 612009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Jayne 
Last Name : Kim 
BusinessIOrganization : Eki Cyclery 
Address : 1603 Dillingham Blvd 

Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 7 
Email : eki Qaloha.com 
Telephone : 808-847-2005 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 

Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 11 612009 



Submission ContenVNotes : 1) We are lessees on Kamahameha Schools property on Dillingham 
and attended the meeting held at KS on 12/18/08. We occupy TMK: 1 - 
5-2856 and it looks as though a pillar will be right in front of our 
showroom window. We are wondering if this is correct and if so, can the 
location of that pillar be revisited? If you move 30-40ft ewa, it would be 
in front of our bldg wall, and if you move 50-60ft dhead it'll be in front of a 
parking lot. How big are the pillars? 

2) What will visibility be like for motorists as they travel Dillingham 
looking for businesses? Will they be able to see our current signage? If 
not, how will the city address this? 

3) Our business will be impacted. How much so is anyone's guess. 
Will we be compensated at all with relief from RPT perhaps? And has 
this ail been figured into the budget? 

4) At what point will we be informed as to how much of our front parking 
lot will be affected? When the BRT talks were in the works, 6 - 7 ft (of 
our pkg lot to be condemned) was what we were hearing. Will the city 
be paying for the repaving of our entire parking lot? 

5) When the Board of Water Supply dug up Dillingham a few yrs ago, 
we arrived one morning during the Christmas season to find that they 
had closed off entry into our parking lot. We hope the city will be more 
sensitive 
to retail businesses on these kinds of issues. 

Thank you! 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 111 212008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Young 
Last Name : Kim 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 94-536 Lumiauau St. 
Apt./Suite No. : Apt F102 
City : Waipahu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96797 
Email : ykimOOl Q hawaii.rr.com 
Telephone : 671 -2566 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 11 212008 
Submission ContentlNotes : Aloha, 

When you look at the route, consider destination rather than origin. 
Airport, Hickam and Pearl Harbor route has destination and origin 
without making route changes for buses while Salt Lake route is only the 
origin. So when the train pulls in to a station with standing room only, 
would people there ride the train? I doubt that. However, with a bus ride 
to the airport, they can ride the train comfortably to the destination. 

Think about this. What was the primary reason for the mass transit rail? 
To reduce the traffic from the West side to PUC. 

Even though rail was not address in Waipahu Special Area Plan of 1995, 
I'll support the Airport Route. 

Sincerely, 

Young Kim, Resident 
Waipahu 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 1/24/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : David 
Last Name : Kimball 
Business/Organization : University of Hawaii 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : Neither 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96822 
Email : dkimball@ hawaii.edu 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /24/2008 
Submission ContentJNotes : Hopefully this has been considered, or is being considered as an option. 

To have the rail run through Salt Lake, but with a spur down through 
Mapunapuna to service the airport? The Salt Lake route will cost less, 
and service the locals. The spur will service locals and the visitors. Of 
course getting the visitors into Waikiki w/out them having to pick up a car 
at the airport will have great results in reducing the number of cars in HI. 







. . . . 

To: ~ondulu C&C ,Dept of ~rais~ortat ion Services Mon., Dec. '8, 2008 
For: .Draft EIS:Public Hearing at Blaisdell Exhibition Hall 

i..: . . . 

~rom: Amy Y. Kirnura 

. Good evening. I testify tonight as an ordinary citizen who rides public transit 
. wherever 1lve lived and traveled and who likes it for the most part'. I enjoyed 

commuting on the subways in New York City and Japan. As a traveler 1've ridden on 1' .  the trains arid buses i r i  Europ6 Canada, and the U.S.' I list these because many I 
'1 

/ .  . people think everyone who is against the proposed Honolulu rail distikesmass transit, . . 

J raif in. particular. On the contrary, rajl .in the places I've used thkm. has been fast, . 
I convenient, emcient, al,d usually reasonably priced. But the popult~tions served'by . 

. them hqve been from two times to. more than ten times ljonolulufs population and . 

could more easily support their operation and maintenance. 

Q n e  place itwas not so rebsonably priced was ~ancouvec Canada. The Skytrain was 
clean, convenient, and efficient, but way more expensive than Honolulu's bus 
system.. A MONTHLY ADULT PASS cost $73-136, depending on the number of . 1'  

zones covered. That's about two to three times the $40 cost here.' What would 
. that do to transit-dependent riders here, people with no auto? 

1 . .  
f 
/ I n  Vancouver the MONTHLY PASS FOR SENIORS is $42, more than the YEARLY cost 
t 

i of $30 .for seniors in Monoluf u .  What would that kind of cost do.to. seniors on limited . 

1 .  and moderate incomes? . 

j .  . . 

I .  For students, monthly passes in Vancouver are also $42, twice as much as the. 
$20/month charged by The Bus, .' I .  

I 
\ . . 

. Transit-dependentw adult riders, the elderly, and children will be greatly affected. ' 

, Will the City b&.willing and able to greatly increase its subsidy of transit to keep down 

1 .  .the 'prices of the transit passes for them? , 

I. . 
! 

If not, how will that affeit the quality of life,of seniors of moderate or limited 
I means? How about 'families of low, moderate, and even middle incomes? i 
.'I 

1 .  If not, how'will that attract motorists. out of their can and on to the fixed , . 
guideway? 1 .  . . 

I .  . . If yes; how will that affedproperty tax rates of everyone?, . . 
I . . 

If commuter passes increase in price, the "Choice ~id'ers" of  The BUS, those who '.  . . 
have an av?ila.ble vehicle to ride but choose'to ride The'Bus, will likely choose to 
abandon commuting on public transit in. favor of theircar, adding to.coingestion. 

. . 

Mahalo for giving me this opportunity to com,ment. In  the future more notice would . 

be appreciated: I received your news1ett:er announci' . . " 

on. Friday, Dec. 5. ' . . .... 
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To: Mr. Wayne Y. Yashioka From: Amy Y. Kimura 
Department of Transportation Services 1310 Heulu St., Apt. 1002 
City and County of Honolulu Honolulu, HI 96822 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor . 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
808-768-8303 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
City and Count of Honolulu, O'ailu, Hawai'i 
~ r a f l  Environmental Impact StatemenVSection 4(f) Evaluation /c: 8 .  Fc 

La l o za  i 
C: Mr. Ted Matley / FTA Region IX i 

201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
41 5-744-31 33 

The faflowing are my comments on the Draft EIS due February 6,2009. 1 recommend a Supplemental EIS 
be prepared before the Final EIS to adequately answer my and others' questions and comments, 

CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR RAIL PROJECT 

A. REDUCE COMGESTlON INTO URBAN HOMOLULU At the beginning of this process the 
public was told the major reason for the project was to reduce congestion, particularly from Leeward 
and Central O'ahu, As a n urban Honolulu resident I was usually not affected by this daily problem. 
However, on those few occasions when I found myself in it, it made me very sympathetic to their plight. I 
believe the City and its consultants have given short shrift to investing in an improved bus system that . 
would reduce congestion for leeward O'ahu motorists at least as much as the rail system and much 
sooner and at vastly less cost to O'ahu taxpayers.. 

B. DiRECT FUTURE GROWTH. The other major reason discussed, one espoused by many on the 
City Council, was as a planning tool, to direct future growth toward the Second City of Kapolei* This 
made sense to me. I recalled Stockholm, where at rail stations there was high density: high rises with 
commercial spaces on the low floors, residential on the upper floors, often for the elderly. Radiating from 
the station were first lower density town houses and low rise apartments, then farthest away, starting 
perhaps from one-third or one-half mile were single-family houses. Bicycle and pedestrian paths 
connected with the stations without crossing a street. It was safe and well-planned, with a mixture of family 
types and families easily accessible to elderly parents. Each station was a little neighborhood where you 
didn't have to drive to take care of ddly activities and needs, as is common in Japan and in New York City. 
But this is not what I see being planned for the first few stations being built.. 

C.  FARFETCHED STATEMENTS BY CITY IN FAVOR OF RAlL 

1. "Rail transit is a way to.-..provide aptions for those who cannot easiiy drive to, or 
park at, their destinations." [Hnl rail transit insert Advertiser and Star-Bulletin Sun-10-19-081 . 

Why provide an option at such a high cost for the next 20-30 years when it will do little to alleviate traffic 
from Leeward O'ahu (only 11% according to the City's rosy estimates) ? The City should not be 
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mortgaging the taxpayers' future for something with such a small benefit and so risky . At a minimum it 
should exhaust other, less expensive, lessrisky, and 'less disruptive options like greatly improved express 
bus service The City should act prudently, not be gambling with present and future taxpayers' funds 

2. "Goal: Improved Equity" "Everyone can use the fixed guideway system and afford it." 
(Honolulu On The Move Newsletter, Feb. 2008, p. 1) 

How is it possible that bus passes and fares will not increase with rail added? How can the rail be built and 
added costs of operating and maintaining the rail in addition to the bus system not require higher fares? 

The current $40lmonth adult bus pass is affordable for households with limited incomes and/or no car 
The $30NEAR (not month) senior pass is an outstanding bargain! Nowhere in the US or Canada have I 
come across such a bargain for seniors. This incredible bargain offers great mobility and a high quality of 
life to seniors with limited income and those unable to drive. My late mother made good use of it. 

,3a. improve Corridor Mobility, (1.8.1). 

Decreasing congestion into Honolulu and the Central Business District can be achieved much more 
economically than with a multi-billion rail by the City (and State) increasing monthly employee parking rates 
(e.g. $60) in the CBD to closer to private rates downtown ($2004. This would encourage more carpooling 
and bus riding [but bus service must be improved to attract "Choice Riders'l.. The City and State would 
probably have to negotiate this with the unions, but it would be much easier on the public and not 
disruptive to businesses along the route than constructing the rail system. 

3b,, "Motorists and transit users experience substantial traffic congestion and delay at 
most times of the day, both on weekdays and on weekends." (1.8,.1) 

During peak hours I agree, but in the off-peak hours or on weekends I haven't found this in 
10-15 years of occasional driving to WaikeleMlaipahulPearI RidgelPearl City from Makiki. Nor have 1 
found this when often driving around Kalihi and lwilei in offpeak hours. In the 90s when I used to drive to 
Pearl City during the morning peak period, it usually took me 10 minutes longer than in the best off-peak 
times. But driving back during the am peak period took an hour longer, so I learned to delay returning 
beca~se 1 was lucky enough to have a choice most of the time. 

4,. "A need exists to provide a more reliable transit system." (1.8.2) 

I agree, but this can be done with an improved bus system that will cost a fraction of the rail and will not be 
disruptive during construction nor take away parts of people's land.. 

5. Improve Transportation Equity (1.84) "Downtown median daily parking rates are the highest 
among U.S. cities, further limiting this [transit-dependent and lower-income workers from Pearl City, 
'Naipahu, and Makakilo areas] population's access to Downtown." 

Why would high Downtown median daily parking rates affect the transit-dependent and those without 
cars? 

D. ALTERNATIVES INADEQUATELY EXPLORED. Mayor Hannemann and the City's 
consultants have not explored alternatives adequately. They have given short shrift to a bus and 
Transportation Systems Management alternatives. What I've read and heard at public meetings and 
hearings indicates the Managed Lane Alternative has also not been given a fair examination. When the 
mayor ran for office he often said the City has Needs and Wants. He would focus on the Needs before the 
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Wants I believe the rail project is a Want, not a Need. Our Needs include at least one billion dollars to 
bring our aging sewer system up to minimum Federal standards now that repeated waivers over the past 
15-20 yearshave run out. A Federal court has ordered the City to do so U.S. Senator Daniel lnouye is 
frying to use his influence to grant us an exception because he said the City cannot afford to pay for it. Yet 
Senator lnouye feels we can afford a much more costly five billion dollar rail system that is a Want, not a 
Need, 

E. WHO WILL NOT BE BETTER SERVED BY THE RAIL SYSTEM? 

I,, Urban Honolulu (and Central Business District) residents are ctirrently well served by the low-fare 
bus system, especially those without cars. They will not benefit from the proposed rail system.. On the 
contrary, they will have poorer bus service because many bus routes from one part of Honolulu to another 
part will be diverted to feed the rail stations 

2. The elderly, people of limited income, and the disabled are best served by buses 
because of the low-cost fares, nearness to origins and destinations, security due to the presence of a 
driver on every bus, and safety because the driver waits until the elder and handicapped are on board or 
safely on the ground before closing the door and moving on. 

3,. UHMfChaminadelSt. Louis students because the Minimum Operating Segment will not go to 
UHMIChaminadelSt. Louis. Commuters from Leeward and Central O'ahu usually remark on how much 
less traffic there is when UH is not in session, that there really is little congestion.. This contradicts the 
assertion that 'The Project would ... meet the Purpose and Need for the Project whether or not the 
planned extensions are provided." [Project Phasing, p. 2-38] 

4. O'ahu taxpayers will be spared the traffic congestion during the ten-year construction period, the 
much higher property taxes and GET surcharge increase necessary to build, operate, and maintain the 
train, and the inability to afford both rail and core city services like sewers. 

5. Tourists will not like the visual blight created by an elevated line (this is supposed to be "paradise") 
and go elsewhere, affecting the state and city economy and the revenues for the 1/2% GET surcharge as 
well as the Tourist Accommodation Tax. 

6. Leeward O'anu residents, last, but most importantly, wha do need relief from peak period 
congestion Unfortunately, the rail will not provide that relief as I will argue in my comments.. They have 
been misled into believing that their severe rush hour congestion affecting their quality of life will be eased 
when the MOS is completed in ten or so years. 

CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATlVES CONSIDERED 

A. NO BUILD (BUS SYSTEM), TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) 

Express buses are tremendously more cost-effective than a multi-billion dollar fixed rail. !3press buses 
use roadways used by cars and other buses and thus will not cause more congestion during a decade of 
construction as the guideway must, which can cause small and even medium-sized businesses to go 
under. They do not require condemnation of land for their stops. 

I., Improve express bus service from Leeward O'ahu. It is the Leeward (and Central) O'ahu 
area5 which are most in need of relief from rush hour congestion. I feel not enough thinking outside the 
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box has been done by TheBus decision makers. More express buses, especially during the morning 
peak period, coutd fill this need better and at much lower cost than a rail system. More luxurious coach- 
type buses should be tested to see what brand best meets commuters' needs. Most of them should be 
super express buses, which only pick up passengers in the originating area and only drop off in 
destination areas, 

Example: Improve Wai'anae-Honolulu express buses. For example, Waianae super express 
buses should drive straight to town without stopping at Waipahu or any other place en route to the 
destination in, say, the CBD or Waikiki or UHM.. This would minimize riding time for everyone on the bus. 
The bus should have upholstered seats such as tourist coaches have or long distance buses on the 
mainland have.. I've ridden on inter-state Greyhound buses that have spacious Business Class size 
reclining seats like those on jet planes, with a pull-down tray-table, individual lights and air jets. The buses 
have a toilet on board. Riders would be able to read, use a laptop, sleep, and even eat. So even if the bus 
is stuck in traffic, the rider can use the time productively and in comfort. 

Example: Improve Kapolei-Honolulu express buses. To minimize time spent riding and 
maximize space on them, express buses should stop only for pickups (no dropoffs) in Origin areas. They 
should allow only dropoffs (no pickups) in Destination areas.. This is done elsewhere though not here. 
The number of Origin and Destination areas served can be determined partly by survey, partly by trial-and- 
error after establishing initial service. For example, whether it should include Downtown en route to UHM 
or Downtown and Ala Moana en route to Waikiki would depend on the number of riders to the different 
areas and availability of buses. 

2., More than five minutes late is "Late" for express buses (1.5,,3). Express buses are on 
average more than five minutes late 30% of the time. (pi-19) This definition of "late" is unduly strict and 
doesn't make sense to me.. When 1 drive or ride the bus, i consider a 5-10 minute leeway normal, not late 
Only in Switzerland or Japan with their famed punctuality would this be a reasonable definition; not in the 
US or elsewhere in Europe. Fifteen minutes would be "late" for the bus or when 1 drive 

3. TheBus serves urban residents well. Ninety-five percent of the urban population lives wlihin 
one-quarter mile of a bus stop.. The urban population is well served by the present bus system. 

This DElS contradicts itself when it states ( p.2-9, col. 2) . 'Transit service levels ... would remain about the 
same as they are today." And then it says (p. 2-24), Some bus routes including peak period express 
buses would be altered or eliminated.. Certain local routes would be re-routed or reclassified as feeder 
buses. 

This is not possible if feeder buses must be diverted to transit stations to meet trains every three to six 
minutes and the fleet would be abaut the same whether the rail is built or not. 

4., Apply traffic signal priorty for buses now Traffic signal priority would be given to buses 
during the morning peak period when the rail is built This can be done without rail to improve the express 
buses' times.. Trial-and-error can be usad to determine the intersections with bus traffic signal priority very 
inexpensively compared to building and operating rail. 

5. Transfers toffrom raii discoupage "Choice Riders,," The rail stations will not be within easy 
walking distance of most potential riders' homes. People will find, as t did, that transfers from bus to rail and 
vice versa are timeconsuming and a deterrent to riding the rail if you have an alternative. 

Example: Yokohama. My actual ride on the subway train was about 11 minutes., But I allowed 60 
minutes for my trip because there was a &minute walk from my apartment to the bus stop; a 5-10 minute 
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wait for the bus; 10-15 minute bus ride; 5-minute walk from the bus to the subway platform; 1-4 minute 
wait for the train; I t  minutes on the train; an 8-10 minute walk from the platform to my final destination. On 
the days when I had no wait times, it would take 40 minutes; on other days when I barely missed the bus 
and subway, it would take 55-60 minutes. I had no car and no choice but to ride public transit in 
Yokohama. I do not ride bicycles, so that was not an alternative. 

6. Buses can stop close to home and worklschool,. Express buses can come close to riders' 
homes and destinations, making transfers unnecessary. Vlhat's most important is door-to-door time, not 
the time on one leg of your commute. If you can settle in for 40 minutes or so on a seat, you can read, text, 
work on your laptop, or sleep, activities one cannot do comfortably when transferring from one transit 
mode to another. 

7. EIderly and disabled prefer buses. The elderly and disabled generally prefer buses because- 
stops are closer to their homes and destinations, requiring less walking.. They feel safer because they 
know there's a live, aisrt person always on the bus, its operator. They know that operator will wait for them 
to get on and gat off before moving the bus so they're less likely to fall. 

8. Tourists. They generally add little to the am peak period congestion from Leeward and Central 
O'ahu because most of them stay in Waikiki, and the trips they take by bus or car are usually against traffic. 

9, Fallacy: TSM more pofluting and energy inefficient than rail.. The Alternatives Analysis 
concluded that TSM would have required more transportation system energy and generated mote air and 
water pollution than the fixed guideway alternative. I believe this statement does not take into account 
improvements in hybrid and electric vehicles occuning now. By the time the Minimum Operating Segment 
of the rail is completed in ten years, electric buses powered by non-polluting electricity produced 
sustainably by sun, wind, ocean wave, or ocean thermal will be available . It will be much cheaper and 
simpler to incrementalty phase in these kinds of low polluting buses than replacing the third rail providing 
the power for 50-60 steef-on-steel railcars . The technology to replace the third rail and cars or retrofit the 
cars we've purchased could be 20-50 years in the future, keeping us more oil-dependent far longer than 
with buses. 

13. BICYCLES AS ALTERNATIVE SUPPLEMENTAL. TRANSPORTATION 

1. Dismissed with little real consideration in public documenltrs/meetin(ss During the 
public hearings and meetings on the fixed guideway, bicycles were dismissed. This dismissive attitude 
keeps bicycles from being more widely used as transportation for short and medium distances. The 
present setup in urban Honolulu certainly discourages all but the most determined and daring from riding a 
bicycfe because they must compete with cars and other much larger motor vehicles. whose drivers often 
give the defenseless rider no respect. Yet in Europe they are widely used by all ages and for trips that an 
American would hop in the car to do. 

Example: Copenhagen. In the 1970s I was at first puzzled at the double sidewalks in the area I 
spent as a tourist. When I saw bicycle riders on the lower sidewalk closer to the street and pedestrians on 
the higher sidewalk farther away from the street, I realized what they were. I recall being amazed at sights I 
never saw in the US: an elderly, plump, white-haired woman dressed in nice clothing and wearing a small 
hat and dressy shoes, was riding a bike on a Sunday morning near the centruum, the town square, 
apparently on her way to or from church, Then I saw a young couple ride past, the man with two small 
children on his bike, the woman with what looked like picnic things on her bike, apparently heading for a 
picnic. Wow, I thought, when riding a bicycie is made safe enough, a lot more people will do so.. I hardly 
expect us here to do what the Danes do, but with Hawai'i's mild year-round climate, we could easily 
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encourage more bicycle commuting and traveling 

2. Year-round ciimate for bicycles, With our vaunted perfect weather for bicycles and the relative 
short distances we can travel on a small island, bicycles are a perfect vehicle for many college students 
who cannot afford a car, who are young and fit, and who live short distances from campus. This would 
allow campus parking lots to be smaller and create less air pollution on campus. Many urban residents who 
live and worktattend school in town would ride a bike to work/school if it were safe to do so. This could 
reduce local traffic, making bottlenecks near and in town clear more quickly, helping Leeward and Central 
commuters. 

3. Bikes on TheBus, Pearl Harbor bike path. The City must be given credit for altowing two or 
three bikes on the front of TheBus.. There is a bike/pedestrian path from Pearl Harbor to Pearl City which is 
completely separated from auto traffic. There should be more like it, connecting Leeward O'ahu to urban 
Honolulu to give an option to those most in need of relief from congestion This would allow the fit and 
would-be fit to use this mode. 

4., City bicycle budget miniscule. If the City were to spend three percent of its roadway budget 
on bike pathslbikewayslbike facilities, it would be infusing a huge increase in funds. Improved riding for 
bike commuters would make us less dependent on oil, reduce the size of parking lots needed by 
businesses and government, and improve the bike riders' weight and health .. But the City has placed a 
much higher priority on roadways and street parking for motorists, spending a pittance on encouraging 
transportation by bicycling. It is very reluctant to reduce street parking for safer bike lanes. The City has 
generally treated bike riding as a recreational pasttime. For example, around the Waikiki Zoo there is a 
paved path for bikes alongside the pedestrian path thatdoes not share the road with autos. It's where I 
sometimes see children and parents riding on their bikes 

5. Bicycles environmentally friendly. Bicycles represent a tremendous potential for quickly 
reducing importing our transportation fuel should there be an oil embargo or gasoline goes up to $5-$8 a 
gallon.. Little unfamiliar or expensive infrastructure needs to be built. Land does not need to be taken 
from food production. There are no unsightly land-hogging windmills to be erected. No expensive 
underground cables need be built. 

Together with an improved bus system and more shade trees to encouraging walking 
short distances, bicycies are part of an afiordabie, more sustainable, more energy 
independ ent future for O'ahu's commuters and residents.. 

PROBLEMS WITH RAlL 

A. RAIL FUNDING PROBLEMS 

1. By law, dedicated local funding cannot be used for buses or highways. State law does not allow the 
funds from the one-half percent GET surcharge to be used for other than a fixed guideway system (2,.5). 
The Draft EIS does admit that, "Variables like tourism spending and retail sales could materially impact the 
net GET surcharge revenues available to fund the Project." (p. 6-1 1) 

a. The serious recession the state, country and world are in is causing leading state legislators and the 
Governor to reconsider the fund's use or to suspend collecting it until the economy improves. Senate 
President Colleen Hanabusa and Governor Linda Lingle are both now considering using it for other state 
needs because of serious budget shorifalls. 
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If this dedicated funding source is the "only source of funding until FY2012, " what will happen if the State 
decides next year to either suspend its collection or allow it to be used for other more immediate needs? 

b.. The City's other main sources of revenue are property taxes and its share of a state Transient 
Accommodation Tax (tourist tax). But property values on O'ahu have plummeted in the past year, and 
tourism is in a deep and worsening slump. Economists are predicting tough times for the next few years 

2. City Council's weakening position on rail. The large majority of seven favoring a fixed 
guideway in the early stages dropped to a bare majority of five when UHM was left out of the MOS. One 
of that five no longer favors the rail after last month's vote to select the Airport route instead of a Salt Lake 
or Salt Lake/Airport route. 

B,, RAIL ROUTE PROBLEMS 

1 .  Failure to include UHManoa in the MOS wifl cause minimal reduction in congestion 
and large reduction in potential ridership Without including UHM in the Minimum Operating 
Segment, there will be no significant impact on peak am congestion. Letters to the editor of both dailies 
have confirmed what my relatives, friends, and acquaintances have said: how littie traffic congestion there 
is when UHM is not in session. Even with UHMIChaminade I have doubts that our island population is 
large enough to support a rail system. All the successful rail systems that I'm familiar with serve populations 
of at least two million, usually more. Without UHM it will become a white elephant because farebox 
revenues will be far too low to cover the 27-33% users' share of operating costs required. Raising fares 
will cause a drop in ridership and revenues. Naturally it will cost much more to operate and maintain a rail 
and bus system than a bus system alone. 

2. Leeward Cornunity College station,. Is there a station at Leeward Community Coliege? If 
not,wl-rat is the reasont? Because community colleges have much lower tuition than UHM, Chaminade, or 
HPU, many cost-conscious students elect to attend a community college for the first two years before 
transferring elsewhere.. They should be easily accessible by public transit so people without cars can 
attend. During the public information sessions I did not study the station locations in the areas I was not 
familiar with; l assumed, perhaps incorrectly, that LCC would be served. (p 2-26) 

C. RESTROOMS AT STATIONS 

Where are they shown or described in the DEIS? There MUST be restrooms in every station. I 
saw no mention in the verbal descriptions nor could I find any in the figures I looked at. If there are 
restrooms in every station that should have been made much dearer in this DEIS. If not every station is to 
have a restroom, that should be made absolutely dear in a Supptemental EIS.. 

Young ChRdren need them. Any mother with a young child knows that when they say they need to 
go, you'd beiter find a restroorn quickiy in the station or they'll relieve themselves on the platform or 
against a wall in the station.. When this happens on the bus, you get off at the next stop and find a bush or 
the gutter if no suitable place can be found in time. Odors are more quickly dissipated at a bus stop than in 
a train station. 

Elderiy. The elderly often need to relieve themselves much more frequently than younger people. 
Elderly men, who often have prostate conditions and cannot hold it, will do so on the platform or 
elsewhere in the station against a wall if there is no restroorn at the station. This will create a smelly, 
unpleasant atmosphere for others. Maintenance costs will be much higher than if restrooms were 
provided to begin with. 



HHCTCP Draft ElSISection 4(f) Evaluation 2/6/09 AYKirnura &/jL 

D. RAIL REVENUE PROBLEM : FARES SEVERELY UMDERESTIMATED, REVENUES 
OVERESTIMATED 

1.. Fares severely underestimated.. Rail fares have been severely underestimated. In public 
meetings the mayor has repeatedly said it would be the same as it is now, $2.00 a ride. This is obviously 
not possible, even adjusting for infiation, when there are huge capital costs to construct the project. And 
of necessity operating and maintenance costs will be higher for a rail plus bus system than a bus system 
alone, again even adjusting for inflation. The DElS admits that "....riders' price sensitivity could decrease 
ridership. .." 

Example: Vancouver (Canada) fares 2-4 times TheBus's. [Note: Fares are from its website in 
2008. It's unclear if dollars are US or Canadian J 

Look at Vancouver, which has a steel-on-steel automated rail system plus a bus system While the 
monthly adult pass on O'ahu costs $40 and covers the whole island 2417, in Vancouver it's $73, $99, and 
$136 for one-, two-, or three-zones. If Honolutu used Vancouver's zone system, one zone might be 
urban Honolulu (from Salt Lake to Hawai'i Kai); two zones might include Ewa, Kapolei, Waipahu, Pearl City, 
Kailua, Kane'ohe, and Waimanalo; three zones would indude the entire island. How would fares like 
Vancouver's impact the limited and maderate income, even the middle income working adult? 

If O'ahu adults had to pay the equivalent of Vancouver's fares to commute to work, most of the Choice 
Riders would switch to their car because it would be cheaper, adding to congestion. Some of the Transit- 
Dependent riders of limited and even moderate incomes might become homeless due to the high cost of 
getting to work 

For children it's $20 for the monthly pass. In Vancouver it's twice as much, $42/month, the same as for 
seniors there. If children's fares are not reasonably priced, parents may then begin driving them, adding to 
congestion and defeating a major purpose of rail transit 

For seniors, it's a superbargain $30NEAR, or $2.50/month pro-rated. Seniors may use this pass 2417 
In Vancouver, it's $42/MONTH, more than it costs for one year on O'ahu. 

Individual senior fares are $1 .OO with a Medicare card; in Vancouver a 10-ride card costs $1 6.00, or 
$1.60/ride 

2.. Seniors' quality of life lowered with higher bus fare/pass., Their superbargain fares will be 
gone.. The necessary higher fares due to additional costs of building the rail, operating and maintaining it 
in addition to the bus system will impact especially limited income househofds and the transit-dependent 
with no household car. Most of these are in urban Honolulu and are better served by the bus system. 
Seniors all over who use the bus will be impacted by a necessarily higher fare. Many will choose to not 
purchase a much more expensive pass, thereby decreasing their mobility and quality of life. Few seniors 
are aware how much higher their fares would be with rail 

3. "Choice Riders" will choose auto When the rail is completed in ten years the necessary high 
cost rail transit passes/fares will deter transit-optional riders, whose loss wit1 lower 
expected farebox revenues and whose shifting PO auto will add to congestion during 
peak period traffic,. 

Choice Riders, those who ride the bus but have access to a car, are 29-35% or bus riders according to the 
Bus Survey. High fares, loss of direct bus routes between home and work in urban Honolulu, and 
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inconvenient transfers due to diverting buses in urban Honolulu to feeder lines to the rail stations will 
result in loss of some of these transit riders, reducing revenue.. 

4. inadequate parking at stations will reduce ridership. The lots to be built at East Kapolei and 
several of the suburban stations allow for only one-third of the estimated morning peak period commuters 
to park.. An optimistic estimate would be one-third will walk, ride a feeder bus, ride a bicycle, or be 
dropped off. What will the other one-third do? They will drive to worklschool, adding to road congestion 
and decreasing operating revenues. 

5. Unrealistic headway frequencies produce overly high rider capacity estimates. 
When I was a commuter in Yokohama, with a population at least three to four times Honolulu's, the rush 
hour headway was more like four minutes. Thus, the peak hour load trains here would carry is 
overestimated because there will be 12-13 trains per hour instead of 17-18 per hour in one direction. In 
New York City outside of Manhattan, headways during rush hours were at least five minutes. 

(The six-minute and ten-minute headways at off-peak and night times are also unrealistic. In Yokohama 
they ran about six to ten minutes off-peak on weekdays and about 12-15 minutes on weekends. In New 
York City where I was a commuter many years ago and still use the subway on more recent visits, the night 
and weekend trains often run every 20 minutes, depending on which train you're taking.. Running them 
less frequently should reduce operating costs a little and is not likely to have much effect on the weekend 
and late night ridership) 

E.. RAIL OPERATION PROBLEMS: SAFETY, SECURITY 

1. Station parking lots at night are unsafe for women, elderly, Walking to one's car at night 
after working late could be unsafe for women and the elderly because they would be good places for 
would-be robberslrapists to lie in wait for vulnerable victims,. 

2. Automatic driverless trains should not be considered. 

a. Without an operator/driver like Vancouver, women and elderly will be easy prey at night 

b They encourage crime. At night empty cars willt attract graffiti , vandalism, and worse crimes. This 
wiit lower ridership. 

c. They can be hazardous for the disabled and elderly. Many years ago I witnessed an elderly friend's 
leg get caught in the subway door as she exited. She could not extricate it. Fortunately, the employes in 
the cab whose job it was to make sure everything was clear saw her predicament and quickly opened the 
door, allowing her to pull out her leg. Had he not done so, she would have been dragged along the 
platform floor as the train left the station. 

d.. They invite the homeless. They would be a dry, comfortable place to sitnie down at night and cool 
and airconditioned during hot days for the homeless. If homeless people begin spending much time in 
the stations and on trains, urine odors could become a problem, particularly if there are no restrooms in the 
stations. This will discourage Choice Riders who will drive, adding to congestion. 

I found some sections of the DElS puzzling and would appr.eciate an explanation or rationale for that 
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particular statement, table, or figure. I am not an engineer, architect, or transit technician. I am simply a 
citizen who rides public transit as well as drives a car. 1 have some experience with public transit as a user, 
having been a commuter on the New York subway and Yokohama transit systems. As a traveler, I 've used 
public transit more than the typical American tourist. I've found buses and subways are an interesting way 
to see the locals; they're reasonably priced and the lightheavy rail is usually fast and efficient. I have 
ridden on commuter and urban rail systems, light rail (usually trolleys), buses, and ferries. 

1 .  in what situations does the Transportation Research Board define "late" as more than five minutes late 
for an express bus? If it does, I find it contrary to most people's thinking 

2.a. Peak*-Period Transit Work Trips (1.3.2). Why is Waipahu-Waikele lumped together with urban 
Honolulu for home-based origins of work trips? It should be separated to show the need for the train 
being built to serve their commute to urban Honolulu. (p.1-13) 

2.b. Similarly, why are Waipahu-Waikele bus commuters lumped with others--alf in urban Honolulu, where 
congestion is not a major problem--to account for 50% of islandwide am peak-period home-based work 
trips? Waipahu-Waikele needs to be separated to help support the need for the train. 

3. The 60% of all am peak period bus trips destined for work in Downtown, Punchbowl, Sheridan-Date, 
and Waikiki do not show if the origins are primarily in urban Honolulu or Leeward or Central O'ahu. They 
shoul be broken down by Origin areas so that the percent of trips originating in Waipahu, Waikele, Kapolei 
AND ending in Downtown, UHM/Makiki, Ala Moana, Waikiki, and other parts of urban Honolulu can be 
clearly seen. Similarly. the raw numbers and percent of trips originating from the Waianae Coast in the am 
peak period should be connected to their destinations in urban HonoIulu and shown in a table. (p. 1-13) 

4. Figure 2-38 Kapolei Bus Service. Bus route numbers and routes should be more clearly delineated In 
my travels I've used bus maps that do this. 

5. Figure 259 Central Oahu Bus Service. The map should have bus route numbers and routes clearly 
delineated. What are the Bus route numbers? (p2-35) 

6 Bus System (p. 2-36). What are these "special shuttles" and whom will they serve? (p2-38 col2) 

7. The Bus Level-of-Service should be displayed like the green boxes on p.3-3. 

8.a. Fig. 1-11. Why were Routes 52 (Wahiawa-Circle Island) and 55 (Kane'ohe-Circfe Island) selected? 
They're both going against traffic, one to the North Shore, the other to the Windward side They're also 
primarily sightseeing buses aimed at tourists going to Turtle Bay Hotel and to the Windward coast. 

8. b. According to Figure 1-1 1. Bus 52 took about 130 minutes in 2007 to go from some place to 
someplace else. The 1217 I08 timetable says it's 93 minutes from Ata Moana Center to Haleiwa Beach 
Park in the morning rush hour.. What are the starting and ending points for the 130 minutes? How was this 
time obtained? 

8.a. Moreover, Figure 1-1 1 also shows Route 40 (Honolulu-Makaha) takes about 170 minutes in 2008, 
about 150 minutes from 2004-2007. But the 72/7/08 Route 40 timetable shows the 6:11 am originating 
from Makaha Towers arrives at Ala Moana Center at 8:37 am, 146 minutes later. The 6:41 am from Makaha 
Beach arrives at Ala Moana Center at 9:Of am, 140 minutes later. How do you account for this 
discrepancy? 

8, d. Of course, all of these times are unacceptable. TheBus should look immediately into providing a 
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Super Express from the Wai'anae Coast that skips all stops from Kapolei until Middle Street to reduce the 
time any rider from that area has to spend on the bus. TheBus should also immediately begin exploring 
more comfortable coach-type buses for those who must spend over one hour on the bus Ofher express 
buses originating from Kapolei should be provided. 

9. Pedestrian and Bicycle Systems (1.4.4).. "....there are 98 miles of existing bicycle facilities on O'ahu.." 

What is included in 'Yacilities"? 

10. TRAIN SPEED. I do not understand why a speed of 55 mph is necessary when stations are going to 
be a mile apart Isn't it more horsepower (?) than necessary for an urban train stopping so often? The NYC 
subway averaged about 30 mph yet was faster, cheaper, and more convenient than driving. Many upper 
middle income people commuted on the subway because parking was so costly if even available, and 
driving was slow and nerve wracking Only the express trains were able to go much above 30 mph on a 
limited stretch, and express lines require a third track, which has never been proposed for O'ahu. The 
Yokohama subway averaged about that or less but was the most convenient and cost-effective way for 
most middle-income commuters to get to work or school because of high parking costs. 

Isn't requiring a train capable of 55 mph akin to having a car capable of 100 rnph when the highest legal 
speed on a freeway is 60 mph? 

1 I. AIRPORT AREA EMPLOYMENT STATISTICS. What are the employment statistics for the Airport 
area, including and excluding airport employees, most of whom do not need to travel during peak hours? 
(Fig. 1-6 lumps Airport with Pearl Harbor for an impressive 38.5k But at a public meeting a City 
employeelconsultant said there were about 900 airport employees..) 

12. FARE INSPECTORS ON TRAINS.. Are turnstiles not being included in every station? Usually there 
are turnstiles where one inserts a card or token, obviating the need for an inspector to randomly check for 
payment They could be useful at night to discourage freeloaders who sneak in, but wouldn't it be more 
cost effective to have them in the stations to catch people sneaking in without paying? Also if there are 
turnstiIes,would the freeloaders caught or deterred offset the cost of having an employee to catch them? 

What is the rationale, where has this been tried successfully, and for how long has it been done? 

I recall it being done on lightrail/trolleys in Germany, but these were surface trolleys where passengers 
could board from center or rear doors directly from the sidewalk trolley stop like one boards a bus. It was 
also done on long distance trains where stops were perhaps five miles apart, giving the conductor time to 
check an entire car betl~een stops. 

In my travels 1 cannot recall fare inspectors on city subwayhrains randomly checking for valid tickets, 
passes, or tranfers in New York City, Washington DC, Boston, Philadelphia, Portland, Los Angeles, San 
Diego, Vancouver, or Toronto in North America; nor in England, Paris, Italy, Austria, Hungary, Czech 
Republic, Poland, Denmark, or Sweden in Europe; nor in Japan. 

13.. Table 7-9. Comparison of Transit Travel Times (Minutes) among Alternatives. 

Are the times Door to Door? 

14. The 1212005-112006 Bus Survey was a good idea. A survey done of households from Leeward and 
perhaps Central O'ahu could have yielded valuable data for planning transit. It certainly wouldn't be 
inexpensive; 1 can imagine it costing $40-80,000, but that's a small investment compared to the $10 



HHCTCP Draft EISISection 4(f) Evaluation 2/6/09 AYKimura a{&- 
million spent on consultants early on. 

15. Additional bus service with school buses or private vehides was rejected Fable 2..21. Why was fhis 
nof explored? Possible contracts with tourist buses for peak period express use would be much cheaper 
than rail.. It might also help them survive during poor economic periods. It would have allowed testing the 
different kinds of coaches without purchasing them by the City. Purchase of other more luxurious 
coaches to attract motorists from their cars thereby reducing congestion during rush hours seems to have 
not been explored. 

16.. BUS ADVISORY COMMflTEE. Is there a Bus Advisory Committee comprised of regular bus riders 
from all over the island to advise TheBus on problems and make suggestions on improvements? Ideas 
and comments from the public could be presented at its monthly or bimonthly public meetings 
announced and held at a time convenient for commuters and in a location convenient to bus riders. If 
fhere is one, I would like information on where and when it meets. If there isn't one, I recommend it be 
established soon. 

I appreciate your consideration of my comments. 

Afoha, 
Amy Y. Kimura 
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-Where are the "five distinct transit technologies" under review in the 2008 DEiS? 
The Federal RegSsterIVol. 72, No. 50 of March 15, 2007 shows a "Notice of Intent To Prepare the Draft 
EIS". 
The Federal Register clearly states that: "Fixed Guideway Alternatives, which would include the 
construction and operation of a fixed guideway transit system in the corridor between Kapolei and 
UHManoa with a branch to Waikiki. The Draft EIS would consider five distinct transit technologies: Light 
rail, rapid rail transit, ribber-tire guided vehicles, a magnetic levitation system, and a monorail system." 
-Will the Mayor and City Council of Honolulu open up the transit process to ALL technology 
manufacturing companies who submit thru the RFI/RFP process? As they say: "May the best man winn. 
-Where are the cost numbers in the 2008 DEIS for the "UHManoa with a branch to Waikiki" extensions? 
-When will the current Design-Build Contract RFP-DTS-0900015 on the Department of Budget and 
Fiscal Services Division of Purchasing website document be available to be viewed by the general publfc 
on Oahu? -Will it be displayed on the transit site for public review the way the 2006 AA & 2008 DElS 
documents are? 
-What state procurement laws or codes are being violated if the original approved ordinance was 
authorizing the city council to review qualifications & system requirements for potential bldders prior 
to the administration seeking and soliciting the RFP? 
"Building rail transit NOW i s  the most "cost-effective way" to avoid even more congestionn. 
-Who on earth thinks that spending $5.767 Billion to $7.173 Billion dollars for only a short 20 mile rail 
system is "the most affordable, cost-effective" solution for Oahu? 
-Will this equat $288 million per rail rnile,up to $358 million per rail mile for just the 20 mile section 
build? 
-Where is the true per-capita spending breakdown in the OElS for this multi-billion dollar transit 
project? 
-Where is the Rail Transportation Spending per caplta by state? -Where does Hawaii rank? 
-On 2/2/09, Minnesota Congressman Jim Oberstar claimed that the CEf, or 'cost effectiveness index' 
federal requirement is  widely viewed as a hindrance to transit projects and it will be modified, and not 
just to be amended, but eliminated. Is this true? 
"As soon as there is a Federal Transit Administrator I will encourage that person to, by executive order, 
erase it from the books. And if they don't we'll do that in legislation." says Rep. Jim Oberstar. 
Todays 2/6/09 Star-Bulletin staff story reports that the RFP for the first 6.5 mile transit segment will 
have transit stations built and constructed later in another contract. 
-How can the Mayors aggressive first segment completion target date of 2012 be useful for local 
residents without the transit stations completed? 
-Who will ride a system that is  built in the empty fields of Kapolei with zero surrounding ridership? 
-How will the current flawed transit route serve residents in high population areas that were skipped? 
-Why was thefirst 20 mile route not placed in the high population areas of Ewa Beach/Ft Weaver rd., 
Salt Lake, & thru Waikiki up to UH Manoa? 
"By year 2030, up to 90,000 riders per day are 'expected' to use rail". 
-How can Oahu transit ridership at just 6% today islandwide, onlygo up 1% with the building of "rail 
transit", to a 7% ridership total in year 2030 as the DEtS states? (Table 3-13, page 3-23) 
-Will transit ridership anly increase 1% by year 2030 after spending multi-billions on "railn? 
-Now that America is going bankrupt and the economy is  in the toilet, how can Oahu residents afford 
the added new tax burdens of building, maintaining & operating and subsidizing a massive multi- 
billiondollar project that only a small minority percentage of currept bus transit riders might use 
(6%-1% total on Oahu)? 
Oahu has become over-populated because we refuse to stop the over-development of the West side of 
this island. 
-Is there a way to convince over 140,000 local residents who were nor in favor (49%) of "steel on steel 



rail" and who voted against it at the Nov.'08 ballot vote, that i t  was needed or wted in without .pro-fail 
propaganda and union funding force through suppoa of a one-sided view to.push and shove.the 
passage of this flawed rail system onto the Oahu voters? 
On 4/23/2007, on Page kl of the Hot~ofcifu Advertiser: "Sewage mandate disputed; lnouye says EPA 
order to upgrade plants would "bankrupt" the city". 
-Is Sen. lnouye correct to claim that when the Feds force the issue of upgrading the city waste water 
treatment system at a cost of over $1 bittian, would that "bankruptn Honolutu? 
The 2006 transit cost was near $3.5 billion, now @ $6..4+ billion for the same 20 mile route. 
-Why has the cost of "railn transit gone up billions since the 2006 AA report? 
The so-called 'required' 8 page Ad slick brochure, (Oahu taxpayer funded), claims that "One day, rail 
will extend even further to HNL, Waikiki, UWManoa, and Kalaeloa". 
-How many multi-billions more will this cost and with what money and funding? 
-Where is this information on future rail extensions cost in the 2008 DBS? 
-Will the electricity on Oahu come from burning fuel and barrels of oil at local HECO power plants to 
power "rail"? 
-If "rail" will be powered by burning fuel and barrels of oil at HECO, how does this protect the 

environment? What are the energy costs for this new transit system per year? 
-Will transit stations use and need even more power from HECO with lights, elevators, escalators, and 
T.O.D. shops and retail stores at each location? 
-What is the amount of energy needed and used to build the.new transit system? 
-Where is the cost listed in the DElS for the amount of energy required to build the new 20 mile transit? 
-Is the data fram the US Department of Energy correct, that suggests that on a 
national basis, average energy use per passenger mile is higher for transit than 
for automobile travel? According to the U.S. Department of Energy: Energy use per passenger mile (Btu) 
= 1,659 for fuel-efffcient cars (Prius), 2,784 for rail transit. 

This may be our final opportunity to give a public statement during this stage of the fixed-guideway 
process. My effprt can hopefdy be a useful commentary towards a question and answer seeking probe 
that t feel I must submit. As a full time Hawaii resident from the early 90's' t've grown to appreciate the 
natural beauty of Oahu and the panoramic views of a sleepy surfside mini-metropolis hugged by 
vintage suburban dwellings. i tried to sit down and write a comprehensive list of topics on the fixed- 
guideway "railn transit issue. I didn't know where to start. The complex and twisted course the mayor 
and city council have begun has complicated the transit plan with political manipulation and a 
popularity contest involving high powered union-support coupled with large campaign contributions 
with a mix of mainland interests. 
I hope Oahu i s  not evolving towards a society of socialistic reform with a toss of independence with 
local cattle 994 tamed worker bees packed & crowded into standing room only rail cars, and jokingly 
maybe even 'i'iifaa-lstnky' situation. 
One of the more unusual events that u n M ~ ~ 4 . - t i e w ~ - w e e k s  running, by the city 
council on Bill 80 ('06/'07) on the Transit Technology Selection. This was an interesting display of a 
split decision prgblem. An unavailable council memb.er_nn_thepanelnf 9,-was&le to  cast any tie- 
breaking vote, for or against, for two weeks of voting.on the selection. 8 council members tied on 4-4 
votes 5 or 6 times on different third reading verslons: This sheuld h w  been c r a ~ d - t e - ~ U -  
available technologies & advanced modern innovations for fixed-guideway transit solutions submitting 
thru a transparent RFIiRFP process. 



I hope all of the questtomhere can be answered in a fair and open transparent "sunshine" process for 
the benefit of the Hawaii public. Thank you. 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
tbe Draft Environmental Impact Sfatement/Section 41R Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing bas been designed to M o m  the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EXS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the DraR EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodpIains affected by the project. 

Phase review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is avaiIable on the project website at 
www. honoluIutmnsit.org. 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may prodde oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide ap on-line 
comment at www.hono~ulutransit.org or use this form to send amitten comment to fhe 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Nme: CORV &T - Address: 2313 WALOMAO P940 

Phone:. 2%$ -Z755 

E-mail: - 















Initial Action Needed 
1211 812008 
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Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96706 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/18/2008 
Submission Content/Notes : What ever happened to making Kapolei the second city and wanting to 

keep west side residents on the west side instead of giving them an 
alternative to going into town? Why cant we double deck the existing 
freeway system and open it up to the public for free? no hot lanes or 
tolls just a double decker freeway. i recently read there will be massive 
development around all the rail stops, why encourage development and 
add more people and cars to the road. 
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& f r .- $2 a . as . c.; 
Welcome .to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public &&ing f p  ~ 1 :  

L\ ~7- s w. the Drafi Environmental Iinwact Statement/Section 4(fl Evaluation. ._ ... . T) d.. 

#. ::> C' .,. _. -. C. & f ' , ' .  

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to infonn the public abor1t.f$$transit ' 'Li 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from t@ G~blic, 
ji.11d collect public input on project issues related to the Draft E1.S; Section 106 $itlie 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4 0  of the U.S. Depqtrnent of Transportation 
Act, and flbodplains dfected by the project. 

. w 

.Please review- the project inforn~ation and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the pro,ject website at 
~~~ .ho~~o lu lu t tms i t . o rg .  

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral colninents to a court repotter who will record them for the record or use 
this.fonx to provide written comments. ABer the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at mvw.honoIul~ansit.org or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments muit be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Name:kAf u ERJ ME ~ Y u  i(CWI Address: 95 *b b s  MAUUNUUU c7" 

Phone: b23 + 70 30 M ~ L I U U ~  7 " 6 ~ ~ ,  bl/ 
E-mail: 9% 767 



Return Address 

Place 
Postage 

Department of Transportation Se~vices &. . 
Attn: Honoluiu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
City and County of Honolulu 
.650 South King Street, 3'd Floor 
Honolulu, HI, 968 13 

STAPLE HERE 









Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Imuact S tatementlsection 4(f) Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to inilorm the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Drafi EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(Q of the U.S. Department of Transpostation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the pro-ject information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www.lzonolulutra~~sit.org. 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at www.l~oi~olul.utrttnsit.orrj or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Depastme.nt of Transpostation Services. All conlmellts must be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 
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Submission Date : 01/04/2009 
Submission ContentINotes : Does the rail transit system include plans for expansion and growth? I 

like and support the rail system a great deal but I believe that it should 
be available to many more people than the original plans include, 
especially if we all need to pay for it. I agree that west Oahu needs it the 
most but I would like to see it include the airport, Waikiki, UH Manoa, 
Hawaii Kai and possibly Kaneohe/Kailua as well. Also, I hope that the 
Bus system ties into the schedule of the Rail system. Making things 
more efficient will bring greater success to all parties. Thank you for 
listening and good luck. 







Jaime Kurosawa 
99-1 440 Aiea Heights Drive #33 

Aiea, Hawaii 96701 

Date: January 5,2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director 

. Department of Tmporlation Sewices 
'\ City arid Count of Honolulu 

650 South Klng Street, 3rd floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Reference: Rail Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

I am a concerned tax payer and I am also against the .aiL I fel that I was misled and 
misinformed. The fact that the EIS draft was made public a few days before the election 
concern me because of the many people who cast their vote via absentee/emly ballot. 
The vote for and against rail was too close and I feel that if the public was given this 
information sooner, the vote could have possibly turned out diffment. 

1 am very angry and would like to know in writing how the City and County can let this 
kind of Wig happen? 

Please respond to me in writing. 

Sincerely, *F-: 
Jaime Kmsawa 

Cc: Ted Matley FTA Region IX 201 Mission St. Suite f650 San Francisco, CA 94105 
Cc: Governor Linda Lingle Hawaii State Capitol 415 S. Beretania St hth.~loor Honalwiu, HI 
96813 







. . Kapiolani Medic.al Center. . .  
. . - . 1319 Wnahou Street, Suite .l,l40 " .. ' , .:' 

Honolulu, Mawait 96826 :' ': .:' . . '  . . . .  . . 
. Dear Community . . Leaders, . . . . . Telephone 944-1 844 . . . .  :. . ' . .' ' - <: 

I am 3 Honofulu resident and I am.very concerned the'follo&ing questigns have no! bee?. ... :;, ...' . .  ; . . . 
properly addressed; I know you folks have your minds set on i.mplementirib this ' . '  ' ' . . . .  . . . . , 
expensive project in the face of the deteriorating economy. Piease know that many of us : , . . 

, . 
do.not want you to proceed.with the project . . until all these issues are thoioughly . . I . ._ 
addreked. . .  , . . . . . ,  . .  
1: The bus'routeswil~ change. What happens to your route? What happens tg g.xpress 

. . 
. . . . . .  

. . .  . . . .  . .  . buses? 2. Lanes,will'be take'n a.way, some temporarily 'for construction and.some. , : . : . . . 
permanently. Where are.those iane'closures and,what is.their duration? Are there.tra,ffic :.:: , . 

, . , , 1. . . rerouting plans?. 3. Will there be bike racks.on, the train and wherewil! they be loc'ated?;.:. . ' . . . . . . . .  . . .  
. . Will bikes be allowed. on' the.train? Will;there be, a place for surfldo*ds?'What about .' ' . . . .  ' . . ,;,. ' . ' ' .. i 

luggage? What,about:construdtion~wotkers~ tools?.Will. there.be a'.placefor.people to put ..,. :: .: ,: ,,-. '. ' '  
large items they purchase at.a big .bx  retailer7 Wh$s the size.limitaiion?.4..Will there. be I. '. : .. :. : . : : ' 

. . . .  .. washrooms at the stations? How about conveniencestores, Qending machines? Will the : : { ,- ..: 
. . platforms have se,ats?.:How many? 5. Under: land use; Aloun farms-needs to relocate. Is: . . . . . .  ':.. . . . . .  

that possible?.Where~wiil they'gb? 6. A relatively simple job.of sewer.upgrades in Kaih,a ::,-::. . . . . . .  . . .  . . 

and Kapiorani lead to the loss of businesses and jobs. Are detqils'prp\iided.about simi!ar: ; .  ;. . . . . . .  . . . . 
effects during the ,constructiori. of the,rail? 7. Is. there a detailed -plan for the effect of rail .: : . .: . . 

. . . . . . .  construction on water;sewer, gas and electricutilities? .Will therebe disruptions of : .." . , 
. . .  . . .  

...... service$ Who.pays for,all these? 8; About.$lO7.million. will b'e spent on the soft costs of ': .:' ., ': 
. . . .  this pcoject:.This "paperwork":eost.is rather exorbitant for a.single 20 mile rail line. How. . '  : " : 

.. - '.;. did $107 million get spent? 9:'.TQe DElS list'of preparers.for technicai content shows that.. -.' :. '1,. 

it,was done almost exclusively. with out-of-Hawaii engineers,'planners and. specialists. M1:, :.. . . . . . . .  . 
3,freeway was designea mostly with Hawaii b.ased e,ngineers. If Hawaii engineers aye riot .: . . : . .: . '  

. . . .  'able to designraif, who will supervise and build thisunfamiliar-to-Oahu infrastructure? 10. . ,": . . , . 
. . . .  . , Rail construction involves unique.skilli and ceftifications that.Hawaii'c~nstruction~ workers : .. .. . . .  

do.not have. How will this be addressed? :I 1. The city has.declared that in many case's, . ' :,'::,,:, . . 
. . ; .  . .  . .  . only a portion 'of'a parcel needs ta be condemned and taken away. Can the business :. ;. :. 

. . . . . . . . .  survive with the remaining.poirion? Are they'forced to.handa1oi-y downsizing and s0m.e:: 
Ioss.of:employment? 12. There are.l6..schools'that are'adj'acent to the alignment. Will the : .''. . '. .' ' 

. . .  . . . .  . overhead stcucfure, the continuous high.current exposgre and the, intermittent noiseand. .::. '. . . 
vibration affect the.learning environment? Ss it.prudent to relocate the schB~ls3 13. Does" . . . . . . .  . . . .  rail fit our Hawaiian Sense of Place? How'was_t& impact to tourism and Sacalquality of. : .  

. . . . . . .  
. .  . . .  . . .  life..by a large elevated.struqture through town been.assessed?':l.4. Doesthe DBS i .;. ' , .: 

. . address the.impacted vistas and'scenefy? Are.the aisthetics of the structure and,each . . - . , . 
station explained and-presented adequately? 15:What willhappen in the event of a . . . . .  . . ':. . 
hurricane?' Will the train operate? The train in Houston was sh.u't down for 10 days due ta: : : . . ,  . 

. . .  . . . . . . . .  hurricane ike. 16. i3ART.h the ,Bay Are& uses rail cars made of aluminum to combat . . 
. . . . . . .  corrosion. Is the city's position.that corrosion is not an issue? 17. It appears that General. ' :.. " 
. " '  

Excise Tax surcharge proce$ds.for rail will be much- b%er than.exp.ected for at least four !'. :. .' ' . . . .  : , . . ' . . .  . . .  years in a row.. How.is.this deficit going to be made up? 18. If ridership turns out to; be .'. : :. . . . .  . . . .  
. . . . . .  . . .  lower than forecast;.thel;r what? If the.city is forced. to provide free Wain rides like in ' : ' . . . 
. . . .  . . . - . : .  . . Puerto Rico, how is the shortfall going to be covered?'l9. 1 heard, that the Ala Moana . . 

.station will now be at a lower.elevation, at the.west end of Kona.Str'eet,and not above . . : . . ,  '. 
. . <  - Nordstrom's..What is the exact pl,an for the Ala Moana,Center station .and'how is the train ,' : .: 

.......... ,going to Waikiki'and UH afterwards? 20. Starting construction jn- Kapolei .makes.little . . . . 
- . . .  . . . . . .  sense. It may be expeditious and convenient but it. is.not smart. Why canlt.a:temporary -.'.. 

rail yard.be established nearthe airpoe'or A1oh.a Stadiuni'ind build rail east into the dty' .. ' . : . . "' ',, . . .  , . . . . . . . . .  . . .  .and west out to Kapolei simu~taneously? ' .. . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . I .  

. . . . .  . . sincerer.. . , vv7 -. p . . . . .  . . .  
. . . . . .  . . . . .  . . 

. . . . . . . .Jeremy ~ a r n , ' ~ ~ ,  2230 Kamehameha Avenue, ~onolulu, HI 96822 12122iO.8 .; ' . . : . . . . . . 



















From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, February 05, 2009 6:31 AM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Rail DEIS comments 

From: Matt Larnon [mailto:matt.lamon@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 05, 2009 1:Ol AM 
To: wyoshioka@honolulu.gov; Matley, Ted <FTA>; governor.lingle@hawaii.gov 
Cc: tapo@honolulu.gov; dmdelacruz@honolulu.gov; bmarshall@honolulu.gov; cdjou@honolulu,gov; 
dbainum@honolulu.gov; rtam@honolulu.gov; rcachola@honolulu.gov; gokino@honolulu.gov; 
ngarcia@honolulu.gov 
Subject: Rail DEIS comments 

Good Day Governor LingIe, Mr. Yoshioka, and Mr. Matley, 

The following is my view of the most important shortcoming of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Light Rail in Honolulu. 

The environmental impact statement faiIs to evaluate the extended adverse effects on traffic and normal 
function in Honolulu for the extended duration of rail system construction activity. 

On page 3-45 of the DEIS the following statement is made in the first paragraph of section 3.5, referring 
to the timeline for completion of the rail system constluction: "These effects would be temporay and 
would occur between 2009 and 20 18 ...." 

The current estimated rail construction duration for the rail system is unrealistic. Several years of 



litigation, protest, and technical delays need to be added to the construction duration estimate in order to 
make it accurate. The H-3 freeway was first proposed in the 1960's and completed well over 30 years 
later. The H-3 did not require condemnation of nearly as many residences and businesses (if any) as the 
rail project will. The rail project must anticipate a significant delay due to property rights litigation 
alone. The H-3 encountered protests, environmental litigation, cultural and archaeological sites, and 
technical delays, which the rail system construction timeline should also anticipate. 

As such, the DEIS should be updated to reflect an alternative timeline for the construction of this 
project. The DEIS should anticipate an extendedperiod of traffic delays and other construction related 
impacts due to construction accidents, failures, emergencies, and negligence, all of which occur 
normally on Oahu d ~ ~ e  to poor soil conditions, lack of expertise, inadequate planning andlor execution, 
and unexpected circumstances. Extensions to deadlines due to such issues during the construction 
process could add a n~unber of years to the amount of time during which Honolulu will be forced to 
suffer construction-related impacts. 

A realistic timeline is one that anticipates problems leading to an extension of the current construction 
phase timeline, which the DEIS does not reference with respect to a potentially extendedperiod of 
disruption to the normal function of Honolulu. The DEIS must account for the fact that an extended 
construction period would (and likely will) significantly increase the impact of this project on Honolulu. 
In fact, the timeliness of the construction of this rail system is likely THE MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE 
for the majority of Oal~u residents at this stage in the project. The fact that the potentially extended 
duration of construction is poorly addressed in the DEIS is indicative of a lack of understanding on 
behalf of the DEIS authors of the perspective and priorities of Oahu residents, and of the histoly of 
mega-projects in Hawaii. Oah~l residents do not want to live with rail-construction-related traffic, dust, 
pollution, risk to lifelproperty, unsightliness, and noise for the next 20-30 years while the rail is being 
built, repaired, demolished and rebuilt, protested, cordoned off, marched on, re-routed, stayed, and 
otherwise delayed. Therefore delays need to be anticipated and dealt with as soon as possible. Perhaps 
this comment will heIp that process begin. 

Hoping for an ahead-of-schedule completion, 

Matt Lamon 
Honolulu, HI, 968 17 



MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Matt Lamon 
matt.lamon@nmail.com 

Dear Mr. Lamon: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

The construction estimates provided in the Final EIS are related to the length of time 
required to complete construction of the system. Any other activities not related to construction 
could cause delays that would pose greater impacts to communities. 

Relocations will occur early in the process. Condemnation is a last resort. 

Where relocations will occur, compensation will be provided to affected propetty owners, 
businesses, or residents in compliance with all applicable Federal and State laws and will follow 
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act. The 
mitigation measures related to relocations include the following: 

The City will assist all affected persons in locating suitable replacement housing 
and business sites within an individual's or businesses' financial means. 



Mr. Matt Lamon 
Page 2 

A minimum 90-day written notice will be provided before any business or resident 
will be required to move. 

Relocation services will be provided to all affected business and residential 
property owners and tenants without discrimination; and persons, businesses, or 
organizations that are displaced as a result of the Project will be treated fairly and 
equitably. 

Section 3.5 of the Final EIS describes construction-phase effects on transportation 
during the approximately nine-year construction period. An "alternative timeline" for construction 
is not part of the Final EIS. The Project's deliverable timeframes and construction schedule are 
part of the contractor's proposal and become part of the binding construction contract 
documents. The selection of the construction contractor for the Project will be based on both 
qualifications and price with the evaluation of qualifications to include the examination of the 
contractor's prior history of meeting construction schedules for similar projects as well as an 
examination of recent claims history with regard to project schedules. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. ~~2 

WAYN Y. SHlOKA 
Director 



February 2,2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEIS] 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

As CPA's, we support and affordable traffic solutions for the City and County of.Honolulu. We find 
several flaws regarding funding for the proposed rail project currently estimated to cost $5.5 billion for the 
airport route adopted on January 28, 2009 and summarized in Section 6 of the Draft Environmental lmpact 
Statement [DEIS]. We believe these flaws are of such magnitudes that not only will this project be neither 
viable nor affordable; this project will jeopardize our City and County's financial health and sustainability. 

How realistic are the funding assumptions? 

The basis for funding the proposed rail system is a 1/2% excise surcharge assessed on county transactions from 
fanuary 1,2007 to December 31,2021. Using the City's figures provided in Section 6 of the DEIS, this 
surcharge needs to generate a minimum o f  $4.1 billion. The cash flow statement of  the DEIS includes 
surcharge tax collections through 2023, two years past the 2021 collection expiration date provided by law. 
When the taxes for the additional two years are deleted from the City's projection, the required collections are 
short by 5473.5 million [Exhibit A]. 

The collections from January 2007 to December 2008, total $294 million, substantially below the City's 
projections. It would require a minimum tax growth rate of 9.46% every year for thirteen [I31 years [Exhibit 
61. Based on the Honolulu's economic history and the current global economy, this growth rate is 
unattainable. 

What do the economists say? 

The Council on Revenues [the economic board that provide forecasts of tax revenues to the Governor and 
State Legislators] issued new tax collection forecasts on January 12,2009 [Exhibit C.] The forecast for growth 
in Hawaii tax revenues for 2009 through 2015 are -3.1%, 1%, 3.5%, 5.3%, 6%) 6.5%) and 6.5%. Using these 
forecasts, it would require an increase, compounded annually; in collections o f  25.29% from 2016 to 2021 
[Exhibit Dl. These forecasts do not include the additional cost for borrowing funds due to the shortfall in 
surcharge tax collections. This rate of required growth in tax collections is unattainable based on our 
economic history. 

The funding should be based on the economic realities and reasonable factors: 

1. 2007 and 2008: The actual surcharge collections 
2. 2009 through 2015: The Council on Revenues forecasts 
3. 2016 through 2021: Using a 6.5% growth rate of collections 

Based on the above assumptions, the City will experience a $1.26 billion shortfall by the year 2021 [Exhibit El. 
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How much will the federal government contribute? 

The DElS estimates this rail project will cost approximately $5.5 billion, with $1.4 billion to be provided by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation. The federal funds are to be paid through their "New Starts" grants in the 
amount $200 million per year for seven [7] consecutive years. The 2009 budget for "new starts" is $1.475 
billion for 30 grants that were selected from mass transit program applications from municipalities nationwide. 
The average grant is $47 million with two-thirds 12/31 of the grants going to cities with populations averaging 
5.4 times the size of Honolulu. The average grant for smaller cities such as Honolulu is $23.5 million. There is 
great competition for these grants. The DElS assumption that Honolulu will successfully obtain 1/7 of the 
country's mass transit budget for seven consecutive years is unrealistic and not viable. 

What are the risks? 

Honolulu could have a rail system that is never completed. With no monies available to complete the 
project, the useless concrete pillars will be a monument to an irresponsible act that will mar our 
landscape for years to come. 

Honolulu's credit rating couid plummet resulting in higher unbudgeted costs for interest on borrowed 
funds. 

Residents could face tax increases to pay for the shortage that will put undue economic pressure on 
them and future generations. 

Honolulu could be bankrupt due to all the debt that even future generations cannot service. 

The City and County of Honolulu has a duty to its residents and taxpayers to act appropriately and prudently 
when committing our resources to traffic solutions. The solutions must be viable and affordable. We await 
your response to our concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

Janet I. Jensen, CPA 
728 Elepaio Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 
Telephone: 808.735.3797 
Facsimile: 808.734.0189 
Email: ji@mansotre.com 

6. Jeannie Hedberg, CPA 
415 South Street #3502 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.546-1122 
Email: hedberscoa@aol.com 

David Latham, CPA 
735 Bishop Street, Ste 432 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.521.5064 
Facsimile: 808.521.5065 
Email: dave@davidelathamc~a.com 

/ Kathleen S. Meier, CPA 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 
Telephone: 808.263.8884 

? . Facsimile: 808.263.8842 
" . ,Email: kmeier-cpaChawaii:rr.com .... 

' - .  . . 

Joe Wikoff CPA, Wikoff Combs & Co., LLC 
1001 Bishop Street, ASB Tower, Suite 2760 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.791.1430 
Facsimile: 808.791.1440 

Email: Joe@wiknffcombsc~a.com 







From: robert lantry [mailto:boblantry@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 05, 2009 11:28 AM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Just some more same old 

What about Linda Lingle and her $4,ooo,ooo,ooo.oo plans for h-1 and h-2. Has she had her study yet 
our is this just some more talk? 
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Initial Action Needed 
2/6/2009 

Frank 
Latino 
ltochu International Inc. 
188 Rainbow Trail 

Vernon 
CT 
06066 
latinofrank@ hotmail.com 
860 872 3495 

Both 
Website 



Submission ContentlNotes : Note, this is a revision to correct a typo on the copy I sent in several 
hours ago. 

February 6,2009 
Subject: Comments on the Draft EIS for HHCTC Project 
To: 

Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 3 

and to: 

Mr. Ted Matley 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 4650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
These comments to the DElS are my own informed opinion based on a 
long association with this project as a consultant for ltochu International 
Inc. Full disclosure, I am employed by this proponent for the HSST 
Urban Magnetic Levitation Train. These are my comments and not the 
comments of ltochu International Inc. or any associated company. 
When 1 first visited Mr. Toru Hamayasu in early 2007 the City plan was 
to have an open performance specification that would not be for any one 
technology, and allow technology suppliers and possibly turnkey teams 
to bid competitive systems. This was an attractive approach and many 
suppliers, Steel Wheel on Steel Rail, Rubber Tire on Concrete, Monorail 
and Maglev were interested. 
The DEIS includes a short report of the technology selection panel. 
Before this panel was selected, the Mayor made up his mind that he 
favored SWSR technology. From that point on, the whole process was 
arranged and the public "outreach" was co-opted to promote the Mayor's 
choice. 
The candidates and members of the panel were handpicked by the 
Mayor's management consultants. A requirement was added that the 
technology had to be limited to one type of fixed guideway technology to 
insure competitive proposals. This was not necessary if the City allowed 
different technologies to compete against each other. The panel met 
only once before a decision was made, and no meaningful discussion 
was allowed under the pretext of freedom of information 2nd open public 
information. lnstead of scheduling meetings, the panel made quick 
recommendations, and even before the recommendations were made, 
the Mayor's consultants were writing the recommendation, and 
extracting a few bullets from the panel's notes to present to the public. 
The panel was loaded with Steel Wheel proponents and even with 
people that had conflicts working for and with SWSR proponents. In our 
case, the panel did not understand or know the maglev technology being 
proposed and confused it with other high speed maglev technologies. 

The "outreach" rogram was diverted to support the SWSR selection 
and more than P 2 Million of public money was spent promoting the 
SWSR decision, even before the City Council deadlocked on approving 
the technology choice. lnstead of resolving this City Council impasse 
with more information or opening the competition, the Mayor and City 
pressed on with SWSR to make the scheduled imposed by the Mayor. 
This "outreach" program continued through the election and public vote 
on technology. 
My major objection to the DElS is this is supposed to be an 
environmental impact statement of the transit system. The technology is 
the most important decision regarding this impact. If the technology is 
limited to SWSR, as it has in this study document, then the public and 
taxpayers do not get a proper assessment of alternatives, only the 



comparison made against buses and HOV lanes. 
This study does not evaluate and study the possible benefits of lower 
noise, smaller guideway footprint, and lower maintenance cost possible 
with a system such as our HSST Urban maglev. This can also be said 
to some extent for a Monorail and for Rubber Tired systems. The City 
invited suppliers to compete and did not do a proper job in evaluating the 
environmental impact within this document. 
As I write this the City has already solicited bids for the first guideway 
section for the SWSR system, again without the benefit of a final EIS. It 
is disappointing that the Oahu residents and taxpayers will not get the 
best system. The taxpayer will pay more for this system then they would 
if the technology was open for competition, even if the final decision was 
SWSR. The public deserves to see a complete environmental 
comparison. 
Sincerely, 
Frank Latino 
Representative for and Consultant to 
ltochu International Inc. 
335 Madison Avenue 
New York, NY 1001 7 

488 Rainbow Trail 
Vernon, CT 06066 
860 977 01 05 cell 
860 872 3495 
latinofrank@hotmail.com 
www.honolulumaglev.com 
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wanted to know if there were going to be any more public presentations 
for the rail project. Kind of like the neighborhood meetings they have on 
Olelo (Ch. 49 on basic cable). My main concern was the current issue to 
change the route from the Salt Lake route to the Pearl HarborlAirport 
route, and I just wanted to voice some concern or see what the 
reasoning is on both sides of the debate. Basically, I'm all for the airport, 
but why Pearl Harbor? There's a much larger population to address in 
the Salt Lake area opposed to Pearl Harbor (and the bus r~de from 
Stadium to Pearl Harbor isn't that long) but at the same time, the airport 
makes sense once the Waikiki extension is completed. 

And how long until the extensions to Manoa and Waikiki are started 
on/completed? 

Thanks, and keep up the great work guys. 







THE LEAGUE 
OF WOMEN VOTERS OF HONOLULU 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of  Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, H I  96813 
808-768-8303 
Email: wvoshioka@honolulu.~ov 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

Attached are our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project. We have severe reservations about 
this project and particularly with the Draft EIS which we feel to  be inadequate. 

We respectfully request that a Supplemental DEIS be prepared that addresses the 
issues we raise and those raised by others before the DEIS becomes final. We also 
request that the Supplement be available as a printed copy for whoever requests it. 
DVDs are admirable but  they are not a substitute for the written word. Too many 
people do not have computer capabilities and are unjustly excluded from the public 
participation process. Even those of us who have computers do not necessarily have 
an office-sized printer that can handle 11 x 17 paper which means we cannot print 
out the many maps for this project. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely yours, 

Piilani Kaopuiki, President 
League of Women Voters of  Honolulu 

49 South Hotel Street, Room 3 14, Honoh~lu, Hawaii 986813 Ph. (808) 53 1-7448 Fax (808) 599-5669 
Website: www.lwv-hawaii.com email: voters@lwv-hawaii.com 



Process 

The draft EIS for the rail transit project has been made available on the web. It is also 
provided on a DVD disk. When we asked for a hard paper copy for the League of Women 
Voters to review, we were told it would cost us $59. When we looked at a copy in the 
library we could understand why. There are many colored illustrations and foldout maps. 
But that is exactly the point! These can only be printed on a large office printer that can 
use 11" x 17" paper. The League doesn't have such a printer and most people don't. Not to 
mention the burden of the cost of color cartridges for ink jet printers! 

This is so ridiculous! Many of our members and the general public are not computer literate 
- they need something they can hold in their hands and read. Even we who are used to 
using computers need to print out pages that need close attention. 

We think that some of the money that went into producing this beautiful document could 
have been allocated to a less expensive book that was made widely available to people who 
want to read it. And considering all the money that has been spent in promoting the rail 
project, even printing a lot of copies of the expensive version would have not been that 
outrageous. 

I f  you want the public to participate, you have to make it easy. Otherwise, it is just a shibai. 
We think the City should stop the whole process and start over again, making a printed 
copy of the DEIS available to everyone who wants one. It should certainly make printed 
copies of the Supplement to the DEIS that we request available to anyone who wants one. 

Chapter 01: Backaround, Purpose and Need 

The Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism (DBEDT) 2030 population 
projection series was used in the DEIS. However, DBEDT issued its 2035 population 
projection series in  January 2008 which is lower than the 2030 series figures for Oahu. The 
lower figures would have an impact on transit ridership and employment. 

The U.S Census Bureau's annual estimates of the population for Oahu from 2000 to 2007 
were lower than the DBEDT 2030 population series for that period. Estimates are 
improvement over projections. The average annual growth rate of the census estimates 
between 2000 and 2007 was much lower than both the 2030 and 2035 DBEDT annual 
growth rates for this period. I f  this continues to 2030, then our population would be lower 
than 2030 and 2035 population series have projected. 

Since early 2008, Honolulu has been in a recession, which has caused a decline in tourism 
and employment, thus reducing in-migration. The Supplemental DEIS must cover these 
points. 

Chapter 2: Alternatives Considered 
The Managed Lane alternative was given insufficient consideration. Cost assigned to this 
alternative was grossly inflated. Ridership projection was unrealistically low. The 
improvement to bus service resulting from this alternative was dismissed, resulting in too 
small a projected benefit. 

Why does the train start in Kapolei? The stated reason of starting at the maintenance 
facility is inadequate. Every other new system was started in the city, where the riders are. 
Washington, DC, experienced unexpected revenue from midday riders going to lunch. How 
did other systems cope with the distance from maintenance? - 



The descriptions of the planned rail stations are inadequate: 
How high will the Ala Moana station be? 
Will there be restrooms in any of the stations? 
I n  the illustrations, mezzanines (in the text) are called concourses. Or are these 2 different 
things? 

C h a ~ t e r  4 
Environmental Justice Sections 4.6.5 Banana Patch Communitv and 4.6.6 Mitiaation 

The DEIS notes that this is a multi-generational community in the area bordering Waipahu 
and Pearl City. Residents who are primarily o f  Asian extraction and poor occupy it. It is also 
the place designated for the Pearl Highland park-and-ride lot that will serve the Pearl 
Highlands Station. All of the Build Alternatives would displace residences, including single- 
family homes, businesses and one church. 

This section concludes, "Impacts to  the Banana Patch community suggest a disproportionate 
effect on community cohesion and isolation in  addition to  the relocation effects. The 
displacement of  residences could result in social interaction or sense of community, 
stability, and psychological unity by removing residents who have resided in the same 
community for generations. Due to  the high cost o f  living and available land, it is unlikely 
that residents would be co-located in another area of  the city." I n  other words, the residents 
so dislocated have no place to go. It will be hard enough to  relocate the families individually 
who will most likely join the ever-increasing ranks of the homeless. 

Under 4.6.6 Mitigation it is stated, "The identification of a disproportionately high and 
adverse effect on EJ populations does not preclude a project from moving forward if a 
mitigation measure that would avoid or reduce the disproportionately high and adverse 
effects are not practicable." The document further states that since the project would not 
result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts within the Oahu metropolitan planning 
EJ areas, no specific mitigation measures to reduce impacts are warranted. Again, in  other 
words, tough luck. As long as you don't wipe out a really big hunk of low-income areas, you 
don't have to  worry about destroying small areas, no matter how poor or desperate the 
residents may  be. 

I f  we remember correctly, the City's response t o  the protests against urban renewal i n  
Chinatown with widespread displacement of  poor people was, since there was no other 
affordable place to move them to, the displaced simply had to accept it. Fortunately People 
Against Chinatown Evacuation (PACE) was formed and wielded enough pressure that the 
project was abandoned. 

It is bad enough that we have a throwaway society as far as material things are concerned. 
There is no  way we can justify throwaway people. I f  you cannot mitigate bad effects, you 
don't proceed! 

Elsewhere in the document re-alignments are suggested t o  save historic buildings. But no 
such measures are considered necessary when it is only poor people that are in  the way of 
the train or a parking lot! 

We believe the mitigation measures in this case are totally inadequate. Either the plan 
should be changed or the residents suitably relocated. 



Visual and Aesthetic Conditions. 4.7 

The rail transit system will be highly visible and generally unsightly. We note that each 
station will have one, two, or three platforms, each 300 feet long and a minimum of 12 feet 
wide. Center platforms will be a minimum of 30 feet wide. These are huge! The most 
deleterious impacts will be  on existing buildings where the train comes close, blocking 
views, light, and air. The overall impact on the island of Oahu will be such that it is certain 
to  have an adverse impact on tourism, our main economic industry. Who will want to  visit a 
"tropical paradise'' that is just as ugly, i f  not uglier, that the place you live? 

The DEIS presents many simulated viewpoint figures that are useful in projecting the visual 
impacts of the project. However, the last figure in the series Figures 4-17 through 4-36 is of 
the station near Mother Waldron Park near Halekauwila and Cooke Streets. There is no 
figure for the station a t  Ala Moana Center, Please include one i n  the Supplemental 
DraftIFinal EIS. There are also no descriptions of  the planned future stations on the routes 
to  the University o f  Hawaii and Waikiki. Including these in the Supplemental DraftjFinal EIS 
would be helpful. 

The DEIS notes that the  Chinatown station will be 30 feet above street level and that other 
stations in the downtown area will block views from the fourth and fifth story windows. I n  
the Supplemental DraftIFinal €IS, please indicate the actual dimensions and the 
elevation above street level of each station in the text accompanying the figures. 

Chapter 06: Cost and Financial Analvsis 

The declining economy is a major concern that affects this project. The Supplemental DEIS 
should address the following points: 

I f  the revenue of the general excise and use tax surcharge declines, what steps will the city 
take to make up the shortfall? Already, citizens are decreasing their spending. How will this 
affect the capital costs? 

I f  Queen Street replaces Halekauwila Street as part of the transit route, how will this impact 
transit cost? 

Does Federal Transit Administration contingency allocation take into consideration a 
recession 
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built. We've been talking about it for decades. As much as I dislike 
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a point in building the Aiea to Downtown portion first. It would bring the 
most ridership at the project's very beginning. The proposal to run the 
route by the Honolulu Airport makes more sense. It would give our 
visitors another option to get to Waikiki and would give residents an 
option of getting to the airport without our cars. 
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also a resident of Kapolei, I have a real interest in this project both . 
professionally and personally. Please advise me on any project 
advancement as well as any opportunities for employment. Thank you. 
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Cely and County of M o ~ ~ o h ~ i u  
650 Soutl~ King St.rwl, 3rd Floor, 
XionoIuhl, 1-11 988 13 

Ka.tl?erine Prnana liealoha 
Offfce of E,11vir-or1.t11unCal Qu:.lIil:gr Control (OEQC) 
23fi So1.1Ch Herc:l:a.nia, 31.1ite '702 
1-Iotlnlulu, HI 968 1.5 

1.e: klonohiI~r I-ligk-Capc~cit.y~Transit Corrictor Project (UEIS) 

I f f c :  cof' the I,ctnd is f.lavrai'i's own erleragy, envil-onrnentul and cornrnunity action group 
a.dvoc:ating for the people and 'aina for almost fot.tr ciecacles. Our nlission i:; to pr6:st:we and 
prott?c:t the life of CIle I::I ricl tJir.o~~gh so tr t i d  energy a.uicl Inncl r.rse poIi.c:ie!:i and to pronlote oopclr 
~{ovemrnent Lhrougll re:?ea.rch, cdu(.%tl:iom, a~l\~or:~tcy and, xvJ.~en nec:e!;.sarjl,, 1il:igat:iork. 



impiemcr~l:;~.l,lon oT the Nal.ion:~l Itnvin)nmenl~~i 141Iicy 11(:1.. helcl ~nt:el:ing!.; 
in 1s.n J:fr:cIel'aI rc:gions wir.1.1 Fc:(i:dcral, 31aLc. as\<( ioc..r\l ol.liclals (a 
C I ~ S V I ~ S ! ~  :~clmlnlsh.;.&.I:fot~ of fhe irl~plerl).eill,ing rc:{;~.!ll.tlitl;ions. ?'he I'orly ~10:il: 
aslu:d quesl.l(.)s~s we:l.c c:olrrpiled in :1 u~emo~'trrldt.im 1.o ir.j;c:~~cies L'or 1 . h  
i17.k)r1lli.1l.ion of n:Iev:.rn(. olnciirls. In order c:lnc:iently I,O respond to piti>lic 
irlqr.~iricl; Bhls ~ncrnol.;~ndurn i ! j  rep~int.c!cl i1.1 tl'ii:; i.s:;ue of Lht: Wder:ii 
fiepiste~.. 
~ l ~ ~ f . ~ ~ ~ / / \ ~ ~ ~ . ~ l ~ ~ ~ i l . . ~ ~ O ~ / l l ~ ! ~ ~ ~ l / l ~ ~ : ! ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ >  1 .17.1.111 

111 t-e$rponse 1.0 I:he many rt:qi.~esf.s li.01~1 1.11~ iigr,rlcies ;~nd ol;her 
ln;trliclpn~'ll.s. CL3Q I ~ c t s  cor:r,pilec:l li),'l.)r of ISte tnosf. imporkkrlf: 01. mosl: 
l,i.eclt.ren(ly LLSICC;~ (~I.I(:HI.~~I.I:.I :.i~ld fS1~ir ;II-ISWCI..S n:cltrct:d Ihern 1.0 
writing. '6'lle answers vvelr: prep:~recL I:)y I11e (;er.ter:ll Counsel of' CEQ in 
c:oi~~s~.~lti(~l.iot~ .\vitli l.l'~e 0f'fic:a ol' FLcder:t.t ii(:l.ivi(.ies of &PA. 'l'lxss an:;.rvc:rs, 
oi' cnr.lrsc, do not, imt:)o:;e any :.tdclitionrd ~-e(~uirctmcnts hc:yonrf [.hose of 
I.l~t: NEPA rccgl.11:t.f:ioi-ts. 'This tlocumetrl: does not rt:pre:.e1'11: xtcw !;i~icIanc:e 
LII>C~C:L- f.hc: i\lP:PA 1-~fg11 lixi.iot~~, hu l: I-:rl.her ma%cs gepler;~lly av;~lluble t.o 
c:oncernc-:d :.~.genc:les oncl l>~-i.v~~l.t? irldivid~~<rfs (he  ~111swt:ni whi(:h CIC':Q l ~ n s  
nlreaidy glvt:n aC Ihe 1980 rcgion:il n~c{:l.ings. (w~w.nel'a.gov/nepit/rc::gs/ 
40/f1.0p2.I"tm) 

2;~. Ail.crnal.ives Outside tlw C;qxtbllily ni' ~ippltcunt. or J~irisclicl.ion of' 
Agency. If iri? EIS Is prepi~l-ed in connet:f:ion with. a n  appllcatjon fbr a. 
permit o r  other federal rtpprovaf. J I I L ~ S ~  the, EIS rigorously arlaIyze and 
rliscuss n1terrlal:ives lhat iwc: oul:slde Lbe c:~p:.tbllily of t.he apl.Aiccu~l: or 
(.::.IJI il: be litaited 1.0 re:isonal,le :~ll:ern~~r:ives I-hnl: can be cil.rl-fed OLII. by 
ISle applicr\rtM 

A. Sec:i:ion 15M.14 ,rjy!wi~~es tile ZTS to esa.nline 41 reasoj~;~& 
~@.gnr.~l:ives I:(> Clle pn)posd. In determining the scope of alta.n;~t.ives to 
be consfdt:rt.d. j&tr,n&;h&s i s  on wllnl: is " r e ~ ~ o ~ ~ i l b f e "  l l i ~ l , l ~ ~ ~  on 
c_dj~I:l~(:r I'tie tx-qx~neti I: or i~~ySIci.~n f.Jl<cs 01- is 1f:selS cut>~~bItble ol c:ur~vt II~Z 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l & . ~ ~ : . i ~ -  :~iters~at.iv~. ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ & ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ ? ~ ~ ~ > : ~ l : i ~ - c ! s  i11~1~1clt: I.l~ose tlial; 
&yt: ~>x-;~cl:lc!:tl or i&sil>l(: Srotn f.he f;s~b.(~i;al ix~1c.I e ( : o n ( ~ ~ ~ & ; ~ $ ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . &  
$ . ! ! ~ ( - L ~ & ( ~ I ~ I ~ I ~ I I  sense. !:;?.l.her -III::II,I s i n ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i s ~ i I > I ( :  lion1 1.I1r: 
;>(.1tndpoi@~~~1.?>1~s~Iicnnl. 

2Zb. Musl. (.he EIS :~nnlyxe nlterrli+.l.ive:; oc.tl:side the jrtrisdic:l.ion or 
c!:ipabilify of  fhe ;tgenc:y or beyond wl1n.t. Congress has aut11orizc:d'? 

A. 4x1 ~ I t r : r ~ ~ ; i I . i ~ e ~ ~ i ~ t  I!; o~.rl.sidj!:&(: 1e:~:~l iurisrllcI lc~n (rl' l:l~e lettd ~ a ~ t . n c : ~  
?jz~sl: sl:il1 ~ J C  a . ~ ~ ~ y ~ L L n ~ ~ ~ ~ F : r s - i f  w. A pol,e~.~tial conl'lict 
wltl.1 local or Fecic:r:rnl k.tw does not rlctc:e:3sarily rertder art allei-n;iCive 
crrlrctasonablc.1, all.hough suc:1.1 c:or~fifcts IIJ~ .L~; I .  be considered. Section 
1506.2((1). All.erna.ijy(1,s 1:liiiI: :%I-c: ot.~I:sicle: I.11(! s(!5jpt? or\t:b;il.Gfing~-e:;>; 11as 
:ip~)-ovecl or Sttnclc:cl ja~fsl. sl.dJ I>(! (?v:{l~,~:d.t:(l l11 flit! EIS il' (.l>gy>~x 
rea.sor~af>le. brr:ca~.~se I11r: EB rnxy ssetve il>i the l~asis Ibr ~~rodiljring I;llt: --- 
Cor~~~rc!ssional uppl-ovz~l or ktnciltlg i t ~  iigttl ol' NEFJfi's gc~als anti pultcic?~. 
Sc!cl.ioli 1000. I (LL]. 



1. 1s if: t-cxsonable: to consider an at-grade (~~~~ountl.-levcl) rail sysl:t;.rn'? E'1ea:;e ctlaborate. 

2. Ple!ar;e list each documenf: and elxc aurx~txr of pa[$c:s trr c:x(:tl of thrjsse docume:11B L1'1:11: 
cnnsidc.rc.!d an aI:-[.~.;:dc (grotlt~d-lcvcI) rail :;yst:etri. 

3. Is. if: reasonable i:o consider an cnFiar~ced express bus systcim'? PIcase e1nbor;ll:e. 

4.. Ple:.ise list each document ancl I:tle nrrtrrbcr o.fp~t.ges in each of those tloci.tzs~enfs tl'1a.t 
considered an cnhanced cxpwss k ~ u s  sysI:enl 

5 .  What rail seginent,s did yorr co~tsider at the g):onxici Ic:v:vel? Please discl~n:; each sc:gsnel?l: 
2u1d why it was sqjechcl. 

6. 1Vl;ly were specific: ground leveI rniX sc:gn~.ents wc:n: rejcct.ec( at?.c[ wily'? E'leasct disa.~ss each 
segrrient ancl why il: 'c~ts ~-c?jected. 

7. What: 1:; the 1el~.1.1:ive cotst fix ground.-l~ased sncl elc!v:vatecl rail for each :segnienP 

8. Is  there su~cienl: space a1on.q &.wringl:on Higtiwiiy for a ground-based tri.tclc syshrt1? 

9. b tlxre sufficient space along t1 '~  i-1-1 in t h e  Kapolei-Ewa area for a (4rourrc.I.-based txack 
System'? 

10. Whit would be itny:f. of using a11 exisi;lng I:ine of ~~~~~~~~~on Ilighw:~y for a rail line? 

1 1. Did you. consider an a13ove-gl-ound lint: in E<al>olei..tCwa becorning at-grrzde in the grc?at.c:r 
Waiptthu area? Please clabor-:ite. 

12. Would it be bel:ter to 11;xve the train go cdrecl:Iy to Leewarcl Cornmunlty College or shoultI 
t:h.c college be fcc1 by a. qxlr i:rzic:lc? 

1 3. I-low. many aclditiol~al ri dem rvor.~lcl k t .1~~  f:lze ha in if it s f:o j?pecl fit hc~vat -d  Comn'lr.lnit,y 
Collr:ge? PIeast: elaborate. 

14. \Vuuld it be better l;o hiwe the 1:ra.in 4;o directly to Wxipio a~rcl Wlifllarli ox- rshoulcl C~:r~Cral. 
Oethu have a spr.ri- ti-acK? Plecwe clabar~~.te. 

I-ioiv wouId a separate Une, or a spur line, $om Centr~l O'ahu to tlxts proposecl line impact 
ridetshlp: 

15. Ifow maxly aciclitional ridel-s .ivr)uf.cI rlke the train if it stopped at (:\Naipic'? 

1.7. Is these suEicfent sp:tce in 1;Re lanclJust malcai oT T<a~n.e~lameha I.fi.gtiw:ky in the Pearl 
FilghIatlds Center, I'e:cr1 City CSIlopging Ceriter ar~d the E'ear-1 Wdge Shopping Cenl:or a.re.-cta for 
i ~ t  least one raiI track? 

18. Is there snfficient space in the larid Jufjt rnaulxa of Ks-~mt:h.arneha I-Iighway in the Ebc:arl 
Hjgh1;incla C:ent:er, 13:arl City Shopping ,l(::et?l:c;r ancl the l.'e'earl Ridge Skropping Cenl:er ;u-ea for 



20. Is there r;uffic:icnf: spx~eo in tl-~e klllrl just mi.~.lrai 01' Kxmeh$a.une:ha Hlfttwe~y in (:he Pearl-. 
C-larbor-I-Ifclr;am area br at 1e:;ks.l: one rSa.iJ. P ~ ~ a c l . ~ ~ ~ ~  two tracks'? 

22. I-10rv niarty 1:dcIltio1~1a.l riclew c~?ol.ilrJ ti11ce 1:ill.e i:~-i\irl if f:l~(:rc SBBI..~: EL :ipur lztil line lflt.o I'carI 
I.farl-,or i\i~w:.tl Sta.f:iorz'? Ple:~:lsc elaborate.: re ric1erstiip. 

24. 'fcrw. rllany :zdditl.onal r-iclers ~vo~lfd t::i'lie the f:ri:~in tf I:tlcrc: x,ver(: a rjpur rail liric illto 
I-[ic:lran'i Ail- Force Bwje'? Please el:ibo~-z~.te ~re.rider:.;l.tjp. 

25. Shoi.~Jd the raii Ilne go i r~Q HonoI~r11.1 InlernC~fional. Airpoi-r? PIease e1.at~ora.t.c re ridership. 
flow would secul-ily be ai'fec1:ed with a rail line clisplacirlg vehicle flows inl:o the airport'? 
What: xzdtrctions in idling time by veh.icles wo1.11il be anCir:ipatw.Y? 

26. Should there be a ra.11 loop at I-ionoli.?.lu Ilzt-.enlational Airpoll:, bvl~ich. could nc(: as the 
bc:ginning/end for trains ,going totv~tt-ds I-fonoltiIu or Ewa.? Please elz~T~ora.te. 

27. Corlld {:he Airport Rail h o p  end a t  AIol>.a St::tciiurrz and interf~ed: f.h.e E~va~~X-lor~o~t.rI~1 Rail 
Line at a 1:rstnsfi:r statlor'r'? Please elaborc~1:e. 

28. I-iow many atiditiolzd riders would t~ilce the (:sctitin if stopped at I-Lonolulu IllMr'n;~ti:~onal 
Airport? t31erase eiaborate. 

29. I-low mmy ~.tdclftior~iI n-ide1.s would blcc: the I:nlin it' t:herc tvlsre a loop ac-ol.lnd I-Ionolnltr 
ll-iterrlational Airport? P kase elab(?rat.c. 

31. When cIid lfie C:iit corxsiclcrect c:onsider cnoixver-1:ixig one czr rt~ore I.anes ul' (:he Nirriitz near 
Iwilel 1:o nail-velxicutnr trui'fic only? 1;Voi.1ld this $:we rrrol'ley, tlsing existing pavc:d I-oads for 
tile twnsf f- sys hm? 

32, Cauld (me 01- more lanes of the Nfmitz be asctd for n rail line? 

33. Coi.lld I:I.ie Line go iril:o SNICI (slancl and then \ria a. ti.~mneI to the I-tc)rritdess Shelt~!r- 
Medi.ca1 Scl~ool amti'? Cocnlct a .  pal-1s-.ewct .ride rail station ba b~rill: in this area? 

3/t. What is I;Re c:amp~~rative co:;Cs ktssoc:ial:ed wit.h a.n a h v e  gror.~rlcl ei.nd a F.~eIow grountl 
route tbrn~agl~ Clzina.(:own What. is tile c.oa\pal.:\t.ive costs ~ssoci.al;cl:c\ wit13 ~ I : I  >above grortnd 
;1nd a below groin~cl mf.rl:e alor~g tlrr Nitnitz'? 

Life cof t l ~ :  L.,rriirI C.:onlnicnt:; rc Ilot~olulu itail Line f>ut~l.t EfS 4 . 



35. Oicl the Ciiy consider a rozrt,e :,~ic)ng .t.l7.e Ala Moaria UIvd c?clge oof Ah. Moaaa. Park'? 

36. I:)i.d tJ.w City con.:-;ldcr a. ~.-ouI.e aTo13,i4 tlul f:clge cof the A.ia %hi Co1.f Cor.irnc? Wl~y or tvkty 
not? What Impa(:l: cvoulcl t.his i~.t~v(:. on ridersl~i,p'? 

3'7. Wlraf: gl:ocrrkd routes did c:c.)nsicler golr.)g i:o s.riy f)i)rtI.ior] of' the U nivemi ty of (..I:.W"itl-1 ul: 
1Vlslzoa Carilp~.i.s'? CVIly or w11y s~.ot'? Wl~al:  impact. cvou.ld t:J.lls Ilzlvc: on ritler.slr.ip? 

38. How marly acldil:ion;.r.l. riders ,wt>r.tIci kllce the tra1t.l if it :+d:oppetL at the Universif:jr of 
n/rrtnoa.? Why or w1.y not'? What irnpact tvor.dd tl~is h;we on riclcrship? 

39. l-Io\v many additional riders would Iz~.l~e tl'le t121i.n IV(:I(:~~: t:o 'tValltild? Wkty or- why 1.~)l;'? 

W1-11.l.1: j~npncf: would tl:~is ha:ve on ridership? 

4.0. Will t t ~ e  1.all line en;:ihle i;rc!a.ker ira.rr:sportc~l:ion opl:ions'? 

4 1.. Will I:hese gre2~t:c:t- %r;x71sport~tl:io~i opttons Ir!acI t:o f:ister population grc)tvtl~ r't~tes? 

42. Wha.1: ~vould bc: the corrtpar~iblr: ricle:1.!.;hi.l~ levels if the 1-sill l i t w  arcre h1.1 ild l'ron~  vest:-to- 
east 0 R east- to-.~.ffest'? 

44. Flow wit1 Lhfs fmpact population growth pl-ojeations'? 

45. Will land owners arouncl pktnned tlanslt stops get new dei~elopmt!::rrl: rights wIlich will 
tt~c:rt'.ase their property val~.~es'? 

4.6. How milch wit1 property values rise on Oahu d~re t.0 the ixew t:rar~stt stops? 

4.7. Wtlidi Ch l natourt.la i r ~  the U .S. or else\,vke~.e liu~cl overl.rcw.cl 1:):;iknujS: lines I:)ailt'? 

4.9. Whi:lI: an5~Iysis has bcert clone conci:rrri~~g rlew ik3.1.k spacx:" cre?j.I:ecl ln~l  ovel-Ilctacf transit: 
~ : ~ I I E (  any cku~nge 111 crirne, a.ln.~inal behaviol. or poter~tla\ crjxne'? 

50, IN111 a.l.etts [under tllc transit Ifxre be barbed wired to pr'emx~t. 1:korrteless frii'o~r~ g:~t.herfmg 
along the ~r?t~f:e? 

5 1. Hn~r u~ill (:l.~e rail line it.npac:t tlqe I.ises of fsfcycIesr? 

$2. L..lc)tv much money kh;~ .s bc:cn spent by fa) the City; ((b) by c:ontracl:or:; talzd (c) I>y 
st.~'f:)conCrad:ora in p~.rl>lic I-c::lal:ioii.s regarcling tttis proposal'? 

53. I'lense provide a list o f  cac:.h government-f'undcd or pal-tictlly !~(rverrzrnc.~xkt.~.1'1.1.r1dc?cl erltity 
and {:he amount of nloney they spend 01.1 palblir: rdntions / a.(l.r/er.tiscmer.lf: rc:g<tt.r(iing tt~1.s 
proposeif rjystern. 

L.i:fc o f  .the .Lnntl Cotnmerrts 1.c t-lonolulu !?.ail l.ille Draft EIS * 5 



54.. Will f:).~.is propoucd s~c,;.il:a;,~?. incr<:;ctnse nv decrc;~.st: the tijnc:: r.tilf:iX ar1of:hcr- wajol- tre mil:  
~rp[;r:tt.clc i:; n c:c.!clcc:I? 

A11y s,y$if:em I:I.~i11: is Ix.liII 1.rst:s f:ri(:rgy :1.[1~1 reJor:\:;~t; gl-t:c:rtl~orrsu {;$tses (carbon. cc~iliv::1.~e~:ice) 
d ul.ing bo.l:h tlw: consf.rr.f.cf:ios!. phase ancl i:l:~e use pha.se. 'fhis in&brrr\atl.on <.:an 1~ f6mh:n 
clown into I.r)t:r.l ~r:.;e/'lr:le~.sccl. a1i1 pcr riclt.:r. ~.~se/l'c:I~~\:,it! 

58. I n  Icr'n~s of'l~.r ilrIin,g (:he ;;jr:$t.c:cr~: I-Jocv r.r?ll(:h erlr:L-[$ per s.nl:icipaied ri.t:Le:r will Be r:laecl'? 

59. In. ~:(.:~KTIs of I>I..I~\(.~~~IK E . ~ C  sysC.en.~: tiow 111any 1.01'15 or carbon ciluivale~.icc is rcquirecl. 

60. In f:c%rrns of b1.1i1ding I:i-re sy:+1:em: t-Kow many tons oFcn.rbon eqr.~ivc~lesicc will be useci'? 

6 1. In Ix:rms of buildlng the syst:ern: How many tws of carbon c:c~t~iv:tIen.ce: will be usecl'? 

($2. In 1:t:ms of opei-cttix)g the systc:jn:: kiow rnuch energy per ant:icigatecl rider will be tlsed? 

63. In tc:.cnzcs of opera.ting :::be sys(:eni:: How many tolls of carbon equivalence is reqt.~ired? 

04. In L:errns of operal:ing (:he sysi;em:: [row many tons of cahorr eqt.r.ivalc:rtce will be t~:seti? 

65. 1'11 tc?rms of opei-ating the systcrn.:: I-low marly tons of carbon eq~.~ivale:l.lce wlll be used? 

66, What fr~el will bc r.xacd t.o jier~ersiS:e the e1ed:riclty rie!c:e.ssary t:o b~.iild Illis !.;ystem? 

6'7. Wtlat form ( ~ f  cnel-gy will power tile syst.e:exn'? 

($9. PKow :Il.acly blur: .views of t.11.e ocearl fioln tvsiclential rrni4:s will be bst as n r'csuft of Chi:; 
sy.sten.1'2 

'70. Will the L:ran..;li: sy:;tc;in. lend to a rise In poyulntion along <:he m~.lI:e'? 

'7 1. Wltat percent of r:l.lne popubitjon rise will be froin people not c~.irrenl:ly Iivjng in the sf:at.ez? 

'73. I-low tl.l~.~:h faster (::.in iSwft ~ I - O W  tvit:h the t.ra11sil rc? ul:e InstaIleti as opposeci l a  c:ont:inr:r in [4 
Me c;;<i.sking proi:e:.ss .i~it:horll: a tra~:lsi(: :yst,e~n? 

'74. Orie Coril<msc;man tcrstiilecl I:c~fol'e t:I.ie State Legislah~re that br.liJ(:lir~$j the line uc~dl c:nablt: 
tens of L:hox~u;i~.nds olfnew R.o~~les in thc Etva rciiiori. flow f:n.re is 't.?1:3t: sl:;:i.lcrn@nl:? 

I.iLi. ufthc I..j:~i~tl Cor\~n~citb I.(:: 1.Ionolulu Rail !.,inc 13raf't EIS :': G 



75. FIow tvi!l gressi.ti-e .to develop 21q$rin~Jtt.~~Xll lasltts be at'ljl.:ctcd as ::t ~:e.s;ulf: of i:lii.s project:? 

76. WllI this projc:ct i,ncr.case or clet:re;x.ie I:~I.(I: IllceliP~oocl tT.ia(: I:.fawa~i'i will bzcounc: 
a~~ric~.rlt.~.rnnlIy self-f-c;~r lBcient'~? f-"ease el:ii.)or.ul:e. 

77. bViI1. this pr'c?jr:d: ir1crca:se or dccrc.:a>;e the Ilkt:Iit~ood i:h:.tt k-).i:\.wi~i'i \z,lilT 1:)i:comc cnt?r,rT scl& 
s t,dBcic..:nt'? Please t:lal:,or;J:e. 

kIer11-y Curtis 
Kxet:utivct Dlcec:tor 



Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Impact StatemenUSection 4(0 Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been designed to' inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions &om the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Drafl EIS, Section I06 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www. honolulutransit .orq. 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you .. 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at ._www;ko~~ool~~lutransit.orq or use this form to send a written cormitent to the 
Department of Transportation Services. All comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in thc Final EIS. 

Name: ~ / + ! $ ; d / )  &/'d Address: K u / ~ / ( L L ~  u o m  e 

E-mail: - -62- 
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BusinessIOrganization : Beyaz & Patel, Inc, Engineers 
Address : 800 South Broadway 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : suite 200 
City : Walnut Creek 
State : C A 
Zip Code : 94598 
Email : glo Q beyazpate1.com 
Telephone : 925-934-0707 
Telephone Extension : 224 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01/22/2009 
Submission ContentINotes : Is it true that after the approval of the EIR, followed by the completion of 

the PE, the City will put all the segments design to the public rather than 
are handled by PB alone? 





---------------- 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 2/5/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Clint 
Last Name : Loder 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 91 0 Kapahulu Avenue 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 105 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96816 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 02/05/2009 
Submission ContentINotes : The airport route is the one that needs to be built. The number of bus 

routes in the airport vicinity already justifies the greater number of 
potential riders than Salt Lake and Pearl Harbor should be served also. 
ideally the route should proceed into Waikiki to eliminate the need for 
taxis, shuttle vans and buses to that destination. Many Asian visitors are 
users of similar systems so it would be a comfortable, familiar mode. 
Since a goal was to serve the university population, I wonder of the 
possibility / feasibility /cost concerns of the route continuing through 
Waikiki across the Ala Wai and to the university as opposed to a spur to 
both? I understand the need for equipment service yards to be located 
to the west but please build this service as quickly as possible, 
prefererably from Ala Moana out. Let the park & rides and bus transfers 
work to keep cars from the congested downtown / Ala Moana areas. 







Patricia 0. Lohr 
1296 Kapiolani Boulevard, #2906 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 
808-593-851 0 

January 15,2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director, Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, Third Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mr. Yosioka: 

I moved to Hawaii with my disabled husband two years ago and made a sizeable 
investment in a condominium at 1296 Kapiolani Boulevard. Our unit faces the 
ocean, one block from Kona Street and Ala Moana Mall. We came to the islands 
to enjoy its unique beauty and tranquility, but find ourselves located in an area 
committed to the unsightly and noisy effects of a rail system we vehemently 
oppose. 

. . . . . . .  
1 'have s,evehal . & a i ~ ' n ~  ~oguestion th& B$visabilhy o f  bijch~aplrin beyond the 
nebative effe?ts..it' wifi ~ ~ " 6  B';I my bq$6fial .+joYmefifa"d..thG: yjrop&rty'value 

. . . . . .  . .  . . . >  . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . .  upon which.our ecoflomi'c'welf-being . . . . .  relies;'.. ' '- . . .  . . . . ', : . . . .  . . 

I am hoping your response to this inquiry will allay my fears that this project is a 
mere monument to the current city and county administration and is in the worst 
interest of the misled citizens and the tourism industry upon which the state's 
depend so heavily. 

First, the promises for tax stability seem without foundation. Even if the Federal 
~overnment, provides the subsidy you seek, there seems to be no provision for 
maintenance and repair for the system that will obviously be required. Please 
address this issue. 

Beyond that, there seem to be so many critical needs that have no alternative 
solutions than financial commitments. The priorities for improved quality of life 
seem to be skewed in favor of a pet project of the administration at the e x p e w  
of our abysmal educational system and the rapidly deteriorating infr@tructureWl 
was amazed to see "The '~oriniulu, Adveifiser's" headlines admittin@h.d the 5 

i,$ wiilihg, to figlit thk, ~ ~ d ~ * l . " ~ ~ ~ \ i ~ ~ f i ~ ~ ~ i f ~ .  &e&o,j..tgat :~EG.~~ :." 
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addressed without delay. The administration apparently is willing to see it 
deteriorate further, while eagerly devoting billions of dollars on a rail project for 
which there are reasonable and cost effective alternatives that you refuse to 
consider. 

While I'm sure engineering issues are significant, I am dearly not professionally 
equipped to challenge them. Instead, my specific questions will address the 
effects on the beauty of the area and effects on the citizens and their livelihoods. 

1. Honolulu should not be compared with Washington, D.C., or any other 
mainland city which has selected a rail system to facilitate its transportation 
needs. None of them possess the unique historic and cultural issues that 
exist here in Hawaii. None of these cities professes to be a tropical paradise 
and advertises itself as such to attract tourists and ensure they will return and 
recommend Hawaii to others. How can you ensure that the natural beauty of 
our island is not going to be marred by miles of concrete pillars and noisy rail 
cars? 

2. How will the noise and the elevation of rail cars affect our dwindling bird 
population? 

3. How will rail affect the tourists who come to Hawaii to escape the 
incjustrialization of their own areas for the beauty and serenity of the Islands? 
Or will they simply flock to the other islands abandoning Oahu for its fair 
share of the state's tourist dollar? 

4. Experiencing how natural disasters are addressed here (even a relatively 
minor thunder storm can result in a 36-hour power outage), how will you 
ensure that the rail system will be sustained during emergency situations. 

5. What will happen to people whose homes andfor businesses will be 
confiscated? Whst assistance will be given to people (owners and 
employees) who must relocate? How will they be compensated in the 
meantime7 

6. Space for expansion to suitable locations is practically non-existent in the city 
now. How can you ensure there will be no detrimental consequence to 
businesses? 
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7. This project succeeded among a small-majority of voters because of the 
promise to generate jobs. What percentage of the jobs will require 
specialized skills possessed by rail-professionals and necessarily imported 
from the mainland? 

1 will look forward to your response to these questions and whatever other 
information you can provide to assure Oahu residents that given the economic 
situation facing Hawaii and the nation, it is appropriate to proceed with this costly 
and non-essential project. 

Ve truly yours, -&-. @(A 
Patricia 0. Lohr 

cc: Mr. Ted Matley, FTA Region IX 

The Honorable Linda Lingte, Governor 

City Council Members, Honolulu, HI 
Tod K Apo, taoo@.honolulu.qou 
Donovan M. Dela Cruz, drndeiacruz@honolulu.nov 
Barbara Marshall, bmarshal~@,honolulu.qov 
Charles K. Djou, cdiou@honolulu.aov 
Duke Bainum, dbainum@honolulu.gov 
Rod Tam, rtam@.honolulu.gov 
Romy M Cachola, rcachola@~honolulu.qov 
Gary H Okino, gokino@,honolulu.aov 
Nester Garcia, nqarcia@honofulu.aou 











---------------.------- 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1/8/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Jeff 
Last Name : Lovejoy 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 3674 Sims Lane 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Wahiawa 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96786 
Email : jeffrey.lovejoyQus.army.mil 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 /08/2009 
Submission ContentlNotes : To make public rail transit (which I am all for) to work, this project must 

be either "all in" or it will fizzle and die. You must make the lines 
accessible to everyone across the island, not just in one small corridor 
along the south. You must go to all sides, and though the middle of 
Oahu in order to get maximum ridership an public acceptance. You also 
need to study the successes and failures of communities and countries 
where rail has either worked or fell short and disappeared. Most of all 
you need to change the mindset of people and special interest groups 
who oppose change and progress in this state all in the name of tradition 
and keeping Hawaii country and blockading "mainland" ideas. You need 
to forge ahead with these plans (and further expansion) and stop getting 
caught-up in all this "environmental study" foolishness which has 
thwarted progress. Sometimes you need to force bad-tasting medicine 
down someone's throat; even though they hate it, it makes them better in 
the end. BUILD THE RAIL! 







Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
BusinessIOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 
Submission ContentINotes : 

Initial Action Needed 
1 /3/2009 

Hugh 
Lowery 

2618 Nonohe St 

Wahiawa 
HI 
96786 
IoweryhOOl Q hawaii.rr.com 
321 -3629 

Email 
Website 

01/03/2009 
I am distressed at the inaccurate low cost estimates of the rail by the 
City Administration. Also, estimates of usage are misleading. The few 
City comments on private car parking andlor bus link infrastructure are a 
concern. The bus replacement plans for the next few years reduce 
quantity of bus replacements. The rail plan cite rerouting of buses to 
accomodate rail station access. I am concerned about existing buses to 
areas not supported by rail. I am afraid that the City may "Rob Peter to 
Pay Paul" resulting in reduced bus support. 

The 10,000+ homes planned for Waipio Gentry area will exacerbate the 
Center of Oahu traffic for example. As a senior citizen, the increased 
property taxes impact me. With tourism in Hawaii reduced, I am sure the 
City will feel that they must increase property taxes again for to build and 
short term (and probably long term) subsidize rail supportluse. 

Prior to the election, The Mayor cited very few residential and business 
properties would be impacted by rail. Then he said a few people would 
be impacted for the good of many. Now more properties are being 
considered for impact. Why is the City inferring that I (and all Oahu 
residences) should trust them because they have experts and they know 
what is best for us all. 









-----Original Message---- 
From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 04,2009 2:21 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) For the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

From: Dave Luehring [mailto:davelue@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wed 2/4/2009 4:10 PM 
To: Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) For the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

February 4,2009 

Mr. Ted Matley 
Department of Transportation Sewices 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco. CA 941 05 

Dear Mr Matley: 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) For the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

The draft Environmental lmpact Statement for the city's rail transit project is unacceptable because it is written solely for a i 
steel wheel on steel rail system. There are other forms OF fixed rail that may be better and more cost-effective than steel 
wheels on steel rails. Using other technologies, it may be possible to build the entire system for the same cost as steel- 
on-steel, thereby Further mitigating the current environmental problems associated with lack of a mass transit sytem. 

To build a system that costs more and delivers less, as would be the case with steel-on-steel, would adversely affect 



Oahu quality of life for many years to come. 

Please rewrite this EIS to cover the other technologies, such as monorail and maglev, to ensure that the city will obtain 
the best transit system at the best price. 

Very truly yours, 

Davidson Luehring 
98-1 230 Kulawai St. 
Aiea, HI 96701-3065 







------.-------------- 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/28/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Steven 

Lum Last Name : 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 731 Amana Street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 1203 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 4 
Email : kokohead7kO hawaiiantel.net 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/28/2008 
Submission ContenVNotes : Oahu experienced another total electrical blackout on 12-26-08, the 

second in as many years. What backup do you have for the rail which 
depends on electricity? Will the rail work at all during a blackout? 







February 6,2009 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Depastment of Transportation Services 
City & County of HonoIulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

Subject: Comments to. the Draft EIS 

I have been a passenger on the Vancouver Skytrain Expo Line and also on the Vancouver 
Skytrain Millenium Line and both have quite different constructed guideways. The 
guideway for the Expo Line is a larger concrete structure with each a separate guideway 
for each direction. The Millenium Line columns are much smaller with a single guideway 
(tracks) in both directions and a less intrusive structure. Afso the approximate 14.6 mile 
system (more or less) of the Millenium Line was completed in two years at a cost of 
about $700 million in U.S. dollars and completed under budget of a $I million in U.S. 
dolIars in 2002. The Miilenium Line costs also included 12 transit stations and the 
Bombardier's MK I1 vehicIes built in B.C. at Bombardier's Centre for Advanced Transit 
System 

Each of the transit stations of the I-IonoIulu High-Capacity-Transit Corridor should have 
provisions for attractive rctaii outlets like newsstands, grab and go coffee/snack bars, 
florists, specialty stores and bank machines. This will help create more activity and extra 
eyes on what's going on and in and around stations, contributing to a safe and more 
secure environment and convenient shopping for people as they enter or depart the 
station. Today's consumer expect more convenience. Also convenient retail and creative 
art pieces will help create a memorable journey. 

Creating a safe environment should be a fundamental principal of station design. 
Wrapping the new transit stations with glass, letting everyone see in and see through the 
stations. The elevators also should be enclosed in glass instead of other materials. Also a 
Station hfanager's Office in each that is visibIe will help and there should be barriers in 
each station to ensure only paying passengers enter and leave. 

Each side of the transit vehicles should have thee (3) wide pairs of doors to allow 
passengers and bicycles to board and disembark quickly. Quick connection to local and 
regional bus service is a must to ensure more island-wide passengers to use this form of 
public transportation. The Middle Street Transit Station with its planned multi-deck 
parking planned will help for PUC and Windward residents to use the Honolulu High- 
Capacity-Transit System in both directions east and west as land is limited for pasking 
cars for this elevated rail system. 

Mahalo and blessings, 

Wendell Lum (member, Kaneohe Neighborhood Board No. 30) 







A. LON0 LYMAN 
P. 0. Box 3896 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96712-3896 

City and County of Honolulu 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

Subject: DraR Environmental Impact Statement, Honolulu High-Capacity Corridor Project. 

I .support the need for a mass transit system in Honolulu, and supported the Mayor's position on the 
proposed transit dated amendment to the City Charter that was considered this past November. 

However, with regad to the D& Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Honolulu High-Capacity 
Corridor Project, I am of the opinion that the draft document needs to address similar mass trrutsit 
alternatives that wouid not be elevated; in other words, similar alternatives that would be built at grade 
for either tbe entice route or portions of the route. Without an analysis of at grade alternatives, there is 
no basis for defennitling that the elevated system is the preferred alternative, particularly with respect to 

" 

cost, visual impacts, and noise impa<;ts.' Compared to the elevated alternative, at grade aiter&tives, 
would not have as significant visual impacts and would likely be less costiy. 

The DEIS also does not have detailed information regarding the visual and noise impacts, and detailed 
information flow these and other adverse impacts will be mitigated. Without this detailed information, 
there is not a rnemiughf basis of evaluating the impacts and the proposcd mitigation measures. 

In ge~reral, and specificdly with respect to the two prior comments, as drafted, the DEIS does not meet 
the requirements of HAR 1 1-200- 17 (g) through (n). 

Mahalo a nui foa, 
A. Lono Lyman 

I4.M 9343-5 (b) slates: "Whenever an agency proposes an action in subsection (a), other than feasibititv or plannino shldies 
for ~ossibje future p r o m s  or oroiects that the agencv bas not avvroved. ado~ted, or funded, w other than the use of state or 
county Wds for the acquisition ofunimproved real property that is not a specific type of action declared exempt under 
section 343-6, the agency shall prepare an enviromnental assessment for such action at the earliest practicable time to 
detennine whether an environmental impact statemcut shall be required." wnderscoring added] 

HAR 1 1-200-5 (d) states: "For agency actions, chapter 343, FEtS, exempts &om applicability any feasibility or planuing 
study for possible %hue propms or projects which the agency has not approved, adopted, or funded. Nevertheless. if any 
pgency is studvine: the feasibilitv of a oroposat it shall co~lsider environmental factors and available alternatives and disclose 
Lhese in anv fume assessment or subseauent statement. . . ." [Underscoring added) 













Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 11/26/2006 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Jerry 
Last Name : Lynch 
BusinesslOrganization : Baywest 
Address : 4496 Aukai Avenue 
Alternative Preference : Airport 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 6 
Email : jerrylynch Q rnac.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1/26/2006 
Submission ContentINotes : The Airport Option is best for everyone. Every major City with Rail 

strives to connect it to the Airport. 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/3/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 

Brittany 
Maae 

Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite NO. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96826 
Email : brnaae Q hawaii.edu 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/03/2008 
Submission ContentJNotes : I'm doing a research project for college. Will you please answer the 

follow: 
1. Is It possible that some how the rail can get damaged? If so where will 
the money come from? 
2. Are you 100% sure that enough people will even ride the rail, so that 
our traffic problem will die down? 
3. What types of job will be available? 
4. Is rail necessary? If so why? 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Record Date : 1 1 /24/2008 

Creator Affiliation : Other 
First Name : 
Last Name : 

Sharon 
MacQuoid 

BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 41 1 lliaina Street 
Alternative Preference : Airport 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Kailua 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96734 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /24/2008 

Submission ContentINotes : I support the route that stops at the airport and believe that we need a 
parking structure in that area to assist Windward residents. 







From: Major, Beverly [mailto:bdmajor@leoadaly.corn] 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 2:37 PM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne; ted.matley@fta.dot.gov; governor.lingle@hawaii.gov 
Subject: Objections to Rail DEIS 

Subject: Objections to Ra i l  DEIS 

Dear Governor Lingle, Mr. Yoshioka and Mr. Matley, 

I'm writing to express grave concerns over deficiencies in the DEIS for Honolulu's heavy rail 
system. 

I found the draft EIS statement to be deficient in numerous areas and have specific questions 
and concerns about the following: 

1. How will this project affect current traffic congestion? 
2. The comparison of energy use of rail to bus should be done for hybrids, not traditional 

combustion engine as this report appears to have done. 
3. It is unclear how congestion will be remedied during the many years of construction. 

Lanes of traffic are to be eliminate in certain areas. Where and when this will happen, 
and what will happen to congestion in those areas? 

4. Will there be bike racks on the train and where will they be located? Will bikes be allowed 
on the train? Will there be a place for surfboards? What about luggage for airport 
passengers? What about construction workers' tools? 

5. The impacts of relocations has not been adequately addressed for important food 
producers like Aloun Farms, 14 community facilities that will be "partially acquired" as 
well as small businesses that will not survive a move or reduction in operations. Historic 
and cultural sites are also not adequately addressed. 

6. There is insufficient information on plans to mitigate noise at the 16 schools that are 
adjacent to the alignment. How will the noise affect the learning environment? 



7. The analysis of job creation does not adequately analyze job losses. There is no mention 
of what will happen to the jobs that are lost due to businesses downturn during 
construction? 

8. The report does not adequately assess the potential harm an elevated rail system does 
to our unique tourist industry and the image of Oahu. How will the tourists see noise and 
visual impacts of heavy rail? Will the more idyllic neighbor Islands absorb an even larger 
share of tourism and hurt our County's revenues? 

9. The provisions for managing with lower than projected ridership and tax revenue support 
are inadequate. 

10. Th e plan is also deficient in outlining how corrosion will be mitigated. BART in the SF 
bay are is made of aluminum. What will happen to steel in a salt air environment? An 
evaluation of steel vs. aluminum is lacking in this report. 

1 I. Likewise, the DEIS plans for mitigation of graffiti on the concrete support pillars, stations 
and cars is inadequate. This deficiency will impact the accuracy of predicting the future 
cost of the project maintenance. 

12. Finally, I have concerns that the ADA issues have not been adequately assessed. How 
long will the doors be open for to access the train? How will an elderly or handicapped 
person be able to get on and off the train in this time period? Please provide detailed 
plans on handling handicapped access. How does this effect the efficiency of the train 
and speed of commute? 

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of my concerns. Please feel free to call me if you 
have any questions about this letter. 

Aloha, 
Beverly Major, 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/27/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Christopher 
Last Name : Mapa 
Businesslorganization : 
Address : 91 173 Fort Weaver Road 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Ewa Beach 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96706 
Email : mapa.christopher@gmail.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/27/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : I understand the concept of rail very well, I have lived in San Francisco 

for about two years then returned home in Ewa Beach, and have taken 
many commuter rails such as CALtrain/Muni Metro/ VTA and BART. 1 
prefer BART because of its speed, as well as length of trains and its 
similarities to what Hawaii is planning. We (the people of Hawaii) need to 
start thinking of a designated length of train (how many cars long) and 
our own design. Ever television ad that I have seen so far, only depicts a 
train that is two cars long, and in turn can give the public second 
thoughts. "If the train will only be that long, whats the point in even taking 
it, if I have to wait in a crowded station anyway?" BART trains, in my 
experience have ranged anywhere from 4-10 cars long, allowing for 
more passengers to travel at once. 

We need to start thinking of our own design(s) as well as educating the 
general public that the planned rail project doesn't just have to be whats 
depicted on TV, but what is depicted is just an idea borrowed from other 
rail systems. 







--------------*------ 

Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 11 12009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Christopher 
Last Name : Mapa 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96706 
Email : mapa.christopherQgmail.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Ernail 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01/01/2009 
Submission ContentlNotes : I have another question. Since most other train require operators, have 

there been requirements put into place for becoming a train operator for 
the new Hawaii Rail System. 

From what I learned, individuals have to be at least 21 years of age to 
apply as a train operator, and hold a class C license. Is that true for 
Hawaii as well? 





To: Wayne Yoshioka 

From: Robert B. Marrone 

Aloha, 

On page 1-17 of the DEIS, Figure 1-10 indicates Use of the HOV [ane reduces a.m. town-bound 

travel time by an average of 12 minutes. This appears to be a greater reduction in travel time than what 

a full seivice rail line, with all planned stops, would provide. Further, it can be presumed that additional 

HOV lanes would reduce travel time by an even greater margin. Hence, I would like to know why 
additional HOV lanes would not be the primary option under consideration. 

Sincerely, 

-2Le.- 

Robert 0. Marrone 

1303 Dominis St, #I 

Honolulu, HI 96822 
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Monday, December 8,2008 

Department of Trmsportatf oii Services 
City and Couhty of Honolulu . . 

650 South Icing Street, 3rd Floor - 

Honolulu, Hawaii 968 13 

Subject: Relating to Eonoiulu Transit Corridor Proiect ~nvironmental Impacts 

.one of the most significant adverse impacts of the proposed archaic elevated steelyon- 
steel heavy rail system is the irreparable blight it will implant thrqugh the vital heart of 
the Downtown ~ o n d u l u  Waterfkont and beyond. This obtrusive blight .&ll impact four . 

protected historic sites along the proposed Waterfront route - specifically Aloha Tower, 
Irwin Park, the Dillingham Traniportation Building, and Mother Waldron Park . 

. . 
. . 

Because .of the City's requirement for federal fimding for the p r & o s e d e l . e v ~  =ail 
project, it must con~ply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 
Section' 4(f) of the Department of T~anspox-tation Act. It will therefore be taken into 
account that such.elevated infrastructure blight' would be "visually incompatible and' 
bloclc the view of the historic resoixce (e.g., the scale of the infrastructure would . 
overwhelm the resource's historic appearance)" and would cause the "loss of integrity.of 
setting, feeIing and association" of these historic sites. The historic view planes to the 
Harbor f i o~3 i shop  Street and the Chinatown Historic District will be similarly 
impacted. 

. . 
It would therefore be a fatal mistake for ~onolulu's future if the City forces the in&ion '. 

of elevated transit blight on the.Honolulu~Water£ront and'the'mauh~makai harbor views. . 

If the Downtown Honolulu Waterfront is allowed to be impacted by the fatal &&take of ' 

elevated guideway infi-aslructure, the vital visual, and indeed lzistoric, character and 
integrity of the waterfront centerpiece of Downtown and its Iiarbor entrmce to.Honol~llu 
will be lost. One only needs tb consider the blight created by the Embarcadero Freeway 
alopg the S a i  Francisco ~ater&ont,  and rhe universal public elation when it was torn 
dowlx It istime that the City and Co~u~ty of Kol~olulu 1earns.by'the mistakes of.others 
before it.is too late. 

.The City also proposes to slam the elevated heavy rail route through Kalcacdo adjacent 
to another registered l.List&ic site, Mother Waldron Pale on Haleltauwila Street, 
diminishing its.historic character and integrity, and usefulaess and attraction as a vital 
recreational open space for today's growing population. The ~alca'ako Maulca Inaster 
plan. designates Halelcauwila Street and its exteinsion to Kamaite'e Street as a significant. . . 
"pyonzenade" street,'a pedestrian-fiikdly boulevard with wide tree-lined sidewdts aid . . 
new Iiurnan-scale residential nei'&borlzoods. Thus, the proposed elevated steel-on-steel 
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In conclusion, there are very serious concerns s~mot&ding.the City's disreggd and 
. neglect of the significant'adverse impacts of an elevated transit route along the Honolulu . 

. Waterfront specific to the con~plex of registered historicsites that include Aloha Tower, 
: 

Irwin Park and the Dillingham'Transpoi-tation Building, and Mother walckon Park; This 
. . badly-planned project c a i ~ o t  be aIlowed.to overshadow and overpower these signrficant , 

historic sites or destroy the visuaI clzaracter and integrity of the vital Downtown 
. 

Waterfront. - 

. . . . 

Sincerely, 









MICHELLE SPALDING MATSON 
3931 Gail Street 

Honolul~~, Hawaii 96815 

February 3,2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Attention: Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Sir: 

The following comments center on the significance of the Honolulu Waterfront as a historic 
complex, which is greatly understated and poorly depicted in the subject Draft EIS. The 
callous insensitivity and abandonment of sound planning and preservation practices 
demonstrated by the promoters of the proposed project destined to blight this historic 
complex, across which the subject elevated industrial infrastructure is  proposed to span, is 
appalling. 

The Honolulu Waterfront is representative of Honolulu's history from the days of 
Kamehameha's strategic harbor village, to a Pacific port that welcomed visitors by clipper 
ship and exported sugar cane across the seas, to today's destination for cruise ships and 
container cargo essential to the State's sustainability. The permanent visual damage to the 
appearance and experience of this historic area caused by the proposed industrial 
infrastructure will be irreparable. 

Aloha Tower has long been a beacon that has welcomed travelers to Honolulu. lrwin 
Memorial Park was Honolulu's first beautification project as the landscaped companion to 
Aloha Tower, and both landmarks are listed on the Hawaii Register of Historic Places. 
Together they were, and remain, the landscaped gateway to Honolulu for thousands of 
residents and visitors alike. 

As a family descendent of those who deeded lrwin Memorial Park in trust to the Territory of 
Hawaii, and writer of the nomination of this site for the Historic Register, I have a vested 
interest in the protection and preservation of this historic open space held in the public 
trust. lrwin Memorial Park was indeed a landscaped centerpiece park as intended by the 
donors until the federal government converted a portion of it into a World War II military 
parking lot. Since that time plans have been commissioned for the Park's restoration, which 
has been part of ongoing planning discussions with the State's Aloha Tower Development 
Corporation. 



HONOLULU WATERFRONT'S FOUR REGISTERED HISTORIC SITES: 
ALOHA TOWER AND RESTORED IRWIN PARK WITH THE HARBOR AND PASSENGER TERMllNAL BEYOND 

AS VIEWED FROM THE DlLLlNGHAM TRANSPORTATION BUILDING ON BISHOP STREET 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF VALUED PUBLIC RESOURCES 

One of the most significant adverse impacts of the proposed elevated steel-on-steel heavy 

rail system is the irreparable blight it will implant through the vital heart of the Downtown 

Honolulu Waterfront and beyond. This obtrusive blight will impact five protected registered 

historic sites along the proposed Waterfront route -specifically the Piers 10 and 11 

Maritime Passenger Terminal, Aloha Tower, Irwin Park, the Dillingham Transportation 

Building, and Mother Waldron Park beyond. 

Because of the City's requirement for federal funding for the proposed elevated rail project, 

there must be compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. It will therefore be taken into account 

that such elevated infrastructure slicing across the historic waterfront will substantially 

visually impair and bloclc the views of these historic resources, i.e., the scale of the 

infrastructure would overwhelm the appearance of the adjacent historic resources and 

would cause the loss of integrity of setting, feeling and association of these historic sites and 

their scenic quality, scale and prominence within the visual environment of this significant 

location. The historic public view corridors to Honolulu Harbor from Bishop Street, Fort 

Street, and the Chinatown historic district will be similarly substantially impaired. 



The Draft EIS clearly inaccurately accounts for these significant cumulative adverse effects 

and fails to adequately evaluate the effects of the proposed project on the view corridor. 

According to the Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 800, significant effect is defined as 

"alteration of the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for inclusion or eligibility 

for the National Register," and adverse effect is constituted as, among other things, 

"introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 

property's significant historic feature." 

The Draft EIS states on page 2-37 that lrwin Memorial Park "does not derive a substantial 

part of i ts  value from its visual setting" and "the project would not substantially impair 

aesthetic features that are important contributing elements of the property." The Draft EIS 

overlooks the visual significance of lrwin Memorial Park's landscaped open space together 

with three other registered historic structures within the uninterrupted view plane. Visually 

sensitive resources include landmarks, significant views and vistas, view corridors, and 

historic sites. Because of the proximity and placement of these historic sites it is the views 

within this historic complex associated with the sites, i.e., to, from and around them, that 

are significant. A flat roadbed does not adversely impact view planes, corridors or sight lines 

as they relate to the historic site, but massive rail infrastructure built to thirty (30) feet in 

height with "visual, atmospheric, and audible elements" would have adverse effects "that 

diminish the integrity of the property's significant historic feature," and would thus appear 

to qualify the historic site for protection under Section 4(f). 

The visual effects of the proposed project are listed on Table 4-10, and the visual quality of 

lrwin Park and Aloha Tower is acknowledged to be high. However, the Draft EIS curiously 

claims that the adverse visual effect of the proposed project on the visual integrity of lrwin 

Park and Aloha Tower will be "moderate" and "low" when in reality the overall visual effects 
in this area would be significantly high. Further, the Draft EIS provides a degree of self- 

contradiction by acknowledging on page 4-88 that "the guideway and columns would change 

the visual character of the streetscape and substantially affect the visual setting of the 

Dillingham Transportation Building and lrwin Park. Overall visual effects in this area would 

be high." Moreover, the Draft EIS flies in the face of moral logic and public policy by blindly 

declaring on page 4-44 that "The transit system would have little effect on the integrity of 

the historic districts or their uses," and thus falls flat in assessing the affected visual 

environment's character and quality. 

Further, in both text and depiction the Draft DElS ignores the high visual quality of this 

historic complex as approached ewa-bound from the Diamond Head direction, makai from 

Bishop Street and the historic Dillingham Transportation Building, and makai from Fort 



Street and historic Walker Park to Aloha Tower. These more prominent view planes are 

superior to the alternate perspectives apparently arbitrarily chosen for the Draft EIS, and i f  

superimposed with the elevated rail infrastructure these views would demonstrate the true 

significant adverse visual effects of the proposed elevated rail infrastructure proposed to 

span the Honolulu Waterfront from Chinatown to the Federal Building. 

The proposed project's cumulative adverse visual and aesthetic impacts to the Honolulu 

Waterfront and its historic sites would conflict with established policy documents, 

specifically the Oahu General Plan (Objective B, Policies 2 and 3; Objective E, Policies 4,s and 

9)) the Primary Urban Center Development Plan (Objective 3.1.2 and Policy 3.1.2) and the 

Revised Ordinances of Honolulu (Chapter 21, Article 9, Section 21-9.60), as follows: 

Substantially visually changing and contextually impacting the entire Downtown 

Honolulu Waterfront area, which is both a historic and scenic asset. 

Positioning elevated infrastructure adjacent to and/or in the foreground of existing 

historic sites and views 

Altering existing makai views and mauka view corridors 
Introducing dominant features in the views, i.e., elevated infrastructure and 

expansive station elements 

Substantially contrasting with the pedestrian scale and character of the streetscape 

Substantially affecting the aesthetic setting of the historic sites 

Thus the elevated infrastructure and stations will irretrievably alter the significant views and 

sense of historic place of the Honolulu Waterfront. The visual impact of overpowering 

industrial infrastructure will ruin the waterfront experience for residents and visitors alike 

for generations to come, including motorists traveling along the waterfront and pedestrians 

crossing the roadway under the overshadowing monolithic infrastructure. Many major 

viewer groups who now enjoy the attractive surroundings and experience of the Downtown 

Honolulu Waterfront will be sensitive to the visual change and will be adversely affected by 

the altered views and substantial changes in light and shadows around the massive elevated 

infrastructure. 

It would therefore be a fatal mistake for Honolulu's future if the City forces intrusion of 

elevated transit blight on the Honolulu Waterfront and its historic mauka-makai harbor 

views. As a consequence, the vital visual historic character and integrity of the waterfront 

centerpiece of Downtown Honolulu and its Harbor will be lost. One only needs to consider 

the blight of the Embarcadero Freeway along the San Francisco Waterfront, and the 

universal public elation when it was torn down. It is time that the City and County of 

Honolulu learns by the mistakes of others and does not continue to blunder forward. 



Because of the high adverse impact to the visual quality of the Honolulu Waterfront, 

blocking views and clashing with historic buildings and open space in terms of size, scale and 

character, the Downtown Waterfront transit corridor route must be rerouted via available 

alternatives. The Draft EIS provides several Avoidance Alternative Alignments to minimize 

harm and ensure protection of valued features and sites along the transit route, and the 

Honolulu Waterfront is more than worthy of this consideration, action and protection. In 

addition, on January 28, 2009, the Honolulu City Council, as the elected policy-making body 

for the City and County of Honolulu, approved rerouting a major segment of the proposed 

rail corridor. If this cannot or will not be done for the Downtown segment, and because it 

will be impossible to mitigate the unyielding mass of the industrial elevated design 

framework to preserve significant visual resources, the proposed elevated rail system should 

be terminated in lwilei with connection to a dedicated, flexible and convenient grade level 

Downtown circulator system serving the entire area. 

The Draft EIS claims on page 4-44 that as the elevated rail alignment transitions from the 

Honolulu Waterfront to Halekauwila Street, a narrow local tree-lined road dating from the 

18001s, there are "highrise buildings with little or no space between them" and "tall trees 
already obstruct views." In fact, the public buildings at this Civic Center end of Halekauwila 

Street, while not much taller than the train would be, are surrounded by mature healthy 

shade tree canopies and wide setbacks, which are in themselves are welcome comforts 

within the public visual experience of this district. Again, the visual integrity of this area 

would be hideously overshadowed, bisected and deformed by the massive industrial 

elevated rail infrastructure. Indeed, the Draft EIS states on page 4-88 that the "overall visual 

effects in this area would be high." 

The Draft EIS also proposes to carve the elevated heavy rail route through Kaka'ako 

immediately adjacent to the next historic site, Mother Wald'ron Park on Halekauwila Street, 

diminishing its historic character and integrity, and usefulness and attraction as a vital 

recreational open space for today's growing population. The Draft EIS states on page 4-89 

that the proposed project "would substantially change views and contrast with the scale and 

character of the surrounding environment. Overall visual effects would be high .... Views of 

the horizon would be partially blocked ... including mauka views from the park at Halekauwila 

Street and Cooke Street. The bulk and scale of the guideway and columns would conflict 

with the pedestrian-oriented streetscape." 

Further, the revised Kaka'ako Mauka master plan designated Halekauwila Street and i t s  

extension to  Kamake'e Street as a significant "promenade street," a pedestrian-friendly 

boulevard with wide tree-lined sidewalks and new low-rise residential neighborhoods. Thus 



the proposed elevated steel-on-steel heavy rail transit infrastructure blight bisecting these 

planned Kal<afako neighborhoods is also tragically misplaced. 

There has been little, if any, consideration of the local context in this train proposal for 

Downtown Honolulu, or from Kal<alal<o to the gateway of Manoa's green valley, as it has 

been railroaded though an uninformed planning process. Hundreds of mature trees that 

have been protected and preserved for decades are destined to be destroyed or otherwise 

removed in direct conflict with the Oahu General Plan (Objective A, Policy 9) and the Revised 

Ordinances of Honolulu (Chapter 41, Article 13). The Draft EIS discloses on page 4-89 that 

"Mature trees would be removed from Pi'ikoi Street through the Ala Moana Center Station 

area, substantially changing the character of the streetscape." 

The condition and appearance of Honolulu's streets and public open spaces are important . 

factors in, and essential attributes to, the visual character and quality for which Honolulu is 

known. Significant views and vistas in policy documents include protected mauka and makai 

views as well as views of prominent landmarks, and the environmental visual character and 

quality must be fully assessed along with any potential physical impacts. 

In conclusion, it has become abundantly clear that the presently proposed elevated transit project 

is, in some significant aspects, contrary to the public interest. Very serious public concerns 

surround the City's disregard and neglect of the significant adverse impacts of the proposed 

elevated rail infrastructure. Specific to the complex of registered sites that include the Piers 

10 and 11 Maritime Passenger Terminal, Aloha Tower, Irwin Park and the Dillingham 

~r'ansportation Building, along with Mother Waldron Park, this badly-planned project 

cannot, and must not, be allowed to proceed further to  overshadow and overpower these 

significant historic sites and destroy the visual character and integrity of the Downtown 

Honolulu Waterfront. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Spalding Matson 













-------------------.-- 
Status : InitiaI Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/25/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Tad 
Last Name : Matsuno 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96816 
Email : krankedpartsa aol.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other ~ubmission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/25/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : Just a comment that I think the extension to UH is a great idea. A 

necessary one that will help with minimizing traffic. I notice the traffic 
difference when UH is not in session as traffic time during morning rush 
hour is cut. I have been watching the traffic differences between private 
school sessions and UH and it appears that those commuting to UH are 
a big factor in traffic. I also th~nk students would opt more to commuting 
via the rail system than other traffic groups. Thanks. 







From: dan matthews [mailto:dmatthews@consultant.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 10:47 AM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne; Ted.Matley@dot.gov 
Subject: Draft EIS for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

Please accept my feelings about the subject EIS. 

I disagree with the wording of the EIS because it is written solely for a steel wheel on steel rail system. 
Other forms of fixed rail should be considered because they may be superior to steel wheels and more 
cost effective. Please rewrite the EIS to include other forms of mass transit such as mo~lorail or 
magnetic levitation systems. This should insure the selection of the overall best system. 

Thanlc you for your consideration. 

Dan C. Matthews, Lt Col, USAF, Retired 
Pearl City, Hawaii 

Be Yourself @ mail.com! 
Choose From ZOO+ Elnail Addresses 
Get a Free Account at _w_ww.~mail.com! 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
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First Name : Pe pe 
Last Name : Maulupe 
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Address : P.0 Box 31 029 

Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96820 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01/07/2009 
Submission ContenVNotes : stop the commotion & begin the project 
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Submission ContentlNotes : I strongly support the city's rail plan as essential to the future of 

Honolulu. It is long overdue, and the importance of including the airport 
in the plans cannot be overstated. Plenty of residents will use the service 
when it is available, not just visitors. If this is to remain a liveable city, we 
must provide mass transit, as all major urban centers I've visited have 
done. 







Peb. 5,2009 

Jay lbfcWil1iams 
1499 Alencastre St. 
Honolulu, 3H.T 968 16 
Phone: 808-551-2686 

To: Wayne Voshiolca 
Director Departnierlt of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King St. 3rdFloor 
Konolulu, HI 968 13 

Regarding the DEIS for the Rail Project in Honolulu 

Dear Ms. Yos hio ka: 

My comments regarding the DEE for the rail project in Honolulu have to do 
with the financing of the $5 billion cost. 

In the beginning crf this process, I heard representatives of the city, including 
you, state how we would finance the rail when it was being estimated at f 3.5 
billion. That number, we in the public .were assured, was covered with the 
General Excise Tax increase of 12.5 percelit, the federal funding of $900 
ruilliol~ and $1 billion in contingencies. 

As yo~l know, the economy has tanked, so our GE tax revenue is way down 
from estimated figures. We still have not been approved for the federal funding. 
And the cost o:f the project has gone up by $1.5 billioc from earlier estimates. 

The mayor wants to start giving out contracts for this project and this is where 1 
have a major concern. 

Does the city have a plan to protect us from financial liability f-br this project in 
the event we can not raise the money necessary to build it? Call it a parachute 
plan or whatever, but are we going to be tied ill to contracts for this project if 
the money we collect does not niatch the money we need for it? 



Since the mayor has promised over and over again that he will not raise taxes 
any more in order to pay for rai.1, T would like to know what will be done to 
make the costs for rail match once again with the projected hnding for it. 

Thank: you for your time concerning this matter. 

Regards, 

r- 

Jay ~ c ~ i l l i a m s  

(copy) Governor Linda Lingle Hawaii State Capitol 41 5 S. Beretania St. 5th 
Floor Honolulu, HI 968 f 3 

(copy) Honolulu City Council Members via email 
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Initial Action Needed 
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KATHLEEN 
MElER 

629 PALAWlKl STREET 

Both 
Website 



Submission ContentlNotes : MY CONCERNS: 

1. OUR PROJECT IS AN ELEVATED, HEAVY RAlL SYSTEM - 
LIGHT RAlL 

NOT 

2. TOTAL COSTS ESTIMATES OF THE RAlL ARE NOT LlNE LlNE 
WITH OTHER SYSTEMS RECENTLY EMPLOYED 

3. FUNDS PROVIDED BY TOURIST GET PAYMENTS ARE ALREADY 
SIGNIFICANTLY LESS THAT ESTIMATED AND THIS TREND WlLL 
CONTINUE 

4. THE CITY IS FACING MONUMENTAL FINANCIAL COMMITMENTS 
FOR SEWER, ROADS, AND LANDFILL PROJECTS 

5. THE RECENTLY ANNOUNCED CONTRAFLOW LANES AND 
MIDDLE STREET LANES ON THE FREEWAY SHOULD ALEVIATE 
ALOT OF CONGESTION. THE NEED FOR A RAlL SYSTEM SHOULD 
BE REVISITED ONCE THESE CHANGES HAVE BEEN 
IMPLEMENTED. 

6. THE RAlL IS AN INFLEXIBLE SYSTEM THAT CANNOT AVAIL 
ITSELF 
OF NEW TECHNOLOGY. 

7. CALTRANS AND UC BERKLEY ARE CONDUCTING AN 
AUTOMATED BUS GUIDANCE SYSTEM - A  MAGNETIC GUIDANCE 
SYSTEM DEMONSTRATION PROJECT IN SAN LEANDRO [ ALSO r~ 
EUGENE, OREGON]. THE ESTIMATED COSTS FOR BUS RAPID 
TRANSIT ARE MATERIALLY LESS THAN LIGHT RAIL NOT TO 
MENTION HEAVY RAIL. 

8. 1 DO NOT BELIEVE THE PROJECTED RIDERSHIP WlLL 
TRANSLATE TO ACTUAL RIDERSHIP AND THAT THE ACTUAL 
RIDERSHIP WILL NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT RELIEF. 

9. TECHNOLOGY IS RAPIDLY CHANGING ALL ASPECTS OF OUR 
LIVES - TELECOMMUTING FOR WORK AND SCHOOLING, 
ELECTRIC & FUEL CELL CARS. WE NEED A SYSTEM THAT CAN 
BE ADAPTABLE TO OUR CHANGING NEEDS AND TECHNOLOGY. 

10. AN ELEVATED RAlL SYSTEM IS TRULY CONTRARY TO A 
HAWAII SENSE OF PLACE. STATIONS EQUIPED WITH 
ESCALATORS, ELEVATORS, BATHROOMS AND SHELTERS ARE 
GRAFFITI MAGNETS. 

PLEASE BE CAREFUL WITH OUR AND FUTURE GENERATION'S 
MONEY. 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Ms. Kathleen Meier 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

Dear Ms. Meier: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following responses address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

I. The system specification is compatible with either a light- or rapid-rail vehicle. 

2. While the capital cost estimates for the Project, which are used in the financial 
analysis, are higher than those of other recent rail lines this reflects higher 
construction costs in Hawaii and higher shipping costs of materials to Hawaii. 

3. The financial analysis described in the Final EIS is subject to a number of risks 
and uncertainties, as described in Section 6.6 of the Final EIS. The Final EIS 
reflects the latest economic trends in both cost and revenue forecasts. 



Ms. Kathleen Meier 
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4. Enabling legislation for the County General Excise and Use Tax surcharge and 
Ordinance 07-001 preclude the use of the collected funds for purposes other than 
a fixed guideway transit system. 

5. A travel demand forecasting model was used to forecast roadway conditions in 
2030, both with and without the Project. As described in Chapter 3, Section 3.4 
of the Final EIS, modeling took into account committed transportation projects 
anticipated to be operational by 2030. Committed transportation projects are 
those identified in the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (as shown in Table 2-4 
of the Final EIS). These projects include a p.m. reversible 'zipper' lane and 
widening H-I at Middle Street. As shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 of the Final EIS, 
roadway conditions will get worse, despite these improvements. However, these 
tables also show that traffic conditions will improve up to I I percent with the fixed 
guideway system. In addition, a Managed Lane Alternative was evaluated during 
the Alternatives Analysis phase of the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project. While the Managed Lane Alternative would reduce freeway congestion 
(measured as vehicle hours of delay), it would increase overall system 
congestion by inducing additional travelers to drive, which would result in 
increased congestion on arterial and collector facilities accessing the freeways. 
System-wide congestion will be greater in 2030 than today. Spot congestion in 
some locations could decrease with the managed lane alternative; however, the 
reversible managed lane alternative would result in an increase in system-wide 
congestion compared to the No Build Alternative, while the Project will result in a 
decrease in congestion compared to the No Build Alternative. 

6. Modern rail technology continues to evolve. The modern transit vehicle is less 
similar to an eighteenth-century locomotive than a modern automobile is to the 
Model T. 

7. Guided bus systems constructed on an elevated guideway, as would be required 
for use in HonoluluJ would require a larger and more expensive structure than 
required for rail transit. 

8. As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.2. I of the Final EIS, the ridership forecasts 
are based on a travel demand forecasting model used by the Oahu Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (OahuMPO) for the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan. 
The OahuMPO model is based on "best practicesJ' for urban travel models in the 
U. S. This modeling approach has proven effective in estimating ridership in other 
areas such as Los Angeles County, Salt Lake City, and the Denver region in the 
last 10 years. This model is based on guidelines established by the FTA. 
Projections for 2030 have been developed using the travel demand model, which 
was calibrated and validated to current year conditions. The model is based 
upon a set of realistic input assumptions regarding land use and demographic 
changes between now and 2030 and expected transportation levels-of-service on 
both the highway and public transit system. Based upon the model and these 
key input assumptions, approximately 1 16,000 trips per day are expected to use 
the rapid transit system on an average weekday in 2030. Since the Draft EIS was 
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published, the travel demand model has been refined by adding an updated air 
passenger model, defining more realistic drive access modes to project stations 
and recognizing a more robust off-peak non-home based direct demand element 
based on travel surveys in Honolulu. 

The Project is among the first in the country to design and undertake an 
uncertainty analysis of this type of travel forecast. The uncertainty analysis 
evaluates the variability of the forecast by establishing probabilistic upper and 
lower limits of ridership projections. FTA has worked closely with the City during 
this work effort. A variety of factors were considered in the uncertainty analysis, 
including the following: 

Variations in assumptions regarding the magnitude and distribution 
patterns of future growth in the Ewa end of the corridor 

The impact of various levels of investment in highway infrastructure 

The expected frequency of service provided by the rapid transit system 

Park-and-ride behavior with the new system in place 

The implications on ridership of vehicle and passenger amenities 
provided by the new guideway vehicles 

Given all the factors considered, the anticipated limits for guideway ridership in 
2030 is expected to be between 105,000 to 130,000 trips per day, bracketing the 
official forecast of 1 16,000 riders a day used for all calculations. 

As identified in Chapter 3, Table 3-14 of the Final EIS, the Project will result in 
reduced vehicle hours of delay of 18 percent compared to the No Build 
alternative. The reduction in delay will be attributable to shifts in travel demand 
from automobile to transit. 

9. While information technology has enabled people to remain connected from any 
location, it has not eliminated the need or desire of people to travel on the island. 

10. As discussed in Section 4.8 of the Final EIS, the Project will be set in an urban 
context where visual change is expected and differences in scales of structures 
are typical. The following measures will be included with the Project to minimize 
negative visual effects and enhance the visual and aesthetic opportunities that it 
creates: 

Develop and apply design guidelines that will establish a consistent 
design framework for the Project with consideration of local context. 

Coordinate the project design with the City transit-oriented development 
program within the Department of Planning and Permitting. 
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Consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on 
station design elements. 

Consider specific sites for landscaping and frees during the final design 
phase when plans for new plantings will be prepared by a landscape 
architect. Landscape and streetscape improvements will serve to 
mitigate potential visual impacts. 

It should also be noted that the Project will provide users with expansive views 
from several portions of the corridor by elevating riders above highway traffic, 
street trees, and low structures adjacent to the alignment. In Section 4.8.3 of the 
Final EIS, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation under the heading 
Design Principals and Mitigation, specific Environmental, Architecture and 
Landscape Design Criteria are listed that will help minimize visual erects of the 
Project. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 

Enclosure 



February 2,2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEIS] 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

As CPA's, we support and affordable traffic solutions for the City and County of.Honolulu. We find 
several flaws regarding funding for the proposed rail project currently estimated to cost $5.5 billion for the 
airport route adopted on January 28, 2009 and summarized in Section 6 of the Draft Environmental lmpact 
Statement [DEIS]. We believe these flaws are of such magnitudes that not only will this project be neither 
viable nor affordable; this project will jeopardize our City and County's financial health and sustainability. 

How realistic are the funding assumptions? 

The basis for funding the proposed rail system is a 1/2% excise surcharge assessed on county transactions from 
fanuary 1,2007 to December 31,2021. Using the City's figures provided in Section 6 of the DEIS, this 
surcharge needs to generate a minimum o f  $4.1 billion. The cash flow statement of  the DEIS includes 
surcharge tax collections through 2023, two years past the 2021 collection expiration date provided by law. 
When the taxes for the additional two years are deleted from the City's projection, the required collections are 
short by 5473.5 million [Exhibit A]. 

The collections from January 2007 to December 2008, total $294 million, substantially below the City's 
projections. It would require a minimum tax growth rate of 9.46% every year for thirteen [I31 years [Exhibit 
61. Based on the Honolulu's economic history and the current global economy, this growth rate is 
unattainable. 

What do the economists say? 

The Council on Revenues [the economic board that provide forecasts of tax revenues to the Governor and 
State Legislators] issued new tax collection forecasts on January 12,2009 [Exhibit C.] The forecast for growth 
in Hawaii tax revenues for 2009 through 2015 are -3.1%, 1%, 3.5%, 5.3%, 6%) 6.5%) and 6.5%. Using these 
forecasts, it would require an increase, compounded annually; in collections o f  25.29% from 2016 to 2021 
[Exhibit Dl. These forecasts do not include the additional cost for borrowing funds due to the shortfall in 
surcharge tax collections. This rate of required growth in tax collections is unattainable based on our 
economic history. 

The funding should be based on the economic realities and reasonable factors: 

1. 2007 and 2008: The actual surcharge collections 
2. 2009 through 2015: The Council on Revenues forecasts 
3. 2016 through 2021: Using a 6.5% growth rate of collections 

Based on the above assumptions, the City will experience a $1.26 billion shortfall by the year 2021 [Exhibit El. 
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How much will the federal government contribute? 

The DElS estimates this rail project will cost approximately $5.5 billion, with $1.4 billion to be provided by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation. The federal funds are to be paid through their "New Starts" grants in the 
amount $200 million per year for seven [7] consecutive years. The 2009 budget for "new starts" is $1.475 
billion for 30 grants that were selected from mass transit program applications from municipalities nationwide. 
The average grant is $47 million with two-thirds 12/31 of the grants going to cities with populations averaging 
5.4 times the size of Honolulu. The average grant for smaller cities such as Honolulu is $23.5 million. There is 
great competition for these grants. The DElS assumption that Honolulu will successfully obtain 1/7 of the 
country's mass transit budget for seven consecutive years is unrealistic and not viable. 

What are the risks? 

Honolulu could have a rail system that is never completed. With no monies available to complete the 
project, the useless concrete pillars will be a monument to an irresponsible act that will mar our 
landscape for years to come. 

Honolulu's credit rating couid plummet resulting in higher unbudgeted costs for interest on borrowed 
funds. 

Residents could face tax increases to pay for the shortage that will put undue economic pressure on 
them and future generations. 

Honolulu could be bankrupt due to all the debt that even future generations cannot service. 

The City and County of Honolulu has a duty to its residents and taxpayers to act appropriately and prudently 
when committing our resources to traffic solutions. The solutions must be viable and affordable. We await 
your response to our concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

Janet I. Jensen, CPA 
728 Elepaio Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 
Telephone: 808.735.3797 
Facsimile: 808.734.0189 
Email: ji@mansotre.com 

6. Jeannie Hedberg, CPA 
415 South Street #3502 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.546-1122 
Email: hedberscoa@aol.com 

David Latham, CPA 
735 Bishop Street, Ste 432 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.521.5064 
Facsimile: 808.521.5065 
Email: dave@davidelathamc~a.com 

/ Kathleen S. Meier, CPA 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 
Telephone: 808.263.8884 

? . Facsimile: 808.263.8842 
" . ,Email: kmeier-cpaChawaii:rr.com .... 

' - .  . . 

Joe Wikoff CPA, Wikoff Combs & Co., LLC 
1001 Bishop Street, ASB Tower, Suite 2760 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.791.1430 
Facsimile: 808.791.1440 

Email: Joe@wiknffcombsc~a.com 



Honolulu Rail 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Cash Flow for Surcharge collections on Airport alternative 
(prepared on a fiscal June 30 year end) 

Projected 
Fiscal Year Collections 

2007 13,000,000 
2008 161,000,000 
2009 188,000,000 
201 0 198,000,000 
201 1 207,000,000 
201 2 214,000,000 
201 3 228,000,000 
201 4 242,000,000 
201 5 253,000,000 
201 6 265,000,000 
201 7 274,000,000 
201 8 285,000,000 
201 9 300,000,000 
2020 309,000,000 
202 1 321,000,000 
12/31 /21 168,500,000 ---------- 

Point at ending of collection: 3,626,500,000 
Shortage 473,500,000 

4,100,000,000 ---------- ---------- 
Collections after teminatfon of excise 
2022 168,500,000 
2023 261,000,000 

_ _ -.-.- -- __ ..._- 
.C- 

EXHIBIT A 



Honolulu Rail 
Excise surcharge with actual collections 2007 & 2008 
and required assumptions to fund $4.1 million 

Annual 
Required increased 9.45582% 
Collection Rate ------- ------- 

Required Required 
Required Annual Cumulative Ave 

% Tax Tax Monthly 
Calendar Growth Collections Collections Collections 

Year --------------------------------------- 
2007/2008 Actual 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 

' 2012 
201 3 
2014 
201 5 
201 6 
201 7 
201 8 
201 9 
2020 

' 2021 



LINDA LINGLE 
GOVERNOR 

JAMES R. A~ONA. JR. 
LT. GOVERNOR 

COUNCIL ON REVENUES 

STATE OF I'AWAII 
P.O. BOX 259 

HONOLULU. HAWAII 8 W 4 2 5 9  

January 12,2009 

The Honorable Linda Lingle 
Governor, State of Hawaii 
Executive Chambers 
State Capitol, Fit& Floor 
HonoIu13 HI 968 13 

PAUL H. BREWBAKER 
CHAIR 

JACK P;14U,YUkRHOUD 
MEMBERS: 

Ceii S. Bonham 
DIan K. Hirata 
Pearl Imada lboshi 
Richard F. Kahle. Jr. 
Albert Yamada 

Dear Governor Lingle: 

At its meeting on January 9, 2009, the Cou~cil on Revenues adjusted downward the forecast 
growth rates of General Fund tax revenues. The forecast was reduced from -0.5% to -3.0% for 
fiscal year (FY) 2009, frorn 3.5% to I .U% for FY 201 0, and from 4.5% to 3.5% for FY 201 1. The 
Council also updated its forecasts of General Fund tax revenues for FYs 2012 through 2015, 
generally lowering the revenue gdns while leaving the percentage increases the same for the 
out-year projections. 

The revised forecasts of state general fund tax revetlues for fiscal years 2009 through 2015 are 
listed below: 

% Growth Fwm 
Fiscal Year Thousands of Dollars Previous Year 

2009 $4,502,616 -3.0% 
2010 $4,547,642 I .O% 
201 1 $4,706,809 3.5% 
2012 $4,956,270 5.3% 
2013 $5,253,646 6.0% 
2014 $5,595,133 6.5% 
2015 $5,958,817 65% 

Liw-item detail of State Genemi Fund tax revenues by revenue categoly Eor FY 2009 though 
FY 2015 we presented in the attached table. These detailed forecasts are based on the Council's 
forecast for total state general fund tax revenues and the econometric model curre.ntly used by 
the Tax Research and Planning Office. 



Honolulu Rail 
Excise surcharge with actual collections 2007 & 2008, 
Council on Revenues tax collection projection 2009-2015 
and required assumptions to fund $4.1 million by 2021 

Annual 
Required increased 25.28750% 
Collection Rate ------- ------- 

Required 
% Growth Annual Cumulative 
by Councif Tax Tax 

On revenues Collections Collections 

2007/2008 Actual 
2009 -3.00% 
201 0 ' .1.00% 
201 1 3.50% 
201 2 5.30% 
201 3 6.00% 
201 4 6.50% 
201 5 6.50% 
201 6 25.29% 
201 7 25.29% 
201 8 25.29% 
201 9 25.29% 
2020 25.29% 
2021 25.29% 

Required 
Av0 

Monthly 
Collections --------- 



Honolulu Rail 
Excise surcharge with actual cbllections 2007 & 2008, 
Council on Revenues tax collection projection 2009-2015 
Funding the shortfall with 5.5% Bonds 
6.5% growth rate 2016 to 2021 

, Required 
% Growth Annual Cumulative 

by Council Tax Tax 
On revenues Collections Collections 

2007/2008 Actual 294,000,000 294,000,000 
2009 -3.00% 142,590,000 436,590,000 
201 0 1 .OO% 144,015,900 580,605,900 
201 1 3.50% 149,056,457 729,662,357 
2012 5.30% 156,956,449 886,618,805 
201 3 6.00% 166,373,836 1,052,992,641 
201 4 6.50% 177,188,135 1,230,180,776 
201 5 6.50% 188,705,364. 1,418,886,188 
201 6 6.50% 200,971,212 1,619,857,352 
201 7 6.50"h 214,034,341 1,833,891,693 
201 8 6.50% 227,946,573 2,061,838,266 
201 9 6.50% 242,763,101 2,304,601,367 
2020 6.50% 258,542,702 2,563,144,069 
2021 6.50% 275,347,978 2,838,492,047 

Shortfall 1,261,507,953 
=========== 

Required 4,100,000,000 - --------- - ----------- 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 17l2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Aulama 
Last Name : Meiei 
Business/Organization : Good Samaritan Church 
Address : P.0 Box 3 1 029 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96820 
Email : 
Telephone : 688-3245 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 10712009 
Submission ContentlNotes : We support the Rail transit 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 /7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Taeotafe 
Last Name : Melei 
BusinesslOrganization : Good Samaritan Church 
Address : P.0 Box 31 029 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96820 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 /07/2009 
Submission ContentlNotes : Lets build the rail transit for the sake of the people who are in need of 

transportation 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1211 It2008 
Creator ~ffiliati'on : 
First Name : Clifford 
Last Name : Mercado 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 91 -91 1 Nohoiho'ewa Place 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Ewa Beach 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96706 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1211 112008 
Submission ContentlNotes : I THOUGHT I MADE THlS CLEAR TO MUFl HANNAMAN AND ALL OF 

HIS HENCHMEN. BUT I GUESS I DID NOT SUCCEED. THEY USED 
MY TAX MONEY TO ADVERTISE THE1 R 
SIDE OF THE STORY AND GOT THE MEASURE PASSED BY A 
BUNCH OF ILLEGALLY MAL- INFORMED VOTERS. I AM NOW 
GOING TO ASK YOU TO HEAR MY PLEA. 

WE DO NOT NEED THlS FORM OF TRANSPORTATION ( THE 
TRAIN) AND I DON'T WANT YOU OR ANY ONE ELSE TO SPEND A 
DIME ON THlS LAME IDEA. SO DO WHAT YOU CAN TO SQUASH 
THlS PROJECT. 

THE GOVERNOR, MR. PANOS AND MRS. KOBAYASHI HAVE THE 
RIGHT IDEA ..... A RAISED ADDITION ABOVE THE EXISTING 
FREEWAY WILL DO THE JOB CORRECTLY. 

MERRY CHRISTMAS 

CLIFFORD D. MERCADO 
IntrohawC? lava.net 







- DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Ms. Cheri Michel 
cherimichel@earthlink.net 

Dear Ms. Michel: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 5 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for the Airport Alternative has been noted. While each of the 
alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification 
of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with F TA's 
NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 
§ 771.125 (a)(?)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefifs of each alternative, 
public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport 
Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of 
this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with I 16,000 daily passengers and 282,500 
daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative 
will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide 



Ms. Cheri Michel 
Page 2 

access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, that will have 
substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very truly yours, - -  

WAYN Y. Y SHlO 
Director 



Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 1 /25/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Cheri 
Last Name : Michel 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : Airport 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96706 
Email : cherimichelQ earthlink.net 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /25/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : I strongly support rerouting the rail system to include the Honolulu 

International Airport. To bypass such an integral part of our infrastructure 
seems short sighted and irresponsible. After waiting so long to get this 
rail system plan moving, please do not allow a political tug-of-war to 
impede our ability to take care of our future here on Oahu. 
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Initial Action Needed 
12/8/2008 

Bryan 
Mick 
City and County 

None 
Website 



Submission ContenUNotes : I got this email. Please send me the answers so I can respond. Mahalo! 

1. In the end, how much will rail cost? 
a. The mayor's office today (via honolulutransit.org, 12/4/08) claims rail 

will cost $5.3 to $5.4 billion dollars, depending on the route. 
Here is the claim, quoted: "The Salt Lake route will cost an inflation- 
adjusted $5.3 billion and the airport route will cost an inflation-adjusted 
$5.4 billion." 
i. From what report do these figures come from? 

2. How will we pay for rail? 
a. Here's a list from the honolulutransit.org website: Firstly, will you 
please list and verify your sources for each of these? 

-"From the 112% GET surcharge" = $2.6 - $3.2 billion (49%-60% of $5.3 
billion) - When will this tax sunset? 

-"The Federal Transit Administration's New Starts program." = $1.7 - 
$2.2 billion (32%-42% of $5.3 billion) - Mr. Cavetano and others have 
said this money is not certain 
(http://www.honoluluadvertiser.com/article/200810i 3/BREAKINGO1/810 
13045): what reasons (historical examples and laws), documents and/or 
testimonies do you have to dispute Mr: Cayetano's claim? 

-"$15.5 million for the planning phase has been appropriated by 
Congress for this year" = (0.28% of $5.3 billion-- Is this worth 
mentioning?) 

-"and another $20 million is in the pipeline." (0.38% of $5.3 billion- 
Again, a negligible amount unless there are larger political implications 
to this (if so, what are they, and how can we be certain of them?)) 

-"Local funding, with more than $250 million banked for the project." 
(4.7% of $5.3 billion) - Who specifically are these investors? 

-"Federal funding is expected to increase significantly as the project 
moves to construction." - Which historical examples, laws, or testimonies 
of federal officials should we build our expectations for this on? 

-Totalling all these, this puts revenues at: $4.6-$5.7 billion, well above 
the $3.7 billion number the mayor claimed not long ago. Is the mayor 
responsible for this billion dollar gap? If not, who is? 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/29/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Thomas 
Last Name : Miguel 
BusinessIOrganization : PHNSY & IMF 
Address : 667 Safeguard St. 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : Pearl Harbor 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96782 
Email : thomas.miguelQ navy.mil 
Telephone : 4738000 
Telephone Extension : 61 37 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/29/2008 
Submission ContenVNotes : To whom it may concern, I was a IBEW steward in PHNSY and 

approximately four years ago I was part of a team to negotiate for all 
Shipyard workers to obtain a free Bus pass. Originally shipyards were 
required to pay $17 to be able to get a monthly Bus pass, but today we 
receive a free Bus pass due to the Union negotiation and the DOT 
paying for Federal workers public transportation. Today we have 800+ 
Bus riders and 800+ Van Pool users all paid by DOT. Unfortunately our 
numbers would increase if we had a system like the Rapid Transit that 
comes to Pearl Harbor at various times through out the day. Presently 
we only have buses running at the start of our work day (0630 hours) 
and at the end (1500 hours) and they only service six areas. We feel that 
if the Rapid Transit does come close to Pearl Harbor the ridership will go 
up and many more workers at Pearl would take advantage of the free 
passes. This must happen to help make Rapid Transit become a 
success. Mahaio Tommy Miguel 







Status : Action Completed 
Creation Date : 1 1/2/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Jane 
Last Name : Miho 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : P.O. Box 171 9 
Apt.1Suite No. : 
City : Pearl City 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96782 
Email : janemihoQ yahoo.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /02/2008 
Submission ContentlNotes : 1 am for the Rail. You must show the public the BIG PICTURE. World & 

National economy is down turning. Good or Bad: 1) If we don't get it 
now, future price tag will be over $10B. 2) Rail will curb & help Oahu 
economy for the next recessionary 5-years. 3) This will create jobs here 
for the people. This Has to be Advertised Heavily & Promoted. Simiple 
Thought will Sell!! 
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Creation Date : 1 1/5/2008 
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First Name : RALPH 
Last Name : MIRANDA 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 98-1 35 KANUKU ST. 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : G 
City : Al EA 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96701 
Email : apache0070 yahoo.com 
Telephone : 808-429-971 8 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1/05/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : What is the exact plans/location for the rail in Waimalu area. .. what 

areas will be affected ... I'm renting right now and if I have to move, don't 
know where I need to move to ... Is there a map that shows exactly 
where the rail will be placed.. and how much of the zoning will be 
affected? 







Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu H[igh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Inlpact Statement/Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

This public meeting and hearing has been desi~med to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in the Draft EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Dr& EIS, Section 106 of the 
National Iastoric Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
~ c t ,  and floodplains affected by the project. 

Please review the project information and ask project staff any questions about the 
project that you might have. The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
ww.honoluIutransit.org. 

You may provide official comments in several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
may provide oral comments to a court reporter who will record them for the record or use 
this form to provide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at wvw.honolulu~ansit.org or use S i s  form to send a written commeht to the 
Department of Transportation Services. A11 comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Find EIS. 

Name: ., Address: 274.7 Pad h o ~ ~  

Phone: 9 88-"ts67 
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Initial Action Needed 
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Submission ContentlNotes : I do not support this rail project as it stands, for several reasons. 

It costs too much for what we are getting. 
Steel on steel is especially not good for Hawaii due to high maintenance. 
At-grade light rail would be infinitely better than elevated steel on steel 
rail - cheaper and safer, especially due to our earthquake and hurricane 
prone islands. 
I am afraid what it will do to the areas that are developed around it 
(increased crime, noise, and depression; visual blight) 
Again, it is too expensive. 6 billion dollars (or more) for something that 
will not alleviate traffic; this is billed simply as an 'alternative' - we can do 
better. Even a BRTJlight rail system would be better - and more flexible. 
Now that it is supposed to go through the airport, I suppose you think 
tourists are going to take it half-way to Waikiki? Think again. They'd 
have to catch it with luggage, perhaps children, elderly, etc. in tow, stop 
19 times, get to Ala Moana, grab all the luggage, etc. & then what - call a 
cab? 
This is insanity ... please consider how to better spend our tax dollars. 
You're planning to give the bulk of the money to a mainland company 
who is going to bring in mainland employees. Yes, they'll spend money, 
but the bulk of it won't stay here. You can build cheap (that's an 
oxymoron if I every heard one) housing in the areas surrounding the 
stations, but who is going to rent there with the train screaming through 
every 2 minutes (so they say) from 4 am to midnight? People who can't 
afford to live anywhere else, that's who. The same low-income, mostly 
low class people who get subsidized fares, housing, & food - bus riders. 
Would YOU live in housing next to a train, especially with neighbors like 
that? I have my doubts ... 
Anyway, I hope this project doesn't go through as it's sort of planned - 
we can do better. WAY better. 

Sincerely yours, 

JMitchell 
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WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

J. Mitchell 
(No address or e-mail provided) 

Dear J. Mitchell: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I 25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final €IS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your comments regarding the Project are noted. Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes 
the financial resources anticipated to pay for the capital costs of the Project. Capital costs, 
including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination of FTA Section 
5309 New Starts and FTA Section 5307 Funds from the Federal government and revenues from 
the County General Excise and Use Tax surcharge levied from 2007 through 2022 on Oahu. 

To answer your question about the maintenance of the system, steel-wheel systems 
have lower long-term maintenance costs than other high-capacity, fixed guideway technologies. 
The steel that will be used for the Project will be compatible for use in a marine environment. 
Steel rail is capable of long-term operation in such an environment. For example, excursion 
senlice is still provided in Ewa using rails that are over 100 years old. 
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The Alternatives Screening Memorandum (DTS 2006a) recognized the visually sensitive 
areas in Kakaako and Downtown Honolulu, including the Chinatown, Hawaii Capital, and 
Thomas Square/Academy of Arts Special Design Districts. To minimize impacts on historic 
resources, visual aesthetics, and surface traffic, the screening process considered 15 different 
combinations of tunnel, at-grade, or elevated alignments between lwilei and Ward Avenue. Five 
different alignments through Downtown Honolulu were advanced for further analysis in the 
Alternatives Analysis, including an at-grade portion along Hotel Street, a tunnel under King 
Street, and elevated guideways along Nimitz Highway and Queen Street. 

The Alternatives Analysis Report (DTS 2006b) evaluated the alignment alternatives 
based on transportation and overall benefits, environmental and social impacts, and cost 
considerations. The report found that an at-grade alignment along Hotel Street would require 
the acquisition of more parcels and affect more burials than any of the other alternatives 
considered, The alignment with at-grade operation Downtown and a tunnel through the Capital 
Historic District, in addition to the environmental effects such as impacts to cultural resources, 
reduction of street capacity, and property acquisition requirements of the at-grade and tunnel 
sections, would cost more than $300 million more than the least expensive alternative. 

The Project's purpose is "to provide high-capacity rapid transit'' in the congested east- 
west travel corridor. The need for the Project includes improving corridor mobility and reliability. 
The at-grade alignment would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need because it could not 
satisfy the mobility and reliability objectives of the Project. Some of the technical considerations 
associated with an at-grade versus elevated alignment through Downtown Honolulu include the 
following: 

Svstem Capacitv, Speed, and Reliabilitv: The short, 200-foot blocks (or less) 
in Downtown Honolulu would permanently limit the system to two-car trains to 
prevent stopped trains from blocking vehicular traffic on cross-streets. Even with 
transit signal priority, the at-grade speeds would be slower and less reliable than 
an elevated guideway. Under ideal circumstances, the capacity of an at-grade 
system could reach 6,000 passengers per hour per direction. Based on travel 
forecasts, the Project will need to carry more than 9,000 passengers by the early 
2020s. Moreover, the system can be readily expanded to carry over 25,000 in 
each direction by reducing the interval between trains (headway) to 90 seconds 
during the peak period. To preserve a comparable system capacity, speed, and 
reliability, an at-grade alignment would require a fenced, segregated right-of-way 
that would eliminate all obstacles to the train's passage, such as vehicular, 
pedestrian, or bicycle crossings. 

Mixed-Traffic Conflicts: With the planned three-minute headways, the short 
cycle of traffic lights would affect traffic flow and capacity of cross-streets. 
Furthermore, there would be no option to increase the capacity of the system by 
reducing the headway to 90 seconds. 

Construction Impacts: An at-grade system would consume two or more lanes 
of existing roadway, resulting in increased congestion or requiring that additional 
businesses or homes be taken to widen the roadway through Downtown. This 
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would also have greater construction impacts and potentially affect cultural 
practices and burials to a greater extent than the placement of discrete column 
foundations for an elevated structure. 

Because it is not feasible for an at-grade system through Downtown to move passengers 
rapidly and reliably without significant detrimental effects on other transportation system 
elements (e.g., the highway and pedestrian systems, safety, reliability, etc.), an at-grade system 
would have a negative system-wide impact that would reduce ridership throughout the system. 
The at-grade system would not meet the Project's Purpose and Need and therefore does not 
require additional analysis. 

The City passed a transit-oriented development (TOD) Ordinance 09-4 in March 2009 in 
anticipation of the Project. Development in the study corridor, whether highway-oriented or 
TOD, will be based on market demands. Pursuant to the policy, TOD may occur in project 
station areas as an indirect effect of the Project. The increased mobility and accessibility that 
the Project will provide may also increase the desirability and value of land near stations, 
attracting new real estate investment nearby. Therefore, an indirect effect of the Project will be 
to alter development near stations by attracting higher densities than presently planned or could 
otherwise be developed near transit stations. If development occurs around stations, it is 
anticipated that City infrastructure would be improved in these areas. There is no noise impact 
associated with transit station locations. 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS, the design of stations and public areas will 
apply Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles to minimize the 
incidence of crime. These measures have proven effective with other systems. 

As discussed previously, the financial resources anticipated to pay for the capital costs of 
the Project are described in Section 6.3 of the Final EIS. As shown in Table 6-1, the Project will 
cost about $4.6 billion in 2009 dollars and $5.5 billion in inflated dollars. Please refer to 
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. As shown in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, roadway congestion, as 
measured by vehicle hours of delay, will decrease 18 percent with the Project. 

A Bus Rapid Transit Alternative is a variation on the Transportation System Management 
(TSM) Alternative that was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis. As summarized in the Draft 
EIS, while the alternative has merit for cost-effectiveness, its overall system benefit would be low 
compared to fixed guideway transit. Light rail technology was not eliminated; however, at-grade 
light rail would not meet project speed and reliability requirements. Additional clarification has 
been included in the Final EIS. 

The connection to Honolulu International Airport will benefit visitors, but the primary 
reason for the connection is the large concentration of employees in the area. Of the 
116,000 daily fixed guideway trips, 9,900 trips are by visitors, of which 1,800 are to or from the 
Airport. The Airport Alternative serves major employment destinations at and near the Airport 
and at Pearl Harbor. As shown in Table 3-13 of the Final EIS, about 50 percent of daily transit 
trips either originate or end at work. In addition, there are only 10 stops between the Airport and 
Ala Moana Center. 
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Most construction workers will be local, although some specialized expertise will be 
brought in. The bulk of the money will be paid to people on the island. Regarding housing, as 
seen in other cities, the value of properties with access to transit stations is higher than for 
properties that are distant from the system. In addition, other development, including retail, 
businesses, schools, etc., could occur near transit stations. There is no anticipation that housing 
will be subsidized. 

As stated in Section 4.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Project will cause no severe noise 
impacts. Moderate impacts will occur at upper floors of a few high-rise buildings (as shown in 
Table 4-18 in the Final EIS). With the recommended mitigation in place (sound absorbing 
material and wheel skirts), the noise analysis indicates that the new noise generated by 
the Project will be lower than the existing noise levels in most places. 

The project design includes an integrated noise-blocking parapet wall at the edge of the 
guideway structure that extends 3 feet above the top of the rail. The parapet wall will 
substantially reduce ground-level noise. 

Wheel skirts will increase the benefit from the parapet wall at locations above the 
elevation of the track. The use of sound-absorptive materials below the tracks in the areas that 
will experience moderate noise impacts will reduce the Project noise levels from the upper floors 
to below the impact level. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be re-measured to 
confirm that there are no noise impacts from the Project, 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 
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construction locations based on this message: 

The rail construction should start from the Aloha Stadium to Aloha Tower 
first so that people can start using this rail system as soon as possible 
while the rest of the system from the stadium to Kapolei is being 
completed. Second phase should be from Pearl City to the stadium, 
then from Kapolei to Pearl City. 

First phase, people can park at the stadium and ride the rails from there. 
Second phase, provide express bus to Pearl City since parking will be a 
problem. 

Being age 70, 1 sure would like to be alive for a portion of it to be 
completed and running. 

Mahalo, Jimbo Miura 







HANNAH S. MIYAMOTO 
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HONOLULU, H I  96822 (808) 561-0357 hsmivamoto@rnsn.com 

February 6,2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolul~i 
650 South Icing Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii, 968 13 

Re: Honolul~~ Z-Iigh-Capacity Transit Corsidor 

Aloha kakou, 

As a graduate student at t l~e  University of Hawai'i at Manon, I have avidly awaited the 
Draft EIS for this project. As I have a B.S. in Civil Engineering, specializing in Transportation 
Engineering (U. Minnesota '86), along with several years of work ill transpoitation noise 
analysis, I have been asked to study and comment upon this project on nlatzy occasions, and. I 
have studied it extensively, includi~~g througll field rese~rcli. 

P tl~iilk the Draft EIS is s~bstantially adequate and should be approved witliout 
an~cildine~~ts. Regarding routing, I thidc the Salt Lakc Boulevard alte~uative should be chosen, 
with n brsttlch line to the Hoi~olufu airport leaving the mainline near Middle Street and 
Dillingl~am Boulevard. 

T l~e  fist segment constructed should be between Kapolei and Pearl City to 1) provide 
two potciltial option for the necessary vehicle maintenance and storage facility, and 2) relieve 
station and parking capacity problems resulting if the Pearl Highlauds transit center were the 
'Ewa-side terminus. Although the existing Kalihi bus garage might be an adequate place for a 
temporarylsecondary facility, that facility would have to replaced elsewhere at considerable cost. 
Moreover, terminating major routes like 40 (Malcaha), 42 ('Ewa Beach), and 52 (NotT.11 Shore) at 
Middle Street and Dillingl~anl Boulevard would inconvenience a large &action of the rail system 
riders, since that location is not a major activity center or residential area. Ii~cidentally, one 
nlajor transit system that made a similar decision is Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART); its first 
segment was between Concord and Walnut Creek, Califorllia near a major rnaintei~ance center, 
and it did not extend across the Bay to San Frailcisco until ten years later (BART 2008, p. 1-4). 

Having dispensed with these preliminaries, I would like to share research I have 
developed on the principal build alternative to the fixed-guideway trailsit line: A multi-lane 
elevated roadway. This was embodied by the "Managed Lane" alternative in the 2006 
Alternatives Analysis, and the "EZ-Way" IIOV/BRT (High-Occilyancy Vel~icle/Bus Rapid 
Transit) project proposed by Dr. Panos Preveclourous and Cotu1cilmeinber Alln Kobayaski in 
2008, as well as the "HOT Lane" ("'High-Occupancy Toll") proposal origi~zally proposed by Dr. 



Prevedourous several years ago. In addition to the disadvantages and inzpacts listed in the 
Alternatives Analysis, with which I concur, I found several serious problems which I think make 
a "Managed T,ane" facility, whether or not including a major BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) 
component through urban Hol~olulu, Waipnhu, and 'Ewa plain, impractical in this application: 

Congestion at the Ewu (main entrance during the a.m. peak period) end of the "EZ- 
Way" would determine that the overall capacity of the fiucility is too low to 111ect 
predicted travel dcnland. 

Noise impacts i?om a "Managed Lane" facility wouId be much grcater than tle 
proposed fixed-guideway transit line. 

Grade separation (is., "overpasses" ancl "underpasses") at "major intersections," as 
I<obayashi and Prevedourous proposed, would be costly and impractical. 

Operation of double-articulated Plileas buses is largely impractical on the proposecl 
route, given the amount of conflicting traffic and surrounding land uses. 

Signal intercomection and syllchronization would not significantly mitigate the 
problems with operating BRT on an at-grade alignment. 

Lack of park-and-ride facilities in the KobayashilPrevedo~ous proposal would ntalte 
the proposed BRT facility n?uch less attractive to riders than the proposed fixed- 
guideway transit alternative. 

As the Alternatives Analysis did not addmss these issues, presuinably because other data 
was deemed sufficient to support rejection of the Managed Lanes alternative, I ain sharing m y  
findings as "new information" that supports the decisions made thus far by the City and County 
of Honolulu. This research wns conducted last year cluritlg the campaign for tlle rail transit 
charter anlendment (i.c., "Amendment 4"), altI~ou.gh much of it was not extensively publicized. 
In anticipatioa of challeilges to the approval of the Final EIS on the grounds that the Managed 
Lanes alternative was improperly rejected during the Alternatives Analysis stage, I hereby 
present a sumnary of ~ n y  findings, in brief. If you would lilcc to cxainine my research more 
closely, I will be happy to supply whatever I canl. 

In iGs origiilal proposal, expressed in the document he released entitled "Effective Trafic 
Relief for Oahu~: I-IOT Expressway and Uinderpasses," Dr. Prevedourous proposed funneling 
t;raffic &om four roads: H-1, H-2, Fnsri~~gton Hwy., and ICatnehanleha Hwy. (fiom Mililani) into 
three HOVIHOT lanes, all merging within scarcely 1,000 feet. Given this short spaculg of merge 
points, I calculate that the actual capacity at this point would be 4,180 PCE (Passenger Car- 
Equiva1ent)lh.r. at. LOS C or 2,890 PCEIII~. at LOS B. At LOS E-the absolute maxitnum-the 
capacity would be 6,150 PCEIhr. This table describes conditions at: thc facility entrance: 



LOS B LOS C LOS B/F 
(60 mph-t) [auprox. 55 nmh) /30 muh to zero) 

Buses (PCE) 186 186 186 
HOV users 2,444 2,444 2,444 
HOT users 260 (1.2%) 1.550 (6.9%) 3.520 (15.6%) 
(%SOV users) 

Total 2,890 PCEIhr. 4,180 PCEAw. 6,150 PCE/hr. 
(47% capacity) (68% capacity) (max. capacity) 

The capacity of three lanes at LOS EIF would be the same regardless of interchange spacing 
because traffic would no longer be moving fi-eely. Therefore: 

At the service quality promised by Prevedourous, only 1-7% of a11 motorists 
driving alone on H-1 could enjoy the HOT facility-at anv price! A true 
"Lexus Lane." 

If operated at the speed promised by Prevedourous ("60 nlph"), traffic on the 
HOVIHOT facility would constantly exceed 55 mph, since the m a x h u n ~  LOS 
C volunle at the entrance junction is LOS B volume on the mainline! 
Therefore, accide~lts would be frequent and often severe at the terminus, and 
at sharper curves. While operation at LOS E would be relatively safe, that 
would erase the speedltime advantage that Prevedouro~ls prolnises. 

Fimlally, ently delays to the HOVIHOT facility would consLlnle much of the 
time advantage of using the facility; del.ays due to accidents and breakdowns 
would oflet1 erase all time savings. 

Although the intermediate exits (in the a.m. direction) that Dr. Prevedourous proposes would 
help relieve exit-end congestion, they would do nothing to relieve congestion at the entrance to 
the HOVfHOT facility. Intermediate entrances would only create additional merge points, 
adding more traffic to a roadway that would regularly operate at high capacity. Finally, these 
additional rainps would increase the cost of HOVIHOT facility to equal or more than a fixed- 
guideway transit line. 

The "EZ-Way" plan ~ndces the poor design by Dr. Prevedourous impractical. lCobayashi 
and Prevedourous proposed to allow anyone driving a car with a "33 mpg" or higher fuel 
efficiency to use the elevated lanes, even if they are the only vehicle occ~~pant. Second, the "EZ- 
Way" dedicated one lane to guided buses, evide~itly leaving only two lanes for all carpool, 
vanpool, single-occt~pancy vehicle, inotorcycle, and non-guided bus traffic. Since the table 
above shows that a three-lane HOV facility is inadequate for serving travel demand between 
Pearl City and Downtown, a two-lane HOVISOV facility is obviously inadvisable. 
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EZ- Way (2008) Hourlv Leo at 50 feet 
93 express buseslhr. 69 dBA 
2,474 KOV and SOV veldhr. 76 dBA 

TOTAL: 77dBA 

Oriaillal HOT Lane prowosal HOLXI-lv L, at 50 feet 
93 express busesll~r. 69 dBA 
3,994 HOV and SOV veh./lu.. 78 dBA 

TOTAL: 79 dBA 
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Automated ~ i ~ l l t    ail Transit Hourlv L, at 50 feet 
40 two-cas tsainslhr. 65 dBA 
40 three-car t ~ a i n d ~ ~ .  67 dBA 

Relative noise impact 

For all that has been said 
about the ~ioise impacts from rail 
transit, little information has been 
made available about the noise 
impacts fiom an elevated high-speed 
roadway. Using Federal Transit 
Ad~ni~listration methods, the 
adjacent table shows that any 
elcvared high-speed roadway 
between Waipahu and Downtown 
wotlId subject adjacent persons to 
much more noise than the proposed 
fixed-guideway transit, line. Tile 
difference would be especially noticeable cvl~ere the roadway leaves the £3-1 alignment: Abng 
Kamehameha Highway througll Pearl City and Aiea, and dong Nimitz Highway through Kalihi, 
ICapalama, and Twilei. 

I11 addition, peak noise levels (L,,,) fioin passing buses would be noticeably louder than 
the proposed rail transit trains. For example, the peak noise level From an internal-conlbustion- 
powered (e.g., diesel-powered) bus passing by at GO mph is 91 dl3A (decibel, A-weighted) at 50 
feet. By comparison, the absolute peak noise level from a rail car passing by at 50 mph is only 
82 dBA at the same distance. In regards to the experience of a passenger standing next to a bus 
or train departing a station, the maxinlurn noise level heard by an adjacent pedestrian (i.e., much 
closer than 50 feet) &om a diesel-powered bus has been measured at 84 dBA, while that for a rail 
trailsit passenger was only 75 dBA (Gershon, et al. 6). 

Altl~ougll electrically powered buses would be about 10 dBA quieter (Rossa and Stiliano 
2007)-i.e., about as loud as an eleclrically-powered rail car-the cost, visual impact, and route- 
inflexibility of using two overhead wires (one for power, the otller for ground) all militate toward 
simply choosing automated light rail trains. Advanced batteries, fuel cells, flywheels, and other 
exotic alternatives are relatively expensive and untested. 

In addition, since electric buses constune more electricity than electric rail vehicles, 
largely di~e to the higher Friction of rubber tires compared to steel wheels, resorting to electric 
buses obviates claims that rail transit will require constnlction of additional electricity generation 
capacity. However, I have independently confirmed that this is a canard, and the actual peak 
power demand will be about 18 megawatts, as stated in the DraR EIS. 

Moreover, these predicted noise levels neglect the potential for noise mitigation 
techniques. As you have amply explained elsewhere, noise mitigation for rail transit is 
considerably inore practical and efficient than when trying to shield noise from diesel-powered 
buses and automobiles. 

Traclcless .Trciins in tcrbnri and suburban areas. 



A "Phileas" double-articulated bus is about 85 feet long (Advanced Public Transport 
Systems 2008). This is longer than most light-rail vehicles, and co~nparable to the double- 
slrticulated light-rail vehicles built for the Seattle light rail line that is now nearly conlplete. First, 
because the tires of a guided bus contact thc cxact same pavement every time it passes a 
particular point, the pavement along the entire route nust be intensively reinforced, as even the 
manufacturer of the Phileas system adinits (Val1 del- Spek and Splint 33). The cost ofreinibrciilg 
the pavement will be much higher than the cost of installing permanent magnets or other 
guidance technology into the roadway. 

More imnpol-tant operationally, a Phileas "b~ts" is a "trackless train," and its impacts on 
traffic are approximate to that of a light rail vehicle on at-grade right-of-way. Providing an 
exclusive bus lane on Farrington Highway and Fort Weaver Road, as proposed in the "EZ-Way" 
plan, would require removing parking andlor driving lanes from those roads, which would likely 
raise opposition &om local merchants and residents, who would receive relatively little bencfit 
f?om express buses making infrequent stops. In addition, conflicts with vehicles turning across 
the BRT lanes, or even stopping on the lanes to turn into kac, w o ~ ~ l d  be a serious hindrance to 
transit operations, given that the Alternatives Analysis predicted a need for up to 93 buses per 
Ilour in the a.m. peak-hour d~rection, or one bus every 39 seconds. 

At every station stop, a Phileas bus would block off nearly 90 feet of road to any turning 
vehicle, even if the station platfornl was much shorter. Whether in suburban areas like Waipahu, 
or urban areas like Makiki, maintaining access to businesses near a bus stop-most ofien a 
corner business-would be difficult or impossible. Providing safe and co~lve~~ient pedestrian, 
bicycle, wheelchair, and other access to a mid-street and even mid-block station poses major 
engineering and security challenges. 

In con~parisoa to the proposed fixed-guideway alternative, the "EZ-Way" plan does not 
mention including ally "park-and-ride" ihcilities. Without park-and-ride lots, the Ibbayashi 
BRT plan is much less accessible to local residents than the rail line would be; if every rider 
IIILIS~ eitl~cr walk, bicycle, ride a bus, or be dropped off by a motorist at a station, the guided bus 
is truly a "trackless train." As explained above, because of their operational requirements, as 
well as their great Iengtl~, the Phileas buses can not be driven off their prepared route into local 
neighborhoods. 

Lastly, grade-separating intersections, as Kobayashi and Prevedomous proposed, would 
raise mai~y problems, illcluding: 

Reduced lane width on lanes adjacent to transition points between at-grade and 
elevated segments, i.e, "ramps." 

Lost access to streets and driveways by motorists and pedestrians at all transition 
points along ramps. 

Increased noise impacts (probably severe), energy demand, and brake dust emissions 
at all ramps. 

Significantly increased cost, especially for underpasses, at many locations near the 
ocean or a stream, e.g., along Nimitz Boulevard. 

A Phileas bus is 8.4 feet wide, similar to a conventional transit bus. Besides two feel: 
between the two bus lanes (necessary to prevent the side-mounted rear-view mirrors &om 
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colliding, at minin~unl), two feet should be provided at the base of the wall for reaction space and 
a drainage gutter along the conventional driving lanes. Since lhe width of two retaining walls 
must be 1111ich greater than eight inches each, about three 10-12 foot lanes nx~st be removed or 
narrowed &om the street below wherever the Phileas bus route climbs over an intersecting street. 
ICobayashi's claiin that her solution will have "ZERO" impact on downtown streets (p. 9) is 
unsi~pportable. 

Furthermore, these ramps will run over 500 feet on either side of the intersecting street. 
An underpass must drop about 16 feet below grade (a lransit bus is 11 feet higlz); descending at 
3% will require 533 feet on either side of the street. Altl~ouglz as steeper grade is feasible-albeit 
Ieading to greater noise and other impacts-the Phileas double-articulated design requires that 
the vcrtical curve must be limited, so 3% is a good planning figure. Moreover, at least 20 feet of 
rise must be achieved at overpasses; 667 feet will be required for a 3% grade. Tlms allowing for 
thc width of intersecting street being bypassed, the total combination of ramps and bridges will 
be 1200 to 1500 feet in length. 

Signal synclzroizization 

From my experience studying the extensive interconnected signal system in St. Paul, 
Mil~llesota for the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MidDOT), I have fould that signal 
i~+lterco~~nection works best on one-way streets with mini~nuin turning onto and off the road. 
Two way roads are only amenable to signal interconnection if cross streets are evenly-spaced. 

In co~nparison to the St. Paul city street system, Ho~lolulu is not a grid or even 
rectangular. Moreover, all any signal-controlling conlputer can do is optimize traffic flow. With 
heavy traffic, especially left-turning traffic and mid-block entries, along with heavy pedestrian 
traffic, severe congestion will develop. 

Concltuion: No at-grade solution will provide sufficiently reliable service to attract as 
inany drivers Grom their cars as grade-separated rail transit in the Honolulu-Kapolei corridor. 
Consequently, the Draft EIS should be approved immediately, and the proposed fixed guideway 
transit system should be constructed as soon as funds alid other resources allow. 

Sincerely, 

Hannah Miyanlo to, B. S.C.E., J.D., M.S. 
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Status : In Process 
Creation Date : 1 1 /3/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Darin 
Last Name : Miyashiro 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96797 
Email : mdarin Qgmail.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1/03/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : Suggestion: 

To help pay for the maintenance of the rail..Sell advertisement..billboard 
type that can be put on the outside of the trains also at the train stations. 
Also, put in flat screen monitors inside ot the train and sell commercial 
time and also Public announcements such as "Sunset at the beach, 
Taste of Honolulu, Blood Drive, Toys for Tots, UH Football information". 
Also, private industry can place their commerical time. You have the 
consumer's complete attention on the train for 30 to 45 minutes. Maybe 
even free wi-fi. 

Lot of potential this TRAIN system!! 
Lot of new businesses will be good around the train station! 

Aloha 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1211 512008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : David 
Last Name : Mongold 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 60 N Beretania 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 1502 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 7 
Email : mongoldQ hawaii.edu 
Telephone : 524-1 104 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1211 512008 
Submission ContentINotes : I support the project. 

I prefer the airport route. 







----------.------------ 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/8/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Kathleen 
Last Name : Moore 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 45-556 Mahinui Raod 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Kaneohe 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96744 
Email : moorejOl 1 Q hawaii.rr.com 
Telephone : 235-8041 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/08/2008 
Submission ContentlNotes : Honolulu Transit, 

I would like to support building the first segment from Pearl City to 
Downtown. If an elevated base yard could be put over the lower Aloha 
Stadium parking lot, maybe the proposal could work and we could get 
significant traffic relief much earlier. It could be a temporary base yard 
till the build out is completed and then a park and ride. 

Withthe economy in the tank, businesses and property owners may be 
more inclined to cooperate. The right of way would be cheaper in a 
down economy. Businesses would recover faster with the rail going by 
earlier. 

Please think about this option seriously. I believe this option provides 
the best benefit to the citizens of Honolulu. If the economy goes into a 
depression, this may be the only segment completed for many years. 

Kathleen Moore 
Urban Planner 
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Creation Date : 1 1 /20/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Richard 
Last Name : Mori 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 94 742 Kaaka Street 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Waipahu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96797 
Email : supa8hi Q gmail.com 
Telephone : 
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Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1/20/2008 
Submission ContentlNotes : In the DElS it indicates that the rail will have drivers in the trains. The 

should be fully automated to save on Operations and Maintenance. A i s  
wilt only cost more in overall operations and the City will have to find 
new funding sources if you keep adding more overhead to the project. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

Mr. Richard Mori 
94-742 Kaaka Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Dear Mr. Mori: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As discussed in Section 2.5 of the Final EIS, the system is designed so vehicles could 
either be manually operated by a driver or fully automated (driverless). Your comment regarding 
having fully automated trains is noted. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 

Enclosure 
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Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/09/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : The Rail stations at a minimum should be prewired for video 

surveillance, emergency pull boxes and future solar panels to save on 
installation costs later. Preplanning ahead of time will save the 
taxpayers money in the long run. 







--------.------------- 
Status : 
Creation Date : 
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Add to Mailing List : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 
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Initial Action Needed 
2/3/2009 

Richard 
Mori 

94-742 Kaaka Street 

Waipahu 
HI 
96797 
morirOO Q hawaii.rr.com 

None 
Website 



Submission ContentINotes : The so called "experts" who dismissed Maglev by stating: ("none of the 
proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, 
and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail.") 
are dooming the people of HAWAII to an inferior more expensive 
system. Allowed to compete and bid the MAGLEV would offer: 1. Less 
construction costs due to the concrete work being approximately 25% 
less and construction time would be sped up. The smaller guideway (21 
feet versus 31 feet wide for steel) would result in a savings of over HALF 
A BILLION DOLLARS. 2. As shown in the DElS O&M costs the 
MAGLEV also excels as there is nothing to wear out compared to steel. 
With the steel (YOE) dollars for 0 & M costs of $133 Millionlyear, 
assuming a 25% savings; over 30 years the cost saving in 0 & M is 
approximately 1 BILLION DOLLARS!!!. All the cost savings could be 
used to complete the whole system from Kapolei to UH Manoa. 3. The 
noise level for MAGLEV is also 3.5 times less (62 dbaversus 80 DBA for 
steel), This would have less impact on the adjacent residents to the rail 
line and would preclude the need of additional costs for noise walls 
along the route. The steel system would have to be in compliance with 
the HRS. This would be an eyesore and would be a magnet for grafitti. 
With successful commercial operation in Nagoya Japan with no 
accidents which compare to the 6 steel accidents on the mainland in the 
past 8 months. 4. Safety is of upmost importance; due to the wrap 
around design there is no chance for derailment as oppossed to steel. 
Steel would require drivers further adding to the costs to our taxpayers 
that are already paying the highest in the nation. MAGLEV would be 
completely automated. Finally the superior hill climbing ability of 
MAGLEV is vastly superior to steel. I WANT THE BEST RAIL SYSTEM 
FOR THIS SPECIAL PLACE WE CALL HAWAII. I JUST HOPE THAT 
YOU DO TOO!!! 







Dear Mr. Matley: 

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for the City and County of Honolulu rail transit project 
is unacceptable because it is written solely for a steel wheel on steel rail system. There are other 
forms of fixed rail that may be better and more cost-effective than steel wheels. Please have the 
City rewrite this EIS to cover the other technologies, such as monorail and maglev, to ensure that 
our taxpayers will obtain the best transit system at the best price. 

The so called "experts" who dismissed Maglev by stating: ("none of the proprietary technologies 
offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits compared to steel wheel 
operating on steel rail.") are dooming the people of HAWAII to an inferior more expensive system. 
Allowed to compete and bid the MAGLEV would offer: 

1. Less construction costs due to the concrete work being approximately 25% less and 
construction time would be sped up. The smaller guideway (21 feet versus 31 feet wide for steel) 
would result in a savings of over HALF A BILLION DOLLARS. 

2. As shown in the DElS O&M costs the MAGLEV also excels as there is nothing to wear out 
compared to steel. With the steel (YOE) dollars for 0 & M costs of $1 33 Millioniyear, assuming a 
25% savings; over 30 years the cost saving in 0 & M is approximately 1 BILLION DOLLARS!!!. 

3. The noise level for MAGLEV is also 3.5 times less (62 dba versus 80 DBA for steel), This 
would have less impact on the adjacent residents to the rail line and would preclude the need of 
additional costs for noise walls along the route. The steel system would have to be in compliance 
with the HRS. This would be an eyesore and would be a magnet for grafitti'. With successful 
commercial operation in Nagoya Japan with no accidents which compare to the 6 steel accidents 
on the mainland in the past 8 months. Just yesterday (2/2/2009) 100 people were injured in the 
BART steel system on the mainland. 

4. Safety is of upmost importance; due to the wrap around design there is no chance for 
derailment as oppossed to steel. Steel would require drivers further adding to the costs to our 
taxpayers that are already paying the highest in the nation. MAGLEV would be completely 
automated. Finally the superior hill climbing ability of MAGLEV is vastly superior to steel. I WANT 
THE BEST RAIL SYSTEM FOR THIS SPECIAL PLACE WE CALL HAWAII. I JUST HOPE THAT 
YOU DO TOO!!! Thank you very much for your time. 

Sincerely, 
Richard Moil 
94-742 Kaaka Street 
Waipahu, Hawaii 96797 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/9/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Maurice 
Last Name : Morita 
BusinessIOrganization : Neighborhood Board #I8 
Address : 1 142 Ala Aloalo Street 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.1Suite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 8 
Email : mmoritaQ hsta.org 
Telephone : 808-225-0326 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/09/2008 
Submission ContentlNotes : I am in favor of the Salt Lake rail route instead of the airport route. 

Keeping the Salt Lake route will cost less rather than going to the airport. 
The spur to the airport from Salt Lake will cost less than if there was a 
spur from the airport to Salt Lake. The airport route should be 
considered when the decision to spur to Waikiki is made. If the purpose 
is to help relief traffic from Leeward and Central Oahu, there is more 
population density in the Salt Lake area vs. the airport which is mostly 
commercial and military which would help with the traffic congestion we 
have now. With the economy in recession, the cost should be 
considered when making the final decision as to the rail route. This is 
why I am in favor of keeping the Salt Lake rail route. 







Status : 
Record Date : 
First Name : 

In Process 
I 1/2/2008 
Dale 

Last Name : Moyen 

Address : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Submission ContenUNotes : One of the things we should emphasize if the Hot Lanes / EZ:Way will 

have a much biggeroverhead visual impact,. be a larger I wider 
structure, be much nosier with constant noise (not just when a train goes 
by), and be much more polluting. The toll road will also put more cars 
on the roads and those cars have to go back onto to surface streets at 
the end of the toll road, thus INCREASING traffic downtown. 

Also, the proposed "variable toll" for the Hot Lanes is ridiculous. The 
worse the traffic, the higher the toll? And a private company will set the 
tolls - hmmm, now what will their motivation be? To charge the highest 
price the traffic will bear - BAD PLAN! This needs to be brought to the 
public's attention ASAP. The Hot Lane's representative during the last 
debate said that "there will always be someone to pay a price to beat the 
traffic". To maintain the 3,000 vehicles per hour flow on the Hot Lanes, 
they will raise the toll depending on how bad the traffic is on H-I. So on 
.heavy traffic days or when there is an accident on H-I they can raise th:e 
toll from $3 each way to $5 or even $7. Predatory pricing for the Hot 
Lanes. 

GO RAIL GO! 
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SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Dale Moyen 
moven@hawaii.rr.com 

Dear Mr. Moyen: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following statement addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your comments regarding HOT lanes and the EZ Way proposal are noted. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

v 

WAYNE Y. YO 
Director 
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Director Yoshioka: 

My name is Daisy Murai, a resident of Kapahulu, which is next neighborhood to Waikiki, in the Primary Urban 
Center (PUC). My niain niodc of my transportation needs is serviced by the City's Public Bus System on a daily 
bases, unless I car pool, walk, take il taxi or trolley. I am fortunate thar rhe buses in the Primary Urban Cenler 
come quite frequently within minutes of each other and very near to my home or desti~lation(s), unlike other areas of 
the Island, where the bus stop is about 95 mile or farther away from homes and the service is 30 minutcs to once an 
hour. 

I en.joy and have had the experience of riding the Public: Mass'I'ransit Systems/Network in other Cities I have 
aaveled, such as buses in New York City, St. John (New Brunswick), Japan i111d Las Vegas. I have also ridden the 
Staten Island Ferry in New York City (going to the Statue of Liberty), St. Charles Street Car in New Orleans and 
the Metro System in Washington 1I.C. The St. Charles Street Car (rail tracks arc at street level) and Meh-o System of 
Washington D.C. (mil tracks are mostly ~~nderground -except for areas such as Arlington Station which is above 
ground), both of these systems use il steel on steel technology, which require huge areas of land for the tracks, transit 
trams and stations. I have found this system of steel wheels running on steel tracks also generates lots of noise, each 
time tllc tlams starts up and stops on the steel tracks -and even making screeching noises when it stops. 

The traffic congestion and gridlock facing Oahu drivers during the morning and afternoon Iii~sh Houn from the 
West side to Downtown, is the reason for i~ High Capacity IM~SS Transportation System or some other 
T~.ansportation Net\vork System, which should alleviate traffic congestion and keep the traffic flow during these few 
hours of the day from ivfontlay through Friday. The populittion base continues to grow on the West side of Oahu, as 
the City's Department of Planning and Permitting continue to issue Building Permits for future Residential and 
Commercial Development Projects, without increasing transportation infrastructural projects to meet population 
density increases. 

The City's High Capacity Mass Transit or better known as ''RAIL TRANSI'I"' Project is an elevated fixed gguideway 
with a Steel on Steel Technology 'I'ransit System, of which the surface of the tracks will not be able to be utilized by 
any rubbernized vehicles, even emerogency vehicles. 'The height of the Fixed guideway with an elevation between 30 
to 120 feet tall and support columns with a diameter of 6 feet wide and wider. It will be built in placcs with open 
lands of Kapolei as well as farm lallds (Aloi~n Farms) and continue through the Primary Urban Center of Honolulu 
(building between existing buildings - including Historical areas), forcing the City to purchase private properties or 
even obtain the properties via eminent domain condemnation for the project, since Oahu is not as large as other 
places on the Mainland or the world. 

The City's EIS does not address the compIetc Locally Preferred Alternative (LPt) route selected and approved by 
the City Councilmembers, which should also address the University of Hawaii at Manoa and Waikiki segments. The 
current route chosen to end at Ala Moana Center's Norclstuom's Departn~ent Store is actually Mayor Hannemann's 
Minimum Operational Segment (MOS) route, which is only u portion of the entire LPA approved by the City 
Co~~ncil. I feel the entire LPA approved by the Councilmembers should be in the EIS. The route has just been 
changed and approved by the City Counciltne~nben on January 28,2009 with a portion going to the Airport rather 
than through the Residential Community of Salt Lake. 
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The planning, design, land acquisition and constructhg of Oahu's largest public works project will certainly 
require years to com~lete and will exhaust the Rail Transit funds collected by the State of Hawaii through a %% 
General Excise tax to the ycar 2022. Even i f  the Federal Government somehow manages to release $ I Hillion 
dollars for this a~nbitious public works project on such a small land mass area and srllall population base (with 
cornpasable Cities) on the island of Oahu, thc amount collected on the '/2% general excise tax alone is not enough. 
In fact, Mayor Hannemann's wish list from the State of Hawaii is the State's 10% administration fee for collecti~ig 
the 95% G.E. tax for Oahu and money collected for Traffic Violations by the City. (Refer to the articles in our 2 
daily Newspapcrs dated January 14,2009). 

There are portions of the Rail Line (Nimitz Highway) which is several feet away from the ocean. Halek:iuwila, 
Queen and Kona Streets are also close to the Ocean. The project developers, when digging the properties for the Rail 
Transit will at times stumble upon human bones, which is a common occurrence in Hawaii. There were several 
projects, such as the Super Center Wal-MartSam's Club on Keeai~moku Street, H-3 'I'iunnel/Freeway and Whole 
Foods Structi~re at Ward Centre are just a few examples, where workers have uncovered human bones from old and 
unmarked burial sites. In the I80Oys, the people of Hawaii would bury their loved ones close to the ocean or in 
the rnoin~tains in unmarked gravesites. 

This project will require roughly 9 ycars for the first phrase as mentioned at the City's Dept. of Transportation 
Services, presentation of October 29,2009 at the State Capitol. By that time most of the current Baby Boomers will 
have retired, such as myself. IF1 were to utilize this Rail Transit System to get to AlohaTowcr Station from my 
ho~nc in Kapahulu for example, I worrld need to catch a circulator bus from my home to Ala Moana Center, get off 
at Ala Moana Boulevard, walk across the Center to Nordstrom Department Store (10 minute walk), go up 30-80 feet 
(another 5 minutes) to ride the tram, get off at the Aloha Tower Station Transit Station, go down to street level and 
walk across to Aloha Tower Marketplace. If I caught the circulator bus, I woi~ld get off at the Aloha Tower Stop on 
Ala Moana Bot~levard, (which is 5 - 7 minutes away from Ala Moana Center) arid walk 2 - 3 blocks, which is u 
more direct route and get there much faster than the Rail Transit Systenl. 

The Rail Transit trams will be in operation 3-10 minutes apart and from 4 in the early morning to 12 midnight every 
single day. The 3 -6 minute intervals between trams will ~ilake it extremely difficult for passengers with walking 
difficulties and wheelchair bound to board the ADA compliant trams during "RUSH HOURS7'- even i f  the platform 
and boarding passageway are of the same level. The mason is due to the relatively short time of 3 - 6 minutes to 
board, settle and be secured in their seats. Not all handicapped & wheelchair bound passengers will be able to settle 
safely into their seats within 3 - 6 minutes. I have observed some of these passengers who use the cuaent buses, 
require much more tha113 minutes to maneuvcr their wheelchair and be properly secured, once they have boarded 
the buses, Some of them require several minutes of back & forth movement of their wheelchair to be in the correct 
position for the drivers to secure their wheelchair. I also understand that bicyclists will not be able to board the trams 
with their bicycles during "RUSH HOURS', since they will slow down other passengers from boarding the trams, as 
mentioned by Outreach Coordinator Pat Lee. I did not witness any wheelchair bounded passengers ride the METRO 
System in Washington D.C. It could be due to the limited time required to board the trams since the trams nin on a 
tight schedule, even if these passengers were able to get below street level to the platforms. 

I have 2 friends who live on the Westside of Oahu and drive to work. They both are deadly afraid of heights to the 
point where they will, close their eycs, break out in a cold sweat and inch their way stowly while they hug the 
building walls without looking downward whenever they know they are several feet above the ground. These 2 
will continue to drive to work, further adding to the traffic congestion. There are other drivers who are also deadly 
afraid of heights and probably continue to drive during "RUSH HOUR" than ride the Rail Transit. 

The State's Director of Transportation (DOT) nor Governor Lingle at this time, have NOT approved the City using 
the State's Highways, Reeways and surface streets (Hi, H2, Farrington Highway, Kamehameha Highway, Nimitz 
Highway, ptlrts of Ala Moana Boulevard and other State owned roadways) for the City's Fixed Guideway Rail 
Transit project. These are crucial Right-of-way roadways needed for the City's RAIL Project to reach Downtown 
and beyond. State's DOT Director Brennon bIorioks and Governor Lingle announced 2 State High-wny projects to 
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help relieve traffic congestion for motorists traveling to and From West Oahu. The Federal Government and the 
Governor have both released funds to start these 2 projects. Project No. 1 will replace the current morning zipper 
lane on the H1 Freeway with 2 contra-flow (East bound in the morning and Westbountl in the afternooo between 
Keehi Bc Waiawa Interchanges) lanes during Rush Hours. The 2'Id project is to widen the Midclle Street rnerge 
going eastbound to relieve bottlenecking fro111 Ola Lane to Vineyasd Boulevard. Please rcfcr to the State of Hawaii's 
web site (www.hawaii.aov) dated January 23,2009 under Governor Lingle's press releases. 

'These are the reasons, why I feel othcr 'Ifansportation Alternatives needs to be re-visited for a better solntion, than 
to totally rely on the "Steel on Steel RAIL'I'RANSIT" as the only soarce for traffic congestion relief. I would suggest: 

I) Build an elevated EXPRESS Way for High Occupancy Vehicles (3 or mole per vehicle) without 
charge, and charge other motorists with less than 3 in the vehicle. An electronic eyecould monitor if 
payment is due. The payments collected would hclp pay for the operation and maintenance of this 
project. 

2) The City's Dept. of Transportatio~l Services mentions additional buses on the roadway will fi~rtller 
compoi~nd traffic, causing gridlock on the roadways. The solution could be, keep thc bus feet at 525 
buses, but change some of the routes to go into areas with new Residential Developments (not j~rst 
keep it on the Main roadways), change 1 bus ou the current route to an Express Bus, and change more 
routes to connect to other communities on Oahu. The Express Buses are well used by bus passengers. 
once they understand the route it travels. I i~suaily take the Express Bi~ses A, B, C and E t~nless I necd 
to get off at a bus stop the Express Bus docs not stop at. The Express buses on the whole are well 
utilized by the number of passengers I see riding them daily during Rush Hour. These buses are not 
as crowded at other times, but very convenient and a Fist way to get to your destinations. 

3) 'The power source to fuel the steel tracks &trams for the Rail Tnnsit is electricity, generated by 
Hawaiian Electric Company (IECO) on the island of Oahu. Recently, HECO's system has been 
tested with an Island-wide (Island of Oahu) Black-Out situation - the October 6 ,  2006 earthquake and 
the December 26, 2005 lightening storm incidents (please refer to our 2 daily newspapers regarding 
information to the Island-wide black-outs at www.l~onoli~l~~atlvert iser .co~n or 
w~~w.l~oool i~lust~~rI~t~l let in.com for articles datzd the following day of each instance). In both csses, 
the generators at the relay stations tirrned off automatically to prevent major damage to the system, in 
both instances, it took EECO several hours - even lasting into the following day to be back to full 
capacity. Even though HJ3CO is looking into alternativc energy sources for the future and is to be the 
sole provider of electricity, based upon it's performance of restoring power to the 2 island-wide power 
black-out incidents, it will be several hours or days before the Rail Transit will be back in A111 
operation. HECO needs to restore power to it's customers - especially the Health-Care providcrs, 
Schools, Safety and other Emergency facilities, before restoring fuII power to the other customers and 
the Rail Transii System. 

Upon completion of the project, the residents traveling during "RUSH HOUR" to Downtown and back Lo the West 
side will be the current younger generation of  which many continue to travel via their own private vehicle rather 
than use the City's Mass 'Transportation System, further compounding traffic gridlock. I feel it would make more 
sense to build an elevated roadway for smoother traffic flow, charge for vehicles carrying less than 3 using the 
Express Roadway, and improve the current Bus routes would be a better system. This woi~ld not be as costly as the 
"Elevated Fixed RAIL TRANSI'T". The businesses in  the near fiiture may even have their employees work from 
home to reduce traffic congestion. My coosin & his wife, who live in California, both are salespersons of major 
Corporations and both work from home, but will commute to their work place only .when needed -which Incans 2 
few cars on the roadway. 
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Rail Transit EIS Tesrimony 

Thank you for the Opportunity to Speak. 1 DO NOT SUPPORT a $ 5  - 6 plus Billion Elevated Fixed Guideway 
with a RAIL STEEL ON STEEL Transit project for the Island of Oahu. I would appreciate the City and 
County of Honoli~l~t to revisit other alternatives in the EIS, especially sir~ce the State of Hawaii auditor's 
report clearly sl:ows grave over-sight on proble~ns with of oar Superferry, (a State of Hawaii project) which is 
showing up now - several 1l:onths after the Superferry started operating between the islands of Oahu and 
Maoi. The State did not do ;In ETS prior to the start of this interisla~~d transportation system, which is clearly 
showing that impact problems should have been addressed in the EIS. (Please refer to Honolulu Advertiser and 
Honolulu Star Bulletin articles dated from December 18, 2008). I was told by a testifier at Lhe Public Meeting, that 
the City will allow only I testimony per person at any public hearing -even if there might be new information 
presented after the testimony, which I feel that the City is clearly inhibiting the general public's i~nput -especially 
when the Impact of this project is so enormous and Most peoplc on Ouhu will be affected. 

Daisy Murai 
3039 Kaunaoa Street 
EIonolulu, Hi 968 15 
Dated: February 1, 2009 

cc: Mr. Ted Matley 
Federal Transit Authority, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 

cc: Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
4 15 S. Beretania Street, 5'" Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

cc: Councilmember Duke Baimun, District 5 
City & Co~rnty of Honolulu 
530 S. King Street, znd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
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Initial Action Needed 
1 2/9/2008 

Byron 
Murarnatsu 

HI 
96789 
bmurarnatsu Q hotrnail.com 

Email 
Website 

12/09/2008 
I agree with Charles Djou that the rail system should start in town and 
build out to Kapolei. The reason being income generating and ridership. 
There would be more people using the rail system starting from town 
because of the population base. Secondly with more people riding the 
rail there will be more revenues generated to off set the cost of building 
the rail. Another point I would like to make is the Airport route is more 
favorable vice the Salt Lake route. Every major city has a rail system 
that incorporates the airport as a significant stop because of the people 
traffic. No one other than the Salt Lake residence would want to drop off 
or get on at a Salt Lake rail stop. On the other hand all of the people of 
Hawaii from the neighboring islands as well as the windward side of 
Oahu would consider using an airport rail stop sometime in their life. 
The airport rail stop could be a means of transportation to get to an 
overnight stay at any hotel. The rail stop could be a means of avoiding 
the Middle street and Punahou Street road traffic bottleneck. The Rail 
System has been approved by the State of Hawaii now lets build it in the 
most practical way possible where all the people of Hawaii can get to 
see and use the system as soon as possible. No more studies, no more 
discussions, let's start breaking ground and get to work. 









February 3,2009 , . . .  . . . . . . '  

Mr. Ted Matfey ' : ) ., , . -~r .~i&e.y~shjdFg # 7 . ~ . c $  
FTA Regialz aC Deepartmeniof Transportation ~ e r v i & ' ~ @ 3 '  ' 

201 Mission St., Ste. 1650 City and County of HonoIuIu I 

San Fra~cisw, CA 94105 650 So. King St., 3& Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Subject: 
; ; .-5 , .- 

Draft Environmental Impact Staternentl4Cf) Evaluation 
November 2008 

Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

As long time residents of the AIa Moana-Sheridan neighborhood, we read with interest 
h e  Draft ETS for HonoIulu's High Capacity Transit project dated November 2008. 

5, h 1s i..&y~; 

We participated in the City and County of Honalulu's preparation of the draft Sheridan 
community plan in 2006, and appreciated how the vision is consistent with the City and County 
of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan's designation of the Sheridan and 
K&eka neighborhoods as In-Town Residential Neighborhoods. In Ah Moana-Sheridan, over 
20% of the population is over 55 years old, and the proportion of elderly is steadily increasing 
(Draft Ala Mom-Sheridan Commux~ity Plan, 2006)" In Iight of this fact, the 2006 draft f lan 
discusses how public roads and facilities in and aroutld our neighborhood need to be xnore 
pedestrian friendly to the elderly, gcnerd pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, we reviewed the 
Transit DEXS for a description and analysis of how access to the Transit Corridor Project would 
be pedestrian friendly for the Ala-Moana-Sheidan neighborhoods. 

Instead, we found the Transit Conidor Project DEXS to be heading in the oppositc 
direction making the area more congested with ~raffic and in turn creating a more rushed 
environment. The DEE3 directly comments that the proposed TOD in the area will change the 
feel of the area, presumably making it more urban, "Because Kaka'ako has been designated a 
redoveIopment area, changes in land uses to TOD is likely, which may result in a change in 
character along the alignment, especially near stations.. .(DEIS, p. 4-45). While we understand 
change is inevitable, the Transit DEB does not even discuss basic project features such as access 
to the Ala Moana transit station for the affect4 neighborhood. Since safe and secure pedestrian 
access to and from the Ala Moana transit station is not discussed or analyzed in the Transit 
DEB, we assume no design studies or even serious co~sideration has been devoted to this, the 
City and County of Honolulu's major public idrast.ructure project. 

Please revise and expand thc Transit DEIS to include detailed descriptions and analyses 
of rhe range of pedestrian and bicycle access ways to and from the Ala Moana station. If no 
consideration has yet been devoted to this project element for the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
wmuni ty ,  we submit the DEIS i s  deficient and i s  not yet a complete Draft EIS. 



Sincerely, 

Doris Nakamwa, 650 Sheridan Street PH, Ffonolulu, HI 96814 

M&LE S T *  46elP 

_IiK ? : ~ i  9 W D ~  

address) 7* 
Sj- 9 @ / Y  

U--.-.d address) d& d w  948-lf 

cc: Councilmember Duke Bainum, District 5 
Senator Carol. Fukunaga, District I I 
Representative Tom Brower, District 23 
Congressmember Neil Abercrombie 

3*& 28 %pkd Wsds,  Dl3 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 7684730. Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Samoa Naea 
P.O. Box 31029 
~onolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Samoa Naea: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

While each of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. The identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by 
the City to comply with FTA's NEPA regulations that state that the Final N S  should focus on the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 5 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefis of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08- 
261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is 
described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is 
included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 
3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with I 16,000 daily 
passengers and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user 



Samoa Naea 
Page 2 

benefits. The Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle 
hours of delay, as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu 
International Airport, that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives 
considered. The Project is proceeding as quickly as practical, as illustrated in the schedule 
presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very truly yours, 

4 i iT2Hw 
Director 

Enclosure 
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From: Nancy Nagamine [mailto:alohanan@hawaii.rr.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 2009 10:22 PM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Honolulu Transit Project DEIS comments 

Feb. 1,2009 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 

Department of Transportation Services 



City and County of Honolulu 

650 S. King St. 3rd Floor 

Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Sir, 

Regarding the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Project, I have concerns that are not adequately 
addressed in the DEIS. I will refer to this project in this correspondence as "the train". I arn requesting a 
response as I feel these issues need further clarification. My concerns specifically relate to power 
outages that occur regularly in Hawaii, caused by storms as well as for unexplained reasons. Our power 
grid is not tied in to a neighboring state and we have Little alternate power available. Our electricity 
system is not as modern as most other states in the US as this island chain is almost 2500 miles away 
from the nearest land mass. We experience un iq~e  tropical weather patterns causing regular major 
power outages that we are used to just dealing with. 

During the recent power outage on December 26,2008 on Oahu a representative from the City and 
County of Honolulu was on the radio and several people called in expressing concern about what would 
happen to the train during a massive power outage such as the one we were experiencing at that time. 
That official assured listeners there would be backup power for the train, however I feel this issue has 
not been adequately addressed in the DEIS. 

In reviewing the table of contents I cannot locate anything about alternate generators that will take over 
in the event of a power outage. Could you please provide me with the location in the DEIS of the 
specific electricity plan for the train should a power outage such as the one that occurred on December 
26,2008 occur once the train is up and running? 

I would like information on the cost of such a system, the planned operating expenses, the planned 
maintenance of this system, the manpower needed to operate such a system, the location of these 
alternate generators, and how exactly this backup plan w o ~ ~ l d  be implemented. I would like to see the 
entire backup power system described in full detail along with supporting financial estimates. 

Could you please address how it would be justified as well to use the generator for the purpose of the 
train when hospitals, scl~ools, and homes would need this alternate power source during this time? 
Please also address the affect of the loss of power on emergency vehicles who may need to get to point a 
to point b with no alternate route as they would not be able to use the train tracks. 



Another issue that has not been adequately addressed in the DEIS is the affect of a hurricane or 
earthquake on the train. I understand that during the recent h~trricane in Houston Texas (Lke) their train 
was shut down for several days and I would anticipate the same here. I would like to know how loss of 
power for this system would be mitigated, and how the effects of tropical weather would be mitigated. 

It is hard to imagine that if in Houston Texas it took several days to get their train up and nuning it 
would take any less time here. Everything takes longer in Hawaii. Please provide the comparison of our 
system vs. Houston's system as it relates to a hurricane or earthquake. 

Thank you in advance for your detailed response. 

Nancy Nagamine 

42 Namala Place 

Kailua, HI 96734 

cc. Mr. Ted Matley, FTA 

Governor Linda Lingle 







-----Original Message----- 
From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 04, 2009 4 5 6  AM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Honolulu Rail Project DEIS 

and another 

From: Nancy Nagamine [mailto:alohanan@hawaii.rr.com] 
Sent: Wed 2/4/2009 12:31 AM 
To: Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Cc: wyoshioka@honolulu.gov 
Subject: Honolulu Rail Project DEIS 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Sir, 

Regarding the proposed rail transit system in Honolulu, and the DEIS 
that is currently being reviewed, I would like to point out some flaws 
in the process of determining the locally preferred alternative, thus 
flaws in the DEIS, and the outcome of the recent election. 

I 'do not feel there was fair public input in determining the locally 



preferred alternative. Thus, alternatives were not evaluated in the 
DEIS, rather 3 different rail routes or a no build alternative. 

I also feel the public was swayed using tax money to influence the vote 
in favor of rail. 

I also feel the city council of Honolulu ignored public input on the 
issue and did not answer questions raised by voters. 

Review the following personal experiences with this process: 

Sometime during 2006: I attended a city council meeting on the issue. 
Hundreds of people testified, I waited for several hours and had to 
leave to go back to work. It was difficult to even get in the room 
because of all the union members who were there. 

Sometime during 2006: The city asked for input as they were determining 
the "locally preferred alternative". I provided my input, which was 
against rail and in favor of' improving the bus system. I got no response 
other than an acknowledgment and I was put on the city mailing list so I 
would get their slick shiny brochures promoting their rail project every 
month. 

November 2006: I attended a meeting at Windward Community College and 
testified against rail. My estimate is there were 40 people who 
testified, 5 in favor of rail and 35 against rail. Several city council 
members were there, and there was little dialog. There was no further 
response to any testimony. 

August 28, 2007 I sent a letter to the City Council asking questions 
regarding what was going on (letter below) and I DID NOT EVER GET A 
RESPONSE. 

From 2007 through June 2008 2.6 million dollars of tax money was spent 
on advertising and "public outreach" to promote the rail project. 

July 2008 through mid October 2008 unknown amounts of additional 
taxpayer money was spent on massive advertising blitz including print 
media and radio and public outreach meetings, which promoted this 
project and influenced the vote. These meetings were all held during 
October, and an 8 page, full color glossy brochure was inserted in the 3 
major newspapers two weeks before the election, all paid for with tax 
dollars. 

November 2008 outcome of the vote: 
The vote was clearly influenced. 50.6% of the voters voted n favor or 
rail, the balance voted against or didn't vote on the issue. Had both 
sides had equal access to resources, then the vote would have been fair, 
however the City had TAXPAYER money to spend, thus the election was 
unfairly influenced. 

Although the mayor and city powers claimed they listened to public 
input, from personal experience that was not at all the case. Rather, 
people attended meetings and provided feedback to city council members 
and heard nothing back. The city had no interest in listening to what 



people had to say. 

Where is the public testimony, and where is the city's response to that 
testimony? What happened to everything people said? Was it totally 
dismissed? Where are the spending records, how much money was really 
spent influencing the vote? 

Why did I not get my questions of city council members from August 28, 
2007 answered? 

This project has been handled in an underhanded fashion from day one and 
I feel it is my civic duty that you should be aware of the kind of 
manipulation that went on during the entire process. I urge you to 
dismiss this DEIS, it is seriously flawed. 

Yours very truly, 

Nancy Nagamine 
42 Namala Place 
Kailua, H I  96734 

CC Wane Yoshioka, City and County of Honolulu 
Governor Linda Lingle, Governor of the State of Hawaii 

LETTER REFERENCED ABOVE SENT TO CITY COUNCIL: 
August 28,2007 
What is going on at Honolulu Hale? 
Since August 7 I have read every editorial regarding the 5 billion 
dollar fixed rail project that has been printed in the Honolulu 
Advertiser. Results as follows: 
I n  favor of the project: 4 
Against the project/ see better alternatives: 12 

Pro arguments are quite weak with the predominant ones being that we 
need rail because people are tired of sitting in traffic and that we 
have talked about it long enough, let's just go ahead with it. (It has 
been proven that the rail project will not help with traffic 
congestion.) 
Opposing arguments: 

The cost/ value relationship is not justifiable. 
The bus is flexible, it is easy to add buses and subsidize them, costing 
far less than rail. 
Busses go to where the people are, throughout the island. (Flexible, not 
fixed. And serve more people.) 
Many busses can be running during crunch time before 8 AM which will 
help people more. 
Toll roads will cost far less, be self-supporting, AND relieve traffic 
as proven in Tampa. 
The rail system will not help traffic congestion. 
Hanneman is leading the city in to fiscal abyss. Homeowners BEWARE. 
The federal money we hope to get will be nothing relative to the overall 
cost. 
Fixed rail goes from point A to B and back, what about C, D, and E and 
so on? 



There will be low rider ship on rail as in other cities. 
I t  is inconvenient, need too many transfers, total travel time far too 
long. 
Honolulu is too small to afford this system. 
The system will be outdated by the time it is completed. 
15 years is too long to wait, other solutions would offer more immediate 
relief. 
Any government run project is plagued with maintenance problems and the 
system will likely fall in to disrepair. 
Dismal record of similar public works projects including calamitous cost 
over runs, misleading cost-benefit calculations, exaggerated development 
effects, overlooked and ignored environmental problems, and violation of 
established practices of good governance, transparency, and public 
participation in decision making. 

City council members, are you paying attention to what your constituents 
want? 
Everyone agrees traffic is a problem, but we want solutions, not 
government works projects that will not help the problem. 
Why will you not at least do what Ann Kobayashi suggests and look at 
what appears to be a better system? This is starting to smell like a 
skunk, and you know what they say "if it smells like a skunk there 
probably is one". We need to find the skunk! (Follow the money.) 
Speaking of smells, why did the city run an ad in the Advertiser on 8/22 
asking people to protest the possible EPA requirement to add secondary 
treatment facilities at Sand Island for 1.2 billion dollars? I t  is OK 
for you to spend 5 billion OF TAXPAYERS money on something that will not 
fix the traffic problem, yet ask people to protest spending 1.2 billion 
to fixthe treatment facilities? I don't like you spending my money to 
run this ad! 
You have now agreed to pay 86 million to Pi3 Americas (formerly Parsons 
BrinckerhofQ for an environmental impact study for the train? I don't 
like you spending my money for this either. 
Please, can someone explain to me what is going on at Honolulu Hale? 

Nancy Nagamine 
42 Namala Place 
Kailua, HI 96734 
808-263-7853 













February 3,2009 

Mr. Ted Matley .' ) ., , .. . Mr. \;yay<e.~~shj<ka y , .-- 
FTA Region IX ~ e ~ & t r n c n i  of ~rans~ortaiion Services*' "' i( ' 
201 Mission St., Ste. 1650 City and County of Honolulu 
San Francisco, CA 94105 650 So. King St., 3'FIoor 

Honolulu, HE 968 13 

Subject: Honolu!~ High Capacity. T f ~ s i  Cogidor Project 
' 'ct;$ ansc&~ ~"PR"o"~~IMu* 6 . J  a +  . . ?A 

Draft 'Environmental Impact Statemenf/4(f) Evaluation 
November 2008 

Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

As long time residents of the Ala Moana-Sheridan neighborhood, we read with interest 
the Draft EIS for HonoluIu's High Capacity Transit project dated November 2008. 

r%!bjss[;Jj * iq.  .41 ...s; 

We participated in the City and County of Honolulu's preparation of the draft Sheridan 
community plan in 2006, and appreciated how the vision is consistent with the City and County 
of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan's designation of the Sheridan and 
Kaheka neighborliaods as In-Town Residential Neighborhoods. In Ala Moana-Sheridan, over 
20% of the population is over 65 years old, and the proportion of elderiy is steadily increasing 
(Draft Ala Moana-Sheridan Conmultity Plan, 2006)." In light of this fact, the 2006 draft Plan 
discusses how public roads and facilities in and around our neighborhood need to be rnore 
pedestrian friendly to the elderly, general pedestrians and bicyclists, Therefore, we reviewed the 
Transit DEIS for a description and analysis of how access to the Transit Corridor Project would 
be pedestrian friendly for the Ala-Moana-Sheridan neighborhoods. 

Instcad, we found the Transit Corridor Project DEIS to be heading in the opposite 
direction making the area more congested with traffic and in turn creating a more rushed 
environment. The DEIS directly comments that h e  proposed TOD in the area will change the 
feel of the area, presumably making it more urban, "Because Kaka-ako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, changes in land uses to TOD is likely, which may result in a change in 
character aIong the alignment, especially near stations.. .(DEB, p. 4-45). While we understand 
change is inevitable, the Transit DEIS does not even discuss basic project features such as access 
to the Ala Moana transit station for the affected neighborhood. Since safe and secure pedestrian 
access to and from the Ala Moana transit station is not discussed or analyzed in the Transit 
DEXS, we assume no design studies or even serious consideration has been devoted to this, the 
City and County of HonoluIu's major public infrastructure project. 

Please revise and exp'uld the Transit DEIS to include detailed descriptions and analyses 
of the range of pedestrian and bicycle access ways to and from the Ala Moana station. If no 
consideration has yet been devoted to this project element for the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
community, we submit the DEIS is deficient and is not yet a complete Draft EIS. 



Sincerely, 

Doris Nakamura, 650 Sheridan Street PH, IIonolulu, HI 96814 

cc: Councilmember Duke Sainurn, District 5 
Senator Carol Fukunaga, District 11 
Representative Tom Brower, District 23 
Congressmernber Neil Abercrombie 

Rep-Ka~) Wioqds, 'i33t-si&Z8 





























NABVE HAWA~IAN LEGAL COWORATION 
Sel.vfiy Aatvni'i since 19 74 

1164 Bishop Screet.Suire 1205 0 Honoluiu, Haw~i' i  96313 9 Phone (808}521-2302 * Fax (808)537-4268 

January 30, 2009 

Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

Katherine Puana Kealoha 
QEQC 
23 5 South Beretania, Suite 702, 
Honolulu, HI 96813. 

Pua Aiu 
State Historic Preservation Division 
Deparhnent of Land & Natural Resources 
601 Kmokila Blvd Suite 555 
Kapolei HI 96707 

Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
20 1 Mission St., Suite 1650 
San Fra~cisco, CA 94105 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Old Post Office Building 
1 100 Pennsylvania Ave W,  Ste. 809 
Washington DC 20004 

I am writing on bekalf of Paulette Ka'anohiokalani Kaleikuli, who has retained the 
services of the Native Hawaiian Legal Corporation in order to protect iwi along the proposed 
transit corridor from unnecessary dish-bance. 

The City has failed to provide adequate infortnation on the risks of encountering ancient 
Hawaiian burial remains (iwi Iclipuna) in the Dratt Environmental Impact Statement despite the 
clear requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, HRS Chapter 343, HRS Chapter 6E and the Hawai'i Constitution Art. 
XU 5 7. Prior to decisionmaking, the City must have sufiicient information to objectively 
evaluate the impacts of the high-capacity transit system on native Hawaiian burials. With this 
information the City can reach an informed decisi0.n on (a) whether to move forward with the 
project and (b) how the project can be redesigned or re-routed so that burials are not affected. 

I 
f ScNiees rltudr possible wit6 n~goijlcridin~ fmnl the Ofice of .R'mnrvniior~ fiffnirr. -" I P  LSC --- 
! Nlolo.Upright straightstateiy, tall and straight as a tree without branches;sharply psaked,as mountains.Fig,,righteous.correct 
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The Statutory Scheme for Protecting Itvi Kiipuna. Under the statutory schemes 
provided by both HEPA, NEPA, and the NEIPA, decision-makers must gather the required 
relevant infolmation that will allow it to avoid disturbances of and inzpacts on preexisting iwi 
kiipuna, with as much advailce information on them so the chances of desecrating them during 
construction are minimized and ultimately eliminated. A contractor building the rail system 
should have to move iwi lapuna in the midst of construction, if proper investigation and 
burial identification is completed prior to decisionmaking. 

The State Constitution provides that the: 

.. . State shall protect all rights, c~~stomarily and traditionally exercised For subsistence, 
cultural and religious purposes and possessed by ahupua'a tenants who are descendants 
of native Hawaiians who inhabited the Hawaiian Islands prior to 1778, subject to the 
right of the State to regulate such rights. 

Haw. Const. h-t. XU: 7. As such, the State and all its agencies are "required under the Hawaii 
Constitution to preserve and protect customary and traditional practices of native Hawaiians." 
Ka Pa'akui 0 Kn'nina v. Land Use Conzrnk, 94 Hawai'i 3 4 4 5  (2000). This places the State 
under "an affirmative duty" to "protect these rights and to prevent any interference with the 
exercise of these rights." Id. In order to .hlfill its duty to preserve a i~d  protect customary and 
traditional native Hawaiian rights to the extent feasible, the state and its political subdivisions: 

must -- at a minimum -- make specific findings and conclusions as to the following: (1) 
the identity and scope of "valued cultural, historical, or natural resources" in the ... area, 
including the extent to which traditional and customary native Hawaiian rights are 
exercised in the petition area; (2) the extent to which those resources --inclilding 
traditional and customary native Hawaiian rights -- will be affected or impaired by the 
proposed action; and (3) the feasible action, if any, to be taken . . . to reasonably protect 
native Hawaiian rights if they are found to exist. 

Ka Pa'akai 94 Haw. at 47; See also HRS $8 205A-4(a), 205A-2(b)(2) and 205A-5(b). 

Under HRS cllapter 6E, the Island Burial Councils, consisting of a majority of cultural 
practitioners sensitive to buiial matters, have primary jurisdiction over the fate of the iwi kXipuna 
at rest in "'previously identified" burial sites. HRS 9 6E-43; HAR 5 13-300-33. On the other 
hand, if those same burials are "inadvertently discovered" because no archaeologicai inventory 
survey identified and located them beforelm~d, the staff of the SHPD must determine the 
treatment disposition of these burials. HRS 9 6E-43.5; HAR 9 13-300-40. The only rational 
reading of this statute is that the islai~d burial council should be given as much information as 
early as possible in order to assure the proper treatment of any burial remains which could be 
impacted by development. Accordingly, the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) must 
assure that the councils get as much timely and complete information on the presence and 
location of iwi krTipulla as possible, so the council may properly exercise its role. 
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Moreover, the environmental review process requires in part the completion of a "cultural 
impact assessnient" that is designed to shed light on a fill1 range of issues, includirlg the presence 
of iwi kiipuna which could be impacted by any development. HRS chapter 343. The Sieva 
Club v. State Department of Traizsportution , 1 15 Haw. 299,3 19; 167 P.3d 292,326 (2007), 
citing Sierra Cltib v. Hawai'i Tourism Autlz., 100 Hawai'i 242,266,25 l ,59 P.3d 877,886,901 
(2002) (declaring that the main thrust of HEPA is to require agencies to consider the 
envirollme~ltal effects of projects before action is taken.) This infoimation should be provided at 
the earliest practicable time in the development review process, Id. at 320, 167 P.3d at 327 
(mandating an environmental assessment for suclz action at the earliest practicable time to 
determine whether an environmental impact statement is required). 

Furthermore, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 
102-575) mandates, in part: 

The head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a 
proposed Federal or federally assisted undertaking in any State ancl the head of any 
Federal department or independent agency having authority to license any undertaking 
a, prior to the ap~roval of the exuenditure of anv Federal h d s  on the undertaking or 
prior to the issuance of any license, as the case may be, tale into account the effect of the 
undertaking on any district. site, building, struclure, or object that is included in or 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register. . . . 

(Emphasis added). 16 U.S.C. 470f. 

Tlze implementation of Section 106 therefore mandates that any federal agency providing 
financial support'for any undertaking engage in advance consultation with affected native 
Hawaiian organizations who attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties 
whicl. may be affected. That consultation must precede any choice of alternatives. See, 
htt~://www.achu.~rov/re~s-nhos.htm1 fo.r specific official Advisory Council on Historic 

1 Przscrv:rticm gui&ttee in. c02f~xting tc these cot?,su!tation require:rre~ts; 

A History of Desecration. In recent years, hundreds of burials have been disturbed in 
urban Honolulu - most of them afer projects have been approved, contrary to legislative intent. 
Repeatedly, in dozens of construction projects conducted witbill the Honolulu urban corridor, the 
SHPD sunlrnarily approved commencement of construction without archaeological inventory 

1 In particular, the federal guidelines for this process specifies: 

The agency must make a reasonable and good faith effort to identifj. Native Hawaiian organizations that 
ndght attach religious tutd cultural significance to historic properties in tlie area of potential effects and 
invite them to be consulting parties. 

. . .  
The agency consults wit11 Native Hawaiian organizations to develop and evaluate alternatives to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. 
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surveying in advance. For exa~nple, as tlte SHPD arbrued in a legal challenge to its handling of 
the construction of the Keeaumoku Wal Mart store, 

. . . Because the probability of historic sites including burials in the area was low, the State 
did not recomnlend any fi~rtlzer archeological work for the project. . . . Because of the 
history of this area, land use, environmental data., <and the low incidence of burials in 
surrounding and nearby areas, this project was treated the same as numerous other 
projects in the nearby and surrounding areas. See Declaration of Sara Collins. 

Hui Malamn I Na Kgouna 0 Hc~vai'i Nei v. .VTal-Mart, Civ. No1 03-1-1 _! 12-05 (lS.' Cir. rct. 220r?3)i 
Defendants State of Hawaii, Deyarbz~e~t of Land and Natural ~esources, State Historic 
Preservation Division, Peter Young, and Holly McEldowney 's ~Vfetnoi-andum in Opposition to 
P1aintir;ffss' Motion for Preliminary Injunction Fled June 20,2003 (hereafter, "2003 SHPD 
Memoyy). In 2003, the SKPD, and developers in general wl~ose projects it reviewed, repeatedly 
and systexnaticaIly allowed illinimd archaeological review of areas such as the Keeaumaku Wal 
Mart site, under the mistaken presumption that no burials were likely to be present in such 
circumstances. This approach was egregiously waltting in terns of protecting these public trust 
resources. 

Following this time period, officials at the State Historic Preservation Division belatedly 
recognized that its previous presumption that no further archaeological survey work in the 
I-Ionolulu urban corridor was necessary due to prior ground disturbances might be false, given a 
pattern of unexpected disturbances: 

21. According to SHPD records, between 1986 and 2002, in the areas from 
River Street to Keaumoku Street, and from Nimitz and King Street, 308 human burials 
have been found on twenty-six different project sites. Five burials in two projects were 
preserved in place, and 303 buriaIs were relocated. 

22. . : The 303. bmials. t5at were relocated illclude all of the remains that crsuld 
have been considered a concentration such as 116 burials found during archeological 
monitoring of the Qr~een Street widening project near Kawaillao Church Cemetery, or the 
I1 burials (of 25 total relocated) from the Honuakaha Smallpox Cemetery that Were 
found during inventory sunrey conducted for the Brewery/Honuakaha development 
project. 

Declaration oJSara Collins, attached to 2003 SHPD Memo. Thus, according to the SHI'D, its 
own data confirmed that l~undreds of iwi ktipuna had been systematically disturbed by 
construction activity within the I-Ionolulu urban corridor for 16 years because of the failure to 
require advance archaeological inventory surveying. The SHPD allowed the vast majority, 303 
of the 308 remains, to be relocated. The mistaken presumption was that prior ground disturbing 
constt-uction activity within this urban corridor obviated tl~e need to look further. 
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Simultaneously, the City and County of Hollolulu avoided professional reviews of sites 
targeted for development by failing to submit proposed permits to the SHPD for professional 
review and com~nent as required under HRS $ 6E-42. These failures to implement that statute are 
currently on appellate review by the Hawai'i Suprenle Court. Appellate review was necessitated 
by the City's refusal to reasonably interyrel: its trust obligations to request review and comment 
from the SHPD under that statute. The City contends that, notwithstanding its total lack of 
expertise in the area, its own unilateral assessment of the potential impact on iwi Mpuna of 
pending permit applications is all that is required. 

Usurpation of the Role af the Bzrdal. -Council. Most dishirbiag, this pattern cf ~e1yicg 
on prior ground disturbances to relax more rigorous archaeological analysis has sadly resulted in 
other more serious procedural consequences. I-Iad properly conducted archaeological surveys 
identified and located burials in advance of construction, the work of the O'ahu Island Burial 
Council could begin in earnest and with the luxury of time to process all the information, in 
advance of any.pressured enviro~ment once construction starts. This would provide iwi kupuna 
with the dignity and respect they clearly deserve. 

Accordingly, the failure to rigorously attempt to identify and locate iwi kCipuna so they 
are categorized as "previously identified" resulted in the transfer of power and accountability for 
protecting burials from the island burial council, consisting primarily of cultural practitioners 
sensitive to burig concerns, to the professional archaeological staff at the SHPD, which is less 
equipped to deal with the cultural appropriateness of these issues and are saddled with the 
pressure placed on them by the relationships between state administrative officials and 
developers. Moreovel-, when "inadvertently discovered" iwi lciipuna are subject to disposition 
determination by the SHFD staff, it technically has only 2-3 days to make that determination, 
typically under the financial pressures facing the developer who must otherwise halt 
construction. 111 contrast, the island burial council typically has 90 days to act on a "previously 
identified" burial site, after it has had a chance to identify cultural and lineal descendants notified 
of the presence of burials in an area. This extended period and less pressured atmosphere allows 
for bqtter.decisions o~.c>fiea sersitive a ~ d  contentixa matters. 1. 

Lessons Learued. This systemic desecration of iwi Epuna for at ieast 16 years (and 
probably longer) apparently caught no one's attention until the Wal Mart litigation, and then 
subsequently in the legal c11aLlenge to the SHPD's handling of the General Growth Properties 
construction of the future Whole Foods store site and planned condo~ni~lium complex at its 
nearby Auahi Street properties. Kaleikini v. Young, Civ. No. 07-1-0067-01 RKOL (1" Cir Ct 
2006). 

During the Wal Mart litigation, the SHPD suggested it achowledged lessons fiom its 
past failings in summarizing the data it had been accumulating: 

8. The nature and extent of prior ground disturbance and development may 
be a reliable indicator of the probable presence or absence of subsurface historic sites. If 
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prior buildings or structures have not had deeply excavated foundations or pilings, or if 
there has been little or no prior installation o.fsuch features as underground storage tanks 
or wastewater systems, it is more likely that historic sites, including Izun~a~l burials, are 
still present below the ground surface. 

9. With regard to underlying soil characteristics, there is generally a higher 
probability of subsurface historic sites, including human burials, in areas underlain by 
sand deposits. 

10.. . Historic$ data - such as, it.lter.alia, ea~!y m.i%ec accounts cr records, 
maps, and Mahele information - can indicate the potential for subsurface historic sites, if 
the subject parcel has not undergone substantial, subsequent modification. 

1 1. Previous archeological work - including inventory survey, data recovery, 
and monitoring - provides valuable information on the probable presence or absence of 
subsurface historic sites. Archeological reports on such work norrnalIy contain 
descriptive data of any historic sites found, and include stratigraphic profiles of the buried 
cultural layers and underlying soil deposits. 

Declaration of Sara Collins, attached to 2003 SIIPD Memo. These same lessons bear on the 
current proposed construction of tlie Rail Transit system. 

There is a growing body of knowledge and information about the presence and location 
of iwi kiipuna along rile contemplated rail transit route. The City needs to conscientiously search 
for and obtain as much advance infomation on the location of iwi kiipu~~d along its entire route 
as early as possible to effect reasoned decision-making on the routing of the system. It should 
not be swayed by previous ground disturbances that do not impact subsurface features, like iwi 
kiipuna. It should be conscious of the presence of sand deposits anywhere developments are 
proposed. It should review the growing knowledge base from past projects which have 
uneaF,tled burids and bui!d apon that material 'and infcnnation. . . . . 

Need for corrkction. The failure to follow the law has already disrupted hundreds of 
what should have been "previously identified" bitrials in the urban corridor between River and 
Keaurnoku Slreets. These are properties which have immense religious and cultural significance 
to Hawaiians. Had the statutes been followed, subsequent construction activity should never 
have "inadvertently discovered" these burials and forced their relocation. Repeating these same 
mistakes with the pIanned mass transit construction will undermine state and federal statutes 
designed to protect historic properties of this sort. 

Given the high likelihood that burials are located along the route of the proposed transit 
corridor, clearly past practices must change. The law and the importance of protecting the 
dignity of these burials require no less. 
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In short, well in advance of any planning and design decisions, the City should perform 
an archaeological inventoly survey, including subsurface testing, o f  all areas where (1) stations 
could be located (b) support pillars could be located and (c) existing underground infrastructure 
will be moved. It is h i ~ h l v  inappropriate and offensive to iwi kupuna and native Hawaiians to 
delay such testing until after decisionmaking. The information generated AFTER such surveys 
must and should be included in any DEB, in order to give the public, interested Hawaiian 
organizations, and individuals the opportunity to comment on it. Under HEPA, NEPA, and HRS 
chapter 6E, this information is needed now to ensure that an informed decision is made. 
Additionally, any delay could jeopardize federal fimding because of failure to comply with 
.Ssction 106 of the bT)TPj!L, pztictrlarly in de~e!ogingglte11;atjves to.thc emsit muting.2. .r"ederai - 
guidefines would restrict taking any action that fails to account for the views of affected native 
Hawaiian organizations. 

In fact, page 4-143 of the DUES states "Native Hawaiian testimonies in Land Commission 
Award claims indicate that there are documented burials within the study corridor." By 
acknowledging it has this inforn~ation, the City is duty-bound to suspend its current approach 
and comply with the statutory schemes designed to protect these historic properties of reIigious 
and cuItura1 significance to so many Hawaiians. Much more advance investigation and 
surveying is required before any DEIS is made public for'comment. 

In truth, the conteillplated action in the DEIS has it backwards. On page 4-163, the DEIS 
reads, "Prior to constn~ction, additional xclraeological work would be completed to investigate 
the potential for sub-surface deposits. This additional work would focus on Iocations of 
colunms, once they are k~owtl." Contrary to this proposed approach, the City must first 
investigate and generate information regarding burial sites so that the City will not locate 
columns, stations and other underground work where knowit burial sites are identified and 
located. 

Moreover, the City cannot and should not avoid information that would help locate and 
identify such historic properties. I11stea6, it should affirmatively and.zgg~essi.ive!4.2itte,npt to . . 

2 Specifically, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation requires, in part, the development of 
alternatives in consultation with native 'Hawaiian organizations: 

Involvement of Native Ha\vaiian organizations in the development of program atternatives 

The agency must consult with affected Native Hawaiian ol+ganizations in the development of 
program alternatives. 
ff a program alternative may affect historic properties of religious and cultural significance to a 
Native Hawaiian organization, the agency shall identi@ those organizations and consult with 
them. 
The agency and ACHP must take into account the views of Native Hawaiian organizations in 
reaching a final decision. 

See, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation at: http:/l\vww.achp.gov/~e~s-11110s.hCml. 
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gather it so complete information is available to generate aIternatives, as contemplated under the 
Section 106 process. The City should also inclucle all this information in this version of the 
DEIS. Its omission denies affected native Hawaiian organizations the opportunity to be truly 
engaged and invoIved in consulting with the applicable federal agency so that these 
organizations call have a substatltive role in the alternatives developed. If it ignores the omitted 
information, the City will be proceeding down a treacherous path that can only lead to 
unnecessary delay md cultriral conflict. 

Ms. Kaleikini has additional concerns about the completeness of the D E B  and urges the 
. . .- . Ciiy to address these poi.nts as f ~ l l o ~ ~ ~ s :  

I 
The DEIS includes no meaningful infoimation regarding the impact on burial sites or any 
discussion regarding alternatives to affecting these sites. This inforn~ation is crucial to 

1 any development of alternatives as required by federal law. 

1 Section 4.1 of the DEIS regarding existing land uses should explicitly recognize that 
burial sites are an existing land use along this corridor. 
Section 4.3 of the DEIS should discuss whether the City plans to displace and relocate 
existing burial sites and give details about the tilling, location and process related to each I of these relocations and displacements. 
Section 4.6 of the DEIS should note that desecration - including the relocatiol? - of 

i existing burial sites - is anissue of environmental injustice. The DEXS should, as such, 
discuss the impact of continuing the pattenl set by previous developments, especially in 
the EIonolulu urban coke, as outlined above. 

I Sectio~l 4.17 should be revised in the same manner sections 4. 1, 4.3 and 4.6 should be. 
.I 

Most irnportantIy, these sections of the DEB need to be amended to identi.@ where burial 
sites may be so that stations, pillars and underground infrastructure work can be proposed in 
areas that will not affect burial sites. The need for developing alternatives is crucial and 
affording affected native Hawaiian organizations the'abiIity and the opportullity to consult on 

--. these alternztives is esse~itiaf: Without the supportiag infornlatiol~ to allowfor a discussion of 
alternatives, the DEIS is fatally flawed. 

Sincerely, / 

Camille K. ~ a l a m i  
Attorney for Ms. Kaleikini 
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Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 2/6/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Stanley 
Last Name : Nelson 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 66-080 Waialua Beach Road 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Haleiwa 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9671 2 
Email : northshorebill Q hawaiiantel.net 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 2/06/2008 
Submission ContentJNotes : I believe that construction of the project should start in Honolulu and be 

built towards the far end terminus. This will permit immediate use by 
commuters as segments are completed. I believe the Kapolei-Waipahu 
segment which be largely unused until the system is built out to 

. Honolulu. If the base yard is absolutely critical, then construction should 
start at both ends and connect at some point. 
I also support the airport route lnstead of going through Salt Lake. And 
the closer the route comes to Pearl Harbor and Hlckam, the better. 
There are too many workers in the Pearl HarborIHickam complex to be 
ignored. And the airport and surrounding industrial area are also major 
employers. 
Finally, If there is any way whatever, the link to UH should be included jn 
the initial phase. We all are familiar with the signficant reduction of traffic 
when UH is not in session. And there are a number of private schools in 
the area that further contributes to our traffic problems. 









Status : Action Pending 
Creation Date : 1 1/3/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : wolfgang 
Last Name : neumann 
BusinesslOrganization : stop the rail now!l!! 
Address : 3222 melernele pl 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96822 
Email : wolfneuman Q hotrnail.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1/03/2008 
Submission ContenffNotes : no.no.no, 

for rail steel to steel 4-5 billion $$$$, 
operate in 10 years. 
it sucks. 
vote no! 
vote for bimodal 1.5 billion $$$ operate in 3 -4 years. 
we need a change for government spending. 
regards 
wolfgang neumann 
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Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Maiiing List : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 

Initial Action Needed 
1 /2/2009 

Rachel 
Neville 

2551 Waimano Home Road 

Pearl Gity 
HI 
96782 
rnevilleQ hawaii.edu 
292-6691 

Email 
Website 



Submission ContenVNotes : The Oahu Invasive Species Committee is concerned that the massive 
amount of construction equipment and materials that will be imported to 
the island may harbor species that do not currently occur on O'ahu and 
may become invasive. Dirty construction equipment is a known pathway 
for plant, animal and invertebrate invasive species. However, there is an 
easy way that the City and County of Honolulu can protect the island 
from these threats. The City can include in the Request for Bids 
specifications, a requirement that the winning bidder ensure any 
construction equipment or material imported to O'ahu from the mainland, 
neighbor islands or foreign countries be free of dirt, vegetative matter, 
insects and animals. 

There are precedents for this action. The Hawai'i Department of 
Transportation has included such specifications in the Request for Bids 
for North-South Road. Australia and New Zealand, two policy leaders in 
invasive species prevention, require any equipment imported fnto their 
country be free of die and vegetative matter. Dirty equipment IS sent 
back to its country of origin at the shipper's expense. 

By requiring the chosen construction company to ensure that equipment 
and materials are clean, the City and County of Honolulu will save 
money in control efforts tater. 

lnvasive species on construction equipment is a real threat. Seeds, 
vegetative matter, insects, and even small animals could be accidentally 
transported to O'ahu on large vehicles and harm our watersheds, local 
agriculture, environment and way of life, lnvasive species such as 
pampas grass and Red Imported Fire Ant cost mainland taxpayers 
millions of dollars each yeat in control efforts. Requiring the companies 
constructing the light rail system to clean their equipment before they 
bring it to O'ahu will be a progressive and cost-effective step towards 
protecting our island from invasive specles. 

The O'ahu lnvasive Species Committee would be happy to assist in any 
way the crafting of language to insert a clean-vehicle specification into 
the Request for Bids. Please call me at 292-6591 or email at 
rnevilleQ hawaii.edu, should you have any questions about this 
comment. I have also mailed a hard copy to the Department of 
Transportation Services. 







Honolulu HighlCapaciQy Transit Corridor Project 

Welcome to the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Comdor Projeot's Public Hearing for 
the Draft Environmental Lmvact Statement/Section 4Nl Evaluation, 

This public meeting and heating has been designed to inform the public about the transit 
project, explain materials contained in tlte Dr& EIS, answer questions from the public, 
and collect public input on project issues related to the Dm& EIS, Section 106 of lhe 
Nationai Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of,the U.S. D e m e n t  of Transportation 
Act, and floodplains affected by the proje& 

Please review the project information and ask projeot staff any questions about the 
project that you might have- The Draft EIS is available on the project website at 
www.honofuluttansit.org, 

You may provide official comments h several ways. Here at this Public Hearing you 
m y  provide oral comments to a cow reporter who will recard them for the record or use 
this form to p~ovide written comments. After the meeting, you may provide an on-line 
comment at ymw.honoiulutransit.org or use this form to send a written comment to the 
Deparhment of Transportation Services. AU comments must be postmarked or received 
by January 7,2009 in order for them to be included in the Final EIS. 

Phone: f l y - / /  PU &&/Q 4.4, 5&-.-.3 



Return Address 

Deparfment of Transportation Services 
Atta Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3Fd Floor 
Honolulu, HI, 9681 3 

STAPLE HERE 









Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/6/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : karen 
Last Name : nishimura 
Business/Organization : retired 
Address : 98-1 691 Apala Ip. 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Aiea 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9670 1 
Email : karensaekoa hawaii.rr.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/06/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : I agree with what Dijou has suggested in the Honolulu Advertiser 

12/5/08. If the rail project will be done in segments, starting in Pearl City 
with parking for the people living beyond the HI/H2 merge makes sense. 
The people living beyond the H1/H2 merge will be able to park in Pearl 
City and catch the rail to their destination. Also, the idea of having 
bicycles to rent or stalls for privately owned bicycles aounds feasible. 







February 5,2009 

Clean J. Oamikda 
9-1179 Puamae'ole Street, 24V 
'Ewa Beach, Ilawai'i 96706 
Emaii: imkanaka2@yahoo.com 
Cell: (808) 295-4860 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yosbioka, Dirmtor 
Department of Transportation Services (DTS) 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3'd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawai'i 96813 

Reference: 'I'NE DHA.VT ENVTHONMENrAI. IMPACT STATEMENT (EISZ City 
of Honolulu's Heavy Rail Transit Project 

Aloha, Director Yosbioka, 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to present my ooinions and 
comments on the heavy, massive rail transit project, perhaps thc largest capital 
public workv projcct the City and County of Honolulu will ever undertake a t  the 
cxpcnsc of the taxpaying public, of which I strongly .... oppose! 

My name is Glenn Oamilda, born and raised in Waipahu on the O'ahu sugar 
plantation, now residing in nearby 'Ewa Deach, where for the last twenty-five (25) 
years I have remained active and continue to be involved in community organi- 
zations and activities, politiual, social and cultural, with greater concerns over 
development issues and problems that have directty impacted my community and 
the greater 'Ewa region. 

Today, many who reside in the region are aogry nnd frustrated with the 
everyday hassles of meandering through the myriad of trnfic and development 
problems, issues and impacts, just to get to work and back Some people remain 
vory cynical that positive changes will come soou; while other feel that more on- 
going and continuous planning is really needed to insure a wcU rnaineined, 
sustainable and balanced growth throughout the rkion. 

I cannot forget the very fimt meeting ever held, nearly fifteen (IS) years ago, 
when people in the region came together to-talk-story and plan that brought forth a 
vision for a second city. After the closing of both 'Ewa and Waipahu sugar 
plantations, people watched and witness& as sugar lands were slowly being 
transformed and devclopcrl into a city. Although, along with the many positive 
changes, came all the negative changes as wen. 
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The Second Citv of Kapolei: Tile 'Ewn Deyelonlucsl Plao vs. Mass Rail Trnnsil 

After many yoan without much government oversight, the public living in the 
region havc comc know how to deal and faced the daily eomplcxities that develop- 
ment brings. They have agreed, instead of groping cffortlcssly in thc dark to find 
solutions ant1 remedies, the 'Ewn Development Plan a plansing guide and a 
publidgovernment document is the alterrtative that offers a more realistic and 
pragmatic approach that addresses and dcals with all the present mounting impacts 
and future and predictable issues, and problems refated to development nnd traffic. 
They understaud tho EDP serves with much government and public leadership and 
oversight that outlines the policies, with ant1 gnidauce, controls and enforcements 
over developmeut. 

There is no doubt in 2005, when the incoming mayor made a serioi~s pitch for 
mass transit, it became a top priority or1 his political agenda. And he aggressively 
challenged anyone who dare to oppose, or even qucstion his motive on how to sofvc 
the leeward traffic congestion problems. After his first term in office, the mayor 
had shown no desire,no intcrmt in the4Ewa Development Plan. It was only evideut 
by his irnwilhgncss to engage in a concerted effort to partner with people in thc 
region to fmd solutions and answers to aU the present and F~aturc development 
impacts, issues and problems. 

Today mind yon, the city have shown no interests or hints of wanting to come 
togethcr in partnership to seriously divcnss present and future plans for the second 
city. I think the city purposely and iutontionslIy side-stepped the public's EDY 
revicw process on all the new proposals aud on-gohg projects. This passive inaction 
and insensitive display only heightened and further increased public tcnsions with 
deepening negative feelings. With on-going daily psychological pressures, fmancinl 
aud physical stresses, residents living in the region caunot continue to remain 
positivc and hopeful their vision and goal will ever comc to fruition in the planning 
and the building of the second city. So why then is government dragging its fwt on 
initiating n meeting, a task force or n conferonce? 

And yet, the mayor and the city response to 'Ewa's woes is a-go-at-it-alone mind- 
set, by proposing an elevated mass trnnsit system. I think this propose11 project is 
simply an illusion. At the initial meeting ou the Plan, nearly frftwn ycars ago, rail 
was ncvcr on tbc agenda, ncver an agenda item at  subsequent meeting$, or a topic of 
conversation by any committee membcr, nor even a subject of interest at any public 
community meetings. In the EDP, only an intra-modal transportation system 
circulating within the second city of Kapolci is mentioned, with no provision for an 
elevated mass transit. So, I ask: Why hasn't the mayor expressed any real interest 
or responded with great concern by partnerlng with residents on the west side to 
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fmd answers and solutions to the regioaal problems? Or is this train project a 
poiitieoi game of follow the money, a quid pro quo, "sometbinpfor-something" 
arrangementwith private developers, or corporate afliliatos to further 11is political 
ambitions? 

mniue:  Loss Cost to Taxa8vers 

My answer to them, based on my own personal experience und years of 
observaMon is to repeat the same concerns the general public has about d ~ ~ e l ~ p m e n t  
and that, its simply utilizing the EDP already in place au the main planning tool. 

In my opinion, the Plan will evenhially lessen the $6 billion doltnrs estimated 
projected cost for rail, leading government to consider other cheaper alternatives, 
by: 1) Aggressively promoting or persuading business employers to relocate to 
'Ewa, or by offering tax incentive and tax credits as inducements; 2) Urging 
business employern to bring with them workers back to the ama, that would Featly 
reduce the traffic eongcstion by the amount of ear from 'Ewa going to town every 
morning and returniog home every evening: and, 3) Lessening the stresses on the 
environment, the prccious resources and retaininrg the nntural beauty of thc island. 

However, for the last two and a half years, 1 attended nearfy fifteen (IS) City and 
County of Honol~ila sponsored public forums where Paigons/Briakerhoff, the city's 
lead contrneted platiners, made each presentation on the mass transit project, and 
yet, there was nothing compeUing or convincing enough that would sway me to 
think otherwise that, this proposal would be a beucfit to the all communitielr and the 
taxpayers as well, that: 1) The city can justify, by its own cstiomtcs, the high cost of 
building the rail of between $3.5 and $6 billion dollars (including properly 
eoudomuation), and tbe annual perpetual maimtensace cost of $60 million dollars; 
2) I t  will reduce traffic congestion, on the amottnt of ear8 traveling east bound every 
morning and the reverse west bound m the afternoon; and, 3) This massive and 
heavy elevated rail systetu is, in many way, environmentally green and earth 
friendly. 

1 cannot fully accept the city's decision or motive or its data, nor even feel 
eomfortabie and opiimistie that rail is tho answer and it ?ill work. This is clearly a 
unilateral, a one-sided approach, bused'ou statistical findings prcdieated only on 
assumptions, inferences and suppositions, with no hard guarantees, assvtrances or 
other viable transportation alternatives, but to the city mil is the only solution. But 
the city feels hopeful and confident this proposed heavy and massive rail project will 
literally get working people out of their automobile, hop on the train in the morning 
to Honolulu and back to 'Ewa in the afternoon. Frankly, I said before and I am 
going to repeat it agaio, this proposcd mass transit is one man's illusion to think 
that rail will get people out of cars. 



Page - 4 - Opinions and Commeuts: TltE DRAFT (EIS1 continnod 

Let me give an example, in the year 2000, the state with federal dollars initiated 
the ferry pilot project whieh ran from 'Ewa Beach to Atoha Tower it offered perks 
and frcobees as inducements to get drivers from the west side out of their cars. But 
after a year, because of the low public ridemhip, the ferry project went 'belly up.' 
Its plain and simple, drivers in Hawai'i are simply captivated by their big gas 
gumling sedans and heavy S W  trucks. They don't mind traveling far distances, 
and won't evcn blink an eye a t  the cost of higher gas pricw, evcn car and bus 
pooling, stretching the freeways, rearranging workers schedules have not worked at 
all. The city should have learned from this picture by connecting all the dots. By 
the estimated huge price tag for the proposed massive elevntcd rail which the city is 
asking taxpayers to sho~ddcr is simply foolish and irresponsible Its just throwing 
hard earned working cloUars at a very bad project. In my opinion, mil is just 
another choice, another alternative offered to the general public, and the likeliood 
pwple will choose the arrtomobiles. What would I suggest? Let me start by 
addressing automobiles going into downtown klonolulu from 'EwR, that the city 
considers passing and euforcing an ordinance that would restrict private automobile 
movement from entering this 'no drive zones,' a mile radius from the civic center. 
'The other idea is to enact a law that controls that sets a ceiling on the amount of 
automobiles on the island. 

The City and County of Honolulu justifies its argument and swears by its 
presucnptlvc assertion, supported by a Traffic Alternative Analysis study citing data 
that, by the year 2030 build out, the public will see an eleven percent (11%) to abo~rt 
twenty-three (23%) reduction in trnffic that, a mil transit system is r~ceded now, as 
the only option and the only answer to solving the daily vehienlarwork traffic 
congestion problems. I think these are sorry and dismal uatmbers that taxpayew 
can be pleased with, and can be convinced their doUam are being speut wisely, 
money not just thrown against the wall hoping something sticks. If the city stand by 
thwe fignres, then perhaps, RU the decisions-makers and politicians should rwide in 
the 'Ewa area so they can sympathize and cmpathixc with the pain and anguish the 
residents the go through every morning. People who have lived in tho region for 
years have come to know, come to understand and agree that the most sensibic and 
rational way to deal with the morning and evening truffle congestion problem is to 
begin the planning process. 

Vhion is to Plan Now: Don't Wait Until 2030 Buildaut 

Mr. Yoshioka, kts be real, this is 2009, between now and the next twenty-onc(21) 
years when the city estimates by 2030 the second city of Kapolei wilt be built-out, 
what hopeful siiggestions can the city make to the people and to the commuting 
public? M i d  you, if there are no suggestions from yon or the mayor, then residents 
and commuters aWce can continue crossing their fimgers, hoping for the best, and 
chug-a-long in daily traffic as they normally did, and ifloring on-going 
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development by just pretending as if notlthg iu going on. I think waiting Lwenty-one 
(21) ycmrs by this adminisfration for the second city massive built-out is just a cheap 
and easy-way-out than to deal with the public's every day problems in the region. It 
only points out how inept and incompetent government really is. Historically as far 
back as the early '80s, every community on the 'Ewa plains and along the Wai'anae 
coast foresaw a massive influx of people with a shift in island population along with 
huge developments. Indieaton and predictors proved to he correct, now we all 
sharc the same common development impacts, issues and probllems. 

When Knpolei was designated the second city by the state of Hawai'i, there were 
no concerted efforts or suggestions made by past city administrations, or even this 
one, to all the players in thi region to cotuc together in ]>artnership and engage in 
the planning process with serious and eonlinuouv ongoing dialogttcs, discussions 
mud discourses. 

The 'Ewa Beaeh commanity, for example, which relies primarily on the Fort 
Weaver Road corridor, the only main arterial roadway in and ont of the area, 
requested and preqsed the city and cowuty for an alternate road, one that was 
parallel and within the federal limited gnidelincs, ia and out of 'Ewa Beach. But 

after years and years of political "foot dragging,!," and with mauka housing 
developments moving rapidly m a h i  into 'Ewa Bench, the community untorntnately 
lost out and i s  now tucked away, coraered in on the leevvard side of O'ahu, locked iu 
nnakai by the ocean and maukr by land. 

I.!lck of Pl~nnlac: Communities Que~tion Govcrnmcnf'r Role 

'Today, Mr. Yoshioka, as the I-lonolulu City Council debates the alternate transit 
alignment from 'Ewa thnt the community of Salt Lake by-pasuing the tIonolulu 
airport to town, as one option; or by-passing Salt Lake thru Hor~oiulu to town as the 
other option, what alternative can you offer the community of 'Ewa Beaeh having 
no more than onc-roadway-in and one-roadway-out, yet unlike the Salt Lake 
community havingmultiple acecssiblc roadways in and nut of the area? However, 
at the present time, to say the least, discussions continue hetwoen the city council 
and the Salt Lake community represeutath.e councilman Romy Cachola. Whatever 
the outcome, its just an awesome display of onring and concern by an elected public 
official in representing his eoustitncnts. In contrast, 1 can say with great certainty, 
that 'Ewn Beaclr for many years, never had good, solid and decisive elected 
representation; and in fact, I think the area councilman, Todd Apo, has already 
hopped on the train with the mayor. 

Furthermore, I a n  also nftest that on the initial rail proposal, the city and area 
elected officials never met with members of the 'Ewa Reach community; nor was the 
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public given the opportunity to openly dipcuss and dinlogue the elevated rail h.anlit, 
the alignment, o r  the ehoices of alternate rail technologies. Kcgrctfully, as of today, 
the community is still without an alternate route out of the area, 'Ewn Beach 
commuters must continue to deal unbeal'ltbly with twelve(l2) truffle lightrr, daily 
road work and home construction; for residenls who waste time siftiug in traffic 
and drivers who must drive daily, the five (5) miles distance just to get to H-1, doing 
tho math ealculntiou is a no brainer .... its total ituaniw! 

In the late 'SOs, when tbe State of Hawai'i designated Kapolei as the Second City, 
it only meant that the downtown Htonolulu business district and its surrounding 
populated arcas were showing signs of bursting a t  the seams, of being over emkdcd. 

The political and social strategies was to relocate business employers to the 
second city bringing workers along by offcriag then1 businesses tax incentives and 
tax credits; and a t  the same time, attracting housing developers who would dexign 
and build well-planned communities. Newly rcloeated workers would move in these 
planncd communities, commuting workers would return to the region to work and 
together they all can Eve, work and play ia the area, thereby spending more time 
strengthening famlly relationships, conrmunity ties and enhancing the ljfe-style 
values from Hawai'i's unique culturcs and trnditions. 

When the housing developers arrived, in the mid-to late '90s, they were notiee- 
able by the staggering numbers of permit requests for lnnd zoning, rezoning, 
waivers, a~nendmeots and agreements. The high numbcrs of permit appmvals for 
housing developmcnts, easily out paced government's ability, 'not only to provide 
guidance and loade~*hip toward a bnlnnced and su.+-tninable growth, but also lacked 
the power to control and mitigate the predictable moualiog impacts caused by the 
ancontroUablc and rampant developments on the 'Ewn plains. Moreover, with 
development came more housing construction, but businesses never kept pace 
wit11 development and the growing working populntion, and as a result, many area 
workers had to travel. back and forth to town. With the lack of oversight and 
aggressive control over housing construction and traffic congestion, some people 
have grown more leery, angry, apathetic and the lost ortrust and confidence in 
government and elected politicians; whUe others have deepening resentment that the 
city had simply yielded its authority and acceded power to the developers. 

Rcsidentv allso, ~trongiy believe that eonatruetio~~ of only houses creates bedroom 
communities. It minimizes the qualitlcsaf-Ire and diminishes lVc-,$ylos; henring 
developers talk of making huge profits, meeting deadlines, rushing to build-out and 
building more homes because of buyer-markets, have been seen by the general 
public as being too greedy! 'These sorts of thinking and behavior has only lessened 
the chances and prospects of ever obtnining a well bulancedand sr~stainable growth 
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in the w o n .  In addition, the city's Department of Planning and Permitting @PP) 
has projected that there will be about forty thousand (40,000) new homes built on 
the 'Ewa plains. This estimate does not include those houses already pcrn~it 
approved, shovel ready and on-going ho~ruhg projects. This projected data points 
out that without proper and serious planning, one can only visualkc that by the 
2030 build-od the second city of Kapolei will look l i e  a massive, sprawling 
bedroom metropoiis. 

Moreover, publk protest and angc~ish over too much can!, too much traffic 
lights!, too much housing constructionl, no alternate roads out!, uo infrnstruch~re!, 
of over building, of over development, of traffic impacts, of the lost of a life-style 
and the quality-of-life continues until this very day. It has intensified to a point that 
for many rwidents living in 'Ewa has become so unbearable .... tnentally,physicaUy 
tmdfltrraticiallyl 

In addition, public dissent and dissatisfaction has manifested itselfin other area 
of the island as well. Community leatiers and residents W i g  in the Cet~tral O'ahu 
area fkom Waipio Gentry, Mililani, Wahiavva, and othcrs communities mauku, arc 
skeptical that short term traffic solutious can he found. They have nlade it also 
clear a t  many comlnunity gatheriugs and meetings, that increased tramc eongetion 
from the west side wiU make i t  even toughor lor them to get to town cvcry morning 
and back home every evcuiug. 

The tIonolulu city council, h~ late 1997, adopted the 'Evva Development Plan. 
Through a vi$ioning team consisting of comn~rtnity members and leactom from loc~cl 
boards, activities, organizations and in partnership with the city's planning 
department came together to address all hh l r c  developments ou the 'Ewa plains. 

After months and years of public discourses, dialogues arid discussions, the team 
set iu place a rcgional plan, a publidgovernment document, consistent with a vision, 
cuuccpts and policies, principles and gonlv with wallvtic guidelines for a balancetl 
aniisu~tainable growt11. 

Clearly, the EDP underscores (2) important points: 1) In provision 5.1.2 that 
says .... "the city must take an active role in the planning and coordiuatiug 
construction of needed infrastructure .... And the dcvelop~nent of the regional 
transpo~.tatiou syste~n ....," and, 2) In provision 2.2.10 .... "as a condition for 
zoning approval to insure that dcvolopment docs not outpace infrastructure 
development .... * 
Tho 'Ewa Develo~ment Plan: Review. Reos.ws nzrd Rovig 

The 'Ewa Development Plan, i~owever, is ten (10) years late and over due for 
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public review. It missed the first and second f i e  (5) year review cycles. As of 
November, 2008, after ten years of added proposed and on-going projects in the 
region, the public wiU tinally get to review, rcaaacss and make the necessary changev 
to the drnft EDP proposal. 

Yea but, the qucstioos I have lingering in my mind are: What will happen to aU 
those construeti& projects from the last ten (10) years that have been included and 
approvcd by the Department of Planning aud Permitting (DPP) that have already 
bein built, in the mill or shovel ready? ~ur the~mk&, does the public get to 
decide what projects stay ant1 what projects go? And is the city williog to partner 
with the player8 thc region in reviewing and assessing the draft EDP? And us r 
follow-up, iq the city willing to engage the public in continuous discassions, 
dialogues and dismurses on solutions to the present traffic and development issttcs, 
problems and impacts? And is the city willing to be involved in prcsent, on-going 
and continuous future planning? 

Everyoneshonld be remindcr that the 'Ewa Development Plan came to life as the 
result of government partncring with the publio To repeat again, the EW is a 
government 1 public document that outlines the principles, policies and goals and 
serves as a planning guide to on-going and future devcXopments in the region that 
would hclp mitigate most, if not aU, of the present and future impacts and issues. 

I remembered very clearly, when the clty presented to the public for the first time 
its conceptual layout of the mass trnnait projcct at Kapolei Hale. On fielding 
questions from the audience, 1 nsked the mayor a question of which I thought was 
very simple and very direct: Mr. mayor with the high cost of the proposed rail 
transit couldn't the money be redirected and wisely spent in tbe 'Ewa region for the 
purposes of mitigating some of the impacts, like building new und repairing roads, 
repairing and upgrading sewer plant and transmission lines tbroughotrt the cntire 
'Ewa region? 

Hc retorted with sarcasm, saying, "Glenn, your thlnking is in the minorityl" 
He quickly hlrncd to all his clcpartment heads, clty aides and workers who were 
stnnding in front of the glossy colored layouts sitting on top about a dwken and a 
half easels depicting the mass rail transit route aligament, and asked them: "Does 
anyone agree with Ctcna?" He got an instant response. l o  ur~ison, they all clappecl 
and with a big roar said, 'No!" At that point I h e w  that this transit project was a 
'dotte deaf,' leaving no doubt in my mind that this project was going to be his h b y  .... his legacy! 

Mr. Yoshioka, by those responses nearly three ycan ago, the mayor was adamant 
and unmoved that the proposed mil transit project, which would move people daily 
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to Honolulu to work and home, costing taxpayers billions of dollars, is the only 
solution to 'Ewa's problems. People don't think the mayor fully undetvtands the 
severity of just how the daily issues and problems related development have greatly 
impactcxl their live. They can relatestories and experiences on how they have 
coped daUy with aU the financial and psych~~loejcal stresses and traumas brought 
about 11y aU the impacts. 

They sense the eity is narrowly focused on rail only and nothimg else. They have 
seen no signs or a willingness to partner in a parallel planning process that 
addresses the issues and imlracts now, and not wait until 2030. Its blows my mind 
just to think that the city and county with all the available resources at its disposal 
cannot approach or engage the communities in problem solving. Yet today, tlle city 
contin~~es to move forth with plans for the massive mil project, leaving area 
commuters and residents with an apathetic and insecure feeling that the city is 
incapable of "chewing p a l  and walking at tlle same time." 

Finally, let me leave with these suggestions: 1) 'I*hat the eity in partnership with 
all the players in 'Ewa region engage in a parallel pluming process - contim~~e to 
plan the rail project, and in tandem; continue to nddrws and fiud solutions to the 
traffic congestion and infrustruchcre problems; 2) That we enforcc the provisions of 
the 'Ewa Development Plan by maintaining a presence in the 'Ewa region cxerting 
strong leadership and guidance and control coordination over development 
activitfcs; 3) That we utilize the EDP as the guide to a s~tstaiuable and balanced 
growth; 4) Entertain plans for Kapolei to hicome a "real" city with a government 
structure in place; 5) That wc recreate financial strategies to attract and draw more 
business employers to the region, LC., offers of tax incentives, tax credits, etc.; and, 
6) Take more social and sensitive approaches to Hawai'i's 'lfe-style' - the inherent 
eulhrral and traditional values - with a clear-cut mandate to insure and preserve the 
qualiry-of-lfe for every eitizan. 

Tbc Eavironmcat Vs. Rail: Conerela 14 tho Sky 

In Howai'i the environment iu really dear to everyone who live here. Residents 
respect nnd rovere nature in every form. Visitors alike appreciate the natural scenic 
views and pristine beauty of tho island. This plrq~osed mil system will destroy the 
view and beauty of the 'Ewa area. The city's own Alternative Analvsis study 
indfcates there will be cement columns and piers, rising like towers in the sky, built 
and constructed to support concrete platform bays. There will be nineteen (19) of 
them each with a maximum heights of eighty (80)feet (comparable to n six or seven 
story building), and a minimum of thirty (30) feet (similar to a two story building), 
running lwenty-three miles, starting a t  the eastern end of the 'Ewa plains and 
terminating at the University of Hawai'i in east Honolulu. The reference and 
description made by many people that, this proposed heavy, elevated and massive 
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rail trmnsit as being just "concrete in thesky." I concur with them as a true 
assessment of the project, the city is insensitive and out of touch with the tsest of the 
O'ahu's population. I'd like to rcmincl the city, make no exceptions, wc are aU 
stewards of the environment - &om the mor~ntain to the sea - over, under and abovc 
the land and over, under and abovc the ocean. The mayor thinks his mil projwt is 
'environmentally friendly,' hut I beg to differ with hint. Covernmeut should be in 
the forefront, leading the public on mitigating environmeot issues, bat this city 
administration chooses to trnde-off hawai'i's fragile environment for an ekvatd 
rail system. Is it hrrmanty possible to simply throw hard earned taxpayers' money 
at this proposed rail transit and ignore the cognizant eonseqitcnccs to the 
environment? 

Noise pollution is another issue that the proposed heavy rail regarding will have 
on the euvi.ronmeut. Tho city's Traffic Alternative Analysis stady indicates that high 
pitched screcehingsound emitted from the train's metal-on-metal, steel wheels, 
twining on steel raiis would be no louder than the noise of a car's rnbhcr on 
concrete or asphalt traveling at the maximum freeway speed. This assumption 
remains to he validated, but all is known that noise is definitely pollution. 

Lastly, the city is throwing everything it has in its arsenal in hopes this proposed 
massive, elevated rail transit system will be successful despite the low state and 
federal rcvcnne projections. To me its a bad proposition to jrrst throw hard earned 
tax dollars at a bad project, with hopes of setting the greatest bang out of taxpayers 
tnoney. The present oeonomic down turn, which is reflected not only on the national 
level, also felt here in Hawai'i is completely irresponsible and heaxtlcss for the 
Hannemana adminivtratlon to ask the taxpayers to Lirnd this project. The cost to all 
O'ahu taxpayers to fund, condemn property (displace people) and maintain, in 
perpctnity, the heavy and massive rail system is a big request for taxpayers to 
shoulder, plus the tremendous environmental, psychological and economic 
rcceompar~ying risks. Mahalo l o  'oc! 
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I am in favor of the rail transit being diverted from Salt Lake and taken 
via the Airoort area for tho fnllowinn masons: , - -  . -. .. . . . ~. . > ---- .~ 
rnc number oi sltlzen wno can be servqces oy :ne A1rp31t igut? f l o ~ i u  
serle the greater *hole oi ine 8s and. Tiose iv~ng in tne Salt iage area 
lave atnpic c ty b ~ s e s  tna: cou d rake tnom to a conrlectaon s re lor ra .. 
l(11.s ~eavlng Sa.1 Lane, 3n 3 rcady cmgesiea area 01.1 ng schoo nours 
wllh ess cars on !he roaa, less cons1rusr;on nterferina ~1111 oresent 
businesses and again serving a greater population. The inclusion of 
runina the rail from Kalaeloa Blvd.. whould even allow those in the 
homeless transition chelters a cheaper means of transport (instead of 
using their cars) and yet ample tranportation to Honolulu and work sites. 
The inclusion of UH Manoa, is a no brainer ... let the rail take the people 
where they need to be! By providing ample tranportation to Manoa, rail 
will serve students who do not drive, cars can be left home for those who 
do and thus still saving all money! The extention to Waikiki..our source 
of revenues ... tourism. The tourist already hear that Honolulu has one of 
the best City Bus systems in the USA, we rank high in terms of money 
saved instead of driving and providing the rail can provide a sense of 
Safety for those moving about the island without knowing dangerous 
areas for tourist. More tourist traveing to the West side could mean 
better sales and job opportunities on the West side to cater to tourist 
from Waikiki. The OroDosed route chanae (via Airoort) also allows for 
access to specific points of interest, ~ a c o l d :  the secoild city and soon to 
be new Familv CouitIDetention Services locations.Ewa Beach: reducina 
the alreadv teirible traffic there. Waioahu and the outiet stores. Pearl 
C~tylA~ea. Hccess lo Pear narbor. !&lngntj Mo and alona ~ i a d  um for 
Soon?. or Swaps meets or concett events, Trio A rpon area; 1  st gelt~ng 
to lne a rport &;tno,t hav ng to brng your car dal~ni/nonol-'2 lo serve 
v!orkors, Historical paces such as access lo !he Palacc. n ~ s e ~ m s  ana 
gardens, Dlslr~ct Courts and many tneet ng oislness areas. Fna y ol 
co~ rse  A a Moan3 Center, wnlcn we a I nope w~lt st111 CX.SI ~y tne t me 
rail is completed. 
I may be retired by time the rail is completed, but that I still have 
reasons to travel out of Honolulu to get to the West side, which does not 
happen often enough now because of traffic, the long drive and gas. 
I believe those suoootters of rail are realistic and lookina to the future. 
mavbe mv arand kids or even theirs..we need to Plan fo; the next 100 
years and t ike lessons learned form the last 50 y l  
Please consider my comments and opinion when making final decisions 
for Rail Transit and its final route. 
Mahalui Loa.,,Arma Oana 
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TO: Depart~iient ofTransportation Services 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
Dept"icnt ofoCa~lsportation Services 
City anti Coul~ty of Honolulu 
G50 South icing Street, 3'" Floor 
Honolulu, tiawai'i 96813 

FROM: Mr. Gary O'Do~mell, IJrba11 Dcsigner 
320 Liliiiokalani Ave, Unit 2005 
Honolulu, 1-11 9681 5 

SUBJECT: Co~runents 011 Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, Draft BIS 

Thank you for all the time and effort that has gone into this precedent selling project. Overall I support 
this project. My colnmcnts are: 

1. "Make no small plans." - Prederick Law Olizslead, Landscape Architectfor Central Purii New 
Yorlc City, and World Coltimbian Exposition flhe Wltite Ciy) Chicago, 1893. bly mail\ 
ccrncer-n with this project is not that it goes too far, but that it does not go far eltough. Shice a 
large part of our State's rcvenue is depende~~t on tonriwi, I support tlie Airport Route. We are 
going to Look silly if we stop the rail just short of Waikiki at Ala Moana Sliopping Center. 
Now is the time to build the rail to Waikiki and the Uruversity of IIawai'i (UH). Times of 
economic I~ardship are also times of economic opportunity, and rail transit is it chance to set 
Honolulu on a better course, which will pay hack in Inany ways for years into the future. At 
the time Chicago was building the White City, our nation was headed inlo an economic 
downturn. The Wlule City was a catalyst, &ll of new technology and aesthetic principles that 
invigorated our nation for decades into the 20th Cnitury. 

a. As someone w110 has traveled Nimitz Highway, the H-l Freeway, aud Dillingham 
Boulevasd for most of21 years, I can attest to tlie fact that traffic is lighter when UH is 
on break. Extending the rail transit project now to UA will ease traffic congestion and 
speak volumes about the value of education. 

b. Having the rail go into Waikiki will provide an alternative means of travel for touxists 
and residents of Honolulu. Whether you are a resident celebrating a special occasion, or 
a member of thc military looking for some rest and relaxation, being able to take rail 
transit as an alternative to driving in and out of our major entertahuilent district, Waikiki, 
is smalt. 

c. With the hundrcds of billiotis of dollars our Federal govertu~lent has been, and is, 
pouring into our Nation's economy, even ifthe Honolulu Rail Transit project were to 
doublc in cost, it will provide more value in our future than any other project. 

2. Rail provides room for more conunutcrs in less space and moves them faster. Moving 30 miles 
per hour is fastcr than ldrivhig 10 miles per hour or less in rush hour traffic. (I sometimes beat 
the nuinber 19, 20, and 42 buses at lush hour on my bicycle and I am not a fast biker!) 
Alternative projects are flawed. 

a. Buses lunnitig cast and west across the south side ol'0'ahu get caught UI vehicular 
traffic. Mass transit that is grade scparated provides a more efficient commute, sucli as 
the New York City subway that I always took uptown and downtown during my 3 years 
there. 



b. Agree that rubber tires on pavement are not as efficicnt as steel wheels on steel rail - 
both energy wise and maintenance wise. 

c. Elevated highways (no matter what you call thein EZ-way, or Fly-way) pander to a hlsc 
perceptior~ that you will have a shorter comnute by getting closer to your destiny faster. 
In reality, you havc to wait the sanle amount of time where the overhead tteeway joins 
the other traffic. All the overhead fkeeway accomplishes is creation of the mnisperception 
that there is a shorter liue oftraffic, when in reality it is the same amount of traffic 
stacked, instead of spread-out long ways. Overhead freeways are also more visually 
ultlusive in that they usually have a wide, low stance, creating a shadowy dungeon 
below, instead of a taller, narrower stance allowing sunlight below. 

3. The I-lonolulu Rail transit should be thought ofas a way to get to key points east and west oti 
the south side of O'ahu, with a secondary on grade system providing transportation mauka- 
~nakai for those who cannot, or clloose not to, walk a mile UI a reasonable 20 minutes. The 
EIS should provide the proposed rearranged routes for the buscs tlrat connect at the transit 
stations. 

a. Passengers should be able to bring their bicycles on the trainand continue to bring them 
on the bus. Passengers traveling to and !.?om the airpo~t should be able to carry one 
suitcase, a carry-on, and a personnel item. 

b. In order to create additional width on thc train without widening the structure, t'hc 
parapet on either side oftlie track should be removed (if possible), which will crcate an 
even narrower al~pearance for the ovcrhvad track. The train cars should bc widened to 
cantilever over the edge of the track. The sides ofthe cars should extend down ovcr the 
steel wheels and rail to quiet the movement of the train (providing the appearance of a 
monorail type train). 

c. The typical passenger train car design, which is over one hulldred years old, should be 
re-thought. Instead ofhaving masses of comute r s  entering and cxiting thc train 

i through doorways that are not much larger than the doorway to someone's house, would 

I it be possible to have the side of the train raise up (gull-wing, or a curved slide-up) to 
wahle easy access and egress, and a piece drop down to cover the gap bctwcen the 
platform and the train. In this configuration seats would be placed in the middle 

'I allowi~lg passengers to look out at the views over Honolulu as they pass by. The curved 

i 
upper part of the train could have an energy efficient transparent inaterial creating a sky 

I iind mountain view, giving an outward Art-Deco era tilotion appearance, like the 
Colorado Zephyr. I 

i d. Center platform stations shoull be used where possible to minimize the width of the rail 
i stations. Where stations can also provide an altcruative means for pedestrians to cross 
! streets near dangerous intersections, concessions stands sl~ould be leased in these stations 
1 to create an incentive for pedestrians to go up and back down, rather than cross at street 
t 
! level. 
! e. At busy rail stations wliere the stations cannot bc built directly above or close to 
! cotmections, a people mover should be provided to make tho transition. Example: 
i According to Figure 2-27, on page 2-30 tile Airport Station appears to he on the othcr 
I side of the airport parking garages &om the eont of the Airport terminal. Either locate 
j the Airport Rail Spation closer to the Airport Terminal (This avoids having to walk over 
! a bridge tluougl~ the garagc area to get to the train) or install a people mover system to 
i 
f cover the distance across the bridge to the train. 

I f. Kuntz Gate on Elliot Strcct provides access to Hicltam MI3 for the number 19 Bus, 
pedestrians, and bicycle riders. A total number of 16,096 persons work on Hickam 

'i AFB, which includes military, civilians, and contractors. Recommend locating a rail 



station near where the Airport Route crosses Elliot Street ultcrscction with Nimnitz 
I-Iighway. A rail station at Elliot Strcet not only provides better access Lo I-Iickam AFB, 
but also provides better access to other facilities in this area, and to bus stops (sheltered 
by the Airport viaduct), aud the popular bicycle path under the Airport viaduct. (Notc: 
Appendix B, Drawing RW051, nccds to show the intersectioa of Elliot Strcet and Nunitz 
I-Iighway 011 the drawing.) At1 Elliot Street Station would also enable more frequent 
cycles ofthe numbcr 19 Bus on Hicka~n AFR because the I9 Bus would not get caught 
in traF~c around the Aitport loop, or in traffic by the Pearl I-Iarbor transit station should it 
be coilsidered as an alternative transfer point. 

4. Start constrt~ction ofthc rail transit system in the middle of the route at the Airport, and build 
outward in both east and west dircctions. This will get a difficult and important palt of the 
rail system built fixst whilc tourism is in a downturn. It will enable more use of the rail 
system w11en the first parts of constructioll are complete. Tourists with a few hours between 
flights will be able to access the Arizona Memorial and Battleship Missout.i (some ofthe most 
visiled sites in Hawai'i). In the Diamond I-lead direction thc rail would provide access 
between the Airport and Downtown Honolulu sooner than the proposed phasing of 
construction in this draft EIS 

a. Lay down yards for materials to stait construction in this area could be located at Keehi 
Lagoon Park. Alternative ticcess for paddlms may kave to be estcablished during 
construction. After construction ICeehi Lagoon Park can be restored into a beautihl new 
landscape. Alteri~ative lay down areas that could be consitlered are: a l o ~ ~ g  Lagoon Dlivc 
near thc eastside o f t l~e  Airport; Shafier Flats; or possibly I<apalama Milita~y Reservation 
(hrther away, but closer to where const~uctiotl materials arrivc by ship). The cost ofrail 
coastruction should include inorley for revitalizing areas disturbed by construction. 
Thus, the rail project will have a double impact, not o~lly providing alternative efficient 
transport, but also revitalizing areas in current wed of imnproven~enl. 

5. Downtown Honolulu rail route should be reconsidered. 
a. Disruption of vehicular traffic during conskuction o n N i i t z  Nighway is likely to cause 

major traffic delays. Example: On Oct. 30,08 a truck got stuck in the middle of Alakea 

I Street near the comer of Nimitz Highway during the evening rush l~our. It baclced-up 
traffic headed east on Nimitz a11 thc way to Saud Island Road, becausc drivers had 

i 

i 
difticulty getting past vehicles waiting to turn Mauka on Alakea Street. The delay lasted 
about an hour till the truck was towcd away. 

i b. Rail stations help stimulate real propetty development rrransit Oriented Development 

i (T0D)I. The lower downtown area along the watereont near Aloha Tower Market Place 
I is &eady an attractive area. There is not much room for TOD UI this area without 

displacit~g the sense ofplace that attracts business and visitors to this area. Downtown 
Honoluli~ has a good blend ofnew buildings and well maintained historic builtings. If 
the balance were to be tilted towu-d inore new development the smaller historic 
buildings would be replaced, and the ~lowntown would loose its visual rich cultwe, 
uctirally degrading ihe area rather than improving it. Similar to the relationship between 
Lower and Mid-town Madtatten, growth in Downtown Hot~olulu needs to move Mauka. 

c. Sccurity is also enhanced by routing the rail Mauka. Example: Around 2 PM on a sunny 
day in 1986 the Tsunami warning siren sounded. Commuters left their work for their 

i 
homes, or places on higher ground, but before they could get where they wanted to go 
lnany had to travel east or west, andmany tookNunik Highway. Had tho Tsunami 

I occurretl most commuters alot~g Niinitz I-Iighway probably would have been killed. The 
ahove grade rail transit providcs a safer way to move east aud west along the south side 
of O'ahu, provided it does uot travel adjacent to the waterfkont. During an on coming 
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Tsunami pcoplc arc cncouragcd to move to higher ground. Moving the rail Mauka 
would be an incentive for pcoplc to move Mauka. Otherwise thcre will be commuters 
wallcing to, and congregating at, the station on Nunitz Highway near Aloha Tower when 
a Tsunami warning sirctz sounds. 

d. Instead of traveling past Downtown Honolulu along the waterfront, the rail route should 
turn Crom Dillingham Boulevard onto Liliha and turn east onto Vineyanl Boulevard. 
Accotnmodatioi~s should he made if some residents need to be displaced in thc housuzg 
complex on the comer of Liliha and Vineyard. If this cannot he worked, then an 
alternative may he to turn Maulca 6om Dillingham Boulevarcl along the Iblcea. I prefer 
the Liliha route because the station near I<aaalii could provide on grade access to the 
waterfront area of the downtown if an on grade connection could be made out to Nimitz 
Highway From where Kaaahi now deadends. 

e. From Vineyard Boulevard consider routing the rail along Lusitania Strect in back of 
Queen's I'lospital and turnuzg Makai in back of the Board of Water Supply down Alapa 
to South Strect and From there either turn east along the present routc on EIalekauwii, or 
Queen Street, or I<apiolani Uoulevartl. !Ialekauwii provides better access to the 
Medical School, but Kapiolani mute would create some syncrgy for pedestrians enabling 
them to cross dangerous intersections near Keeaurnoku and near the Convention Center. 

f. This Mauka route should allow for new mixed incolne TOD and back-up office space 
and business developmcnt. It also provides potential for alternative transit close to 
Queen's Hospital. 

g. If tllc Kapiolani route were to be chosen the rail transit should enter Waikiki via 
Kalakaua Avc. If thc Halckauwii route is utilized, the rail transit system should tale the 
intended course into Waikiii. Eitlier way, instead of going down Kuhio Ave, tlzerc 
should be a Rail Transit Station in Fort D e u s s y  with a transfcr to an on grade bus route 
around Waikiki. From the Fort DeRussy Rail Transit Station the rail route should turn 
Mauku througlz I<alauz~oku, cross Lhe Ala Wai Canel and proceed up University Avenue 
to UH. This enables good access to Waikiki ant1 UH with less disruption. 

6. While planning for the completion of thc Rail Transit System the State, City and County of 
Honolulu, the Federal government, and Hawaiians should consider t l ~ e  possibility of hosting a 
World's Fair in Hawai'i. The Fair could be Asian, Pacific oriented and focus on how multi- 
nations and cultures can conze together to improve the Enviromnent, Technology, Economy, 
and Cultural Appreciation. The Colu~nbian Exposition of 1893 and the New York Worltl's 
Fair of 1938 raised spirits, provided lope, ancl helped to spur economic recovery. Gauntlets 
can be thrown down to challenge individuals, businesses, a~idNations to display new energy 
efficient ways to travel to the islands with incentive prizes going to category winners that 
co~tlbilie efficiency with speed, andlor best traveling expcricncc. Just as tlze White City was 
the focus of the Columnbian Exposition, "IIonoluln a Garden City Expo" woultl bc thc focus of 
our fair with our new rail system the transpoltation hea~t of the fair, connecting dis- 
contiguous diverse exhibits, conferences, and events. 

a. Example UFI could hold conferences and exhibits on reinventi~ig public education as a 
life long learning experience, so that scliool systems serve people of all ages in their 
comtnunities. How do we do this economically? Maybe a four 10-hour day work week 
would provide one day per week, or even every other week, when people can volunteer 
in their co~nmunity. So~ne volunteer work could be meeting at the local school, learning 
iium cach other and then applying what you learn. 

b. A Medical Expo could be held near the transit station close to Queen's Hospital. Diet 
and exercise could be promoted as the means to long life without needing some of the 



futurislic mcdical procedures on dispIay. Medical conferences could be held with thc 
Medical Expo. 

C. Aloha Stadium could be revitalized as not only a place for spectator sport events, but 
also a place for learning and pa~ticiping in sports. Our Capital District could host 
Government meetings. Defense agencies could host conferences and exhibits on 
crcating a stable secure world. 

d. Like Expo 67 in Montreal, Canada, a diverse group of architects could design exciting 
new buildings for tbe Fair, near transit stations. The best pait is, because our fak is dis- 
contiguous, these exciting buildings ncar rail transit stations can be utilizctl affer the fair 
is over, and be a catalyst for TOD. Some of the ground hre'&ing architecture from Expo 
67 were: the USA Pavilion, a Geodesic Sphere L~fluenced by Rucky Fuller; the German 
Pavilion, a tension structure by Frei Otto; and Habitat, a futuristic vertical commnwuty of 
homes that gave each family a rooRop garden, by Moshe Safdie. 

e. Because the h i s  is spread along the transit route, visitors stopping at the diffcrcnt transit 
stations and exhibits can dine in Flonolulu's diverse local restaurants, and patronize local 
businesses, and Arts and Craft Fairs etc. 

7. Why "Honolulu a Garden City Expo'," What is a "Gardcn City?" Why is rail transit key to 
initiating refonn ofour built enviro~unenl into "Garden Cities"? How will this save and 
protcct the Aina? 

a. Honolulu is uniquely posilioned to beconic a model city to win the hearts and tninds of 
Americans, and the International community, which can set a new course for the human 
cnviro~nnent around thc globe. Ilawai'i has natural resources to set a path toward energy 
independence. The Hawaiian culture provides a land use model for sustainability, where 
each conununity of the island gets a piece of diverse resources in each Ahupua'a. Our 
rail transit systcm will provide an cnergy efficic~~t way of connecting these areas in 
Honolulu. 

b. The term "Gal-den City" comes f?om Ebenzer Howard's book "Garden Cities of To- 
morrow." Much like the I-Iawaiian Ahupua'a sysleln "Garden Cities of To-morsow" 
paints a vision of communities where each coln~nunity has diverse land use. In 
IJoward's vision, rail transit stations are near the gathering places of each com~nunity, 
and each rail station is in walking distance for ~iiost of the co~ntnunity. Small local 
farming occurs around the perimeter of each community, along with natural w a s .  Like 
Ebenzer Howard's "Garden Cities," rail transit is the most efficient way to join the 
various communities comprising Honolulu together. 

c. In the evolution of cities around the world, we are at a turning point. Foc more than 100 
years, success has been measured by rapid growth, accelerated by the industrial 
revolution. If we arc to succeed in the next 100 years, success will be measured by 
sustainability and quality of life, rather than quantity of possessions consumed. The 
Interstate Highway system enablcd rapid dcvclopmcnt of real estate to where extended 
suburbs (exurbs) have been built beyond the suburbs. Wc are at a poult where the 
amount of roadway needed to be maintained and created for expanding populations will 
not improve quality of life. Rail transit is key to creating cotn~nunities with improved 
quality of  life and an efficient way ofcom~ecting communities. Creating quality 
communities around rail stations helps to save theAi11a in much the same way the 
Ahupoa'a system saved the Aha. Communities in walking distance to rail transit enable 
land outside walking distance to be translbrnied over time into gardens, small faruls, 
recreation, and nature awas. Efonolulu has the basic ingredients of a recipe to become a 
"Garden City." Other cities could follow by example. America could mstore existing 
buildings and construct new buildings in areas like, Newark, N.J., South Chicago, and 
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Detroit, creating a itch diversity of architecture within the "Garden City" concept. Thcse 
parts of America's inner cities deteriorated as developn-ient grew further away &om the 
inner city over the last 50 years. 

8. What if we create a situation where I-Iawai'i bccomes so dcsirablc that we have too tnany 
visitors, part timc residents, and new residents for the islands to sustain? 

a. Now that we are beyond the era where rapid growth can inlprove quality of life, and 
should be moving into an era where sustainable cormnunities can unprove quality life, 
part of ~naintainulg quality of life for visitors and feside~~ts can be accomplished during 
the fair by declaring Hawai'i a State Park, and providing park ypasses (fair passes) to 
visitors and residents. This will enable a quality experience for all, and assure that 
Hawai'i continues to maintain an econo~llic and cultural diversity of people. 

b. "tIonolulu a Garden City Expo" (with its new rail transit systom) would be the focus of 
this proposed World's Fair - as a scparate project, coiiiciding with thc completion of the 
Honolulu rail transit system. However, the other islands could also choose to have 
coinciding exhibits and events. Exaniple: the Big Isla11d could feature some alternative 
energy solutions. The Big Island also has some State land kern the former sugar 
plantation that perhaps Japan, for example, may want to show-off an exhibit based on its 
small local idlms centercd around a small village. Although industrial farming appears 
to provide less expensive products, the Japanese system of farming may be less 
expensive because it puts   no re people to work. This localized farming would also 
thematically tie into the "Ilonolulu Garden City Expo." It also raises the discussion as to 
whether the core of the econo~nic downturn is in part caused by producing too many 
goods, too efficiently, resulting in an oversupply of products and people out ofwork, as 
happened in the Great Depression aAer the boom of the 1920s. The answer may be 
decentralization of industry, and purchasing goods for longevity. This also ties into the 
"Oarden City" theme because some industry is part of the "Garden Cily," and some of 
this industry could be assembly alui repair shops. Local industry would assemble quality 
products that could then be locally repaired, extending a products life, putting Inore 
people to work, and conserving resources for all. 

9. In sumtnary, we are not just crcating an alternative mode of transportation, we are dete~mining 
a quality of life for our hture. We need to get synergy out of this transit project by looking at 
coinciding opportunities. 

Gary O'Do~mell 
Urban Designer 
808 923-8 107 
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Mr. Gary O'Donnell 
320 Liliuokalani Avenue, Unit 2005 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 5 

Dear Mr. O'Donnell: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

I .  Your support for the Project has been noted. While each of the alternatives 
includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from East 
Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the preferred alternative. The 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City 
to comply with FTA's NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(?)). This selection was based on 
consideration of the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City 
Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project. The 
selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The 
discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and 
the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the Airport 
Alternative will carry the most passengers with 1 16,000 daily passengers and 



Mr. Gary O'Donnell 
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282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 
Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of 
delay, as well as provide access to major employment areas including Honolulu 
International Airport, that will have substantially greater ridership than the other 
alternatives considered. Anticipated funds are not sufficient to extend the current project 
Koko Head of Ala Moana Center. Please see Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for more 
information concerning the Project' finances. 

2. As stated in #I ,  the Airporf Alignment will result in the fewest vehicle miles 
traveled and vehicle hours of delay, more information can be found in Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS. An elevated Managed Lane Alternative was previously evaluated and 
eliminated for the reasons detailed in Section 2. I of the Draft EIS. 

3. The Project is intended to facilitate movement along the main "spine" of 
commuter activity in Honolulu. To address your other comments: 

a. Rail vehicles will be designed to accommodate luggage that does not 
interfere with the safety or comfort of other passengers, to be regulated according 
to a luggage policy to be developed. No change to policy on TheBus is proposed 
at this time. Rail vehicles will also be designed to accommodate bicycles, which 
will be permitted on trains according to a bicycle policy to be developed. 

b. The structure is required to have a side safety barrier. Using a solid 
parapet wall adds substantial noise reduction as well. The vehicle specifications 
include a wheel skirt that covers the wheel. It is made effective in combination 
with the parapet wall. 

c. Such a configuration would reduce vehicle strength and add to vehicle 
weight, making the entire system less efficient. 

d. Center platform stations generally have a greater total shaded area 
because of the need to widen and split the track structure prior to the station. 
Center platform stations are proposed where appropriate. DTS does not intend to 
compete with private enterprise by placing retail within stations. 

e. A people-mover system is not part of the Project, but the Project does 
not preclude its construction. As shown in Figure 2-27 of the Draft EIS, the 
Airport Station will not be significantly farther away from the terminal than the 
parking garages. The Station will be connected to the parking garages and 
terminal by a pedestrian path. 

f. The location of the Airport Station will not be changed. As noted in 
Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIS, "bus service would be enhanced and the bus 
network would be modified to coordinate with the fixed guideway system. " 
Existing and future bus routes, including route numbers and frequencies, are 
presented in Appendix D of the Final EIS. 
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4. As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of 
the system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and 
storage facility, which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be 
connected to the maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of 
equipment and ongoing operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the 
main control center for the entire Project, and the required testing and operation of the 
system could not be completed without access to it. No location has been identified 
closer to Downtown, with sufficient available land to construct a maintenance and 
storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to accomplish the following: 

Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations. 

Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances. 

Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding. 

Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
resources. 

Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing. 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head. As a result, right-of-way can be obtained more quickly and overall Project construction 
can begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

a. The suggested location of Keehi Lagoon Park is a publically owned 
recreational facility that may not be converted to transportation use. The other 
listed sites are not available or do not provide sufficient space for a facility. The 
Project will restore any areas directly affected by construction. 

5. To address those comments: 

a. As shown in Table 3-27 in the Final EIS, lane closures are expected on 
Nimitz Highway during construction. As stated in Section 3.5.7 of the Draft EIS, a 
Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) Plan will be developed by the contractor that must 
be approved by the City and the Hawaii Department of Transportation. The MOT 
Plan will help mitigate construction-related traffic effects. 

b. As stated in Section 4.18.2 of the EIS, the Downtown Station area 
already has transit-oriented development (TOD) or TOD-like developments. 
Further redevelopment could occur, particularly around the Port, and incorporate 
more TOD elements in the future. Development in the historic districts is 
somewhat limited. The Project is unlikely to substantially alter future 
development plans in the Downtown area. 
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c. The platform will be more than 30 feet above street level. It will allow 
transit patrons to be above surge level. 

d. The proposed alignment would result in several additional 
displacements, would be less centralized, and would not be able to serve 
Downtown and Kakaako as well as the Project. The Project includes a station at 
Kaaahi Street. 

e. The proposed alignment would not meet the design criteria of a 
minimum 500-foot curve radius without the removal of several buildings. 

f A King Street alignmenf was evaluated in the Alternatives Analysis and 
shown to serve substantially fewer riders than the Dillingham to Kakaako 
alignment included in the Project. 

g. As shown in Figure 2-8 of the Draft EIS, the Project follows 
Halekauwila Street. 

6. Thank you for your suggestions. However, any such fair would be outside the 
authority of the DTS. In addition, it is not in the purview of the EIS to determine future 
uses of Aloha Stadium, which is under the jurisdiction of the State. 

7 & 8. It is not in the purview of the EIS to initiate reform of the built environment 
into a 'Garden City." The City plans, not the EIS, direct future development that will 
occur within the study corridor. In addition, thank you for submitting your ideas of 
integrating the Project with other opportunities. It is not within the purview of the EIS to 
address these opportunities. 

9. Thank you for your comment. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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3003 Ala Napuaa I'l. U409 
I-ionolnlu, I-I1 9681 8 

November 25,2008 

T-lonol~dr~ Hale 
530 S. King Street 
Honolnlu, f l I  968 13 

Dear Mayor Mufi Hannemann, 

I am writing to encluirc you about the Rail Transit. I an1 afraid that I do not support this 
topic. I an1 awae of the fact that tlus wilt cost billions of dollas. I believe that we could 
trse this money for other purposes. This money can be used to help our community's 
facilities, business, and schools, for our econonly is going througk acrisis. We should 
Focus more on edudion. to help furtl~er our learning of techl~ology, for it is what our 
r i ~ l x ~ r e  holds. 

I oppose t11c rail transit system for it does not look very nice and it can ruin the beauty of 
Hawaii, our paradise. It cau be dangerous and harnxti~l to our community for, accidents 
can occurred as of it has  happened in the vast, loud wnslrnction work will be an 
aunoyauce since there are houses and business taking place and it will takc many years to 
plan and build. Some people do not support the idea because taxes will be raised and 
somc do not have m y  need for the rail transil. Gas prices are decreasing and it would be 
more cotivenient to drive a car to get to places f%&r than to use the rail transit, waiting to 
get to your destination. The cost of the transit is high priced using our tnw money, yet 
that's only to build it. Afler it is built, we would have to pay a fee to ride it which I'm 
a h i d  might be costly Cor Hawaii residents. The bur system is ixtcxpeusive and works 
prfectly &I@ and the same a s  if the rail transit would be used. In the end, tlus u~volvcs 
having too tna11y technological and financial problems. 

I am enclosing this and I hope that you canrccousider this thought. I appreciate your time 
being, Thank you and mahalo again for reading tbis. 

Yours Sincerely, 

Crysta Okabe 
(student) 









From: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 2009 7:27 PM 
To: Yadao, Elisa; Nishioka, Edward M.; Williams, Patrick 
Cc: Miyamoto, Faith; Hamayasu, Toru; Thom, Sharon Ann; Stoeck, Lynette 
Subject: FW: Honolulu Rail DEIS Comments 
Importance: High 

Aloha Elisa and Ed! 

Another comment on the  Rail DEIS. 

A hui hou, 

Wayne 

From: G. ONISHI [mailto:g-onishi@msn.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2009 8:14 PM 
To: Yoshioka, Wayne 
Subject: Honolulu Rail DEIS Comments 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 



Thank you for allowing me to submit my comments on the proposed Honolulu Rail DEIS. I 've 
attached i t  in  Adobe PDF format. I f  I can be of any help, please respond to this email address. 

Thank you, 

G. Onishi 
Email: g,.onishi@msn.com 

DISCLAIMER: This message is only intended for the addressee named above. I t s  
contents may be confidential, privileged or otherwise protected. Any 
unauthorized use, disclosure o r  copying of this message or its contents is 
prohibited. I f  you are no t  the intended recipient, (i) please do not read or 
disclose it t o  others, (ii) please notify the sender by reply e-mail or phone, 
and (iii) please delete this communication from your system. 

Windows LiveTM: E-mail. Chat. Share. Get more ways to connect. See how i t  works 



Ho~inlulu Rail DEIS Comments 
Regarding Route 'I'ern~iiiation a t  Ala Moana Center 

Mr. Ted Matley 
bTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mt: Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of I-lonolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Ploor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, MI: Matley and reviewing board, 

Thank you for reviewing my comments to thecity's DEIS on Honolulu's proposed rail system. I'd likc to 
submit the cussent DEIS has neglected lo present the details on the complete routeapproved by the city council 
and expected by the public. 

Timeline: 

1 .  In 2006, the City Council approved the fixed guide way route from East Kapolei to the University of 
Hawaii Manoa with a connection to Waikiki (DTS2006b). 

2. In this past 2008 general election, there was a ballet question to approve or disapprove the fixed guide 
way system. 
a) The last information the public had on the proposed route was based in the Locally Preferred 

Alternative approved by thecity council. The route was to go from Kapolei to University of Hawaii, 
Manoa and Waikiki. 

b) The city and other entities created television, print and radio ads showing students excited on a 
convenient way to get to school. 

3. The DEIS came out after the general election. 
a) The DEIS does not contain any details of the route past Ala Moa~ia Center. 
b) The DEIS does not contain any feasibility figures of the full route inclt~ding UN Manoa or Waikiki. 

The public was presented a route which included Kapolei, UN Ma~ioa and Waikiki. The Manoa and Waikiki 
spurs may be Cuture spurs; howevcr, it will impact the current route. Full disclosure on its impact and viability 
should be included in this DEIS. 

Thank you, 

Gary Onishi 
g-onishi<@msn,com 







Mr. l ed  Mntley 
1; IA lceyion I X  
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 

MI. Wavno Y. Yoshioka 

650 SOI~CII ~< i t~k  street, 3rd FIOO~ 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

Gove~nor 1 intla I. ingle 
Execnrivc Cllanibcrs 
Hawaii State Cdpitol 
tlonolrrlu, Hawaii 96813 

lan~~nry 17, 2009 

Deru Gentlerneii and (jovernor Lioglc, 

Kakaako Mauka is llotne fat 81 diverse gtoup of construction setvices, wholesalers, fabricators, mcchnnics, 
rctl~ilers and sil~aie faznilv residents 'Ilre DEIS. tluoucl~ the current tail al i~r~rnenl anrl TOV dans envision 
a vibrant ri i ixed~~~se urban envirolimcnt The aiStllne;t Wvors a t o ~ t b  wlli;~ will force the cily to ti~ke 82 
partial and 24 RtII laid parcels I'd like to subrnil the DEIS fails to recoa~ize the curreet economic and - 
social value l<akaako Maukn ptavides. i t  also fails to tnitigate potential damage o f  displacing or 
iolerruptiog the current business activity 

f?eollonlic 1mt)ncts 
Businesses in I<akaako are in the area because of its unioue location. Kakaako scrvices the direct Honolulu 
Central Business distlict, Waikiki and sunaunding Makiki, Manoa, rcsirlcntiai areas. Any felocation e i fo~t  
to lilove ti~esc businesses outside ofthc ICnkaako urea would sureiv eadcrmioe tile reason whv chev are in . . 
I I l l c  OEIS do<.; lldt nJrl~c,i llie 1 i.p:j;l o i l i lw  dis,llnccn~vl~~ <f tltese bt~~~nc,a k.1 itnlrlcr .he 
t : o . t . ~ i n  l o t  i :  t c  I S  1 ,  I lllc L)FIS ~ l c u  11~~1ic.it:r 11 u 11 sit2 90 d l ) <  not'ie 
i i  it 1: J t t l o  i s  c a y  i t  : I  I hlatt) 01 tb~sz bus:t~csscs ltnvc 
. ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ l ~ z c c l  :q~t.[,.r1?!11 :jtt:l s i t6  !equ~~,~r~i:tlts Sclcctio~~ 01 2 LICS, ,il.,, !n,~~oliati.t:: !> it:! Itlc 11~1, s ~ t e a  d \ % t l t t  

and making the rriove clcarly can aot be done within [hat an~ount of t ime Ihe DEIS does not address any 
specific mitigatio~l measure5 

emuil. i~/bl~n,~~!kel~~e~dspnc~ic co,n) Displacement o f  ~akaako Mauka brrsincsses would itnpact not only 
Kakdako businesses but also i~noact statewide eco~lomies. 



Total 1 Partial Conde~nct;tlion i ~ n d  Constrttclioil t fn~acts 
The DElS is vaglte on pla~erty acquisilioi~ mitiadtion soiulions. She [)CIS only says i t  will follow ail 
outline provided by the ~ c a i  ~s ta td  ~ c ~ u i s i t i o n h f a u c ~ c i n e i i ~  Piail 
l o  expand oil tile acquisition iinpact, tile DEfS doesn't islicatc i for  how it would niitiga~te coostruction 
obstrrictioi~s Coiisltuction obstructioiis can lake many forms For exa~nple obstructioiis may include: 

1 Locntion of suluuort colulnns , . 
n Ii iey niny sit in tile center ofa street but inteifer with egress or ingress of a properiy 
b. lhcv mav i~lteifem wit11 loadins and imloadinz upeiations o fa  busiiiess . . 
c Ihcy [nay interfere with tile viGbility o fn  busrness froo~ the stteet 

2 Noise 
3. C~nst~ilctioii dctoim 
4 Road closuves 
5 Loss of slreet parking 

Ihc  exteot ofliicsc impacls nray bc deterinitled by the length of time and how tiieaningfi~l each impact is 011 

a business. Got some businesses, lliese impacts ntay be pcrirtanent The DEIS offers no ~ni t i~al ion 

Partial piopeity condcinnations tilay also greatly impact busiiiess viability Per the Federal Real Eslxtc 
Acrluisition Plan, if partial condemnntion i~npacts the ecoi~omic viability of a property, the acquiring 
agericy tnust offer the $it conipensation for any remilatit. if thc Cily is tequired to acquiie inost ot'tllc 82 
pa~tiaiiy impacted properlii;~, not to lnentioi~ t l~e hundreds outside ofKaknako, i t  brings to qucstiot~ the 
ecor~oniic viability oftile DEIS. 

K.&mko businesses suppo~t 1-Ionolulu and the states cconon~ic base. These businesses are hevc now and 
aile inqjo~contribi~tors Lo IIawnii's ccoaomy and growth. The ripple effect o f  disruplioo to liiis base goes 
bcyond any potential econoinic growth proinised by TOD. The i~lipacts go beyond the p~oposcd alignment 
Distuptio~i to Kakaako will affect thestateeconoiny now and into tho fiiturc. 

Gary Qnishi 
g-onislii@insi~ corn 
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thing for the majority. 







THE OUTDOOR CIRCLE 

Denise Soderholrn Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, Director 
2nd Vice Plesido,r Depwtment of Transpoltation Services 
Joel Kurokauw City and County of I-Ionolulu 
3rd Vice P~(esidenl 650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 

Honolulu, 111 968 13 
Maurem Murphy 
41k Wce Preridenr 

RE: IIor~olulu High Canncitv Trarlsit Corridor Proieet Draft Environmental 
Mike Curtis hnnnct Statement 
7)rosur.e,. 

(3innc 1,larding Aloha Mr. Yoshioka: 
Assisranr neasurar 

Jean Canipbell 
OVERVIEW 

Diane Andenon 
Advisor 

lo Aim Best 
Advisor 

Steve Mcchler 
Advisor 

Marcy Fleming 
Bradley Tothaow 
Pi,,o,rcc 

BRANCIIES 

Kane'ohe (O'ahu) 

Kapolei (O'ahu) 

Kx'u (Ilnwai'i) 

Kaus'i 

Kona (tlawai't) 

Lalli-Kaiiua (O'alw) 

Maui 

Nonli Shore (O'ahii) 

Wai Momi (O'ahu) 

Wai'alae I<allala (O'ahu) 

Waikoloa Village (INawai'i) 

Ib paraphrase the Draft Bnvironmental Impact Statement (DEIS), The Hotlolulu Trtuit  
Pro,ject is destined to become the most visually dominant and intrusive wnshvction project 
in the history of Hawai'i. While its ability to ease traffic problems on O'ahu has been the 
subject of lengthy debate, its negative impact on dte visual environmerlt of this island cannot 
be denied and is vittually immeasurable. 

The Outdoor Circle's review finds that the project's DEIS fails to adequately describe the 
cumulative impacts of the project and how those impacts will be mitigated with respect to 
view planes, street trees, landscaping, utility lines and overall intrusiveness in our 
cornmunities. Additionally wc do not find the information provided about the alternatives to 
contain enough detail to make an infontled assessment of the projcct. 

Throughout the co~nments provided in this document, all material in quotes and underscored 
have been copied word-for-word fronl the DEIS. 

VIEW PLANES n ~ t d  COMMUNITY INTRIJSIONS 

The Honolulu, Nigh-Capacity Transit Corridor Project will bewme the single most dominant 
man-made feature in the State of Hawai'i. It will intrude upon  pen and undevelooed 
&g&gf' of the Ewa Plain. It will block views of parks, and historic sites in Pearl City. In 
the airport district it will "obstmct the views of East Loch and the Pearl Harbor historic sites" 
for hundreds of homes. Please provide details as to how these impacts will be mitigated. 
In Kalihi the raised guideway wilL be the "d-fit feature in the views along Dillinpha~n 
Blvd." In Chinatown the proposcd projcct "blocks makai views," and will be " a f  - 
character with the pedestrian o~fented environment" it1 one of the most historic and sensitive 

Wallnea (klawai'i) 
1314 SOUL KinaSaea, Sui!e3OG. Itonohilu, Hawaii 16814 

'Tclcpllonc: 808593.0300 . Fax: 808391.0525 . Eisail: i~~lilQait6oorcircIeOo'6. w~~.ou~dunroircle.~~~ 
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neighborhoods on the island. Again, no details are given as to how this will be mitigated. In order to 
analyze the full impacts of the project the E1S must provide specifics. 

As it passes through the city's cet~tral business district, the guide way and the proposed Downtown Station 
will "be (Iominant features in the views alonp Nimitz Hi~I~way." It will "contrast substantiallv with ths 
pedestrian character of  the strcetscape" and it will "s11bstantial1v affeqt the visual setting ofthe Dillindam 
'rransportation Builditla a ~ d  InvitiPark." Finally it will "block makai view$" 'om numerous residences. 
"Overall visual effects in this area would be hieh." As the project approaches historic structures such as tile 
two listed above more consideration must be given to alleviating the negative impacts the guide way will 
have. Please provide more information. 

As the guideway heads to Ala Moana Center there will be moreUblock(ed) views on the fourth a n n  
floors of residences and offices" and will "increase lieht and dare o t w p e r  stow residnmes."'~hrougl~out 
this pat  of the city the project will " w r o t e c t e d  mauka-makai vicws of the Ko'olau and W- 
 mountain^:,^^ and H o ~ ~ o l u l u ~ ~ b o r  m d  Diamond {,lead. Punchbowl and Aliamanu eraters" " Q u  
the visual effects in these areas would be hinh." Once again we ask what efforts the city will undertake to 
lesson these impacts. 

The assessments made in the DEIS are mostly based upon predicted impacts on people from fixed locations. 
Barely mentioned is the fact that the project also will have enduring, simificant negative impacts on anyone 
who travels !lent it, whether a Windward or North Shore resident or onc of the millions ofpeople who visit 
our island every year. 

The document contains broad promises of designing various elements to minimize negative visual effects. 
However, the lack of specific descriptions of how to overcome the visual impacts leavcs our organization 
with little confidence that damages to the visnal environtnet~t can or will be considered as the project moves 
forward. It is imperative that the EIS provide further explicit detail. 

In addition, the document offers little in the way of alternatives. We believe that alternatives that have a 
lesser impact on the scenic environment sl~ould be studied and detailed. Only then cat1 an informed decision 
be made. 

STREETTREES 

Of equal concern to The Outdoor Circle is tile fate of  literally hundreds of street trees. Honolulu has 
fostered a worldwide image ofbeing a city full of  beautiful trees. It is an important part of FKonolulu's 
appeal to both residents and visitors. But the system's chosen alignment will result in the removal of more 
than 800 street trees. About one-half to two-thirds of those lrees will be transplanted to unspecified 
"appropriate areas," but that leaves a possible deficit of more than 300 trees with no mitigation to the 
environment for the tree removals. For the sake of island aesthetics, pollution reduction, oxygen 
production, storm water reduction and ambient temperature moderation tire city must revise its mitigation 
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plans so that the result of the project is a net increasc of three shade trees for every one trec removed. Also, 
the EIS must be specics specific as to what will be replanted. 

Further, The Outdoor Circle knows how diff~cult it is to find available tree planting sites in our city. We 
believe the EIS must provide specific sites for tree relocations now. I'he language in tlte hal t  d 0 ~ ~ t I I e ~ t  is 
too vague. Please address this issue. 

Of great distress is the proposal to eliminate "notable" trees in two separate areas. The project calls for the 
removal of 19 beautifid Kamani trees on t l~e  rnauka side of Dillingham Boulevard near Honolulu 
Cormunity College. It proposes keeping the Karnanis on the makai side wlticlt already have been severely 
pruned by HECO contractors to keep tltem away from the power lines. The result of this prutting has left 
these important trees barely recognizable. We believe the EIS must require that the power lines beplaced 
beneath the fixed guideway or placed underground to eliminate additional blight. We also believe that 
keeping the badly misshaped Kamani trees while removing the beautiful, wlnpletely healthy trees across the 
street is unacceptable. The EIS sl~ould plovide for tltc guide way al ipnent  to shift to the makai side of 
Diltingham where the already w~~ll)rornised Kamanis could be removed instcad of tlte beautiful trees on the 
mauka side. 

Additionully, we find it completely unconscionable that the City would remove 23 beautifid, fully malure 
Monkeypod trees Crom Kapiola~i Boulevard in the area of University Avenue as is proposed for the hlure 
aligttmettt to the University of Hawai'i. The Kapiotani Boulevard Monkey Pod trees are a colmnunity 
resource that must be preserved and protected as t.hey currently exist. The City must rethink attd ad j~~s t  the 
transit ali&nmcnt that would result in the removal of any of the Monkey Pod trees on Kapiola~i Boulevard. 

The DElS briefly discusses how to mitigate the "s.ub~tantiaI damace" to street trees. However the language 
is uncertain and unconvincing. It states that a colttractor "would prepare new plantin&&@," ar~d that 
additional trees "could be plaited to o&et this imoact? The Outdoor Circle does not believe "would axd 
could" arc the kind of guarantees the people of Ilot~olulu are looking for. The final EIS must specitically 
state llow the City i~ttends to fully, not partially, mitigate the loss to our urban forest. 

TREE PROTECTION 

The WEIS fails to present plans for protecting existing trees during construotion. n o s e  include trees in 
close proximity to the project elements including all transit stations, thc fixed guide way andall other 
infrastmcture that will be constructed or ir~stalled as part of the project. This oversight could result in 
significant negative impacts to tlte trees, their canopies and/or roots resultit~g in the wtintended damage or 
destruction ofhundreds of trees. It is absolutely essential that the EIS include detailed tree protection plans 
that meet the standards of the International Society of Arboriculturc (ISA). The plau also must state that all 
tree protection work will be supervised by qualified certified arborists who will be present during 
construction to etisure the integrity of the tree protection plan is maintained. 
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LANDSCAPING PLANS 

T l ~ e  DEIS fails to specifically outline plans for mitigating the visual impacts of each of tlie transit stations as 
well as the large pillars that will support the fixed guide way for the entire length ofthe project. Tlie 
Outdoor Circle believes the EIS must be much more specific in its landscaping plans in order to reduce the 
hard, physical presence of tiundreds of support columns in every community along the planned alignment. 
These plans must include the planting of adequate greene~y-trees andlor shnibs-to reduce the substantial 
visual impacts of the concrete suppolis. 
Equally intrusive and in desperate need of specific landscapingplans are the more than two dozen transit 
stations that will rise above the fixed guide way and surrounding neighborhoods. These plans must be lald 
out in the EIS and their costs incorporated into the project budget. Landscaping must be included From the 
project's initial conception and not as at1 add-on after the fact. 

SIGNS and ADVERTISING 

Also not included in the DEIS is any mention of a commitment by the City to reject proposals that would 
allow signage in, around or on any part of the project-including all "transit oriented development" that 
may violate existing state or county sign laws. The BIS must address this issue fully. Also, there must be 
an absolute prohibition against any exterior commercial advertising on the Wain, the t r a i t  stations or any 
portion ofthe transit infrashucture such as its maps. The failure to address these concerns is an oversight 
that must be corrected to ensure that this project will not deviatc from the long-standing protection of the 
visual environment against the scourge of inappropriate off-site advertising or excessive signage. 

UTILITY LINES 

We believe that this project offers a unique opportunity for tho City and County of Honolulu and the wide 
range oFO'ahu's utility providers to remove a long standing and persistent eyesore from tbe visual 
environment. One of the most int~usive elements that detract &om the beauty of I-iawai'i is tho overbearing 
presence of utility poles and lines. The Outdoor Circle believes that relocating all utility lines along the 
transit route iilid placing them underground or along the under side of the fixed guide way will cnllance the 
view planes. In addition, committing to this action will provide some mitigation for the visual damage 
created by the project. The visual burden of the fixed guide way and existing overhead.utility lines is 
unacceptable. The EIS should discuss the effects ofthe utility poles and lines in detail and then provide 
infonnation on the cumulative unpacts of the lines with the fixed guide way. 

FINAL OBSERVATIONS 

The Outdoor Circle believes the City has substantially downplayed the visual impacts the project will have 
on our commnnities and our quality of iife. Nor does the city offer acceptable mitigation tlroughout the 
DEIS for the darnage this project will inflict. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 788-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUN DIRECTOR 

Ms. Florita Pa 
P.O. Box 31029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Ms. Pa: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 3 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your planned use of a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with FTAJs NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred 
Alternative (23 CFR 5 771.125 (a)(?)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits 
of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying 
the Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this 
Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 1 16,000 daily passengers 
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and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 
Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, 
as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, 
that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

g;iH 

WAY 
Director 

Enclosure 



PACIFIC CrUARI>IAN CENTER 

Mr. Ted Matiey 
FTA Region iX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and Countyof Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3" Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement Review Comments for the ~ono lu l u  
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

Pacific Guardian Center (PGC) supports the Citv's conce~t of a steel-on-steel rail fixed guideway 
system as all thilegral means of c&ltlccl:ny obr ~.slar~o coi~iiut:~ties. Because PGC is icated 
along me proposed transit r o ~ t e  and vri i be atrecrly lmpacted by tne pro~ect. vre welcome rnis 
opportun~ty to comment on the Draft Env:ronmentai Impact Statement (DEiSl dated Novemoer 
2008. 

Existina Conditlons 
Pacific Guardian Center (PGC) Is located within Honolulu's Central Business District, and the 
property is bounded by Bishop, Aiakea, and Queen Streets, and Nimitz Highway. The property 
consists of the low-rise historic Dillingliam Transportation Building (DTB), a pedestrian plaza, and 
two high-rise office towers (Mauka and Makai Towers) with a multi-level parking structure at the 
lower floors. 

As nored in the DEiS. the DTB s lhsted on the Hajtaii Register of Histonc Places and retarns a 
high level of mtegr;ry, 8s tlte only tnajor clrangos invoiva tho creaton of Lst-lloor slorefronts and 
two arcades bv removal of some of the store soaces to ~rovide Bishoo Street access and address 
for the circa-1680 Pacific Guardian center towers.'" It should be noted that this remarkable 
historic and architectural intearitv is oossible wrimarilv because the Dedestrlan oiaza serves as 
both a buffer from and a conGe$ion'to the more recent Mauka and '~akai  towers. 

Tbe exlst~ng para cons~sts of pedoss,an c~rcdlatlon, outdoor seattng, and opsn gather~ng areas 
ueftnea oy generouslj planteu trees and ~anuscaping 'Tenants a?d v.s~tors a.lne regularly en.oy 
thls outdoor soace for meals. Informal meetinas. work breaks. or while waitina for others The 
piaza also provides a convenient venue for pgvate daytime or' evening eventsand programs. In 
short, this gathering place is a weli-used and desirable tenant amenity. The piaza also serves as 
the orimarv aedestrian entrv oath for both the Mauka and Makai towers. Since on-site Darkino is 
housed vrlihin tne base oft;; tovters many DTO tenants also access me u I B vla 1c.e plaza. il 
add~t on the water feature at tile ntanal end of the olara currontl~ houses :he DTB's onlv common 
trash enclosure. This water feature selves to 'screen off views &the roadway and masks traffic 
noise. 



PrODoSed Changes 
According to preliminary Information provided by the City, our understailding is that the proposed 
Downtown Station wlatfonn alona Nimitz Hiahwav between Bishoo and Aiakea Streets will rise 
approxiniatelj 40 fket above gr&e and tnaithe bverhead canop; strJctJre wfi oe nore than 55 
feet tall. We also ~nderstanu tliat the station platform v, II span a ~ d t h  of approx;mately 50 fee! 
and that conneclng stair concourses w~l. ektend that overi-ead coverege lo nearly 00 feet. Wa 
also unaerstana mat a~orox;.natelv 2,400 srr ft of the olaza benveeli ?GC and DTO would oe 
appropriated for the mauka ~ownfown station entrance along Nimitz Highway. During transit 
system operating hours of 4 a.m. to midnight, trains would arrive every 3 to 10 minutes.' 

IlnDacts to Dillinaham TransDortatlon Bulldinq. Pacific Guardian Center, and Plaza 
We are ttiereiore concerned toat tno localion, size. and bulk of the crooosea elevated ouioewav .~ ~ ~ ~. ~.~ ~ ~- 

and Downtocvn Stat:oll as we.1 as the large passenger vo ume c!lIi nave sgnlfican: and- 
detr mental lnipac!s to tne DTB, PGC and their respectve mnan!s 

Althouah ap~roximateiv 2.400 sa R of the existina oiaza is Drowosed to be aDDrODriated for the 
nevl ~:v.niown ~tat.or i  entrance; we respectfu lfdisagree',v.th the assertion inai me WJwnlown 
Stat on entrance WOIIIU ]lot arrrnrnare the ope11 space or3lror;ls me. Accord;ny to tho Draft 
EiS, the Dov~ntown Stat~on w,I. be the pnm3ry destlnation foruowntoan ktono~~1;comm~rers ana 
is projected to accomrnoaate over 2,500 oassenqers vrtth~ii the 2 hour peak mornlng and evening 
hours and over 6,000 passengers are expected per day.' 

The natural desire for convenience sugqests that the maioritv of passengers will rely heavily w o n  
the mauna station entrance as tlljs offirs a far more expddlenr access t i the  ~ e i ~ l r a l  BJstness 
Oistrlct than !lie station entrance on the mans1 slde of Nimili: i~lghv,a/ Our undarstanaing 1s that 
this iarae volume of aeoale aassina in and out of the mauka station entrance will also reauire a 
sigl!lf!c>ntiy larger biln and iootpr nt than :s proposeo in order to prow de adeq~ate pslzed stair, 
escalator and elevator ac-ess. Furthermore. !he remainder of l!!e enrir.: plaza will iltelv need to 
be forfeited and colnp etaiy redesigned to properly accominodare tti s large flow of p.lblic 
peclestrian traff8c. Correspond ng 'rcreases n PGC's on.sile securlv as v~ell as operaions and 
maintenance will be necessaly. w e  are therefore deeply concerned.that the open space of the 
plaza will be significantly reduced by a larger station entrance and that the use of the plaza will be 
changed,.from a private, tenant amenity to a public thoroughfare. We are also concerned that 
there is no available alternative location on the properly for the displaced DTB trash enclosure. 

Wnile we sincerely apprec'ate !he City's effor:s to aboio locaing trie Downtown Station platform 
ulrectly opposite lo the nistorlc DTB, it should be noted that tqle elevated guideway structure still 
remains aooroximatelv 40 feet from the DTB's Nimitz Uiohwav facade. and the ewa end of the 
station is ;niy 30-40 fhet away from makai-Diamond head co;ne;of tl;e building. ~ h j s  proximity 
of the elevated auidewav structure and its suuwortina columns will block DTB tenants' makai 
VIEWS 'from f91l;tl: and hirll-story i!ridows%'r;d sigGf!cantll 0;m.n sn 1r:e econoinic valce of these 
spaces. In addit on alrho,~qli !tie D.aft ElS I sts groulld levcl noise readjnqs near the Domntown 
~tat;on, no p-olectea nolsebxposure levels are irov;ded for .pper floor ~eje~s."ince me 
proposed noise ml::gat;on meas.rres reiq prlrnarlll on rased parapoi nails along !ne eclges of tn? 
auidewav to direct uoward and awav from the around. we are concerned that the noise of trains 
~eguldrl;pass~ng .m;nedlately adjacent to the ~ T B  and PGC ~~v~l i  alstdrb and iliterrupr upper floor 
uusnesses sno make t f~nher  d illcult to attract and retaln tenants n me affected soaces We 
!rave slmr ar concerns regard ng detr lnentsl Inpacts to tenants aecase trarns rravel1ri7 on the 
qurdeiva/ ~ o u s d  create lrgtrt ~ n d  glare, and tne Chrnatoi~n an1 l7or/ntoizn sraborls i ~ o l ~ l d  .ticrease 
ibis effect "I 

Althouah the several lanes of vehicular traffic alona Nimitz Hiahwav tend to discouraae easv - ,  
Ipeoes~,an travel betv.ee!i Donntown r lono l~  J an: I-ionoluls iia-oor tne proxlm,ty O ~ D T B  goo 
PGC to Aona Tower klaiketolace 2nd 11s wens of and from hono UIL Itar3or remaln h~anlv 
attractive features of the property. We are therefore concerned that the location, size, and bulk of 
the elevated guideway and station structures will only further visually and physically isolate our 
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Property from the Aloha Tower Marketolace and considerabiv diminish its connection with the 
.veterfront Bemuse tilo addllrur~ ofilie gu1dCMdY art0 COIUI~~S iwotr~d chartgo t11e Nsual 
~I lara~tOr of the straelsc3po and s~lbstar~tra~lv affect the v1s1131 sollmo of the D.ll~norram 
Trar~sponatrorr Bud.lmy and Im,in Par!(, o ~ i f e a r  IS toat the pedestr an elivironm&t along cut 
propeny's N!ni;tr boJlld3r) sv, oe s.gnlf.cantjy degraded 

We also remain doubtful of the City's assertion that the '?he project would cross, but not block 
,rews alony protc~tedm3~rka-maltar street vrew corndors when irnmealate~y folloivtng i n s  [lie 
DEIS states that r11e guldev~ay 3119 colurnns v~ould be oornrrlant elerrienls e l  maka! v r e ~ s  
between Nimitz Hiahwav and Queer1 Street. and views of the horizon would be oarfiellv 
WocI(ed. " Also contilbL!ing ro our il\isg,vings s rhe dtsclosure that rho yu~neiay ondcolurnris 
w01.1d recrrce the open cl~ancrur of rhe streatscsoe. create shado arld snndotvs. and block 
portions of makal views along.. .Bishop [street].""' 

Recommendations 
It is our understanding that compared to at-grade transit soiutions, elevated systems require 
lnhefently larger statloll s:r-crrrres to accommodate necessary elevators. Sscalstors, and sta~rs 
a3 \<ell as conne-r~ng walkhays and coricourses Despile be ng placad ove~rtead. thss >arger 
overall bulk would seem to reduce the Citv's flexibilitv in olannina suitable station and route 
locations in historic, visually-sensitive, an i  pedestri&n-oriented gstricts. 

We therefore strongly urge llle CIS/ :o cons~der lmplementmg an at-grade overnead wlre l~ghr-ra 
tr3nStt System simliar to pop,larsystems in POnland. Denver, and Salt Lake City Sucn 
technoioav wouid allow the transit svstem to safeiv ooerate at-arade alona the tiansit corridor and 
to be eieiated above-grade when required by local site conditiGns. We sirongly suspect that this 
wouid offer the Citv increased fiexibiiitv in olannina station and route iocations and minimize the 
associated negaliGe impacts along the transit rouk. 

It is also our ooinion that the Downtown Station should idealiv be one of the most noteworlhv 
transit stations by virtue of its high volume~and itsanticipated role asthe primary' 
gateway to and from the Central Business District. This Station's civic orominence also suaoasts -- 
<>at it sno~ld be ocated along a gracloLs. public pedesrr,an ~ho(o,~nfite. In contrast the 
p-o~osed Downto't~n Statioli enriance netweon the OTB and PGC appears to be the smallest 
alo i g  riic trans t rol.te esoec;al.y wlietl compared witP. stztions of comparable or lesser ridersnlo 
Tne Drafi EIS conllrms thal d m9uid be the l~ignest volume station in rrle system ~ / ~ t n o l ~ t  an 
associated fmnsit   enter'!'^ The proposed station entrance location also challenges pedestrians 
with a less obvious and less direct path. Passengers  nus st either navigate around or through the 
DTB to access the primary mauka station entrance. 

We therefore strongly urge the City to consider incorporating an at-grade Downtown Station into 
the TOPA Tower compfex located between Bishop Street and.Fort Street. Fort Street Mall is 
already a prominent existing public pedestrian thoroughfare, and it would provide a clear and 
direct user connection to the transit svstem because i t  runs straiaht throuah the core of the 
Canval Buslness District from i r k !  ~ l o n a  Tower waterfront all theway lo geretana Streer W1ii.e 
we apprec ate :ha! the DElS consders Fort Slreel as an a ternatlvz. we resoectfu1.y disagree wth 
!lie reason.ng that a reduction of the ra.is cdrve radlus 'u~odldresulr $1 Increased riavel I ine and 
a suostannal decrease in user Denelits. '' hnen  approacning or departng from the Oowntobv~ 
Sration rralns will iatLrally nee3 to decelerate or accelerate from a stop, regardless cf oemg 
ocaiea near a curve or no: Therefore, s,o%er trains soeods ne3r tne Donnrown Statlon sno~iu 
aireadv be exoected as wart of normal ooerations. andrail curvature would not aooear to be a 
rdleqa,;: I m tlng lacror #n' this case ~unnermore.'an at-graoe l)oba~nro.~..n ~ralion'at .TOPA To,ver 
sno Forl Street Nail avo.ds histo~ic and ~isuai muacts to imin Nlemorial Park. Aloha l ' o~e r  ana 
the area in general. 

If :ne Dountown Stallon must be ocaled r-i~tliili Ilie PGC prooerty uc  reconimeno l lar toe Clt! 
corisder incorporaritig the Downtoun Stat on lnro :tie DTR 'nsteaa of appropiar ng any poruons 



of the adjacent plaza, and we would be open to future discussions on how best to achieve this. In 
tnc meartlme, wo \v~slt to po~nt out tnat 'he OTFJ's flrst floor arcade c0u.a serve as a gractoJs 
statton eqtrarce and would more cds ly c~str.bute haavy pedestr 3n traff c onto Elshop Street 3nd 
perhaos Queen Street. In this wav the Central Business'Districtwould be orovided a more visible , 
access point and all approprlate~y~ranaer ident~y wil le consek ng PGC s renant use of the 
plaza. 1icorpora:ing t l~e  Doi~~ntow~l Station Into tne DTB wok a also cffer a more cosl effictiuc 
alternative to !ne necessary acquls't,on of the enr:re plaza as a pcb,iC thoro~ghf3re. Adaptve 
reuse of (lie DTFJ could potentia'y allow me station soaces lliemseiies to help o~ f fe r  oetwecn 
pass:ng trains and any remaining tenant areas. Fillally, concealillg much of the station stricc!,lre 
vlitnin tne DTB would result .n sign.flcantly less visual impzct lo the area. 

Pacific Guardian Center sincerely thanks the City and County of Honolulu for this opportunity to 
o f f3  our comments a?d recomniendat ons wealso apprecare the C;ty's Nlllinyness to me-st 
and update us on with prellmlnary plans and informat on regaraitig the Dov/nton,n Station 

Sincerely Yours 

.- 
H. Brian Moore 
Vice President, Pacif  i c  Guardian L i f e  
Asset  Manager f o r  P a c i f i c  Guardian Center 

' Draft EIS. a. 5-28 
oraft EIS; ?able 2-5, p. 2-20 
Draft EIS. a. 5-29 

"raft EIS; ~ i ~ u r e s  3-10, 3-11, 3-12 
Draft EIS, p. 4-88 
' Draft EIS, iigure 4-42 ' Draft ElS, p. 4-88 

Draft EIS. 0. 4-88 
Draft EIS; b. 4-89 
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Submission ContentINotes I have two points I'd like to make about the development of the 
necessary and majority voted mass transit. 
The re-routing around Salt Lake and through the airport was a way to 
trick the residentsof Salt Lake to vote for the rail. In actuality, fairness is 
not met in the goals here, nor the other 5 goals but re-routing around the 
communities of Oahu. 
I live in a famiiy owned apartment in Waikiki and have been a personal 
witness to the unintended consequence of steel rebar rusting within the 
concrete it's put in. Every 30 years or so, steel on steel (in concrete) will 
have to be maintained to the point of rendering the whoie system as 
being unreliable and not worth using. There will be so much 
construction in noise arld delays of regular routes that It could render the 
entire project futiia and money wasted. I think that even professionals 
are baffled by the causes of this phenomenon. (Otherwise they wouldn't 
build lanai's like the ones all over waikiki today) It could be a 
combination of steel, salt air (which is unescapeable to Hawaii, salt 
water (being in proximity to the ocean), we don't even know. And we 
probably cannot avoid construction continual costs in taxes, and 
permanent construction. 
As we have seen in other cities that mass transit is a real and much 
needed relief to cities congestion and consumption. But all too many 
times, for example Seattle, if transit hasn't been done right, then the 
whole pro'ect could go bad. In Seattle, the voted to spend the largest 
amount o/ money on their dear city (and inlastructure) and 30 years ago 
invested in the Monorail. The monorail was so expensive (building it on 
"iegs") that it only spanned about 4 blocks downtown (between hotels 
and shopping malls) No one but tourists (to Seattle, so not, that many) 
use it. And now they are pttted in years of undecided electlon results 
because everyone is so burnt out of transits costs (they vote on 
something, then tax, and then vote to change it and all over again). 

In Hawaii, we don't have the apathetic voters just yet. And we haven't 
already invested in bad mass transit infrastructure. We have a hopeful 
lot that's willing to see a change. So, please don't screw it up. 

A registered voter and long time Hawaii resident, 
Monika Panfiglio 







Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Jacqueline A. Parnell 
129A Ulupa 51. 

Kailua, Hawaii 96734 

February 5, 2009 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu High Capacity 
Transit Corridor Project 

Before I comment of the substance of the DEIS, I would like to draw attention to its production and distribution. It is not sufficient 
to make it available on DVD disk only. Many people are not computer literate and even we who are, prefer to have a hard copy 
when we are reading seriously. Also, the maps can only be printed out with a commercial-sized computer which can use 11 x 
17 paper. 

It would be far better to make a less beautiful and cheaper version which can be distributed widely. I should not have to pay 
$59 to get a real copy of the document or be limited to reading it at the library. 

Please make any supplements and the Final EIS available to everyone 

I do not think the DEIS fully showed how large and ugly the elevated transit stations will be. They will not fit in with the character 
of our islands at all. We are already in trouble attracting tourists. This big ugly project will surely ensure that nobody will want to 
visit our "tropical paradise" again! People have voted for rail but 1 believe they were sold on it through false advertising. What 
they are picturing in their minds is nothing like what you have presented in the DEIS even though that is understated. 

Even domestically it is inappropriate. In order to provide adequate ridership, we will have to have high-density developments 
around the stations. But that is not what the residents of Oahu want! There will be strong objections to the necessary rezoning. It 
does not seem fair to use the transit to create planning and zoning changes which would otherwise be rejected by the citizenry. 
This is "we know what's good for you whether you like it or not" planning. As a retired planning professional, I strongly object. 

Sincerely yours 

i 
dacqueline Parnell, FAlCP 







217 Kailua Road 
KailuaHawaii 96734 

'Tel (808 ) 256 4713 
E mail: ggi?&$lr~!yi!i!.it:!:njn 

Wayne Yoshioka 
Dircctor. DOTS 
City and County ot'tlonolulu 
650 South King Strcct 
tIonolalu Ndwaii 96813 

SUUJBCI': Concerns nbost the dmR Environnbental llnpnet Statenlent (I.)IiIS) fix the proposed Honoittb 
lbil Trnnsit System. 

Deal' Mr. Yosiliokn: 

A l t h ~ u r J ~  1 a11 an activc melnhei. o f  Ulc Nonolt~la Cl la~~ter of tllc American fnslih~ta o f  Architects - 
tniv lcllcr rcpreccnCs my pcn<rnal ullinions and chould no1 hc re8ardetl us lhc oll ici.~l dpinion or sLl1~1nc11t 
c~nalat i~ lg rio111 ih r  ilonolulo Cluptcr oillh: AlA. I ituvr bad 81))  d * ~  .\rchitc~lural tirtu rincc lY6.9 and 
have wimcssed the progressive r is i l~g  of consm~ction oosts here in  Hav~aii. . Sinw no !mior overhead rail 
systonl has k e n  built in the United SLRtes for many years thcro has to be little col~lidence in obtaining u 
realistic cost comparison when projecting tile cost% ofthe curmnt nil project . Preliminary a~ginecring 
costs are but a shot ill the dak. Thero arc many obstacles ahead that wil l  increase llrc present estilnate. 
Tllese include soil testine (lava tubes or unsuilabb m u t d  conditioss). Hnwaiian Rurinl sites. ltiaher - .  " . 
properly acquisition costs, litigation, and tho extensivs relocution of utilities to natne a fow. Major 
construclion projects on ale mainlar~d have generally it~croased by forty or more per cent from original 
estilnales. The 8ual cost wi l l  onlv be establislled when final wnshuction dnwines are nrcnared. and even - . .  
then one can expect mauy C11ange orders. 

There are so many inacnrraeies in  the above rekrenced docutnetlt that it is herd to decide j~ ls t  
wilere to beeur in  scrtina out n s o u d  reswnse to its manv flaws. ReCore l istha these manv shortfalls i t  is - . 
ilspot~atll m stale up li'otll tllat 111 ~ p i E  o f  the ~61111s o f t l l r  recent clcctloll , $fly ninc pcrcenl o f  Onhu 
residcl!rr did ndt vote it! C?vo8 of tho project. 'Illis I~ap~~ened in  3~ i1e of intlli(ms c ~ C t a x ~ i ( ~ ~ r  doliars b:iug 
socnt bv the cilv on fmudulentlv &Is; &ona~atldo. d i e  ofthe most ontlandishchims hir ied at tlzc vote; . . . . -  
JII ruluuision s~rd mdio prior to ihc elMliun tva* tho Ihemlding ,,fUlc rucccsi oCUlo Charlotte rail .yqrc!n 
l'.ral ;ysrc!ll i s  3 i.l(iil't' KAII. AT  GltADk: rail line a d  i~ itntlbiotg TUIIIU~CI) clnlilar lo rlte p t o ~ ~ s c d  
Iionoluia prdjc<r. I noticz lllar evcn now UI the C i g s  'On 111: More" nc\r.;laaer ot'J;utu:t#y 2@' tla.r? 
rot!lin.lCr l o  be pr;ttsc for tltr I.IGII 1' RAIL on w.io Pltucnis mi l  ltne which agaiu lvas iuu s~tniloriry lo the 
uac II::I< i s  prdposed in lhc drult L'IS . Botll local daily nds,yapvn Ixcnv!ly cndorsd zlt~. sclamo r.>&uthcr 
with local ooliticiaos and a pro m i l  eroup sartially filranced l,v Pusons Brinkerhoff hlteresh. In conllast - . .  
rltc opponeuts of the 1)ro.iect r :ro gn.ally d~sadrantagcJ by having just lt11111e.l yjasr loots fij,s~tcinp:$nJ 
ncrc only able to purchase "cry l imitul media ndvonifitg . ,Znd yet the). dill gon~crcd altnorl half uirlte 
total election votes opl)osing tlte rail project as i t  now stends. 

Petilaps the illosl glonog dnur ill tlie slick advertising psia for 11) 1nrp;cycrs aud atred 
rolunLc;sly 011 'TV and radio by the City wm the slto<v;n% ot'l,icnzrca o fcan sla1lr.d it, llaflic. l l to draR 133 
evcn admits (for once honestlyl) that traffic wi l l  only golwo~se even with rail. Honolulu trewls traRic rellcf 
NOW and the mi l  pmject does NOTHFNO to addresp that pnrbletn. The cold facts arc that during 
consnllction over the next many yem, with closing o f  lar~es and disruption o f  businesses, traffic congeslion 
wi l l  onlv be Par worse. The State's ~nowlv revealed alms to add lanes to the H I frcewav asd its other 
olneusi;e road improventent programs d d  at least ad&ess the naffic congestion problem:~ut this wil l  result 
is a ptot'usion of road closings cause4 by the competing yrojectc. 



llclw in i:te world 8s the tir.811 El', slatrs vm tllwo be '30 .ulvrr,e rllhxrs to ~~~igl tbothoo~ls ' '  ~ 1 1 ~ 1 1  1111. 
prollu$fd hlgJl levcl nil llnc ovcr(rou,cn ea;h qrGct !JIUI it pclletfialcs \ in\$all) dcstroyi!tg lllc $cry Ih~?n -111l 

,oul o~'dlr, nrigltbolouod. 0 s  rho sttltjc:~ u i ~ ~ r I @ ~ b o r l ~ o . ~ l f i  11 ic r~.lea.cnr lu (eflcct ua rnr. reccnl &ranch 
p1ayr.l br rhe City Cottnctl 0x1 lire Salt l..drc nltcl,tatitc lu  order lo obratn rl~c .Icclding orig~aal rule a) 
alrprovc t l ~ c  projuct. tltc (:utmrilraat~ ~ b r  ~ h c  Salt L a k  stta i o r c ~ l  IIU Coiatctl tu roar  the rdil throrrglil~~s 
district. l'rior lo 1110 eI,~clio,a rllere \%as x eet!rendot~s ralec pitch 0,) pcml?clit!y, llta Slit I.:lkc area r e c ~ d ' ~ ~ ~  
l o  tote (01 rail. n t r )  did. And gaesr wllat!! Par era1 da)s afler lhc clccrio#r lilt City Cotn~cil hc iJe l l  b, 

lnovc the altenrate alignment back to the airport. If voters itr tho Salt Lake area had known prior to the 
dectiun that tho routing through their con~rnt~nily would bo cancelled then Ue no mi l  vote n~igllt have 
persevererl. $11 dcfensllsa ofthe Salt Lake area Cow~citmatl it !nust be conceded that he is the one me~nber who 
has concerns about the overall w l s  ;u~d wlro Drcdicted tlrat because o f  the lowelin?. pnliections of thc mi l  
tax dae to the cu~ re t~ t  recession and a m4jor drop oCfin tourist dollar8 that in a few yea& the rail project 
could be Two Oillion dollars in  arrcars. 

One o i lhc  must uoublrng szctio>ls ,n iltc d~a t t  EIS llas bet11 lnc Llilure lo iairly a,ldrcw the 
nlt<rt,ativz sysretns A liglrl ta l  ,)stem nf wade ii rha ~preierrcd option in vinually crery m a i n b ~ d  cil) Ir 
avoids tlto lakcc mucnsc nnd ~esthctic disnster of havine an overhead rzrl system dOstroyins the hbric of the .. . - . . 
Ihistuti~ urbtui or<;$. It is abapl) no1 true thnl iltc ligltr tail ~ltcnratlve nr gmdr c1,uId pb,slhly b; mole 
:\pe#~s#vu ilmn 111c proposed ove~Ctnd mi l  t~rajecr 1 inc savings 111 h i rv i~~g al gmdc rtatious \\uuld lbt 
conside~uble as there would be no necd for escalators, elevators, stairs and the oxtensivc concmte 
stnlclures. Both the tlir?h Occunancv Hot 1mes (liOV) and tile 'Transnortalion Svsteln Manalremalt 
Alternative (TSM) were also "kt ad&uately s l u i cd  in'ihe &xi? OIS. 60th these &stess have2roven to be 
rnofit successful in several mainland cities and would (w. fbr superior to the proposed overhead baavy rnil 
n~oiect Thev would also cost rnt~ch less oFtaxuavers nlonevand would be cimoleted ~ I I  a srhottcr lilne . " . . 
lidfne tI#nn 111a prcrenll) ~rropdsed ,yjam. The ,tia~nlmr on I'rge 2-1 oi lhe draR k1S conwins a g o s i  
falsehood by slatin,: tllur rile prop8urd ovrrhrad tall ystzrn tuo,tld cost lrr9 znnd have lc i r  envin~nnlotllai 
oommtmity irnwdct thnn the altctnative pmieca. Mwv o C t i ~ ~  ocopie that voted for t l~o  rail iproisct did not 
ren l ix  d$ thc;,n>posed L'1rv~tc.I rhirdra#iirrojcct II& no rotnwhsu~i lo the Charlotrc $nil prolccr tlful s+o+ 

so bra~zoi) praised in  lhc rltalay relavisiunimd radio advcnisinn pad  ibr ui lh lwpayer money. 

'The i.eccntlv owned Phoenix Liebt Kail Svscem should nrovidc a serious eve omner to those . . " . . 
p w l ~ l c  xvlw i td l  hrliavc llli~l llle prolwied thud nt;l ove~heod sysreni propodd ill II,< dralt PIS i\ llta 
anowpr l o  Onlnu's lrnltic probletr,r 'Tire Phxnix sysrcnl cost one point h s r  million dullan ior o twcnly mile 
liaht rail at aadc svstorn. ofwhich abnost llalfw& uaid for bv the Federal Oovenunent The Plloenix - - 
nrvtr.~pulitdn arcn lras n polntlal\ou o f  over lnur tailliun, Inow tltatl lour tunes rlka of Oaln~ nnd rhcir light 
rail syrtent an* rumplc~cd in tour years 71w qucitiou 8s xhy have rllo $0 called t r~%c ex1iert.s ots~tai+A 
our city's laxpayejs on t l ~ i s  ill conceived project, costing (without $lure chnngc orden) at least twice the 
cost of the Plloenix svslem. There are thiicv five mainland cities that have chosen na 0x1 aadc l ld r t  rail - " 
system, whems only one city ,Miami, (in ihe nineteeu seventies )Itas chosen an elevated hcavy third rail 
solutio~r. Cleveland. Oluo which is sixteenth in Metropolitan nrea p o ~ u i a t i o ~ ~  ha$ a hoaw m'l system and no 
city between Cleveland and Honolulu, which is in f i ~ y  sixtb pl&h population has ;a overilend mi l  
system. 

f i e  draft BIS admi& that the so called i dw l  corridor is but one tniie widc in  "laces wid] the 
n~uufflw~as ~ r l r  otlc sidd mtd lire dce;ul on the ullter. 1'0 auppurt it lnain ofrltis magnitude i t  is in(r:rarivc ut 

have Inany dniies aihrdv) urhrutbud pr~pulaliun oil both sides ~,Tllie rail corridor nor lust r l~utm~ninl  and 
ocean. If ocovle bdav still i116isl on cosmutine wlth one nelson to a car and d e c l i ~ ~ i  the choice of c a ~  . . - 
pnolispor the cupre,s bus <hen tilcre is l ~ l t l e  zhan;r t l ~ t  in  ihc fi.lwc 1hcy \,.oald boxrd ihe wain ui* !I; 
181any itops a l d  much tnclrd li#aiu%J i d o a  orn~ovmlcnl. l n o  r idcnl~ip proj~ctions appear t n  be :ro.\si) 
overstated. l'ne Elcl ol ' l lonolt~lu k i n g  the third intost expel$sivu city it, eouorry, after Ncw York nnd Snn 
I'm~cisca. Ila, rcs<llted in inom poplr .  lznr ing rh; Slnte rhan tilose conning in. I l ie following statolnmt ill 
rhc drnh I!IS in rhaptrr 4,pa~c 4 .... no.!ld reduc: tr.msponatiol~ mcl'gy conrurnpt~on" is a pure lie. l l l c  
true foct b that 1,ighl R t ~ i l  at grade wottld coltsume eight tunes less UTO's per hour. 



There apgmm lo  be a total conflict o f  interest when having the main contractor os the project 
being tho one to prepare UIC I!IS, which in tlris case has rssulted in the docunrcnl hecoming s highly suqpect 
and prejudiced sales pitch in  favorof t l~c project. Wl~at is the point o f  even having an EIS if i t  is jusl to 
bcco~ne a ~ b b e r  stain[> for the project. An indcpendcnt EIS would llave exposed the serious cnvironnre~rtal 
and aesthetic concerns that this one does not liancstk address.. It is con~fartinrcto know that a recent o r e s  

rev&i. i f i ~ i s  is to be an indeoonde~t studv then their: is hone that the orooosed iaiiomiect should i e  . . . . 
trrnlillittell iincu 311 unparlr~l srudy will rcvzal tbar rlic prupused rall prOjCCl is far 103 expsnsivz anJ will do 
little to s h e  rrallic cooarsrion, tho sole re r r ~ n  fur ilr dcvelopzt~c~~t. With thz recent 1irtjier;ng dirpnte over 
lllc Ills lor lllr Super I'elq retvirc it in !~tlzrrstin(l tu norc tllrt rllr l'cn) ~ssuc *.as (printtcril) .tlro~.r the 
lall~ltcl on utlales. nhazns lh: d~nR KIS far r ~ i l  lhas 1 thuusand lunc? Inore Ilnpact a; 11 v i l l  c i rc~~l ! .~ l l )  
desm~y the whole character of urba~t i.Ionolulu. 

The proposed elevated m i l  system will have a devastating cCfect on Ure neiglrborhoods over which 
i t  will vasa, in  lnaev cases disolacine businesses and urivale oroocrtv. 'The elevntetl smtions and overhead . . . - . .  , 
rvncrclc gtlidcwa) will dutntnare the existing skylillc rcsultlng ul u blocking .>l'oe:,~n :tnd inounlain v s ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
I ttr ro~lnd "fan ovcrhcnd mi11 pxs\ing ~ v u y  fcu ~nioulcs wltl i!;~vc, a naajor ingpart on tltc lives ~l : l tor :  
people working or livilrp. in  the imtnediate vicinilv of its oath. This wi l l  bc extrc~i~elv scvere where i t  

cllaracter o f  Chinatown and an overpotvcrina neaativs cffect as it oonelmtes downtown oassina Bishov . .. . - 
Slr:cr. A to l l a ' l ~~ae r  a18J l m i n  I'ark. Scvr!hl )tars ago th~ rc  was it concrctc UYCI . IC~~ Srnlrt,ue *I tile foot 
of n!\Ilup Strccr which was dimolistted rcrulting is opctbiny up rhc vicw lo the hntl,or. 0 t h ~ .  cltiec it. h 4, 

23n Frar~cisro, firltin~~ure :nu1 Ncw Yurk havc also rr.tuovcd obsu.uclivc roncretc stnrctarcs ncolrt~: 
waterfront in  order to recover important view planes to the tmrbor. 

In looking to t t~c future i t  is relcvsrrt to consider the mdjor financial burdet~s that are facing Urc Ncw York 
Metro~o1iW11 Traruit system., which has the hichest riderdshio in America. The oroiected s h o ~ a l l  in - . . 
inl~lliunc oi<lollnrs ic .>n ;ritical tlnat plans urr afoot r~ iay orf Intndreds o f  workers. cur .~rtrvtce uo maty ~f 
tllc rJllter, c . 0 ~  down ravc r~ l  slanottr, iocrcase filrec 3n.i rltsrge  roll^ on . e l l  !he prairnlly frw bridgzr in 
odor to balance the budgct. Mow can we even consider bsildisa this contn~utcr train tltat will he &mine 
iitn~a.ly n1111ty lor ~ t ~ o r ~ ~ ~ r l ~ e  day oa an iklnnd jurt a sn~all lrnGion uf r l ~c  sue ur pop~~latiuu o l K r w  ~ & k  
TII~SC ~n: in ia l~d ctttei have laajo! tt3nsp>rlalion p r ~ ~ e c t s  ,dllr:~d) ffl plnco lor IILJII)  )cws and tltoir f i ia ls i l l  
prdlrlcms ars still scverc althougtl untike Hono111I many of thew sy,rL.m\ ha>< ;,lrr.ady bern paid lor. 

\Vtt l~ r l l t  allnoit diaily breaks III ds c!t)'s vnter line> a d  scwcr; ~ L J  lllc rcriot~s cru:l,t~g or llte 
cotalilion of the cxk tny  alters v~hich l l r \o brat ~~cdlrctcd w c r  rhc )cars it seems that lhese idi!itics ae Csr 
mom worthy o f  Lhe spending o f  taxpayer money than thc nro~oscd heavv rail svstcnl which wil l  do little to . . . . 
rol\e LC rrdltic ~ ~ w b l e m r .  On 1)uceonber 12'"20011 there werc nlnz crtious ovcrflo>s~ ufseuage I~ i I 1g  spilt 
intu al~nort all s~tordlincp aiOahn , not exi~clly tllc esvirnt~tnent that rhs inilliot~s o f  muri?rs eipec~ %ncn 
t l ~ q  come to Oal~u. 'n~e exclsc tares ~III ;~<ide for rile vmir pn~jcct  wil l  be falling i ~ r  ~11on o f  pcojccl~c,c~i 
dllu ro rlie failirlg econG,zny and downturn in the tourist illduslq. l l le pltbhc hminps lhl&ve d~hlr~~sred (natty 
uf1h1.s~ Co#IcCrnl 10 rhc (-:ity Council ball tafomltralel) the tustilllc~~l) glvcn from nt.uby well qualified 
prokssionals and concerned citizolls lras fallen on deaf cars and the projcct eontin~res to #no& forward 
regardless. 

Wllerc dld tuc &? w!ongI In 2004 Ute cancli~late far Mityor had n sln,ng calnpaip slugpl shtclt was ,Do 
Wu Need d. Cnn we Atford it. CHIS we Mshvnin i t '  Notlliny about mil, which surfecc,l sotno ye;,, dr lwu 
dfler hi$ ikcliot!. 1:351 forwad l o  to&) srlJ the yi;llton is rllu sdnc, ald the atllrrcr 15 0 risoutaling 'NO" 



each acizl~borhood that it uenctralcs. 'The vest meas under tlle overhead concrcte mlids wavs wil l  ileeome - - 
.~~Li io t  qcsurc\. detoi,I uilimdrc;lping 3od pr:s~.nl~ug ;a> o~pnnr~l , i ly  for l~o!llalzsc s.~cltels and 
R C L O N \ ~ ~ I ) N ~  U;II~C Dill!ogl?ln! f)o~tlcv~lrd, t l .~ I~ka~ iu~ l :+   SIT^! and all 111~. (IIIOT exisling i l l  ::Is bcl.n\ 
111~- ,ail line will be 8eJuczd lo F. duk and tlrc,,r) no U I W ~ , '  I3nd s!,t>.lat 10 111; cri.,ling poniutl ur'Nirn!lr 
Hi#I~wd) tstder lhc 11.1 rdtmtng paat ths ,tiq>ojl. n r e  p r ~ p u i r d  I d ~ d  ~cqoisition I5 31% a m4or cunccrn as il 
.vill filrcr. ~ndny re.~clalti .11111 hu:.nescei to tcloralc <rum l l ~c i r  plurtnt ~teigl~borhnorls. 

In spllc oI'ri!rse ltlatly cunccj,ls il i> lr~1~11li11p 111~11 UIO Jmfl I:IS III c11:iplcr leu. ~ g e  <Y  

rule5 "Since rl,r.rc wotlld bc no idverse el lccb lo neigl~l~orl~oods, no inirib.ori011 ic rcqdirr". Anurl8cr @cih 
.oftcern is tllst ~IIIOU~I 1110 fitn.re e~tcnrions ro Manoa and Wilikiki sltowl on 1 l 4 t  ~ l ra l t  FIS maw, rhcrc - 
's !lo :VHIUJIIO~ &en ro rllc r.8,or~rn~u.i <itvironm*nt.,l impact that thesc fuulrc brmlch lines would irnpu~e 
,XI llltsz vet) qxctal a rcs  oi  Hnnolt~lu. It appcdrs to be e~uemcly i r r  pludrt~r o f  rho City lo evert 
contemplate smtlnn u~nstnrclion wilhout rcmivina av~rova l  for the nttiro svstetn. If as an architect 1 nrn . - .. 
~:un~#n~r.;,uneJ In ilr.qiw a prujecl, :mi aner nlnny rnontlts o f  p~ l iminar )  drsidn. tl,c client (rhc raxpn)rr, 
drrcn11in:c that rlta project doe3 nor m e t  the reqsrcmcna of cost, ac,lhcrics anJ tho n'asoa far dtc 
pn)ject(easing lraffic corigestion), Illen tllc conlract shuuld be muh~ally tertninated. 

I1  l a  ,ol+l) rir!tu to I~I~II t l ~c  plus on rhls 111 cotlccivcd poorl) p lat~icd proj:cI 1I1nl wil l  Onnknq>t 
I l ono l~ . l ~~  bctd li!mnciall) w d  aasrheticnlly placing a 11uge burden uf debt ad aacrificc on our ch~ldrsn :aid 
arardckildmrr io the vears ahead. I t  is t i ~ ~ i  to sstal&lal$ne itnmcdiatelv oithcr on the dovelooment o f  a - 
Iidilr !nil syareal at zatlc , ur w reconsider lh: l,cscfil\ ~f 11w altenlatives attJ courdinrtr %ill! 1Bc i m m  in 
expanJing its ~,lo,ts to ~r<rl,8ul nnd ilnplovo our badly neglc;re<l l ~ i g l ~ w ~ y  sycrern. 7hu Ciry Cooncil's vul; 
fur "Steel 08, Srccl" cuuld clill bs vulld, bur v,tlv with ;in on wade l i ~ h r  rdil svslm> ,itnilnr U, tllc m c  rhsr tn~. 
Citv ha$ been oraisinc in Charlotte and ~honn&.  In rosnon2ine t o k c  !nun; concor~ts submitted from - - 
mmly ossociallons and privats citize~ls i t  is titne for the City to address tirose concerns and toninate tho 
current contracts . Nine years is too long to wait for a ~ ro iec t  tilat is too expensive, does not solve our 
traffic problelns and wil l  forever destroy the character'of;~~ city. 

Sincerely Yours 

&4?/~ 44hdW 
Geoffrey G,. Parerson A IA  P.morihls 

Cc: Tcd Matley FTA San Francisco 
Governor Lillila I.ingle 
Mayor Muf i  Hanncman / 
Todd Apo,Chairand rnenlbcrs ofthe City Cowci l  o f  ilot~ofrrln City Council 
Senator Dan lttouye 
Senator Wall A k k a  
US.Repmscn!ntive Neil Ab~rcrombic 
US.Rcpresentative Mazic K. Hirono 
Laura Tl~iciclr DLNR 
Colleen IJanabesa, Senate Prosidcnt 
Calvirr K.Y. Say, Speaker o f  the House 























Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1/22/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Kirk 
Last Name : Paterson 
Business/Organization : Alistate Insurance 
Address : 1259 S. Beretania St., Ste 1 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : Hi 
Zip Code : 9681 4 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 /22/2009 
Submission ContentINotes : Of the two proposed alignments, the Airport Alignment seems the most 

logical to me. Go Rail Go! 







Status : lnitiai Action Needed 
Creation Date : 112812009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Lance 
Last Name : Pazaglia 
BusinesslOrganization : None 
Address : 445 Seaside Avenue 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 4301 
City : Honoiuiu 
State : Hi 
Zip Code : 9681 5 
Emaii : lepforunme2@yahoo.com 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 0112812009 
Submission ContentINotes : I think your project is a great idea. Don't let the naysayers bring you 

down on the project. It is the best idea ever for Oahu. 
Keep me informed for support 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: w.honolulu .gov 

May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHlOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Lance Pazaglia 
445 Seaside Avenue, #4301 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 5 

Dear Mr. Pazaglia: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Your preference for a Fixed Guideway Transit Alternative has been noted. While each 
of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the Airport Alternative from 
East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The 
identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to 
comply with FTAJs NEPA regulations that state that the Final N S  should focus on the Preferred 
Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits 
of each alternative, public input on the Draft €IS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identiwing 
the Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this 
Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with 1 16,000 daily passengers 
and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The 



Mr. Lance Pazaglia 
Page 2 

Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, 
as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, 
that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Ve tr (y yours, 

f l % - r a w  
WAYNE?. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 



I 
I From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov] 
j Sent: Thursday, January 22,2009 1:41 PM 

To: Miyamoto, Faith 

I 
Subject: FW: Rail project 

1 
From: BPear26848@aol.com [mailto:B~ear2684B@aoi.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 18,2008 10:51 AM 
To: Matley, Ted <mA> 
Cc: governorlingle@hawaiI.gw 

! Subject: Rail project 

Just another vo ice  raised in protest against this fiscally irresponsible project, 
not to mention the untold misery it will cause  to the people along the route and 
the urban blight. 

1 I Bryan Pearson 
Kane'ohe. HI. 





4350 Halupa Street 
I-lonolulu, Hawaii 96818 
January 6, 2009 

Mr Wayne Yoshiolta 
Dirccto~ llepartment o[ Transportation Services 
City and County of I-lonolulu 
650 South King St 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, I11 9681 3 

Dear MI Yoshioka: 

Regarding the heavy tail DEIS report; does i t  adequately addtess the issuc of 
tail's visual impact on our environment and the affect it will have on our city's number 
one industry, tourism'? Changing our image from an island pa~adise into one 
contaminated by urban bligllt, noise, and fumes will surely havc unacknowledged 
consequences on tourism, and nowhere in your teport are they addresscd. 

My sister-in-law who lives just South of Chicago was aghast with the proposed 
project. She said tourists came to our beautiful island to get away from the hmes and 
noise ofthe big city She asked me, "Why would they clestruy paradise?" Why, 
indeed? 

Obscuring Aloha Tower; the slloreline and lnountain views will forever change 
Oahu's imique "Sense of Place?" The rcport slides over the issue by stating, "Mitigation 
issues would focus on preserving visual resources and enhancing the project design to 
comply with applicable policies. The following measures would be included to minimize 
visual affects and enhance the visual and aestl~ctic opportunities it creates." Can the 
nebulous suggested measures, such as trees and lighting, truly preserve oar visual 
resources? 

In a Star-Bullelin 12/14/08 lettet to the edit01 the witer discussed his experience 
with a steel-on-steel rail system in Sydney, Australia, and it was not positive. He wrote 
o l  "car walls tnilrrcd with glaffiti and windows etched with the same.. . sides of the tracks 
were litlered and thc squealing of tile rails was irritating." What impact will tllc day-in 
day-out monotony of squealing wheel noise have on school children at schools and 
homeowners who live a10115 the toutc? 

Besides the onerous impact ol'heavy rail on the island's visual environment, other 
issues require clarification Why were other cheaper more environmentally friendly 
options not sariortrly considcred'! How can the expenditure of billions of dollars bc 
justified for only a 1% ilnprovement in traffic congestion? Why has the UI-I West Oahu 
cempos not been a priority <\hen it is evident that traffic congestion is mitigated when 
lJtI Manoa is not in session ' What emergcncy procedures will be in place during mother 
Island wide blackout? Mo\l would passengers be rescued? Why should the public trust 
steel wheels on steel rail wo~rld not rust in out salt laden air when Aloha Stadium 
exemplilies the oppositc ! 

Docs the Federal Transportation Administration know the electotate was swayed 
into pi~ssing (barely) a Charter amendment for rail because the City and County of 
Morlolulu unethically spent over $3 n~illion oftaxpayer funds promoting it? Do they 



know the City unequivocally assttrcd voters nearly one billiorl dollars from the I;'TA was 
promised without such evidence in writing? Is the FTA aware that politics caused a 
logical Airport, Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, and Hickam route to be bypassed in favor of the 
illogical Salt Lake Blvd route? 

One can only hope that City leaders and other locals with a finaricial stake in the 
outcome will step baclc and take another loak at the irnpact this massive project will have 
on our beautifill Island home and ask themselves, "In the end, will we be happy and 
ptoud ofou t  legacy?" 

Sincerely, 

Cc: Govetnor Linda Lingle 
City Council Membe~s 
Mr Ied Matley, FTA Region IX 
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Honolulu Hale 
530 S .  King Street 
H.onolulu, HI 96813 

1039 Luapele Drive 
Honolulu, HI 
December I I. 2008 

Dear Mayor Mufi Iianneman, 

My mom, dad, and I waste a lot of time ~ o i n g  to places across the island such 
as Ewa Beach and Hawaii Kai for parties and get-togethers because of traffic. 
The roads will probably be more congested in the futur-e, and that wi l l  eat up 
even more of our time. My parents sometimes don't want to pick me up from 
schooi because of the traffic, and I'm lef t  finding my own ways of 
transportation home. If a rail transit were built, I would have a new way to get 
home and my family and I would save Loads of time. 

Althoush this rail transit may benefit me, I feel that it won't benefit everyone 
else. The cost of making this raiI transit, 3.7 billion dollars, i s  way too 
expensive. We are already in a recession. I don't want our economy to be in 
even worse shape just because we are worried about too mucli traffic on our 
roads. 

Worst of all, I feel that the transit wi l l  be more harmful than beneficial, too. 
After lookins up how the rail wi l l  affect the environment, I found that it would 
actually take up more energy and release more emissions than the number of 
cars the rail i s  meant to replace! I know that i t  has already been approved to 
be bui l t  sometime in the future, but please, i f  you may, keep Hawaii's 
beautifill environment first on your mind while constructing it. 

Sincerely, 

Bryan Pineda 

. ...~ .. . . . 
Fr-: Bryan 'Pineda 

1039  Luapele  Dr. 
H ~ n ~ l u l u ,  H I  96818 

: ,."., . 
>: .. 

, * . , 
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Submission ContentfNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honoiulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue- Project 
Construction Phasing will not prov~de early traffic relief 

Fact: 
The rail project construction phasing is proposed in four phases as 
discussed on DEIS page 2-38 and as shown on Figure 2-44 as follows: 

- East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands (First Construction Phase) 
- Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Second Construction Phase) 
- Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Third Construction Phase 
- Middle Street lo Ala Moana Shopping Center (Fourth and /inal 
Construction Phase) 

Discussion: 
The primary purpose of any mass transit system is to provide traffic relief 
and to provide relief in the near term. The major West and Central Oahu 
traffic bottlenecks are at the Middle Street merge and at the H-1H2 
merge. Construction phases for the rail should be prioritized to reduce 
the traffic bottlenecks at these two locations. Therefore, the project 
construction phasing shown above should be reversed: 

- Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center (First Construction 
Phase) - Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Second Construction Phase) - Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Third Construction Phase) - East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands (Fourth Construction Phase) 

This revised project phasing is logical because: 
a) The Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center first phase will 

provide early traffic relief to the Middle Street bottle neck. 
b) The funding source for the entire 20 mile segment is not guaranteed, 
recognizing that the General Excise Tax is not meeting projections in 
revenue due to the expected long term slumping economy. The 
taxpayer will not tolerate any increase in property tax or GET to fund any 
rail fund shortfall. 
c) The funding amount from the Federal Transit Authority is not 

guaranteed. 
d) If rail funds are delayed, providing traffic relief to the traffic 

bottlenecks on H-1 will be delayed. . 



e) Each phase for rail will provide the maximum bang for the dollar. The 
rail will be completely be useable and serve the most number of 
commuters as each phase is completed. Conversely, the Kapolei to 
Pearl Highlands would serve very few commuters as most commuters 
will be destined for east of Pearl Harbor and beyond in the easterly 
direction. 

Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility for each construction phase 
can be temporarily established to support each construction phase as 
modified: 
a) For the Middle Street phase, some 40 acres could be obtained along 
Lagoon Drive to include portions of Keehi Lagoon Park, Airport vacant 
areas and commercial businesses including Budget Car Rental. At 
teast 10 acres for ark and ride can be acquired in the airport area 
alongside Aolele greet and Lagoon Drive. 
b) For the Aloha Stadium phase, portions of the Aloha Stadium Parking 

lot can be temporarily used for the Storage Facility and temp facilities for 
vehicle maintenance. 
c) For the Pearl Highlands Phase, a 43-acre vacant site near Leeward 
Community College is available (DEIS figure 2-42). 
d) A 41-acre site is identified for the Kapolei phase (DEIS figure 2-41). 

- - . . - . - - . - . . . 
Construction of the Middle Street to Ala Moana Phase as a first priority is 
consistent with wrovidina near-term traffic relief, will initiallv serve the 
most number of commu'ters, will be completelyusuable arid cost 
effective, and will not force the taxpayer to pay more taxes to fund 
additional rail segments should rail funding sources not achieve revenue 
projections. 

Recommendation: 
The DEIS should reverse the construction project phasing as discussed 
above starting with the Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center as 
the First Phase. 

Respectfully, 

8en Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1 )  Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 



FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South Kina St. 3rd Floor - 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", 

Issue : The DEIS lacks the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) as stated in 
the Notice of Intent (NO0 dated 7 Dec 2007 (reference (a), which states: 
"The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and County of 
Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services (DTS) intend to 
prepare an €IS (and Alternative Analysis (AA)) on a proposal by the City 
and County of Honolulu'to implement transit improvements that 
potentially include high-capacity transit service in a 25-mile travel 
corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Manoa and 
Waikiki. Alternatives proposed to be considered in the AA and draft EIS 
include No Build, Transportation System Management, Managed Lanes, 
and Fixed Guideway Transit. Other transit alternatives may be identified 
during the scoping process." 

Discussion: 
The process used by the City 8( County of Honolulu (City) for assessing 
the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) in the City's Alternatives Analysis 
(AA) was flawed. 
a) A similar length Managed Lane, reversible three-lane transit way was 
built for $320 million in Tampa in year 2005, while the City AA estimated 
the similar MLA to cost $2.6 Billion. 
b) Professor Panos Prevedouros published a study for Managed Lanes 
(reversible) in March 2008, "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolululu" 
which shows the 11 mile three-lane cost estimate to be $900 million 
which is in line with the $320 million Tampa three-lane reversible transit 
way. The professor believes the Plan's costs are accurate based on 
cost estimate spreadsheet analysis received from a tocal heavy 
construction estimation expert is $818,634,000 in 2008 dollars. Again, 
this estimate is more in line with the Tampa three lane reversible Transit 
way estimate and refutes the AA estimate of $2.6 Billion. The AA 
estimate disqualified the Managed Lane Alternative to be inferior to the 
Rail Alternative which cost $3.7 Billion. 

c) 2008 Mayoral Candidate Ann Kobayashi, using the Professor's 
Managed Lane study and the former Mayor Harris Administration BRT 
Study, proposed a similar Managed Lane 15-mile fixed guideway which 
is estimated at $1.2 Billion. The estimate is similar to the 11 mile 
Managed Lane and which should have been used in the AA rather than 
$2.6 Billion. 



d) Parsons Brinkerhoff (PB) and the City proposed that automobiles 
with two or more occupants should be allowed toll ftee on the MLA. This 
made the current contraflow zipper lane untenable and thus provided the 
rationale for removing it. The net result was that the additional two lane 
advantage that the MLA offered to the Corridor was reduced to one lane. 
They failed 
to publish their assessment of the option of having all autos pay a toll, 
which would have 
resulted in the zipper lane and the two-iane advantage being retained. 
And they failed to 
analyze MLA options with higher occupancy thresholds, such as three 
through five 
occupants. 

e) P8 and the City added unnecessary costs to the project by proposing 
a 16-mile facility 
while not testing the viability of shorter f 0 to 12-mile versions. 

f) PB and the City inflated MLA operating costs to make the project 
appear uncompetitive with the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Just two 
examples are a) the projection of a totatly unnecessary 5,400 parking 
stalls for the MLA, and b) saddling the MLA with inflated bus 
operating costs. 

g) PB and the City engineered the ingress and egress ramps in a way 
that could only result in heavy traffic congestion at these points. In fact, 
the MLA has exiVoff ramps along its route for access to job centers other 
than downtown Honofulu. 

h) PB and the City grossly inflated the capital costs of the MLA with the 
result that, if  
correct, it would be twice the cost per lane mile of any highway ever built 
in the U.S. 
In his letter to the City and copied to FTA, Dr. Panos Prevedouros, 
Professor of Traffic 
Engineering at the University of Hawaii, Chair of the Transportation 
Research Board's Highway 
Micro-simulations Committee and a member of the Task Force, 
commented, "the most egregious 
violation of FTA's rules on alternative specification and analysis was the 
deliberate underenaineerina of the Manaaed Lanes Alternative to a 
degree that brings fidicule 6 prevailing p6nning and engineering 
principles." 

i) The 1 1 mile, elevated reversible MLA, with three lanes as proposed by 
Professor Prevedouros, has the commuter capacity to eliminate the two 
H-1 bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street merge. The Rail, 
according to the AA, table 3-1 2, will result in 17,500 vehicles per hour on 
H-1 (H-1 full capacity = 9,500 vph) because the Rail cannot 
accommodate the full commuter demand in year 2030. 



Conctusion: The City's AA wrongly estimated the cost of the Managed 
Lane Alternative and the MLA capacity to eliminate the H-1 bottlenecks 
on H-1. 

Recommendation: It is requested that the Managed Lane Alternative as 
proposed by Ann Kobayashi's EzWay proposal or the Professor 
Prevedouros Managed Lane Study be reinstated jnto the Honolulu's 
Transit Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Reference (a): 
[Federal Register: December 7, 2005 (Volume 70, Number 234)] 
[Notices] 
[Page 72871-728731 From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access 
[wais.access.gpo.gov] [DOCIO:fr07de05- 1371 

Respectfully, 

Ben RameIb P.E. 
7 148 Afa Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 96818 

Cop to: 
1) d. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The OElS and 
alternative Analysis do not investigate a wide range of alternatives as 
required by law. 

Discussion: The Alternative Analysis and DEIS failed to provide "... an 
assessment of a wide range of publlc transportation alternatives ..." 
andlor ' I . . .  sufficient information to enable the Secretary to make the 
findings of project justification ..." as required by statute. 

In addition, we believe that you will find that the City, Pi3 and FTA failed 
to, "Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives," and "Devote substantial treatment to each alternative 
considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers may 
evaluate their comparative merits," as required by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) Sec. 1502.1 4. 

Four alternatives should be assessed: 
1) BRT transit system as proposed by the Harris Administration. The 
BRT route downtown should be limited to King and Beretania Streets ( a 
couplet) and exclude Dillingham Blvd and Kapiolani Blvd which do not 
have sufficient lanes to accommodate BRT. 
2) Managed Lane (reversible three lanes) as proposed by Professor 
Panos Prevedouros Study, 'Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu" 
which shows the 11 mile three-lane cost estimate to be $900 million 
which is in tine with the $320 million Tampa three-lane reversible transit 
way. The full report is available at 
www.eng. hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
3) Former mavoral candidate Ann Kobavashi's oroaosal for a 15 mile , 8 

€ h a y .  See' 
http://www.honoluluadvertiser.com1article120081015/NEWS01181 Of 5039 
3 1  001 
4) Build two elevated highway bypasses around the H-I bottlenecks at H- 
1/H-2 merge and at Middle St. merge. The bypasses include: (a) 
"Kamehameha WOV Flyover", a four-mile, three-lane reversible elevated 
hwy over the Kamehameha Hwy median between the H-llH-2 merge 
and the H-1 Viaduct east of Aloha Stadium and (b) "Nimitz Flyover", a 
three- mile, three-lane reversible elevated hwy over the Nimitz Hwy 
median between the H-1 Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon Drive and Hotel 
StIAlakea St./ Halekauwila StlAla Moana Blvd. An onloff ramp to 
Waikamilo Rd from the Nimitz bypass would reduce the number of lanes 



from three to two between Waikamilo Rd and Iwilei. See attachment for 
more information on HOV Flyovers. 

Recommendation: Include the above four alternatives in the OEiS. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 968 18 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region 1X 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honoluiu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 

Attachment - Description of Nimitz and Kamehameha HOV Flyovers 
Nimitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea StIHalekauwila St. The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/l72 . 
One of the three lanes would exit the Flyover at Waikamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kalihi, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two fanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 
from the Nimitz HOV Flyover include an elevated busway from lwilei to 
Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Alakea SVHafekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
"Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is availabfe at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 70 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 



Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $1 80 million to $240 
million. 
The "Nimitz Flyover" has an approved Final Environmental Impact 
Statement which allows for early construction. 

Kamehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Kamehameha HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three- 
lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway from the H- 
1/H-2 merge at the Waiawa Interchange to the Airport Viaduct just 
diamond head of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover would be built similar 
to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/172 . 
The Kamehameha Flyover would be connected to H-I, H-2, 
Kamehameha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airport Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honoiulu". The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 4-mile 
Kamehameha HOV Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Nov 2008 , shows the rail route over 
Kamehameha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Kamehameha Flyover" route 
outlined above. If the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kamehameha Highway "Flyover" and the Rail be built within the 
elevated Kamehameha Highway corridor. In this case, only a two-lane 
"Kamehameha Flyover" is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and parallel to the Rail transit. The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Kamehameha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-IIH-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium. 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and Courlty of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project: tssue - Scope of Work 
reduced in DEIS from scope stipulated in 2006 Notice of lntent 

Fact: 
The project scope outlined in the 2006 Notice of lntent (Not) agreement 
between the Federal Transit Administration and the City and County of 
Honolulu is violated. The NO1 explicitly mentions a fixed guideway from 
Kapolei to the UH. The DElS fixed guide way starts well outs~de Kapolel 
and ends at Ala Moana Shopping Center. The 34 miles have become 20 
miles in the DEiS. 

Discussion: 

The DElS reduces the project scope as stated in the Notice of lntent 
NOI) dated 7 Dec 2007 reference (a), which states: 

'The Federa, Transit Administration (FTA] and the City and County of 
Honolulu, Department of Transportation Servlces (DTS) intend to 
prepare an EIS (and Alternative Analysis (AA)) on a proposal by the City 
and County of HonoIulu to implement transit improvements that 
potentially include high-capacity transit service in a 25-mile travel 
corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Manoa and 
Waikiki." 

Discussion: 
The City's 2006 Alternatives Analysis states that "The primary project 
study area is the travel corridor between Kapolei and the University of 
tlawai'i at Manoa. 

The DElS covers a fixed guideway route of 20 miles from Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center. The Draft Environmental impact of the fixed guideway 
is limited to only the 20 miles rather than the full 34 miles from Kalaeloa 
to Waikiki and UN Manoa. 

Conclusion: 
The project scope outlined in the 2006 Notice of lntent (N01) agreement 
between the Federal Transit Administration and the City and County of 
HonotuIu is vioiated. 

Recommendation: 



It is strongly recommended that the project scope contained in the DEIS 
be expanded to include a rail route to both Waikiki and to UH Manoa. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Reference (a): 
[Federal Register: December 7, 2005 (Volume 70, Number 234)] 
[Notices] 
[Page 72871 -728731 From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access 
[wais.access.gpo.gov] [DOCIO:fr07de05-1371 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite f 650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

Governor Linda tingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S 8eretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3)Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentlNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The DEIS 
incorrectly excludes Managed Lanes and other alternatives 

Discussion: DEIS Chapter 2 summarizes alternatives considered for the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. The alternatives 
considered were chosen primarily by the Alternative Analysis published 
in 2006. 

The AA was flawed because it failed t i  include several transit 
alternatives, each with the capability to substantially reduce or eliminate 
the traffic congestion on H-1 at Pearl City and Middle St. merge in year 
2030, As shown on Table 3-12 of the AA and DEIS Table 3-12, All rail 
aiternatives result in worse traffic congestion on H-1 AFTER any rail 
alternative is built and operating. 

The fact that rail wilt worsen congestion on H-1 after spending a 
minimum of $6.2 Billion for the Rail alternative, it is totally unacceptable 
to the Oahu taxpayer to continue to face worse traffic congestion on H-1 
which is the single, primary reason for building a "mass transit system". 

As a minimum, the OElS should include the following additional 
alternatives: 

Four alternatives should be assessed: 
1) BRT transit system as proposed by the Harris Administration. The 
BRT route downtown should be limited to King and Beretanla Streets 
and exclude Dillingham Blvd and Kapiolani Blvd. 
2) Managed Lane (reversible) as proposed by Professor Panos. . 
Prevedouros Study, 'Transportation Afternatives Analysis for M~t~gating 
Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolululu" which 
shows the 11 mite three-lane cost estimate to be $900 million which is in 
line with the $320 million Tampa three-lane reversible transitway. 
3) Former mayoral candidate Ann Kobayashi's proposal for a 15 mile 
EzWay. See 
http:/lwww.honoluluadvertiser.com/article/200810 15/NEWS01/8 0 5039 
2/1001 
4) Build two elevated highway bypasses around the H-1 bottlenecks at H- 
1/H-2 merge and at Middle St. merge. The bypasses include: a) a 4 
mile, three-lane reversible elevated highway (Kamehameha Flyover) 
over the Kamehameha Hwy median beween the H-I/H-2 merge and the 
H-1 Viaduct at Aloha Stadium and b) a 3 mile, three-lane reversible 



elevated hwy (Nimitz Flyover) over the Nimitz Hwy median between the 
H-I Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon Drive and Hotel StIAlakea St./ Halekauwila 
StIAla Moana Blvd. An onloff ramp to Waikamilo Rd from the Nimitz 
bypass would reduce the number of lanes from three to two between 
Waikamilo Rd and Iwilei. See attachment for more information on HOV 
flyovers. 

Conclusion: The above four transit alternatives meet the goals and 
objectives of the Honolulu General Plan and Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan and therefore should be includes for consideration 
for Oahu Mass Transit system in the West Oahu corridor. 

Recommendation: Include the above four alternatives in the DEIS. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 9681 8 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 9681 3 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 

Attachment - Description of Nimitz and Kamehameha HOV Flyovers 
Nimitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea StJHalekauwila St. The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews,com/node/l72 . 
One of the three lanes would exit the Flyover at Waikamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kalihi, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 
from the Nimitz HOV Flyover include an elevated busway from lwilei to 
Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Alakea SffHalekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 



"Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The fult report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mife. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 
Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 
million. 
The "Nimitz Flyover" has an approved Final Environmental Impact 
Statement which allows for early construction. 

Kamehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Kamehameha HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three- 
lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway from the H- 
t/H-2 merge at the Waiawa fnterchange to the Airport Viaduct just 
diamond head of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover would be built similar 
to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/l72 . 
The Kamehameha Flyover would be connected to H-I, H-2, 
Kamehameha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airoort Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a   an aged Lane Study "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitiaatina Traffic conaestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The 
full TeporT is availablevat www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 4-mile 
Kamehameha HOV Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million. 
The Oraft Environmental lmpact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Nov 2008 , shows the rail route over 
Kamehameha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Kamehameha Ftyover" route 
outlined above. I f  the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kamehameha Hiahwav "Flvover" and the Rail be built within the 
elevated ~amehimeha ~ ighway  corridor. In this case, only a two-lane 
"Kamehameha Flvover" is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and parallel to the Rail trinsit. The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Kamehameha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantjally 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-IM-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium. 
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Submission ContentlNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The DElS 
unjustly excludes Managed Lanes and other alternatives 

Discussion: 
DElS Chapter 2 evaluates only "No build and Sfeel Wheel Rail Transit" 

alternatives identified by the 2006 City Alternative Analysis. The AA 
intentionally assigned flawed information to the Managed Lanes 
Alternative (MLA) to eliminate the MLA from further consideration for 
Oahu's Mass Transit system. The flawed information is further 
displayed in Honolulutransit.com which makes a comparison of Mass 
Transit Options including the MLA (aka HOT) and is shown below. 
Honolulutransit.com provides a chart to compare the Mass Transit 
o tions and concludes that Steel Wheel Rail Transit is the best option. 
~ [ e  Mass Transit Options included: 
1) Steel Wheel Rail Transit (SWRT) 
2) Rubber Tire Fixed Guideway (RTFG) 
3) Elevated "HOT" Toll roads or Managed Lanes (HOT) 

Comparison of Options (see chart in www.honolulutransit.comRAQ 
under "Why was steel wheel Technology chosen for Honolulu?" 
A) Lowest construction cost: SWRT - YES ; RTFG'- NO ; HOT - NO. 
B) Lowest Cost to maintain and operate: SWRT - YES ; RTFG - NO ; 
HOT - NO. 
C) Qualifies for federal transit funding: SWRT -YES ; RTFG -YES ; 
HOT - NO. 
D) Highest Passenger Capacity: SWRT - YES ; RTFG -YES ; HOT - 
NO. 
~)f~lectric-powered, can run on wind, solar, H-power: SWRT - YES ; 
RTFG - YES ; HOT - NO. 
Ff Liahtest construction irnoact on communitv: SWRT- YES : RTFG - 
Y'EsI HOT - NO. 
G) Greatest relief of traffic congestion: SWRT - YES ; RTFG -YES ; 
HOT- NO. . . - . . - - . 
H) Lowest operating noise levels: SWRT - YES ; RTFG - NO ; HOT - 
Nn . --. 
I) Most proven transit sofution: SWRT -YES ; RTFG - NO ; HOT - NO. 
There are comparison flaws between HOT and SWRT or RTFG in each 
of the above topics. However, the major flawed comparisons are found 
in comparisons "A", "D", and '%" as explained below. 

Discussion of Comparison A) - (Rail has) Lowest construction Cost: 



The capital cost estimate for the 30 mile SWRT in the Alternative 
Analysis (Table 5-1 ) is $5.5 Billion for Kamokiia to Waikiki or $1 83 
million per mile (rail includes 20 c four story rail stations, 180 land 
acquisition and power substations at each rail station). The Alternative 
Analysis assigns a capital cost estimate for 11 mile HOT two-lane 
reversible highway from Waikele to lwilei at $2.57 Billion or $233 million 
per mile (HOT has zero bus stations and zero power substations). 
The AA-assigned capital cost estimate for the HOT reversible at $233 
per mile is grossly incorrect based on several factors: 
a) The Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP 2030) link 
http:lloahumpo.orglortp/OATP2O3O/OMPOORepoFlNALpdf shows 
the State Project No. 52 - 2.2 mile Nimitz two-lane elevated flyover at 
$250 million (State DOT cost Estimate) or $1 13 million per mite. 
b) The 10 mile Tampa three-lane elevated expressway 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/l72 cost $420 million or $42 million 
per mile. 
c) The AA assigned cost estimate for the HOT reversible would conclude 
that the HOT would cost twice as much per lane mile as H-3, the most 
expensive highway because it had to bore two tunnels through the 
Koolaus. 
d) Professor Panos Prevedouros study "Transportation Alternative 
Analysis for Mitigating traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and 
Honolulu" March 2008, shows a cost estimate for a three lane, 11 mile 
elevated Managed Lane For $900 million or $81 million per mile. The 
Managed Lane facility is similar in construction to the Tampa three lane 
elevated reversible. f he full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
Conclusion: It is concluded that the AA-assigned capital cost estimate 
for the HOT reversible at $233 per mile is grossly incorrect and that a 
three-lane reversible HOT or managed lane is estimated to cost not 
more than $80 mijlion per mile or $880 million for 11 miles from the H- 
1/H-2 merge to downtown Hotel Street. --.-------------."---"-"--"-----."-*-- 
Discussion of Comparison D) - (Rail has) Highest Passenger Capacity: 
Numbers from Table 3-1 2 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): 

Rail only: The rail has a peak passenger capacity of 6,000 commuters 
per hour (2,000 seated, 4,000 standees) based on 300 commuters per 
train group at 3 minute intervals. Also see honolulutransit.com~FAQ 
"What is Honolulu Rail Transit?" for rail commuter capacity. 

HOT or Managed Lane: The HOT will have three lanes, each lane has a 
capacity of 2000 vph. For three lanes, the vehicular capacity is 6000 
vehicles per hour. The HOT person capacity is calculated thus: 
Projected use of the HOT during peak hour includes: 

200 express buses w/-50 pns = 10,000 pns 
500 HOV5 (carpool) = 2,500 pns 
500 vanpool (-5pns = 2,500 pns. 

Remaining excess capacity available for low occupancy vehicles: 
6,000 vph minus (200 -t. 500 + 500) = 4,800 vph. 4,800 low occupancy 
vehicles 



Average persons per vehicle = 1.2 pns per vehicle 
4,800 vehicles with 1.2 pns = 5700 pns 

Summary: HOT persons capacity = 10,000 + 2,500 +2,500 .c 5,700 = - 
20,700 pns 

Conclusion: Rail carries 6,000 commuters per hour while a three-lane 
HOT or Managed Lane carries about 20,000 commuters per hour. 
Managed Lane Alternative carries over three times the commuter 
capacity of rail. -----."-""----------.--""-------".-*.--.---.--"------- 
Comparison G) - (Rail provides) Greatest relief of traffic congestion: 
Numbers from Table 3-1 2 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($1 0 
million report): 

Rail only: The rail has a peak passenger capacity of 6,000 commuters 
per hour (2,000 seated, 4,000 standees) based on 300 commuters per 
train group at 3 minute intervals, 
H-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour) 

H-1 forecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17,500 vehicles per hour per City AA 
Table 3-12 (or 8,000 vph overload = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

Managed Lane three-Lane HOV Reversible Flyover: capacity = 6,000 
high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 commuters per 
hour). Capacity based on HOV use on Flyover by 200 express buses 
per peak hour, car pools, van pools, green cars and HOV2. (50 pns per 
express bus and 5800 vph at avge 2 pns per vehicle). 

Year 2030 commuter load by City AA Report = Rail (6000) + H-1 
overload (9,600) c H-1 capacity (1 5,400) = 31,000 commuters. 

2030 Load = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-1 = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV + H-I = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Conclusion: Rail does not have sufficient commuter capacity which will 
cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 or stuck at rail 
stations (especially at stations between Waipahu and Kalihi). Managed 
Lane HOV Alternative will eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on H-I. 
Overall Conclusion and Recommendation: 
It is concluded that the Managed Lane (three-Lane HOT) Alternative was 
erroneously discarded for further evaluation in the Alternative Analysls 
and therefore it is recommended that the Managed Lane (Three-Lane 
elevated HOT) must be reinstated into the DElS for consideration as a 
viable Mass Transit Alternative. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Rarnelb P.E. 
11 48 Ala Lilikoi St. 



Honolufu HI 9681 8 

Copy to: 
11 Mr. Ted Matlev 
FTA Region IX * 

201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Seretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) tdonolulu City Councii Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentlNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Oraft Environmental Impact Statement ( D E B )  
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The DElS 
shows Summary of Alternative Analysis Findings which contains inflated 
Capital cost for Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) 

Fact: 
DElS Chapter 2, Table 2-1 sh0ws.a Summary of Alternative Analysis 
Findings including Type of alternat~ve and Total Capital cost for each 
alternative: 
Alternative Total Capital Cost - 2030 No Build $600 million - 2030 Transp. Sys. Mgmt $856 million - 2030 Managed Lane (MLA) $3.6 to $4.7 Billion (two-lanes, I 1  miles) 
- 2020 Fixed Guidewav $4.1 to $6.1 Billion (28 miles) , . 
 isc cuss ion: 
Table 2-1 shows total capital cost information for the Managed Lane 
Alternative (MLA) of $3.6 to $4.7 Billion or $327 Million to $427 million 
per mile over 11 miles. 
The AA-assigned capital cost estimate for the Managed Lane Alternative 
(Two-lane elevated reversible hwy) is grossly incorrect based on several 
factors: 
a) The Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP 2030) link 
http:/loahumpo.org/ortp/ORTP2030/OMPO~Report~FINAL.pdf shows 
the State Project No. 52 - 2.2 mile Nimitz two-lane elevated flyover at 
$250 million (State DOT cost Estimate) or $1 13 million per mile. 

b) The 10 mile Tampa three-lane elevated expressway 
http:/lwww.tollroadsnews.com/node/i72 cost $420 million or $42 million 
per mile. 

c) The AA assigned cost estimate for the HOT reversible would conclude 
that the HOT would cost twice as much per lane mite as M-3, the most 
expensive highway because it had to bore two tunnels through the 
Koolaus. 

d) Professor Panos Prevedouros study "Transportation Alternative 
Analysis for Mitigating traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and 
Honolulu" March 2008, shows a cost estimate for a three-lane, 11 mile 
eievated Managed Lane for $900 million or $81 million per mile. The 
Managed Lane facility is similar in construction to the Tampa three lane 
elevated reversible. The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 



Conclusion: It is concluded that the AA-assigned capital cost estimate 
for the HOT reversible at $327 Millio? to $427 million per mile is grossly 
incorrect and that a three-lane reversible MLA is estimated to cost not 
more than $80 million per mile or $880 million for 11 miles from the H- 
IIH-2 merge to downtown Hotel Street. 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the DElS show a revised lower cost for the 
Managed Lane Alternative (Elevated three-Lane reversible), including 
Table 2-1, as depicted in www.eng.hawaii.edul-panos/UHCS.pdf, and 
that the MLA be reinstated into the DElS for consideration as a viable 
Mass Transit Alternative. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentiNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The DElS must 
expand Mass transit alternatives for evaluation as required by law 

Discussion: The Alternative Analysis and DElS failed to provide ". .. an 
assessment of a wide range of public transportation alternatives ..." 
andfor "... sufficient information to enable the Secretary to make the 
findings of project justification ..." as required by statute. 

Furthermore, the City, Parsons Brinkerhoff (PB) and the Federal Transit 
Authority failed to "Rigorouslv explore and obiectivelv evaluate all 
reasonable alternatives," and "Devote substantial treatment to each 
alternative considered in detail includina the D ~ O D O S ~ ~  action so that 
reviewers may evaluate their cornparatbe merits," as required by the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Sec. 1502.1 4. 

For example, the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) in the Alternative 
Analysis (AA) established a capital cost estimate for 11 mile MLA two- 
lane reversible highway from Waikele to lwilei at $2.57 Biilion or $233 
million per mile. The 2006 AA did not consider the fact that the Tampa 
three-lane, 10 mile, elevated expressway was built for $420 million or 
$42 million per mile. See Tampa 
http://www.tollroadsnews.comlnode/l72 . Had the city AA PB consultant 
reviewed the Tampa Reversible Expressway actual construction cost, 
the AA would have assigned a Capital cost estimate for the two-fane 
MLA at no more than $80 million per mile instead of $233 million per 
mile. 
There are alternatives other than fixed guideway which the AA should 
have considered knowing that Mayor Mufi Hannemann have, for over 
two years, ~nsisted that the people of West Oahu wanted traffic 
congestion on H-1 be sotved and they wanted a solution NOW! The PB 
consultants should have identified the congestion problem from West 
and Central Oahu to be the two major "H-1 bottlenecks" which are at the 
H-1fH-2 merge and at the Middle Street merge. The PB consultants 
should then have identified transit alternatives to eliminate the two 
bottlenecks. Instead, P8 proceeded to support the more expensive $6.0 
c rail transit as the most cost effective transit solution. The final PB 
prepared AA indicates that the $6.e Billion rail transit WORSENS the 
congestion at the two bottlenecks as shown on AA table 3-1 2 which 
shows that traffic OVERLOAD on H-1 after rail is built will increase from 
1,500 vehicles per hour overload to 8,000 vph overload! 
PB, with their expertise, should have had the ability to know that the first 



low-cost alternative to eliminate the H-1 bottlenecks is to build a three- 
lane, three-mile elevated reversible "Nimitz HOV Flyover" from the 
Airport ViaducVKeehi Lagoon Drive to downtown Hotel Street and 
Alakea Street. This Nimitz flyover will easily eliminate the Middle Street 
bottleneck tor less than $300 million, details can be found in a 2008 
study www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. Furthermore, this 
project is identified as State Project as Number 52 in the Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan (ORTP 2030) and a Final EIS was approved during 
the Ben Cayetano Administration. 
PB could have also easily identified that a similar "Kamehameha 
Flyover", a 4-mile, three-lane elevated reversible HOV over 
Kamehameha Hwy median between the H-1/H-2 merge and the Airpori 
Viaduct east of Aloha Stadium. This Kamehameha Flyover has the 
capacity to eliminate the H-1/H-2 traffic bottleneck because it would 
have 3 lanes of one-way HOV traffic during peak period. The capacity 
evaluation for the Kam flyover follows: 
Numbers from Table 3-12 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): 
Rail only: capacity = 6000 commuters per peak hour (equivalent 5000 
vehicles per peak hour.) 
H-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour 
H-1 forecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17,500 vehicles per hour per City AA 
Table 3-1 2 (or 8,000 vph overload = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

Managed Lane three-Lane HOV Reversible Kamehameha Flyover: 
capacity = 6,000 high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 
commuters per hour). Capacity based on HOV use on Kamehameha 
Flyover by 200 express buses per peak hour, car pools, van pools, 
green cars and HOV2. (50 pns per express bus and 5800 vph at avge 2 
pns per vehicle). 

Year 2030 commuter load by Cit AA Report = Rail (6000) + H-1 
overload (9.600) + H-1 capacity fi5,400) = 31.000 commuters. 

2030 Load = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-1 = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV + H-1 = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Conclusion: Rail does not have sufficient commuter capacity which will 
cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 or stuck at rail 
stations (especially at stations between Waipahu and Kalihi). Managed 
Lane HOV Alternative will eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on H-1 . 
The PI3 consultants should have been aware of the $ 0  mile Tampa three 
lane elevated, reversible expressway which was built and completed in 
year 2005 for $420 million or $42 million per mile! tf the PB consultants 
applied a 100 percent escalation and geographic cost factor and 
increase the cost to $80 million per mile for the MLA evaluated in the 
Alternative Analysis, the cost for the 4 mile long Kamehameha Flyover 
(MLA reversible three lane) and 3 mile Nimitz Flyover (MLA reversible 
three lane) would have cost of $320 million and $240 million 
respectively, much lower than the $2.57 Billion assigned to the MLA 
alternative in the AA. 



Conclusion: 
The Alternative analysis is wrong in excluding the MLA for further 
consideration, due to capital cost issues, as a viable alternative for mass 
transit for the West Oahu Corridor. 

Recommendation: 
The DElS must reinstate the MLA Alternative which is an 1 i mile, three- 
lane elevated HOV transitway from the H-1/H-2 merge to Hotel Street 
and Afakea StreetlHalekauwila Street as described in 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/+anoslUHCS.pdf. The Managed Lane alternative 
should be considered as two options: HOT Lane and as a HOV hwy 
limited to HOV vehicles and "green cars - hybrid or electric vehictes". 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
11 48 Ala Ulikoi St. 
Honofufu HI 9681 8 

Copy to: 
1 f Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
4f 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-50 1 f 
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Submission ContenVNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue The DEIS 
shows the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) was rejected by the 
Alternative Analysis for unjustified reasons 

Fact: 
The DEIS Table 2-2 "Alternatives and Technologies Considered but 
rejected" states that the MLA was rejected by the Alternative anafysis 
because " M U  would not have supported Honolulu General Plan; 
minimal impact to vehicle miles traveled and vehicles hours of delay" 

Discussion: 
1) A portion of the Honolulu General Plan is shown below and taken 
from : http:Nhonoluiudpp.org/planning/GeneralPIan/GPPreamb\e.pdf 

"Purpose of the Honolulu General Plan - 
The General Plan for the City and County of Honolulu is a written 
commitment by the City and County government to a future for the 
lsland of Oahu which it considers desirable and attainable. The Plan is a 
statement of the long-range social, economic, environmental, and design 
objectives for the general welfare and prosperity of the people of Oahu 
and is a statement of broad policies which facilitate the attainment of the 
objectives of the Plan. 
The General Plan is a guide for all ievels of government, private 
enterprise, neighbor- hood and 
citizen groups, organizations, and individual citizens in eleven areas of 
concern: 
{I) population; 
(2) economic activity; 
(3) the natural environment; 
(4) housing, 
(5) transportation and utilities 
(6) etc." 

2) A 10 mite, elevated Managed Lane {reversibie three lanes) was built 
in Tampa for $420 million or $42 million per mile. Evaluation of a similar 
11 mile, three-lane reversible MLA on Oahu would cost $900 million ( 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panoslUHCS.pdf ) and would have the capabiPty 
to eliminate the two major 
H- l  traffic bottlenecks at H-1/H-2 merge and at the Middle Street merge. 
Elimination of the two major H-1 bottlenecks by the MLA would comply 
with the Honolulu General Plan as it relates to the General Plan 



objective , 'Transportation and Utilities". The Traffic Capacity Analysis 
below shows that the MLA will have the capacity to eliminate the 
bottlenecks while the rail does not. Conversely, the $6.0 Billion steel 
wheel fixed guideway alternative will cause a severe vehicular traffic 
overload at the two H-I bottlenecks in the capacity analysis below and 
will not support the Honolulu General Plan. 

3) Moreover, by removing the two major H-1 bottlenecks, the MLA would 
substantially reduce the "vehicle miles traveled and vehicles hours of 
delay" as compared with the steel wheel fixed guideway SINCE THE 
Fixed guideway would result in severe traffic overload on H-I in year 
2030 (see capacity analysis below). 

4) The single, most important goal for mass transit is to eliminate or 
substantiaify reduce traffic congestion. The MLA meets this goal while 
the fixed guideway does not. 

Mass Transit Options Traffic Capacity Analysis: 

Numbers from Table 3-12 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): 
Rail only: capacity = 6000 commuters per peak hour (equivalent 5000 
vehicles per peak hour.) 
H-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour 
H-1 forecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17,500 vehicles per hour per City AA 
Table 3-12 (or 8,000 vph overload = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

Managed Lane three-Lane HOV Reversible Kamehameha Flyover: 
capacity = 6,000 high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 
commuters per hour). Capacity based on HOV use on Kamehameha 
Flyovet by 200 express buses per peak hour, car pools, van pools, 
green cars and HOV2. (50 pns per express bus and 5800 vph at avge 2 
pns per vehicle). 

Year 2030 commuter load by City AA Report = Rail (5000) + H-1 
overload (9,600) .t H-I capacity (15,400) = 31,000 commuters. 

2030 toad = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-1 = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV c H-1 = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Finding: Fixed Guideway does not have sufficient commuter capacity 
which wit1 cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 or stuck 
at rail stations (especially at stations between Waipahu and Kalihi). 
Managed Lane Alternative (HOV) will eliminate congestion and 
bottlenecks on H-1 . 
Conclusion: 
The Alternative Analysis is wrong by rejecting the MLA because when 
compared with the fixed guideway alternative, the MLA will remove H-1 
Traffic bottlenecks and will support Honolulu General Plan and will 
substantially reduce vehicles miles traveled and substantially reduce 
vehicies hours of delay. 



Recommendation: 
It is recommended that a three-lane MLA be reinstated into the DElS for 
further consideration as a viable mass transit locally preferred alternative 
(LPA). 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 96818 

Copy to: 
I f  Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region (X 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 9681 3 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContenVNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEiS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The DEIS and 
Alternative Analysis lacks a wide range of alternatives 

Discussion: 
The Alternative Analysis and DElS failed to provide "... an assessment 
of a wide range of public transportation alternatives ,.." and/or "... 
sufficient information to enable the Secretary to make the findings of 
project justification ..." as required by statute. 

In addition, we believe that you will find that the City, Pi3 and FTA failed 
to, "Rigorously expfore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives," and Devote substantial treatment to each alternative 
considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers may 
evaluate their comparative merits," as required by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) Sec. 1502.14. 

Four alternatives should be assessed: 
1) B R f  transit system as proposed by the Harris Administration. The 
BRT route downtown should be limited to King and Beretania Streets 
and exclude Dillingham Blvd and Kapiolani Blvd. 
2) Managed Lane (reversible) as proposed by Professor Panos 
Prevedouros Study, "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating 
Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu" which shows 
the I I mile three-lane cost estimate to be $900 million which is in line 
'with the $320 million Tampa three-lane reversible transitway. 
3) Former mayoral candidate Ann Kobayashi's proposal for a 15 mile 
EzWay. See 
http://www.honoluluadvertiser.com/articte/2OO8 101 5/NEWSOl/81015039 
'211 00 1 
4) Build two elevated highway bypasses around the H-1 bottlenecks at H- 
1/H-2 merge and at Middle St. merge. The bypasses include: a) a 4 
mile, three-Iane reversible elevated hwy over the Kamehameha Hwy 
median between the H-1/H-2 merge and the H-1 Viaduct at Aloha 
Stadium and b) a 3 mile, three-lane reversible elevated hwy over the 
Nimitz Hwy median between the H-1 Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon Drive and 
Hotel SUAlakea St./ Halekauwila St/Ala Moana Blvd. An ontoff rainp to 
Waikamilo Rd from the Nimitz bypass would reduce the number of lanes 
from three to two between Waikamilo Rd and Iwilei. See attachment for 
more information on HOV Flyovers. 

Recommendation: Include the above four alternatives in the DEIS. 



Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
t 148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
20 1 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 

Attachment -Description of Nimitz and Kamehameha HOV Flyovers 
Nimitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Atakea StIHalekauwila St. The 
Ftyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible HOW as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.cornlnodell72 . 
One of the three lanes would exit the Flyover at Waikamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kalihi, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 
from the Nimitz HOV Flyover include an elevated busway from lwilei to 
Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Aiakea SttHalekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
"Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz WOV 
Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 
million. 
The "Nimitz Flyover" has an approved Final Environmental Impact 

Statement which allows for early constfuction. 

Kamehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 



The Kamehameha HOV Flyover is a 4-mile reversible, elevated, three- 
lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway from the H- 
1/H-2 merge at the Waiawa Interchange to the Airport Viaduct just 
diamond head of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover would be built similar 
to the Tampa Elevated three-lane ReversibIe WOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.comlnodell72 . 
The Kamehameha Flyover would be connected to H-1 , H-2, 
Kamehameha Highwa and Farrington Highway at the west end and to tl the Airport Viaduct at t e east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 4-mile 
Kamehameha HOV Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Nov 2008 , shows the rail route over 
Kamehameha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Kamehameha Flyover" route 
outlined above. If the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kamehameha Highway uFlyovet' and the Rail be built within the 
elevated Kamehameha Highway corridor. In this case, only a two-lane 
"Kamehameha Flyover" is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and parallel to the Rail transit. The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Kamehameha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-IIH-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and Afoha Stadium. 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The Alternative 
Analysis evaluation of the Managed Lane Alternative was flawed which 
caused the MLA to be excluded from further consideration in the DElS 

Discussion: 
The Alternative Analysis rigged the specifications and analysis of the 
Managed Lane Alternative . DElS Chapter 2 summarizes alternatives 
considered for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. The 
alternatives considered were chosen primarily by the Alternative 
Analysis published in 2006. 

The AA was flawed because it failed to include several transit 
alternatives, each with a capability to substantially reduce or eliminate 
the traffic congestion bottlenecks on H-1 at Pearl City and Middle St. 
merge in year 2030. As shown on Table 3-12 of the AA and DElS Table 
3-12, all rail alfernatjves result in worse traffic congestion on H-1 AFTER 
any rail alternative is built and operating. 

The fact that rail wilt worsen congestion on H-1 after spending a 
minimum of $6.2 Billion for the Rail alternative, it is totally unacceptable 
to the Oahu taxpayer to continue to face worse traffic congestion on H-I. 
The single and most important reason for building a "mass transit 
system" is to substantially reduce or eliminate traffic congestion". The 
AA and DEIS fails to include this most important purpose and need for 
mass transit and therefore the AA and DElS must be revised to include, 
as a need, to substantially reduce or eliminate traffic congestion. 

Accordingly, as a minimum, the DElS should include the following four 
additional alternatives for assessment on environmental impact: 

I )  BRT transit system as proposed by the Harris Administration. The 
BRT route downtown should be limited to King and Beretania Streets 
which can accommodate a BRT system and exclude Diltingham Blvd 
and Kapiolani Blvd which are too narrow to accommodate a BRT 
system. 
2) Managed Lane (reversible) as proposed by Professor Panos 
Prevedouros Study, "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating 
Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu" published 
March 2008, which shows the 11 mile three-lane cost estimate to be 
$900 million which is in line with the $320 million Tampa three-lane 
reversible transit way. 



3) Former mayoral candidate Ann Kobayashi's proposal for a 15 mile 
EzWay. See 
http://www.honoluluadvertiser.com/article/2008105/N EWS01/81015039 
211 001 
4) Build two elevated highway bypasses around the H-1 bottlenecks at H- 
llH-2 merge and at Middle St. merge. The bypasses include: a) a 4 
mile, three-lane reversible elevated hwy over the Kamehameha Hwy 
median between the H-1/H-2 merge and the H-1 Viaduct at Aloha 
Stadium and b) a 3 mile, three-lane reversible elevated hwy over the 
Nimitz Hwy median between the H-1 Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon Drive and 
Hotel StfAlakea St./ Halekauwlla St/Ala Moana Blvd. An on/off ramp to 
Waikamilo Rd from the Nimitz bypass would reduce the number of lanes 
from three to two between Waikamilo Rd and Iwilei. See attachment for 
more information on HOV Ftyovers. 

Recommendation: include the above four alternatives in the DEIS. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 96828 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
20 1 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 588-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX {808) 867-501 1 

Attachment - Description of Nimitz and Kamehameha HOV Fiyovers 
Nimitz Fiyovef, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea St/Halekauwila St. The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible HOV as described in- 
http:Nwww.tollroadsnews.com/nodell72 . 
One of the three lanes would exit the FIyover at Waikamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kafihi, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 



from the Nimitz HOV Flyover include an elevated busway from lwilei to 
Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Alakea StIHalekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
"Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honofulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edul-panos/UHCS.pdf, 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the Smile Nimitz HOV 
Flyover at $60 ta $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 
million. 
The "Nimitz Flyover" has an approved Final Environmental Impact 
Statement which allows for early construction. 

Kamehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Kamehameha HOV Flyover is a 4-mile reversible, elevated, three- 
lane structure over the median of Karnehameha Highway from the H- 
1/H-2 merge at the Waiawa Interchange to the Airport Viaduct just 
diamond head of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover would be built similar 
to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/l72 . 
The Kamehameha Flyover would be connected to H-1, H-2, 
Kamehameha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airport Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the &-mile 
Kamehameha MOV Flyover at $60 to $80 mirlion per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Nov 2008 , shows the rail route over 
Kamehameha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-iane "Karnehameha Flyover" route 
outlined above. If the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kamehameha Highway "Flyover" and the Rail be built within the 
elevated Kamehameha Highway corridor. In this case, only a two-lane 
"Karnehameha Flyover" is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and pafaliel to the Rail transit. The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Kamehameha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-1/H-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium. 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : City Alternative 
Analysis (AA) incorrectly inflates Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) cost 
of $2.6 Billion which wrongly excludes MLA from further transit 
consideration in the DEiS 

facts: 
I) 2006 Alternative Analysis show 14 mile, two lane elevated MLA 
capital cost at $2.6 Billion or $185 Million per mile. 
2) AA shows 20 mile Rail to Ala Moana Shopping Center cost at $3.7 
Billion or $1 80 million per mile. 
3) Wayne Yoshioka, on Ofelo 22 July 2008, 19 minutes into video, 
http://www.honotulutransit.orglvideo/?id=9, stated " $3.7 Billion includes 
$1.0 Billion contingency". Thus the 20 mile Rail cost estimate, without 
contingency, is $2.7 Billion or $135 million per mile. 
4) The Rail project includes 180 +land acquisitions, 20 miles elevated 
structure, nineteen, four-story or higher raii stations., electric substations 
at each rail station, steel rails and the heavy copper lines to convey the 
hi h electrical load, escalators, elevators, and 
o~ce/bathrooms/roadways/parking facilities at each rail station 
Conversely, the MLA will have zero rail stations on the entire 1 i mile 
lenoth. 
5)' ?he ORTP 2030 link 
http:lloahumpo.org/ottp/ORTP2030/OMPO~ReportFINAL.pdf 
Shows the 2.2 mile Nimitz two lane elevated flvover at $250 million 
(State DOT cost Estimate) or $1 13 million per inile. 
6) The 10 mite Tampa three-lane elevated 
http:/lwww.tollroadsnews.com/node/l72 cost $420 million or $42 miilion 
per mile. 
7) The MLA would cost twice as much per lane mile as H-3, the most 
expensive highway because it had to bore two tunnels through the 
Koolaus. 
8) Professor Panos Prevedouros study "Transportation Alternative 
Analysis for Mitigating traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and 
Honolulu'' March 2008, shows a cost estimate for a three lane, 1 f mile 
elevated Managed Lane for $900 million or $81 million per mile. The 
Managed Lane facility is similar in construction to the Tampa three lane 
elevated reversible. The fulf report is avaiiable at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 

Discussion: 



a) The city AA discarded the MLA because of high cost and that it would 
not solve traffic congestion. 
b) The DElS does not include the MLA because it was discarded by the 
AA from further consideration. 
c) The cost estimates above show that the MLA would cost not more 
than $900 miltion based on the similar Tampa three lane reversible. 
Even is the MLA were to use the State of Hawaii's estimate in the ORTP, 
the 1 I mile MLA would cost $1 13 million per mile or $1.2 Billion. 
d) If the two lane elevated MLA uses the elevated rail cost at $135 
million per mile, the MLA would cost $1.5 Billion, far less than the AA 
estimate of $2.6 Billion. 

Conclusion: 
The AA cost estimate for the MLA at $2.6 Billion is incorrect and should 
be revised to Iess than $1.0 Billion. Further, the MLA should be 
restudied within the DElS process if the DElS is to comply with NEPA. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), in 
conjunction with the USDOT, require the FTA and the CITY re-assess 
the MLA in the €IS process. City and FTA re-study the MLA as an 1 1  
mile, three-lane elevated reversible transit way within the DElS process 
if the DElS is to'comply with NEPA. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
11 48 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
968 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
20 1 Mission St, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 15-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 9681 3 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentlNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honotulu 
HI 9681 3 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"HonoIulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: The purpose and 
goals for the Honoiulu High-capacity Transit Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) are not consistent with those of 
the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan 2030 (ORTP 2030). 
Facts: 
a) The ORTP 2030 states that its purpose is to provide a long-term 
vision document that outlines transportation goals, objectives, and 
policies for Oahu. The ORTP 2030 goals and objectives are listed in the 
discussion section below. 
b) The ORTP 2030 document also identifies specific highway and transit 
projects that are designed to improve safety, reduce congestion, and 
Increase mobility for Oahu's residents and visitors. This regional 
planning document is required by a number of state and federal 
mandates and requirements which include the Transportation Equity Act 
for the 2f st Century CTEA 21"). These requirements are mandated by 
the Federal Department of Transportation as a means of verifying the 
eligibility of metropolitan areas for Federal funds earmarked for surface 
transportation systems. 
c) DEIS para. 1.7 states "The purpose of the Honolulu High-capacity 
Transit corridor is to provide high-capacity rapid transit in the 
transportation corridor .......... as specified in the ORTP 2030." 
d) DEIS para. 1.8 - States that there are several needs for transit 
improvements in the transit corridor: (1) improve corridor mobility, (2) 
lmprove corridor travel reliability, (3) Improve access to planned 
development to support city policy to develop a second urban center, 
and (4) Improve transportation equity. 
Discussion: 
a) GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
T~ANSPORTATION PLAN, October 2004 
http:Noahumpo.orglortplmedia/GoalsObjectvesO4 1022final.pdf 

Transportation Services System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahu's islandwide transportation system to 
ensure efficient, safe, 
convenient and economical movement of people and goods. 
Objectives: 
81 increase peak-period person-carrying capacities on Oahu's 
transportation network. 
#2 Provide efficient. convenient and cost-effective transit service to 
Oahu citizens. 
#3 Encourage the availability of adequate public and private services 



between Waikiki, the 
airport and other tourist destinations. 
M Promote intermodal efficiency of harbor terminal facilities, airport 
terminal facilities and 
land transportation systems. 
#5 Ensure that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, gender, 
age, income, 
disability, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied 
the benefits of, 
or be subjected to discrimination in transportation services as provided 
for under current 
federal, state, and local legislation. 
#6 Ensure user and community safety and security in the physical 
design and operation of 
transportation facilities. 
#7 Ensure that Oahu's transportation system is planned, designed, 
constructed and 
operated in an integrated and cost-effective manner. 
#8 Enhance the performance and efficiency of Oahu's transportation 
system through the 
use of operation management strategies, such as Intelligent 
Transportation System 
(ITS), Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation 
Demand 
Management (TDM). 
#9 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the regional 
trans ortation system. 
11 0 Bromate planning, design and construction of transportation 
facilities and systems to 
support economic development and vitality. 
#I 1 Provide major rehabilitation/renewaVmodernization of facilities in 
sufficient magnitude to 
ensure continued effective operation. 

2030 ORTP Planning Study 2 Goals and Objectives 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Environment and Quality of Life System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system in a manner that 
maintains environmental 
quality and community cohesiveness. 
Objectives: 
#I 2 Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system to meet or 
exceed noise, air and 
water quality standards set forth by federal, state and local agencies. 
#I 3 Encourage energy conservation in transportation. 
#14 Preserve Oahu's cultural integrity and sensitive natural resources, 
including beaches, 
scenic beauty, and sea and mountain vistas. 
#I 5 Develop and maintain afternative transportation facilities, including 
bikeways, 
walkways and other environmentally-friendly elements which can be 



safely integrated 
with other transport modes. 
#I6 Develop a travel demand management system for Oahu that 
o~timizes use of 
transportation resources by encouraging programs to increase transit 
ridership, 
increase ridesharing on Oahu, reduce single occupancy vehicle travel, 
and reduce 
auto dependency. 
#I 7 Minimize disruption of existing neighborhoods from construction of 
the transportation 
system. 
#18 Ensure that transportation facility design and maintenance are 
compatible with the 
existing and planned physical and social character of new and existing 
developments. 
#I 9 Maintain and upgrade existing facilities and design future 
transportation facilities in a 
manner that is aestheticafly pleasing and incorporates landscaping, tree 
planting, and 
public safety. 
#20 Develop transportation contingency plans for energy shortages, 
natural and manmade 
disasters and other emergencies that would impact the transportation 
system. 

2030 ORTP Planning Study 3 Goals and Objectives 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Land Use and Transportation Integration System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system in a manner that 
integrates land use and 
transportation. 
Objectives: 
#21 Maintain and develop the transportation system to reinforce Oahu's 
planned 
population distribution and land use development policies expressed in 
the City's 
Development Plans through coordinated efforts of the public and private 
sectors. 
#22 Encourage innovation in planning, design and maintenance of 
transportation 
services and facilities. 
#23 Encourage the implementation of land use development policies 
that support 
efficient use of the transportation system via reduced vehicular 
tripmaking and 
vehicle miles traveled. 

b) DElS purpose stated in paragraph 1.7 is not found in the ORTP goals 
and objectives listed above. 
c) DElS Needs paragraph 1.8 are not found in the ORTP goals and 
objectives listed above. 



d) The single most important non-compliance of the DEIS with the ORTP 
2030 is Ohjective No. 2 where the ORTP Objective No. 2 is to provide a 
transportation system that is "COST EFFECTIVE. The reason that Rail 
is NOT cost effective is that: (1) Rail will cost $6.8 Billion but will still not 
eliminate the major H-f bottlenecks at the H-1JM-2 merge and at the 
Middle Street merge. In fact, the Raii will increase the vehicular 
overload on H-1 from the present 11,000 vph to 17,500 vehicles per 
hour on the 9,500 vph capacity H-I Freeway at Kalauao. The rail 
alternative must be compared with Professor Prevedouros' $900 million 
11 mile, Managed Three-Lane HOV Alternative explained in 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. The Managed Three-Lane 
HOV Alternative eliminates the two H-I bottlenecks at Pearl City and at 
Middle Street merge and should be considered "cost effective" by any 
definition 
Conclusion: The purpose and goals tor the Honolulu High-capacity 
Transit Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
do not conform with ORTP 2030 objective No. 2 with regard to rail being 
cost effective. 
Recommendation: Reinstate the 11 mile Managed Lane HOV 
Alternative into the DEIS for evaluation as a transit system in terms of 
cost effectiveness and the potential to eliminate the H-l bottlenecks at 
H-1/H-2 merge and at the Middle St. merge. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 f 48 Afa Cilikoi St 
Honolulu, I-tl 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAS( 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Roor 
Honolulu, HI 9681 3 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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between Waikiki, the 
airport and other tourist destinations. NO 
#4 Promote intermodal efficiency of harbor terminal facilities, airport 
terminal facilities and 
land transportation systems. 
#5 Ensure that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, gender, 
age, income, 
disability, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied 
the benefits of, 
or be subjected to discrimination in transportation services as provided 
for under current 
federal, state, and local legislation. 
#6 Ensure user and community safety and security in the physical 
design and operation of 
transportation facilities. 
#7 Ensure that Oahu's transportation system is planned, designed, 
constructed and 
operated in an integrated and cost-effective manner. NO 
#8 Enhance the performance and efficiency of Oahu's transportation 
system through the 
use of operation management strategies, such as Intelligent 
Transoortation Svstem 
(l~~),'~ransport&tion System Management (TSM) and Transportation 
Demand 
~ana~ement  (TDM). 
#9 Enhance the integration and connectivity of the regional 
transportation system. NO 
#I0 Promote planning, design and construction of transportation 
facilities and systems to 
support economic development and vitality. NO 
#I 1 Provide major rehabilitation/renewal/modernization of facilities in 
sufficient magnitude to 
ensure continued effective operation. NO 

2030 ORTP Planning Study 2 Goals and Objectives 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTAT [ON PLAN 
Environment and Quality of Life System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system in a manner that 
maintains environmental 
quality and community cohesiveness. 
Objectives: 
#I2 Develop and maintain Oahu's transportation system to meet or 
exceed noise, air and 
water quality standards set forth by federal, state and local agencies. 
NO 
#13 Encourage energy conservation in transportation. NO 
#14 Preserve Oahu's cultural intearitv and sensitive natural resources, - .  
includina beaches. 
scenic Geauty, and sea and mountain vistas. NO 
#15 Develop and maintain alternative transportation facilities, including 
bikeways, 



walkways and other environmentally-friendly elements which can be 
safely integrated 
with other transport modes. NO 
#16 Develop a travel demand management system for Oahu that 
optimizes use of 
transportation resources by encouraging programs to increase transit 
ridership, 
increase ridesharing on Oahu, reduce single occupancy vehicle travel, 
and reduce 
auto dependency. NO 
#I 7 Minimize disruption of existing neighborhoods from construction of 
the trans~ortation 
system. NO 
#I 8 Ensure that transportation facility design and maintenance are 
compatible with the 
existing and planned physical and social character of new and existing 
developments. NO 
#19 Maintain and upgrade existing facilities and design future 
transportation facilities- in a 
manner that is aesthetrcafly pleasing and incorporates fandscaping, tree 
planting, and 
public safety. NO 
#20 Develop transportation contingency plans for energy shortages, 
natural and manmade 
disasters and other emergencies that would impact the transportation 
system. NO 

2030 ORTP Planning Study 3 Goals and Objectives 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 2030 OAHU REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
Land Use and Transportation Integration System Goal: 
Develop and maintain Oahurs transportation system in a manner that 
integrates land use and 
transportation. 
Objectives: 
#21 Maintain and develop the transportation system to reinforce Oahu's 
planned 
population distribution and land use development policies expressed in 
the City's 
Development Plans through coordinated efforts of the public and private 
sectors. NO 
#22 Encourage innovation in planning, design and maintenance of 
transportation 
services and facilities. NO 
#23 Encourage the implementation of land use development policies 
that support 
efficient use of the transportation system via reduced vehicular 
tripmaking and 
vehicle miles traveled. NO 

Findings: 

The DElS purpose and needs stated in paragraphs 1.7 and 1.8 do not 



conform with many ORTP 2030 Goals and Objectives noted above for 
one or more reasons: 
( I )  Rail transit will result in a net DECREASE in peak-period person- 
carrying capacities on Oahu's transportation network, 
(2) The $6.8 Billion rail is not cost effective because rail will still not 
eliminate the major H-1 bottlenecks at the H-IIH-2 merge and at the 
Middle Street merge. In fact, the Rail will increase the vehicular 
overload on H-1 from the present 11,000 vph to 17,500 vehicles per 
hour on the 9,500 vph capacity H-1 Freeway at Kalauao , 
(3) Rail transit will not service Waikiki, 
(4) The rail transportation system is not cost effective because it does 
not allow express buses to run in a corridor paratlet to the rail route to 
reduce congestion on H-1 during peak hour, 
(5) Rail will not provide relief to increased congestion on H-1 at the H- 
IM-1 merge and at Middle St. merge by year 2030. Therefore, rail will 
not enhance the integration and connectivity of the regional 
transportation system; will not promote planning, design and 
construction of transportation facilities and systems to support economic 
development and vitality; and will not provide major 
rehabilitation/renewallmodernization of facilities in sufficient magnitude 
to ensure continued effective operation. 
(6) Rail will cause more vehicles to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 and will 
therefore exceed noise, air and water quality standards set forth by 
federal, state and local agencies and energy conservation in 
transportation because rail will result in 8.000 vehicles per hour being 
stuck in gridlock on H-1 during the am peak period. 
(7) The elevated rail located downtown be a visual blight downtown and 
will not preserve Oahu's cultural integrity and sensitive natural 
resources, including beaches, 
scenic beauty, and sea and mountain vistas. 
(8) The rail route on Salt Lake Blvd and Oillingham Blvd instead of the H- 
I Viaduct and Nimitt Highway will maximize disruption of existing 
neighborhoods from construction of the transportation system. 

Conclusion: 
The elevated rail will cause severe traffic conaestion on H-1 durina Deak 
hour, will force more vehicles to be stuck in gadlock causing worse ' 
pollution, less reliability for many commuters at the rail station waiting for 
commuter room on the fully loaded train and will cause a visual blight 
downtown. 

Recommendation: 

The DElS must add more transit alternatives such as: 
1) an elevated HOV three-lane transit way from Waikele to downtown 
Hotel and Alakea Sts as described in Professor Panos Prevedouros 
Report "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic 
Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu, Mar 2008." The full 
report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
2) 8RT proposed by former Mayor Harris in early 2002 Oor 2003. 

3) Build two separate, three-lane Flyovers, Nimitt and Kamehameha 
(between Waiawa Interchange and Halawa Interchange). Note that the 



two Ryovers has the capacity to eliminate the bottlenecks on H-1 as 
shown below ("Transit Alternatives Traffic Capacity"). 

Transit Atternatives Traffic Capacity 

Numbers from Table 3-12 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): (Rail DElS contains insufficient information to determine 
extent of congestion on H-1 and other highways at Kalauao (Pearl City). 

Rail only: capacity = 6000 commuters per peak hour 

H-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour (some commuters are on express buses) 

H-1 forecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17.500 vehicles per hour per City AA 
Table 3-12 (or 8,000 vph overload (on H-I) = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

Managed Three-lane HOV Reversible Flyover: capacity = 6,000 high 
occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 commuters per hour). 
Capacity based on HOV use on Flyover by 200 express buses per peak 
hour, car pools, van pools, green cars and HOV2 or HOV3. (commuter 
capacity = 50 pns per express bus plus 5,800 vph at avge 2 pns per 
vehicle). 

Year 2030 commuter load by City AA Report = Rail (6000) + H-1 
overload (9,600) + H-I capacity (15,400) = 31,000 commuters. 

2030 Load = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-i = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV + H-l = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Conclusion: Rail does not have sufficient commuter capacity which will 
cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 or stuck at rail 
stations (especially at stations between Waipahu and Kalihi). Managed 
Lane HOV Flyover Alternative will eliminate congestion and bottlenecks 
on H-I. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 



I )  Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite '1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda LingIe 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 9681 3 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentINotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 9681 3 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", 

Issue : The DElS lacks goal to eliminate or substantially reduce traffic 
congestion 

Discussion: 
DElS Section 1.8 cites needs for Transit improvements but does not 
include the single and most important reason for building mass transit: 
To provide TRAFFIC RELIEF during peak hour. The city cit Alternative 
Analysis and DElS show that rail transit, despife costing over $6.0 
billion, will not provide traffic relief. In fact, after rail is built and operating, 
The AA shows that the traffic overload on H-1 (capacity - 9,500 vehicles 
per hour) at Kalauao will rise from the present 11,000 vph to f 7,400 vphl 

Therefore rail should NOT be considered as a candidate for Oahu mass 
transit because it does not accomplish the "MISSION" of mass transit. 
ALL other reasons for building rail transit are secondary and do NOT 
justify spending at least $6.0 Billion of taxpayers dollars. 

I have read the City's Alternative Analysis and UH Professor Panos 
Prevedouros Study "Transportation Alternative Analysis for Mitigating 
Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and ,Honolulu." The HOT 
Lanes outlined in the Professor's study will provide a separate express 
highway to bypass the known traffic bottlenecks at Pearf City and at 
Middle Street and will reduce H-1 congestion by 35 percent. HOT will 
cost of less than $900 Million (Tampa built a similar 10 mile three-lane 
HOT for $320 million in 2005. 

Another' option is to buifd two Flyover bypasses around the two major H- 
1 bottlenecks described as follows: 
Nimitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea StMalekauwila St. The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://www.toilroadsnews.com/node/l72 . 
One of the three lanes would exit the Flyover at Waikamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kalihi, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown. The downtown terminal connections 
from the Nimitz HOV Flyover include an elevated busway from lwilei to 



Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Alakea St/Hafekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
"Transportation Alternatives Anafysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panoslUHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 
Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 
million. 
The "Nimitz Flyover" has an approved Final Environmental Impact 

Statement which allows for early construction. 

Kamehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Kamehameha MOV Flyover is a 4-mile reversible, elevated, three- 
lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway from the H- 
1/H-2 merge at the Waiawa Interchange to the Airport Viaduct just 
diamond head of the Atoha Stadium. The Flyover should be built similar 
to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://www.'tollroadsnews.com/node/l72 . 
The Kameharneha Flvover should be connected to H-I. H-2. 
Kamehameha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airport Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu", The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Miltion per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 4-mile 
Kamehameha HOV Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 million. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Nov 2008 , shows the rail route over 
Kamehameha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Kamehameha Flyover" route 
outlined above. If the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kamehameha Hiahwav "Flvover" and the Rail be built within the 
elevated Kamehgmeha Highway corridor. In this case, only a two-lane 
"Kamehameha Flvover" is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and paiallel to the Rail transit. The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Karneharneha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4.000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-IRI-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium. 

Conclusion: 
The Kamehameha and Nimitz Flyovers are cost effective alternatives for 
mass transit. 

Recommendation: 
Include the Kamehameha Flyover and Nimitz Flyover Alternatives for 



mass transit consideration in the DEIS. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Honolulu HI 96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matlev 
F?A Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentlNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", issue : DElS does not 
include Managed Lane alternative as stated in the Notice of Intent (NOl) 

Fact: 
DElS Table 3-20 provides existing traffic volumes but does not provide 
forecasted volumes with resultant Level of Service (LOS) for each 
specific highway. 

NEPA violation: The DEIS lacks the Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) 
as stated in the Notice of Intent (NOI) dated 7 Dec 2007 (reference (a), 
which states: 

"The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and County of . 
Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services (DTS) intend to 
prepare an EIS (and Alternative Analysis (AA)) on a proposal by the City 
and County of Honolulu to implement transit improvements that 
potentially include high-capacity transit service in a 25-mile travel 
corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Manoa and 
Waikiki. Alternatives proposed to be considered in the AA and draft EIS 
include No Build, Transportation System Management, Managed Lanes, 
and Fixed Guideway Transit. Other transit alternatives may be identified 
during the scoping process." 

Rationale: The process used by the City & County of Honolulu (City) for 
assessing the Managed Lane Afternative (MLA) in the City's Alternatives 
Analysis (AA) was flawed. 
a) A similar length Managed Lane, reversible three-lane transit way was 
built for $320 million in Tampa in year 2005, while the City AA estimated 
the similar MLA to cost $2.6 Billion, 

b) Professor Panos Prevedouros published a study for Managed Lanes 
(reversible) in March 2008, " Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolululu" 
which shows the 11 mile three-lane cost estimate to be $900 million 
which is in line with the $320 milfion Tampa three-lane reversible 
transitway. The professor believes the Plan's costs are accurate based 
on cost estimate spreadsheet analysis received from a local heavy 
construction estimation expert is $81 8,634,000 in 2008 dollars. Again, 
this estimate is more in line with the Tampa Transit way estimate and 
refutes the AA estimate of $2.6 Billion. The AA estimate disqualified the 
Managed Lane Alternative to be inferior to the Rail Alternative which 



cost $3.7 Billion. 

c) 2008 Mayoral Candidate Ann Kobayashi, using the Professor's 4 ear d Managed Lane study and the former Mayor Harris Administration 6 T 
Study, proposed a similar Managed Lane 15-mile fixed guideway which 
is estimated at $1.2 Billion. The estimate is similar to the 11 mile 
Managed Lane and which should have been used in the AA rather than 
$2.6 Billion. 

d) Parsons Brinkerhoff (PB) and the City proposed that automobiles 
with two or more occupants should be allowed toll free on the MLA. This 
made the current contraflow zipper lane untenable and thus provided the 
rationale for removing it. The net result was that the additional two lane 
advantage that the MLA offered to the Corridor was reduced to one lane. 
They failed 
to publish their assessment of the option of having all autos pay a toll, 
which would have 
resulted in the ripper lane and the two-lane advantage being retained. 
And they failed to 
analyze MLA options with higher occupancy thresholds, such as three 
through five 
occupants. 

e) PB and the City added unnecessary costs to the project by proposing 
a I &mile facility 
while not testing the viability of shorter I0 to 12-mile versions. 

f )  PB and the City inflated MLA operating costs to make the project 
appear uncompetitive with the Fixed Guideway Alternative. Just two 
examples are a) the projection of a totally unnecessary 5,400 parking 
stalls for the MLA, and b) saddling the MLA with inflated bus 
operating costs. 

g) P8 and the City engineered the ingress and egress ramps in a way 
that could only result in heavy traffic congestion at these points. In fact, 
the MLA has exivoff ramps along its route for access to job centers other 
than downtown Honolulu. 

h) PB and the City grossly inffated the capital costs of the MLA with the 
result that, if 
correct, it would be twice the cost per lane mile of any highway ever built 
in the U.S. 
In his letter to the City and copied to FTA, Dr. Panos Prevedouros, 
Professor of Traffic 
Engineering at the University of Hawaii, Chair of the Transportation 
Research Board's Highway 
Micro-simulations Committee and a member of the Task Force, 
commented, "the most egregious 
violation of FTA's rules on alternative specification and analysis was the 
deliberate underengineering of the Managed Lanes Alternative to a 
degree that brings ridicule to prevailing planning and engineering , 

principles." 



i) The 11 mile, elevated MLA, with three lanes as proposed by Professor 
Prevedouros, has the future commuter capacity to eliminate the two H-1 
bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street merge. The Rail, 
according to the AA, table 3-12, will resuft in 17,500 vehicles per hour 
on ti-1 (H-1 full capacity = 9,500 vph) because the Rail cannot 
accommodate the full commuter demand in year 2030. 

Conclusion: The City's AA wrongly estimated the cost of the Managed 
Lane alternative and the MLA capacity to eliminate the H-1 bottlenecks 
on H-1, 

Recommendation: It is requested that the Managed Lane Alternative as 
proposed by Ann Kobayashi's EzWay proposal or the Professor 
Prevedouros Managed Lane Study be reinstated into the Honolulu's 
Transit Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

Reference (a): 
[Federal Register: December (Volume Number 
[Notices] 
[Page 72871 -728731 From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access 
[wais.access.gpo.gov] [DOCID:fr07de05-1371 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94 105 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 9681 3 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentlNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : The purpose 
and needs statement of the project in the DEE is flawed because it does 
not comply with the Notice of lntent (NOI) dated 7 Nov 2005. 

Discussion: DEIS page 1-19 states" The purpose of the Honolulu High 
Capacity transit Corridor Project is to provide high capacity rapid transit 
in the highly congested east-west transportation corridor between 
Kapolei and UH Manoa." 

The NO1 states that the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
City and County of Honolulu, Department of Transportation Services 
(DTSf intend to prepare an EIS (and Alternative Analysis (AA)) on a 
proposal by the City and County of Honolulu to implement transit 
improvements that potentially include high-capacity transit service in a 
25-mile travel 
corridor between Kapolei and the University of Hawaii at Manoa and 
Waikiki. 

The DElS does not comply with the purpose because the DElS does not 
include a route assessment to Waikiki and to UH Manoa. 

Conclusion: The purpose and needs statement of the project in the 
DElS is flawed because the DElS does not include a route assessment 
to Waikiki and to UH Manoa consistent with Notice of lntent (Not) dated 
7 Nov 2005. 

Recommendation: Include an environmentai impact statement for the 
full route to include all environmental impacts from Kaelaeloa to UH 
Manoa, to Ala Moana Shopping Center and to Waikiki. 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 1 48 Ala tilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
968 18 

Copy to: 

1) Mr. Ted Matley 



FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 4 15-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, MI 9681 3 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentiNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : Rail will worsen 
net transit transportation in West Oahu Corridor despite fact that Raill 
wilt cost over $6 Billion 

Fact: The 7 December 2005 Notice of Intent states "The Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) and the City and County of Honolulu, 
Department of Transportation Services (DTS) intend to prepare an EIS 
(and Alternative Analysis (AA)) on a proposal by the City and County of 
Honolulu to implement transit improvements that potentially include high- 
capacity transit service in a 25-mile travel corridor between Kapolei and 
the University of Hawaii at Manoa. 

Discussion: 
I )  The City Alternative Analysis , Table 3-12, shows that there will still 
be 17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on the H-1 (full rated capacity = 
9,500 vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the $7.0 Billion Rail is built 
and operating. 

2) The DElS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build 
Alternative is shown on Table 3-20, page 3-38. 

a) With the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen line "D": 
- Kalauao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph) ) - Reference: DElS Table 3-20. - Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 

Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility (H- 
1 +HOV+ZippercKamc Moanalua) capacity at Kalauao which indicates a 
Level of Service (LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. This 
conclusion is consistent with the conclusion using the numbers from the 
City's Alternative analysis report. With rail, the above numbers show 
congestion will WORSEN after the $7.0 Billion Full build out Rail is 
completed. 

bf With the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen line "F": - Kapaiama Canal Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - 
AM Peak = 20,760 vehicles per hour (vph) ) - Reference: Table 3-20. 
- Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 15,300 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis 



Result: The traific volume will be 5,460 vph above the facility (Nimitz, 
Dillingham, North King, H-1, School St) capacity at Kapalama Canal 
which indicates a Level of Service (LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake rail is 
built. This conclusion is consistent with the conc~usion using the 
numbers from the City's Alternative analysis report. With rail, the above 
numbers show congestion will WORSEN after the $6.0 Billion Full build 
out Rail is completed. 

Conclusion: The AA and OEfS fail in showing that Rail is a cost effective 
transit improvement because traffic congestion on H-1 will worsen from 
the current 1 1,000 vph to 17,500 vph in year 2030 (Alternative Analysis 
Table 3-12) despite building the $6.0 Billion Rail. 

Recommendation: Delete Rail transit because it fails to provide ''transit 
improvements" and instead results in worse traffic congestion on H-1 
after the $6.0 Billion rail is built and operating. Consider other cost 
effective solutions to efiminate traffic congestion on H-1. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Rarnelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, Hl 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
1 \ Mr. Ted Matlev 
f i ~  Region IX . 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 15-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, Ht 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContenffNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : False and 
misleading DEIS statement on "Improve Corridor Mobility". 

Fact: 
Para. 1.8, pg. 1-20 states that transit improvements are needed to 
improve corridor mobility "because motorists and transit users 
experience substantial traffic congestion and delay at most times of the 
day ..... Average speeds on the H-1 Freeway are currently less than 20 
mph .... and will degrade even further by 2030." 

Discussion: 
The 2006 Alternative Analysis and DEIS propose Rail transit be built 
which will worsen traffic congestion on H-1 after the Rail is built. The 
City Alternative Analysis , Table 3-1 2, shows that there will still be 
17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on the H-1 (full rated capacity = 9,500 
vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the $7.0 Billion Rail is built and 
operating. 

The DEIS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Buitd Alternative 
Table 3-20. shows that with the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen 
fine "0" : 
- Kalauao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). - Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 14,650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 

Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility (H-1 + HOV + Zipper + 
Kam+ Moanalua) capacity at Kalauao which indicates a Level of Service 
(LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. This conclusion js consistent 
with the conclusion using the numbers from the City's Alternative 
analysis report. With, rail, the above numbers show congestion will 
WORSEN after the $7.0 Billion Full buiid out Rail is completed. 

The $7.0 Billion Steel wheel on steel rail transit system is NOT a cost 
effective means of providing improved mobility. A fully-elevated, steel- 
wheel rail transit system can move only 6,000 commuters (4000 
standees, 2000 seated) per hour during peak travel periods while the 
2030 commuter demand for RAIL will reach 15,600 commuters per hour, 
according to Table 3-12 of the Alternative Analysis. Similarly, Table 3- 
20 of the DEIS shows traffic overload on H-1 during peak travel periods, 



Conclusion: The $7.0 Billion Steel Rail is not cost effective to 
substantially reduce or eliminate the bottlenecks on H-1 and will 
REDUCE MOBILITY which is contrary to the goal of the DEIS. 

Recommendation: Reject the Steel Wheel on Steel Rail transit system 
and select other more cost effective transit systems which will improve 
mobility. Cost effective transit systems which will have the capacity to 
eliminate H-1 congestion include Managed Lane Alternative, BRT, 
EzWay or two highway bypasses around the H-1 bottlenecks at Pearl 
City and at Middle Street merge. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 AIa Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

1 Mr. Ted Matfey 
F \ A Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda tingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentINotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on'~raft  Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue False and 
misleading DEIS statement on Corridor Travel Reliability. 

Fact: 
Para. 1.8.2, pg. 1-20 states that "As more roadways become more 
congested .... because of traffic accidents or heavy rain ..... a need exists 
to provide a more reliable transit system." 

Discussion: 
A fully-elevated, steel-wheel on steel rail transit system can move only 
6,000 commuters (4000 standees, 2000 seated) per hour during peak 
travel periods while the 2030 commuter demand for RAIL will reach 
15,600 commuters per hour, according to Table 3-12 of the Alternative 
Analysis. 

Commuter demand of 15,600 commuters per hour in year 2030 is 
calculated thus: 
City AA, Table 3-12 shows year 2030 forecast volume of 17,500 vph on 
H-l(full rated capacity = 9,500 vph) with the rail built and operating. 
Therefore, there is an overload on H-1 Freeway of 8,000 vph = 9,600 
commuters per hour that needs to get on the $7.0 Billion Rail transit 
which already carries 6,000 commuters per hour. 

The EzWay or Managed Lane alternatives have the capacity to 
accommodate the total 2030 demand. The Managed Lanes or EzWay 
will each have three lanes, each lane has a capacity of 2000 vph. For 
three lanes, the vehicular capacity is 6000 vehicles per hour. The 
Managed Lane Alternative person capacity is calculated thus: 
Projected use of the HOT during peak hour includes: 
200 express buses w/-50 pns = 10,000 pns 
500 WOV5 (carpool) = 2,500 pns 
500 vanpool (-5pns) = 2,500 pns. 

Remaining excess capacity available for tow occupancy green vehicles: 
6,000 vph minus (200 + 500 + 500) = 4,800 vph. 4,800 low occupancy 
vehicles 
Average persons per vehicle = 1.2 pns per vehicle 
4,800 vehicles with 1.2 pns = 5700 pns 
Summary: Managed Lane persons capacity = 10,000 + 2,500 +2,500 + 
5,700 = - 20,700 pns 



Conclusion: 

There will be 9,600 + 6,000 = 15,600 commuters per hour that must get 
on the train during peak travel period. However, 9.600 commuters per 
hour will NOT be able to board the train because the train has 
insufficient commuter capacity dur~ng peak travel period. Therefore, the 
train cannot be considered a RELIABLE form of transit because it has 
insufficient commuter capacity. 

Recommendation: Rail Transit should be eliminated as the preferred 
alterative because it does not meet the test of Travel Reliability. The 
DElS should include cost effective transit systems which will have the 
capacity to eliminate H-I congestion include Managed Lane Alternative, 
BRT, EzWay or two highway bypasses around the H-I bottlenecks at 
Pearl City and at Middle Street merge. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Liiikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Reaion IX 
201 ~ isz ion  St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 15-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentfNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Hono(ulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : DElS 
incorrectly compares rail alternatives with No-Build Alternatives. 

Discussion: 
DElS pg. 4-1 states "In this document, the No Build Alternative serves as 
an environmental baseline to which the impacts of other alternatives are 
compared." 

The DElS contains only rail alternatives and a "No-build" alternative 
which wrongfulty draws conc~usions detrimental to the environment. 
There are other low-cost alternatives considered superior in providing 
traffic relief and cost which were wrongfully deleted or not included in the 
DElS and Alternative Analysis. 

These cost effective transit alternatives inciude an 11 mile Managed 
Lane, a I 5  Mile EzWay, a BRT fixed Guideway and two highway 
bypasses around the bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street 
Merge. All of these alternatives would cost no more than $1.2 Billion 
and would eliminate the bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Mlddte Street 
Merge. 

Conversely, the Steel wheel on steel rail alternatives included in the 
DElS ALL cost no less than $6.28 Billion (Table 6-2 DEIS). Moreover, 
after the $6.28 Billion Rail is built and operating, traffic congestion on H- 
1 will worsen a s  shown on table 3-1 2 of the Alternative Analysis and on 
DEIS Table 3-20. The AA shows 17,500 vehicles per hour on the H-1 
freeway (rated full capacity = 9,500 vph). The DElS Table 3-20 shows 
there will be 4,200 vph above the vehicle capacity of the highway 
facilities heading Koko Head bound during the morning peak period. 

Conclusion: If the DElS Rail alternatives are compared with the other 
transit alternatives including Managed Lanes, EzWay, BRT, and bypass 
highways, each rail alternative would be inferior to the "other" transit 
alternatives, both in terms of cost effectiveness and for providing traffic 
relief. 

Recommendation: 
The OElS must add more transit alternatives such as BRT, Managed 
Lane, EzWay, and two bypass highways, into the DElS which can then 
be compared with the rail alternatives to arrive at a more logical locally 



preferred alternative (LPA): 

1) an elevated HOV three-lane transit way from Waikele to downtown 
Hotel and Alakea Sts as described in Professor Panos Prevedouros 
Report "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic 
Congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu, Mar 2008." The full 
report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
2) 8RT proposed by former Mayor Harris in early 2002 Oor 2003. 

3) Build two separate, ihree-lane Flyovers, Nimitz and Kamehameha 
(between Waiawa Interchange and Halawa Interchange). Note that the 
two Flyovers have the capacity to eliminate the bottlenecks on H-1. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
11 48 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Reaion IX 
201 ~ i s s i o n  St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco. CA 941 05 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitoj 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honotulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentlNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : DEIS should 
compare environmental impacts between Rail and Managed Lane 
Alternative 

Discussion: 
DEIS pg. 4-1 states "In this document, the No Build Alternative serves as 
an environmental baseline to which the impacts of other alternatives are 
compared." The DEIS and AA should compare environmental impacts 
between Rail and Managed Lane Alternative as follows: 

A comparison of Managed Lane Alternative versus Rail: 
Cost: 
Rail - $6.0 c Billion 
Managed Lane - Less than $1.0 Billion (Similar length Tampa reversible 
three lane elevated expressway cost $320 million in year 2005) 

Length of new elevated fixed guideway: 
Rail - 28 miles. Kapolei, Farrington Hwy to Waipahu, Kamehameha Hwy 
to 
Aiea, Salt Lake Blvd, Mapunapuna, Oillingham, Nimitz, Halekauwila, 
Kapiolani, Kona (Ala Moana Shopping Center), Kapiolani, Kalakaua, 
Kuhio (Waikiki); Kapiolanl, 
University Ave. (U.H. Manoa). 

Managed Lane - I I Miles. Over Kam Hwy median (H-1/H-2 Merge to 
Pearl Harbor), alongside (mauka) H-1 Viaduct to Keehi Lagoon, over 
Nimitz hwy to lwilei thence to Hotel 
Street and underpass to Alakea St and Halekauwila Street. Use King 
and Beretania (couplet) on grade. 

Traffic congestion: 
Rail -Alternative Analysis Table 3-12 shows 17,500 vph on W-1 (full 
rated capacity =9,500 vph) at Kalauao. Rail will worsen traffic 
congestion on H-I. 9,600 commuters per hour will be stuck in gridlock 
on H-1 during am peak hour or delayed in catching mostly fully loaded 
train cars at train stations. 
Managed Lane - Will reduce congestion on H-f by 35 percent and has 
the traffic capacity to eiiminate 
H-1 bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle St. merge.. 

Stations: 



Rail - Will have 34 four-story or higher rail stations 
Managed Lane - Zero bus stations. 

Rail Stops: 
Rail - Minimum 19 rail s to~s  outside of Honolulu. 
Managed Lane - Zero bus stops between community transit center and 
Honolulu 

Transfers: 
Rail -At least two transfers, home to bus to rait to another bus in town) 
Manaaed Lane - None. Bus will travel directlv from communitv to 

Travel time: 
Rail - will not reduce travel time due to required transfers (bus to rail to 
bus). 
Managed Lane - reduce travel time by 34 percent in automobife and bus 
travel 
times along the Leeward Corridor from current levels. 

Bypass Road 
Rail - Railway not availabte for highway bypass due to accident on H-l 
Managed Lane - Reversible highway available 2417. 

Land Acquisition 
Rail - Much acquisition needed for Rail stations, vehicular parking lots 
and rail yards. 
Managed Lane - Land required for busyard in Kapolei. 

Funding 
Rail - GET taxes plus property tax. Fed fund unlikely because Feds 
recently cut rail funds for Wash. DC to Dulles Airport. 
Managed Lane - funded by Feds FHWA, FTA and municipal bonds. 
GET funds coutd be made available with change in law. 

Visuat Blight 
Rail -Will be an 28 mile elevated environmental blight on Honolulu. 
Elevated tracks will be ugly, running through downtown and eventually 
Waikiki, defacing our beautiful city and damaging our tourist industry. 
Managed Lane - 1 I mile elevated outside of Honolulu only. 

Air polfution 
Rail is not Green. Rail uses more energy per passenger mile than our 
buses or cars. Trains will continue at f 0 minute schedule during non- 
peak hours with few passengers. Rail will not eliminate H-1 bottlenecks 
at Pearl City which will cause 8000 vehicles per hour stuck in gridlock on 
H-1 resulting in greater pollution than MLA. 
Managed Lane - Has capacity to eliminate H-1 bottlenecks thereby 
reducing air poltution relative to rail. 

Travel Speed 
Rail - is slow, averaging 25 mph with 19 rail stops outside of Honolulu. 
There are no express trains. 



Managed Lane - Non-stop 55 mph travel between each community and 
job destinations from Pearl Harbor and downtown . 

Conclusion: I f  the DEIS Rail alternatives are compared with the other 
transit alternatives including Managed Lanes, EzWay, BRT, and bypass 
highways, each rail alternative would be inferior to the "other" transit 
alternatives, both in terms of cost effectiveness and for providing traffic 
relief. 

Recommendation: The DEIS should include cost effective transit 
systems which will have the capacity to eliminate H-1 congestion include 
Managed Lane Alternative, BRT, EzWay or two highway bypasses 
around the H-1 bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street merge. 
These alternatives can then be compared with the rail alternatives to 
arrive at a more logical preferred alternative. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramefb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
968 18 

Copy to: 
? )  Mr. Ted Matlev 
F?A Region IX * 

201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContenffNotes : 29 December. 2008 

&: Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : False and 
misleading DElS statement to Improve Transportation Equity 

Discussion: 
Para. 1.8.4, pg. 1-21 states that "Equity is about fair distribution of 
resources so that no group carries an unfair burden of the negative 
environmental, social or economic impacts or receives and unfair of 
share o benefits. Many tow-income and minority workers who commute 
to work in the PUC Development Plan area lie in the corridor outside of 
the urban core and thus rely heavily an transit availability. As more 
roadways become more congested .... because of traffic accidents or 
heavy rain. .... a need exists to provide a more reliable transit system." 

Discussion: 

A fully-elevated, steel-wheel on steel rail transit system can move only 
6,000 commuters (4000 standees, 2000 seated) per hour during peak 
travel periods while the 2030 commuter demand for RAIL will reach 
15,600 commuters per hour, according to Table 3-12 of the Alternative 
Analysis. 

Train commuter demand of 15,600 commuters per hour in year 2030 is 
cakulated thus: 
City AA, Table 3-1 2 shows year 2030 forecast volume of 17,500 vph on 
H-1 (full rated capacity = 9,500 vph) with the rail built and operating. 
Therefore, there is a commuter overtoad on H-1 Freeway of 8,000 vph = 
9,600 commuters per hour. The total commuter load in 2030 = H-1 
commuter overload plus 6,000 commuters on the Rail = 15,600 
commuters per hour during peak. 

The EzWay or Managed Lane alternatives each has the capacity to 
accommodate the total yr 2030 demand. The Managed Lanes or 
EzWay will each have elevated, reversible, three lanes each lane has a 
capacity of 2000 vph. For three lanes, the vehicular capacity is 6000 
vehicles per hour. The Managed Lane Alternative person capacity is 
calculated thus: 

Projected use of the HOT during peaK hour includes: 
200 express buses w/-50 pns = 10,000 pns 
500 HOV5 (carpod) = 2,500 pns 
500 vanpool (-5pns) = 2,500 pns. 



Remaining excess capacity available for low occupancy green vehicles: 
6,000 vph minus (200 + 500 + 500) = 4,800 vph. 4,800 low occupancy 
vehicles 
Average persons er vehicle = 1.2 pns per vehicle 
4,800 vehicles witR 1.2 pns = 5700 pns 
Summary: Managed Lane persons capacity = 10,000 c 2,500 -I-2,500 e 
5,700 = - 20,700 pns 

Conclusion: 

There will be 9,600 + 6,000 = 15,600 commuters per hour that must get 
on the train during peak travel period. However, 9.600 commuters per 
hour will NOT be able to board the train because the train has 
insufficient commuter capacity during peak travel period. Therefore, the 
train cannot be considered as a form transit which provides 
transportation equity to many low-income and minority workers who 
commute to work in the PUC Development Plan area. Rail will impose 
an environmental injustice to low-income and minority commuters. 

Recommendation: Rail Transit should be eliminated as the preferred 
alterative because it does not meet the test of improving transportation 
equity. The DE1S should include cost effective transit systems which will 
have the capacity to eliminate H-I congestion include Managed Lane 
Alternative, BRT, EzWay or two highway bypasses around the H-1 
bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street merge. These alternatives 
can then be compared with the rail alternatives to arrive at a more logical 
preferred alternative. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Liiikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Flegion IX 
207 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 415-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 7 
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Submission ContenttNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue : DEIS should 
compare environmental baselines between Rail and other low-cost 
transit alternatives such as Managed Lanes, BRT, Ezway and No-build 

Discussion: 

DEIS pg. 4-1 states "In this document, the No Build Alternative serves as 
an environmental baseline to which the impacts of other alternatives are 
compared." 

The DElS contains only rail alternatives and a "No-build" alternative 
which draws wrong or biased conclus~ons with respect to the 
environment. There are other low-cost alternatives considered superior 
in providing traffic relief and cost which were wrongfully deleted or not 
included in the DElS and Alternative Analysis. 

Other cost effective transit alternatives include a) an 11 mile elevated 
three-lane reversible Managed Lane, b) a 15 Mile elevated, three-lane 
reversible EzWay, c) a BRT fixed Guideway and d) two elevated, three- 
lane, reversible highway bypasses around the bott4enecks at Pearl City 
and at Middle Street Merge. Each of these alternatives would cost less 
no more than $1.2 Billion and each has the traffic capacity to eliminate 
the H-1 bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street Merge. 

Conversely, each of the steel wheel fixed guideway alternatives included 
in the DEIS cost no less than $6.28 Billion (Table 6-2 DEIS). Moreover, 
after the $6.28 Billion Rail is built and operating, traffic congestion on H- 
i will worsen as shown on table 3-12 of the Alternative Analysis and on 
DElS Table 3-20. The AA year 2030 shows 17,500 vehicles per hour 
on the H-1 freeway (rated full capacity = 9,500 vph). The DElS yr 2030 
Table 3-20 shows there will be 4,200 vph above the vehicle capacity of 
the highway facilities heading Koko Head bound during the morning 
peak period. 

Conclusion: It the DElS Rail alternatives are compared with the other 
transit alternatives including Managed Lanes, EzWay, BRT, or two 
FI overs, each steel wheel fixed guideway alternative would be totally 
in&rior, both in terms of cost effectiveness and for providing Wafh rehef. 

Recommendation: lnclude a wide range of alternatives as required by 
law. The DEIS should include cost effective transit systems which will 



have the capacity to eliminate H-1 congestion include Managed Lane 
Alternative, BRT, EzWay of two highway bypasses around the H-I 
bottlenecks at Pearl City and at Middle Street merge. These alternatives 
can then be compared with the rail alternatives to arrive at a more logical 
preferred alternative. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Rarnelb P.E. 
11 48 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
20 1 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco. CA 94 105 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentINotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportatian Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Ftoor 
Honolulu 
HI 9681 3 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu Hicrh-ca~acitv transit corridor Proiect". Issue : DEIS traffic 
analysis proides incomplete information re'sulting in arriving at wrong 
DEIS findings 

Fact: 
DEJS Table 3-20 provides existing traffic volumes but does not provide 
forecasted volumes with resultant Level of Service (LOS) for each 
specific highway. 

Discussion: 
DEIS Table 3-20 lists a general "facility" highway serving each 
transportation corridor. This does not provide sufficient information to 
determine which specific highway will continue to have congestion after 
the transit alternative is completed and operating. Each "facilityu should 
be broken down further, i.e. 'Kalauao Koko Head bound " should ~nclude 
H-1 Fwy, M-1 Fwy (HOV), H-1 Fwy (Zipper), Moanalua, Kamehameha 
Hwy with appropriate traffic volumes, present and forecast, and Level of 
Service for each transit alternative. 

The 2006 Alternative Analysis and DEIS show that congestion on H-I at 
Kalauao Kohohead bound and at Kapalama Canal will continue to be at 
Level of Sewice "F" after the steel where fixed alternative is built and 
operating. Despite this, continued congestion, the Aiternative Analysis, 
and the DEIS accepts, that the steel wheel fixed guideway is the 
recommended alternative. This conclusion is totally in error because 
both the AA and DEIS do not sufficiently provide traffic voiumes, level of 
service and specific highways to arrive at a reasonable conclusion. The 
fact that rail will worsen congestion alone is enough to disqualify rail as 
the preferred transit alternative. 

The City Alternative Analysis, Table 3-1 2, shows that there will still be 
17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on the H-1 (fult rated capacity = 9,500 
vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the $7.0 Billion Rail is built and 
operating. 

The DEIS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build Alternative 
Table 3-20, shows that with the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen 
line "0" : - Kalauao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). - Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 



12 Alternative Analysis, 

Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility capacity (H-1 .c HOV + 
Zipper + Kam+ Moanalua) at Kalauao which indicates a Level of Service 
(LOS) F AFTER the Salt lake Rail is built. This conclusion is consistent 
with the conclusion using the numbers from the City's Alternative 
analysis report. With rail, the above numbers show congestion will 
WORSEN after the $7.0 Billion full build-out Rail is completed. 

Conclusion: The DEIS traffic analysis provides incomplete information 
resulting in arriving at wrong conclusions. Specifically, the detailed 
Alternative Analysis Table 3-12 and DEIS Table 3-20 show that a rail 
alternative "worsens" traffic congestion on most highways which rejects 
the findings that Rail will "improve mobifity, reliabifity, equity and reduced 
travel times. 

Recommendation: 1 )  Revise DEE Table 3-20 and other appropriate 
tables and narrative to include the three-lane reversible MLA, the three- 
lane EzWay, BRT and two separate Flyovers over Kamehameha 
Highway and Nimitz Highway and 2) Provide a higher level of detailed 
analysis which will be similar or better than that provided in the 
Alternative Analysis Table 3-1 2. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala tilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

San Francisco. CA 941 1 

FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
Hi 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DElS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor ProjecP, Issue: DElS Summary 
of findings on Transportation Conditions and Effects is incorrect 

Fact: 
DElS Summary of findings on Transportation Conditions and Effects, 
page 3-53, are not consistent with Table 3-20 which indicate that with 
rail built and operating, traffic congestion on H-1 and other highways will 
WORSEN. 

Discussion: 
The summary on existing conditions states, inter alia, that: 
- "increasing traffic congestion and constrained transit operating 
conditions have reduced system reliability and mobility for all travelers." 
- Reliability of transit has worsened .... Reliability is at level of service "F". 
The summary on Effects of the "Build Alternatives" state that transit 
service mobility, reliability, equity and access to new development would 
improve (if rail is buiit)," This summary is totally false because the 2006 
Alternative Analysis Table 3-12 and DElS Table 3-20 show that Rail 
Transit, if built, will result in WORSE traffic congestion on H-1 and other 
highways to level of service "F" in year 2030. 

The City Alternative Analysis, Table 3-12, shows that there will still be 
17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on the H-1 (fulf rated capacity = 9,500 
vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the $6.0 Billion Rail is built and 
operating. 

Result: There will be an 8,000 vph overload on H-1 after Rail is built 
which will worsen traffic congestion on H-1 resulting in a level of service 
"F". 

The DElS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build Alternative 
Table 3-20, shows that with the Salt Lake Build Alternative AT Screen 
line " D  : 
- Kalauao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). - Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 
Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility capacity (H-1 + HOV + 
Zipper -r- Kam+ Moanalua) at Kalauao which indicates a Level of Service 
(LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. This conclusion is consistent 
with the conclusion using the numbers from the City's Alternative 



analysis report. With rail, the above numbers show congestion wilt 
WORSEN after the $6.0 Billion full build-out Rail is completed. 

The above discussion refutes the DEIS statement that the "Effects of 
the Build alternatives" will: Improve service mobility, reliabily, equity, 
and access to new development; improve travel times, and improve 
operating efficiency because after the $6.0 Billion Rail is built, 
congestion on H-1 and other highways will WORSEN. 

Conclusion: The DElS Table 3-20 and AA Table 3-12 show that traffic on 
H-1 and other highways will result in worse traffic congestion in year 
2030 AFTER Rail is built and therefore rejects the summary finding that 
Rail will "improve mobility, reliability, equity and reduced travel times. 

Recommendation: it is recommended that : 
I) Revise the summary of findings on Transportation Conditions and 
Effects to be consistent with the finding that Rail will NOT improve 
mobility, reliability, equity and access to new development, 
2) Revise DElS Table 3-20 and other appropriate tables and narrative 
to: indicate that Traffic on H-1 will worsen and provide a higher levei of 
detailed analysis which will be similar to that provided in the Alternative 
Analysis Tabie 3-1 2, 
3) state that traffic with rail will have a net result of worse traffic 
congestion on H-t at the H-1IH-2 merge and at the Middle Street merge 
and 
4) include in the DElS other cost-effective transit alternatives such as an 
I I-mile three-lane reversible MLA for evaluation and comparison with 
the No Build alternative and the rail alternatives. 

Respectfully, 

8en Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 
2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 
3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To : 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South Kina St. 3rd Floor - 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DElS traffic 
analysis provides incomplete information 

Fact: 
DElS Table 3-1 2 shows existing and 2030 traffic volumes for No Build 
Alternative 

DElS Table 3-20 provides forecasted traffic volumes but do not show 
resultant Level of Service (10s) for each highway (facility) Corridor. 

Discussion: 
DElS Table 1-3 and Table 3-20 are incomplete because a) lane 
designations are too generalized, b) each highway lacks level of service 
information, and c) lacks sufficient non-rail alternatives, i.e. Managed 
Lane, BRT, EzWay. 

Specific Highway and lane designations should be specific. "Facility" 
highways serving each transportation corridor should be broken down 
further, i.e. "Kalauao Koko Head bound "should be broken down into H- 
I Fwy, H-I Hwy (HOV), H-I Fwy (Zipper), Moanalua, Kamehameha Hwy 
with appropriate traffic volumes, present and forecast, and Level of 
Service for each transit alternative. 

The 2006 Alternative Analysis and DEIS concludes that Rail transit will 
"help reduce congestion" which is very misleading because while rail will 
HELP in reducing future congestion, the NET future traffic congestion 
on H-1 will substantially INCREASE, primarily because rail will not have 
the commuter capacity to transport the net future commuter demand in 
year 2030. For example, the City Alternative Analysis, Table 3-12, 
shows that there will still be 17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on the H-1 
full rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the b 6.0 Billion Rail is built and operating. 

The DEIS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build Alternative 
Table 3-20, shows that with the Salt Lake Buifd Alternative AT Screen 
line "DM : 
- Kalauao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). - Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 



Result: Results from DElS Table 3-20 show that there will be 4,260 vph 
above the facility capacity (H-1 + HOV .I. Zipper c Kam+ Moanalua) at 
Kalauao which indicates a Level of Service (LOS) F AFTER the Salt 
Lake Rail is built. This conclusion is consistent with the conclusion using 
the numbers from the City's Alternative analysis report. With rail, the 
above numbers show congestion will WORSEN after the $6.0 Billion full 
build-out Rail is completed. Therefore, the DEIS Table 3-20 showing a 
positive change in congestion is MISLEADING because the NET change 
in traffic congestion will WORSEN. 

For example, the forecasted volume for Kalauao Koko Mead bound A,M. 
Peak Hour is 18,950 vph while the rated full capacity of the "facility" is 
14,650 vph (reference: AA table 3-12 for facility including H-1 Fwy, H-1 
Hwy (HOV), H-1 Fwy (Zipper), Moanalua, Kamehameha Hwy . There 
will be 4,260 vehicles per hour above the facility rated capacity resulting 
in a LOS "F". This would contradict the findings on DElS page 3-53 
where mobility, reliability and equity would DECREASE rather than 
increase. 

This makes it all the more reason to include a an 11- mile, elevated, 
three lane reversible Managed Lane Alternative, a transit system which 
is lower in cost than rail and will have the capacity to eliminate the LOF 
"F" on the H-1 freeway. 

Conclusion: The DElS traffic analysis provides incomplete information 
resulting in arriving at wrong conciusions. Specifically, the detailed 
Alternative Analysis Table 3-12 and DElS Table 3-20 show "net result" 
that a rail alternative "worsens" traffic congestion on most highways 
which rejects the findings that Rail will "improve mobility, reliability, 
equity and reduced travel times. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that 1) the DElS Table 3-20 and 
other appropriate tables and narrative be revised to indicate that Traffic 
on H-1 will worsen , provide a higher level of detailed analysis which will 
be similar to that provided in the Alternative Analysis Table 3-12, 2) state 
that traffic with rail will have a net result of worse traffic congestion on H- 
1 at the H-1/H-2 merge and at the Middle Street merge and 3) that other 
low cost-effective transit alternatives be included in the DElS for 
evaluation and comparison with the No Build alternative and the rail 
alternatives. 

Respectful\y, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 f 48 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, MI 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 



FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentfNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", 
Issue: DElS traffic analysis on Air Quality is incomplete 

Fact: 
DEIS paragraph 4.8.1 methodology states "Air Quality effects predicted 
to result from the Project's operation are based on the anticipated 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and average network speed for each 
alternative." 

Discussion: 
1) City AA, Table 3-12 shows year 2030 forecast volume of 17,500 vph 
on H-l(full rated ca~acitv = 9.500 voh) after the Rail is built and 
operatihg. Therefoie, thkre is a comniuter overload on H-1 Freeway of 
8,000 vph. 
Result: There will be an 8,000 vph overload on H-1 after Rail is built 
which will worsen traffic congestion on H-1 resulting in a level of service 
"F". These 8,000 vehicles will cause major pollution because the Train 
cannot carry the full commuter demand for yr 2030. = 9,600 commuters 
per hour. 

2) The DElS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt take Build 
Alternative Table 3-20. shows that with the Salt Lake Build Afternative 
AT Screen line "DM : - Kalauao Koko Head bound: Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). - Facility 2030 Capacity -AM Peak = 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 
Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility capacity (H-1 + H0V + 
Zipper + Karn Hwy -I- Moanalua) at Kalauao which indicates a Level of 
Service (LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. These 4,260 
vehicles will cause major pollution because the Train cannot carry the 
full commuter demand for yr 2030. 

Both AA Table 3-12 and DElS Table 3-20 show that traffic congestion on 
H-1 will WORSEN after the $6.0 Billion Rail is built and operating. 

DElS Table 4-12 , 2030 Regional Pollutant Burdens, do not include the 
pollutants discharged by 8,000 vehicles per hour (equivalent 9,600 
commuters per hour) per the AA or 4,260 vph per the DEIS which will 



be gridlocked on H-1 Freeway because the low-capacity train cannot 
accommodate the 2030 commuter demand. 

A three lane Managed Lane reversible will substantially eliminate traffic 
overload on H-1 during peak travel periods thus: 

- Numbers from Table 3-12 of city 2006 Nov Alternative Analysis ($10 
million report): 
- Rail only: capacity = 6000 commuters per peak hour (equivalent 5000 
vehicles per peak hour.) 
- H-1 only: rated capacity = 9,500 vehicles per hour (equivalent 15,400 
commuters per hour 
- H-1 forecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17,500 vehicles per hour per City AA 
Table 3-12 (or 8,000 vph overload = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

Managed Lane three-Lane HOV Reversible Flyover: capacity = 6,000 
high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 commuters per 
hour). Capacity based on HOV use on Flyover by 200 express buses 
per peak hour, car pools, van poots, green cars and HOV2. (50 pns per 
express bus and 5800 vph at avge 2 pns per vehicle). 

Year 2030 commuter load by Cit AA Report = Rail (6000) + H-1 
overload (9,600) t. H-1 capacity h5.400) = 31.000 commuters. 

2030 Load = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-1 = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV -1- H-1 = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Finding: Rail does not have sufficient commuter capacity which will 
cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H-l or stuck at rail 
stations (especially at stations between Waipahu and Kalihi). Managed 
Lane HOV Alternative will eliminate congestion and bottlenecks on H-f . 

Conclusion: 
DElS Pollutant conclusions on Table 4-1 2 for the Airport and Salt Lake 
alternatives are incorrect because they do not include pollutants 
discharged by the additional 8,000 (4,260) vehicles per hour gridfocked 
on H-1 according to Table 3-12 of the AA and Table 3-20 of the DEIS. 

Recommendation: Revise the DEIS findings regarding Pollutant 
Burdens based on inclusion of the 8,000vph (or 4,260 vph) "overload on 
H-1" during peak periods. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
I 1  48 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 



FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
. FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentiNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental lmpact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DElS provides 
misleading information on Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) 

Fact: 
DEIS page 2-5, paragraph 4, states 'The Managed Lane AIternative 

would have generated the greatesf amount of air pollution, required the 
greatest amount of energy for transportation..,." 
Discussion: 
1) Table 3-12 of the Alternative Analysis, a.m. peak hour Screenline 
Volume at Kalauao, shows that traffic volume on H-1 (full rated capacity 
9,500 vph) rises from the current 1 1,000 vph to 17,400 vph in 2030 after 
the $6.0 Billion Rail is built and operating. Conclusion: After 
expenditure of $6.0 BilRon for rail, traffic overload on H-1 will increase 
from 1,500 vph to nearly 8,000 vph and will not eliminate the traffic 
bottlenecks at the H-1/H-2 merge and at the Middle Street merge. 
21 The three-lane MLA has the ca~acitv to eliminate the two maior H-1 * ,  
bottlenecks: 
From Table 3-f 2 of citv 2006 Nov Alternative Analvsis: 
- Rail only: capacity ='6000 commuters per peak hour (equivalent 5000 
vehicles per peak hour.) - H-1 oniv: rated caoacifv = 9.500 vehicles oer hour (eauivatent 15.400 < .  . . 
commuteis per houi - H-1 forecast yr 2030 traffic load = 17,500 vehicles per hour per City 
AA Table 3-1 2 (or 8,000 vph overload = 9,600 commuters per hour) 

- Managed Lane three-Lane HOV Reversible Flyover: capacity = 6,000 
high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 commuters per 
hour). Capacity based on HOV use on Flyover by 200 express buses 
per peak hour, car pools, van pools, green cars and HOV2. (50 pns per 
express bus and 5800 vph at avge two persons per vehicle). 

- Year 2030 commuter load by City AA Report = Rail (6000) + H-1 
overload (9,600) t. H-1 capacity (15,400) = 31,000 commuters. 

2030 Load = 31,000 commuters per hour 
Rail + H-1 = 21,400 commuters per hour 
Managed Lane HOV e H-1 = 37,000 commuters per hour 

Based on above calculations, rail does not have sufficient commuter 
capacity which will cause 9,600 commuters to be stuck in gridlock on H- 
1 or stuck at rail stations (especially at stations between Waipahu and 



Kalihi). Managed Lane HOV Alternative will eliminate congestion and 
bottlenecks on H-I. 
3) Rail will result in causing 17,400 vph to be stuck in gridlock on H-1 
and will thus cause more pollution and more gas used by commuters. 
Conversely, the MLA will eliminate traffic gridlock on H-1, create more 
efficient commuter travel and will therefore cause less pollution and 
energy use than rail transit. 
Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the DEIS be revised throughout to indicate that 
the'MLA causes less pollution and energy use than rail transit and that 
the Managed Lane Alternative be reinstated into the DElS for further 
consideration as the locally preferred alternative. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Rarnelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region iX  
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808)'586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Councit Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 f 









---""..*-""."------.- 
Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
BusinessiOrganiz.atian : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 

Initial Action Needed 
12/29/2008 

Ben 
Rarnelb 
Retired Civil Engineer 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St 

HON 
HI 
9681 8 
ramelbb00T @ hawaii.rr.com 

Both 
Website 



Submission ContentiNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: DElS traffic 
analysis shows traffic Congestion could cost Oahu jobs 

Fact: 
. The City Alternative Analysis, Table 3-12, shows that there will still be 
17,500 vehicles per hour in 2030 on the H-1 (full rated capacity = 9,500 
vehicles per hour) at Pearl City AFTER the $7.0 Billion Rail is built and 
operating. 
Result: With rail, the above numbers show congestion will WORSEN 
after the $6.2 Billion Minimum operable Segment Rail is completed. 

The DElS Screenline Volumes for the 2030 Salt Lake Build Alternative 
Table 3-20, shows that with the Salt Lake Build Alternative at Screen 
line "D" : - Kalaoao Koko Head bound : Observed (forecast) Volume - AM Peak = 
18,910 vehicles per hour (vph). - Facility 2030 Capacity - AM Peak = 14, 650 vph - Reference: Table 3- 
12 Alternative Analysis. 

Result: There will be 4,260 vph above the facility capacity (H-1 + HOV c 
Zipper + Kamc Moanalua) at Kalauao which indicates a Level of Service 
(LOS) F AFTER the Salt Lake Rail is built. This conclusion is consistent 
with the conclusion using the numbers from the City's Alternative 
analysis report. With rail, the above numbers show congestion will 
WORSEN after the $7.0 Billion full build-out Rail is completed. 

Discussion: 
Traffic congestion could cost state jobs. See 
http://www.ajc.com:8O/metro/content/metro/stories/2008/11/13/transport 
ation~study~iraffic~economy.htmI 
'Transportation woes couid cost Georgia 320,000 potential jobs and 
$51 5 billion in economic benefits over the next 20 years if the state 
sticks to ''continued traffic congestion or business as usual," according to 
a new state report. Traffic jams and the tack of access to reliable 
transportation in metro Atlanta will increasingly limit the number of jobs 
people can commute to, and the number of potential workers an 
employer can expect to attract, according to the study presented to the 
state Transportation Board." 
Rail will worsen traffic congestion according to City and County of 
Honolulu DElS Table 3-20 and AA table 3-12. 
Conclusion: The traffic analysis included in the detailed Alternative 



Analysis Table 3-12 and DElS Tabfe 3-20 show that a rail alternative 
'ivorsens" traffic congestion on most highways which could cost Oahu 
jobs. 

Recommendation: Include additional cost-effective mass transit 
aiternatives which will substantially reduce or eliminate traffic congestion 
in the West Oahu Traffic Corridor. These alternatives include BRT, 11 
mile three-lane Managed Lane, elevated three-lane, 15 mile EzWay and 
two highway bypasses around the bottlenecks at Pearl City and at 
Middle street. Each of these alternatives are estimated to cost less than 
$1.2 Billion, much less than the $6.2 Billion Rail Alternatives which will 
worsen traffic congestion. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Rarnelb P,E. 
1 148 Ala Lillkol St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
I )  Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentNotes : 29 December, 2008 

&: Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue- Project 
Construction Phasing will not provide early traffic relief 

Fact: 
The rail project construction phasing is proposed in four phases as 
discussed on DEIS page 2-38 and as shown on Figure 2-44 as follows: 

- East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands (First Construction Phase) 
- Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Second Construction Phase) 
- Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Third Construction Phase) 
- Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center (Fourth and final 
Construction Phase) 

Discussion: 
The primary purpose of any mass transit system is to provide traffic relief 
and to provide relief in the near term, The major West and Central Oahu 
traffic bottlenecks are at the Middle Street merge and at the H-1/H2 
merge. Construction phases for the rail should be prioritized to reduce 
the traffic bottlenecks at these two locations. Therefore, the project 
construction phasing shown above should be reversed: 

- Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center (First Construction 
Phase) 
- Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Second Construction Phase) - Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Third Construction Phase) - East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands (Fourth Construction Phase) 

This revised project phasing is logical because: 
a) The Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center first phase will 

provide early traffic relief to the Middle Street bottle neck. 
b) The funding source for the entire 20 mile segment is not guaranteed, 
recognizing that the General Excise Tax is not meeting projections in 
revenue due to the expected long term siumping economy. The 
taxoaver will not tolerate anv increase in DroDertv tax or GET to fund anv , .  . 
rail' fuhd shortfall. 
c) The funding amount from the Federal Transit Authority is not 

guaranteed. 
d) If rail funds are delayed, providing traffic relief to the traffic 

bottlenecks on H-I will be delayed. 



e) Each phase for rail will provide the maximum bang for the dollar. The 
rail will be completely be useable and serve the most number of 
commuters as each phase is completed. Conversely, the Kapolei to 
Pearl Highlands would serve very few commuters as most commuters 
will be destined for east of Pearl Harbor and beyond in the easterly 
direction. 

Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility for each construction phase 
can be temporarily established to support each construction phase as 
modified: 
a) For the Middle Street phase, some 40 acres could be obtained along 
Lagoon Drive to include portions of Keehi Lagoon Park, Airport vacant 
areas and commercial businesses including Used Car Lots. At least 10 
acres for park and ride can be acquired in the airport area alongside 
Aolele Street and Lagoon Drive. 
b) For the Aloha Stadium phase, portions of the Aloha Stadium Parking 
lot can be temporarily used for the Storage Facility and temp facilities for 
vehicle maintenance. 
c) For the Pearl Highlands Phase, a 43-acre vacant site near Leeward 

Community College is available (DEIS figure 2-42). 
d) A 41 -acre site is identified for the Kapolei phase {DEIS figure 2-41). 

Conclusion: 
Construction of the Middle Street to Ala Moana Phase as a first prioity is 
consistent with providing near-term traffic relief, will initially sewe the 
most number of commuters, will be completely useable and cost 
effective, and will not force the taxpayer to pay more taxes to fund 
additionai rail segments should rail funding sources not achieve revenue 
projections. 

Recommendation: 
The DEIS should reverse the construction project phasing as discussed 
above starting with the Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center as 
the First Phase. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
1) Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 4 1 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
41 5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, 111 96813 



FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContentMotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
Hi 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: Displacement of 
Homes and Churches should be minimized 

Fact: 
The DEIS Table 2-6 and Figure 2-20 shows the park and ride facility at 
Pearl Highlands to be 11 acres and 1600 vehicular parking spaces. The 
11 acres "Banana Patch* contain several family homes, farmland and 
church facilities which have been in existence for 30 to 60 years. 

Discussion: 
It would be considered an environmental injustice to displace the many 
families on the 11 acre property because there are better alternatives to 
the 11 acre Park-and-Ride facility. 

Figure 2-42 shows a 43-acre vacant adjacent to the Leeward 
Community College (LCC site), The DEIS states that this 43 acre LCC 
site is reserved for potential use for a Vehicle Maintenance and Storage 
Area (VMSA). Since only one VMSA is needed for the rail project,. there 
are three alternative sites for the VMSA: 

1) At the Honolulu Airport east end, some 40 acres could be acquired 
along Lagoon Drive and Aolele Street to include portions of Keehi 
Laaoon Park. Airport vacant areas and commercial businesses includina 
~uaget  Car ~ e n i a l  

- 
2) Portions of the Aloha Stadium Parking fot can be used for the VMSA. 
Multi-stow vehicular parkina structures could be buiit to accommodate 
the loss i i  sports events paiking. 
3) A41-acre site for VMSA is identified in Kapolei (DEIS figure 2-41). 

A further alternative is to reduce the size of the VMSA at the 43-acre 
LCC site by splitting the VMSA facility between the LCC site and one of 
the other alternative sites mentioned above.. This area reduction will 
allow the reservation of 10 to 15 acres for a park and ride facility on the 
LCC site. 

The best alternative is to dedicate the entire vacant 43-acre LCC site for 
a 23-acre Transit Oriented Development (TOD) and a 20-acre Park- 
and-ride facility for 3,000 vehicles for rail commuters. 



Conclusion: 
a) The use of the LCC site for Park and Ride instead of the 11 -acre 
"Banana Patch " site will eliminate the need to dis~lace several families, 
farm land and church facilities. 
b) There are alternative sites for VMSA facilities other than the LCC site. 
c) The LCC site provides a greater amount of parking spaces for rail 
commuters. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the LCC site be used for a 23-acre Transit 
Oriented Development (TOR) and a 20-acre Park-and-ride facility for 
3,000 veh~des for rail commuters. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
Mr. Ted Matlev 
FTA Region IX- 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 415-744-2726 

Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol . 
4?5 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContenVNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne'Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Hondulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: Land Acquisition 
should be minimized by routing the fixed guideway over Nimitz Highway 
instead of over Dillingham Boulevard. 

Fact: 
Numerous land acquisitions are required to build the fixed guideway 
along Dillingham Blvd which will cause disruption to businessess, homes 
and increase traffic congestion on Dillingham Blvd. 

A fixed guideway route over Nimitz Highway instead of along Dillingham 
Blvd will cause less disruption and result in lower cost for the project. 

it is noted that the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP) 2030 
shows a two lane Nimitz Flyover over the median of Nimitz Highway 
which could conflict with the proposed fixed guideway over Nimitz 
Highway. tf the Nimitz Flyover is built, it is suggested that both the 
Nimitz "Flyover" and the fixed guideway be built within the elevated 
Nimitz Highway right of way corridor. In this case, the two-lane "Nimitz 
HOV Flyover (reversible)" can be built alongside and parallel to the fixed 
guideway transit. The fixed guideway with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Nimitz Flyover", with a capacity of 
4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially reduce the 
bottleneck at the Middle Street Merge and on Oillingham Blvd between 
Keehi Lagoon and downtown Hotel Street. 
The Nimitz Flyover (reversible) should be connected to the Airport 
Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon to Alakea StreetMalekauwila St via an 
underpass and to Hotel Street Mall via an elevated busway. These 
connections are described in a Managed Lane Study "Transportation 
Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward 
Oahu and Honolulun. The full report is avaitable at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 miliion per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 
Reversible Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost between 
$180 million to $240 million. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the fixed guideway ropte be over Nimitz Highway 
instead of Dillingham Blvd to minimize disruptron of homes and 



businesses and minimize traffic congestion along Oillingham Blvd. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, XI  
96818 

Copy to: 
Mr. Ted Matley 

FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
Sari Francisco, CA 941 05 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0005 

Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 t 
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Submission ContentlNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department ol Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: Fixed Guide 
way Alternative is not Cost Effective because it does not provide traffic 
relief despite its cost of at least $6.0 Billion 
Facts: 
Table 3-1 2 of the 2006 Alternative Analysis shows that the a.m. Koko 
Head Bound at Kalauao Stream traffic volume on H-I Freeway (volume 
capacity = 9,500 vph) will increase from 10,960 vehicles per hour to 
17,209 vph in year 2030. This congestion will increase after the $6.0 
Billion Fixed guideway is built and operating. This raises the question: 
Why build a $6.0 Billion rail i f  it does not eliminated or substantially 
reduce the congestion on H-1 at Kalauao Stream? The very high cost of 
the rail is certainly not cost effective if it does not reduce the congestion 
on H-1 at the H-IIH-2 merge and at the H-1 middle Street merge during 
the a.m Koko Head bound peak hour traffic. 
Discussion: 
A combination of a new Kamehameha Flyover at a cost of $320 million 
and a Nimitz Flyover at a cost of $240 million is cost effective which will 
eliminate the congestion on H-I at Kalauao Stream and at Middle Street 
merge and is a superior alternative to the fixed guideway. 
Kamehameha Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Kamehameha HOV Flyover (Reversible) is a 3-mile reversible, 
elevated, three-lane structure over the median of Kamehameha Highway 
from the H-11H-2 merge at the Waiawa Interchange to the Airport 
Viaduct just east of the Aloha Stadium. The Flyover would be built 
similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane Reversible HOV as described 
in- http:l/www.tollroadsnews.com/node/l72 . 
The Kamehameha Flyover would be connected to H-1, H-2, 
Kamehameha Highway and Farrington Highway at the west end and to 
the Airport Viaduct at the east end. These connections are described in 
a Managed Lane Study "Transportation Alternatives Analysis for 
Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward Oahu and Honolulu". The 
full report is available at www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 4-mile 
Kamehameha HOV Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost 
between $240 million to $320 milllon. 
The Kamehameha Three-Lane HOV Reversible Flyover has a capacity 
of 6,000 high occupancy vehicles per hour (equivalent 21,600 



commuters per hour). This capacity is based on HOV use on Flyover by 
200 express buses per peak hour, car pools, van pools, green cars and 
HOV2. (50 pns per express bus and 5800 vph at avge 2 pns per 
vehicle). 
There is a projected 8,000 vph overload on H-1 during am peak at 
Kalauao Stream per Table 3-1 2 of the Alternative Analysis. This 8,000 
vph overload equates to 9,600 commuters per hour. Therefore, the 
three-lane Kamehameha Flyover (cap = 21,600 commuters) has ample 
capacity to accommodate the H-1 overload (9,600 commuters). 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Honolulu High- 
Capacity Transit Corridor Project Nov 2008 , shows the rail route over 
Kamehameha Highway between Pearl City and Aloha Stadium which 
could conflict with the proposed three-lane "Kamehameha Flyover" route 
outlined above. if the rail is built, it is suggested that both the 
Kamehameha Highway "Flyover" and the Rail be built within the 
elevated Kamehameha Highway corridor. In this case, only a two-lane 
"Kamehameha Flyover" is needed (instead of three-lanes) to be built 
alongside and parailel to the Rail transit. The rail with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Kamehameha Flyover", with a 
capacity of 4,000 vehicies per hour, should be adequate to substantialfy 
reduce the bottleneck at the H-IIH-2 merge and the traffic congestion on 
H-1 between Pearl City and AIoha Stadium. 
Nirnitz Flyover, Reversible HOV: 
The Nimitz HOV Flyover is a 3-mile reversible, elevated, three-lane 
structure over the Nimitz Highway median from the Airport Viaduct at 
Keehi Lagoon to Hotel Street and Alakea St/Halekauwila St. The 
Flyover would be built similar to the Tampa Elevated three-lane 
Reversible HOV as described in- 
http://www.tollroadsnews.com/node/l72 . 
One of the three lanes would exit the Flyover at Waikamilo Rd. to 
provide access to job centers in Kalihi, resulting in the Flyover having 
only two lanes entering downtown, The downtown terminal connections 
from the Nimitz HOV Flyover include an elevated busway from lwilei to 
Hotel Street and a single lane underpass to both Alakea St/Halekauwila 
Streets. These connections are described in a Managed Lane Study 
"Transportation Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion 
between Leeward Oahu and Ho~oIuIu*. The full report is available at 
www.eng. hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf . 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 million per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the 3-mile Nimitz HOV 
Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile would cost $180 million to $240 
million. 
The "Nimitz Flyover" has an approved Final Environmental Impact 
Statement which allows for early construction. 

Conclusion: 
The $6.0 Billion Fixed guideway rail is NOT cost effective because it 
does not eliminate the congestion at the H-1/H-2 merge and at the H-1 
Middle Street merge while the $320 million Kamehameha Flyover and 
$240 million Nimitz Flyover are very cost effective because both have 



lower construction cost as compared with the Fixed rail guideway. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that DElS include a Kamehameha Flyover (reversible 
three lane elevated) and a Nimitz Flyover (reversible three lane 
elevated) as a transit Alternative to provide traffic relief. 
Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1 148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
96818 

Copy to: 
Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region iX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

Honolulu City Councif Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission ContenffNotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: Land Acquisition 
should be minimized by routing the fixed guideway over Nimitz Highway 
instead of over Dillingham Boulevard. 

Fact: 
Numerous land acquisitions are required to build the fixed guideway 
along Dillingham Blvd which wilf cause disruption to businessess, homes 
and increase traffic congestion on Dillingham Blvd. 

A fixed guideway route over Nimitz Highway instead of along Dillingham 
Blvd will cause less disruption and result in lower cost for the project. 

It is noted that the Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (ORTP) 2030 
shows a two lane Nimitz Flyover over the median of Nimitz Highway 
which could conflict with the proposed fixed guideway over Nimitz 
Highway. If the Nimitz Flyover is built, it is suggested that both the 
Nimitz "Flyover" and the fixed guideway be built within the elevated 
Nimitz Highway right of way corridor. In this case, the two-lane "Nlmitz 
HOV Flyover (reversible)" can be built alongside and parallel to the fixed 
guideway transit. The fixed guideway with a capacity of 6,000 
commuters per hour and the two-lane "Nimitz Flyover", with a capacity of 
4,000 vehicles per hour, should be adequate to substantially reduce the 
bottleneck at the Middle Street Merge and on Dillingham Blvd between 
Keehi Lagoon and downtown Hotel Street. 
The Nimitz Flyover (reversible) should be connected to the Airport 
Viaduct at Keehi Lagoon to Alakea Street/Halekauwila St via an 
underpass and to Hotel Street Mall via an elevated busway. These 
connections are described in a Managed Lane Study "Transportation 
Alternatives Analysis for Mitigating Traffic congestion between Leeward 
Oahu and Honolulu". The full report is available at 
www.eng.hawaii.edu/-panos/UHCS.pdf. 
The initial 2005 cost for the 10 mile Tampa Reversible was $320 million 
or $32 Million per highway mile, however, a geotechnical design error 
increased the cost to $420 million or $42 miltion per mile. Using a 
geographic and escalation factor of 100 percent, the Smile Nirnitz HOV 
Reversible Flyover at $60 to $80 million per mile woufd cost between 
$1 80 million to $240 million. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that the fixed guideway route be over Nimitz Highway 

instead of Dillingham Blvd to minimize dismption of homes and 



businesses and minimize traffic congestion along Diilingham Blvd. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
1148 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

Copy to: 
Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

Governor Linda tingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
FAX (808) 586-0006 

Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 
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Submission Content/Notes : 29 December, 2008 

To : 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor - 
Honoluiu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor Project", Issue: Displacement of 
Homes and Churches should be minimized 

Fact: I 

The DEIS Table 2-6 and Figure 2-20 shows the park and ride facility at 
Pearl Highlands to be I I acres and 1600 vehicular parking spaces. The 
I 1  acres "Banana Patch" contain several family homes, farmland and 
church facilities which have been in existence for 30 to 60 years. 

Discussion: 
It would be considered an environmental injustice to displace the many 
families on the 11 acre property because there are better alternatives to 
the 11 acre Park-and-Ride facility. 

Figure 2-42 shows a 43acre vacant adjacent to the Leeward 
Community College (LCC site). The DEIS states that this 43 acre LCC 
site is reserved for potential use for a Vehicle Maintenance and Storage 
Area (VMSA). Since only one VMSA is needed for the rail project, there 
are three alternative sites for the VMSA: 

1) At the Honolulu Airport east end, some 40 acres could be acquired 
along Lagoon Drive and Aolele Street to include portions of Keehi 
Lagoon Park, Airport vacant areas and commercial businesses includinn 
Buaget Car Rental 

- 
2) Portions of the Aloha Stadium Parking lot can be used for the VMSA, 
Multi-story vehicular parking structures c6uld be built to accommodate 
the loss in sports events parking. 
3) A 41-acre site for VMSA is identified in Kapoiei (DEIS figure 2-41). 

A further alternative is to reduce the size of the VMSA at the 43-acre 
LCC site by splitting the VMSA facility between the LCC site and one of 
the other alternative sites mentioned above.. This area reduction will 
allow the reservation of 10 to 15 acres for a park and ride facility on the 
LCC site. 

The best alternative is to dedicate the entire vacant 43-acre LCC site for 
a 23-acre Transit Oriented Development (TOD) and a 20-acre Park- 
and-ride facility for 3,000 vehicles for rail commuters. 
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Submission ContentINotes : 29 December, 2008 

To: 
Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King St. 3rd Floor 
Honolulu 
HI 96813 
FAX: (808) 587-6080 

Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
"Honolulu High-capacity transit corridor ProjecY, Issue- Project 
Construction Phasing will not provide early traffic relief 

Fact: 
The rail project construction phasing is proposed in four phases as 
discussed on DEIS page 2-38 and as shown on Figure 2-44 as follows: 

- East Kapoiei to Pearl Highlands (First Construction Phase) - Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Second Construction Phase) 
- Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Third Construction Phase) 
- Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center (Fourth and final 

Construction Phase) 

Discussion: 
The primary purpose of any mass transit system is to provide traffic relief 
and to provide relief in the near term. The major West and Central Oahu 
traffic bottlenecks are at the Middle Street merge and at the H-1lH2 
merge. Construction phases for the rail shouid be prioritized to reduce, 
the traffic bottlenecks at these two locations. Therefore, the project 
construction phasing shown above should be reversed: 

- Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center (First Construction 
Phase) 

Aloha Stadium to Middle Street (Second Construction Phase) - Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium (Third Construction Phase) 
- East Kapolei to Pearl Highlands (Fourth Construction Phase) 

This revised project phasing is logical because: 
a) The Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center first phase will 
provide early traffic relief to the Middle Street bottle neck. 
b) The funding source for the entire 20 mile segment is not guaranteed, 
recognizing that the General Excise Tax is not meeting projections in 
revenue due to the expected long term slumping economy. The 
taxpayer will not tolerate any increase in property tax or GET to fund any 
rail fund shortfall. 
cl The fundina amount from the Federal Transit Authoritv is not 
guaranteed. " 
d) If rail funds are delayed, providing traffic relief to the traffic 
bottlenecks on H-1 will be delayed. 



e) Each phase for rail will provide the maximum bang for the dollar. The 
rail will be completely be useable and serve the most number of 
commuters as each phase is completed. Conversely, the Kapolei to 
Pearl Highlands would serve very few commuters as most commuters 
will be destined for east of Pearl Harbor and beyond in the easterly 
direction. 

Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility for each construction phase 
can be temporarily established to support each construction phase as 
modified: 
a) For the Middle Street phase, some 40 acres could be obtained along 
Lagoon Drive to include portions of Keehi Lagoon Park, Airport vacant 
areas and commercial businesses including Used Car Lots. At least 10 
acres for park and ride can be acquired in the airport area alongside 
Aoiele Street and Lagoon Drive. 
b) For the Aloha Stadium phase, portions of the Aloha Stadium Parking 
lot can be temporarily used for the Storage Facility and temp facilities for 
vehicle maintenance. 
c) For the Pearl Hightands Phase, a 43-acre vacant site near Leeward 

Community College is available (DEIS figure 2-42). 
d) A 41 -acre site is identified for the Kapotei phase (DEIS figure 2-4f ). 

Conclusion: 
Construction of the Middle Street to Ala Moana Phase as a first priority is 
consistent with providing near-term traffic relief, wilt initially serve the 
most number of commuters, will be completely useable and cost 
effective, and will not force the taxpayer to pay more taxes to fund 
additional rail segments should rail funding sources not achieve revenue 
projections. 

Recommendation: 
The DEIS should reverse the construction project phasing as discussed 
above starting with the Middle Street to Ala Moana Shopping Center as 
the First Phase. 

Respectfully, 

Ben Ramelb P.E. 
11 48 Ala Lilikoi St 
Honolulu, HI 
9681 8 

C o w  to: 
1) ~ r .  Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
207 Mission St. Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
FAX 41 5-744-2726 

2) Governor Linda Lingle 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 S Beretania St. 5th Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 



FAX (808) 586-0006 

3) Honolulu City Council Members 
FAX (808) 867-501 1 







3221 Ala Kima St. Apt.6 

Mr. Mufi HanriernaDn 
Ilonolulu HaIe 
530 S. King Street 
Honolulu, E l l  96813 

Dear Mr. Mu£i Hannema~ 

Hi my name is Jayson and I go to Moanalua High School. I anl doing a project for a book 
called Fahrenheit 45 1, which asks us to identify an issue and take a public stance on it. I 
chose the public rail transit issue that we have here in Oahu. Our morning and afternoon 
traffic is a problem here in Oahu, and with the rail it is said to r e d m  the amount of 
tl-afFic. 

Even thottgh it was agreed to continue on with the project and build the rail transit, there 
are many peopb who opposed this decision. t also disagree with the project of building a 
rail transit here in Oahu. I agree that the transit system would help alleviate the morning 
and ahexmoon traffic we have, and the money saving because of the gas prices, but I am 
skeptical of the amount of people who will acbIly ride the rail. It was said that the rail 
will only improve &atYic congestion by 3 percent. That is not a big number. You are an 
excellent mayor of tlsis state, but I believe you are going to fast into this project. Fist of 
all, this project is very costly. In 2006 the price was three billion dollars. Now this year it 
has rose to five. Five billion dollars is a lot of money to spend; why not spend it on our 
education? With a tax created to pay off the rail transit, it creates more weight on our 
shoulders financially especiatly for people who are in bad situations right now. Oahu is a 
very small island. The rail would make things much more crowded and the fact that 
businesses and houses wilf have to move doesn't sound fair. With a transit system here on 
Oahu, it would ruin the view of Oahu. It would be less consided a paradise. I believe we 
should stop this project and look more into it, 

Maybe this project will help our traffic problem in the future but I am @ & s t  . .  ? . .  transit 
system here on Oahu. There are many reasons why it's a bad idea but f ia @ur decision 
and I hope you make the right one. 'ikink you for taking a part of yo$f3)8e tq read my 

. . Ietter. 

oanalua High School Student) 









Property Management & Leasing 
Pacific Guardian Center - Makai Tower 
733 Bishop Strcet, Suite I820 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 

Relt Managcment 
Ec Rtscarch LLC 

tcl: (608) sss-s8oo fax: (8061 599-5806 

PROPCRlY MANAQEMSW 
DMSION 

February 6,2009 

YlA REGULAR A N .  CER TfFIED MAIL, 
RETURN RECEIPT ILFOUESTBD 

Wayne Yoshioka 
Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 S. King St., 3d Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 
96813 

Re: Comment on I-XonoIulu Rail Transit Draft Environmet~tal hpact  Statement 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

I am Vice President-Pacific Region, for Reit Management & Research, LLC, the propmty 
manager for HHRPT Properties Trust ("WRPT"). Through its affiliated companies, HRPT owns 
the Mapunapuna hdustrial Subdivision, including the property bounded by Ntua Street, Nimitz 
Highway, Puuloa Road, and Pukoloa Street, shown on Figure 2-7 of the Honolulu High-Capacity 
Transit Conidor Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("Draft EIS"). HrCPT 
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS. 

HRPT understands that on January 28,2009, the Honolulu City Council by resolution 
voted to change the route of the initial segment of the Honolulu rail transit project From the Sdt 
Lake Alternative to the Airport Alternative. 'HRPT strongly supports the rail transit project, and 
is not advocating any specific route at this time. Based upon the Draft EIS and the City 
Council's action, HRPT understands fhat the City Council in its discretion may in the firture add 
a Salt Lake "spur" to fhe project or otherwise amend the route to it~clude Salt Lake arid 
Mapunapuna. Should the route be changed to pass through Mapunapuna, HRPT believes a 
trmsit station in Mapunapuna wodd increase system ridership and provide substantial benefits 
and development opportunities for the surrounding community, businesses and their employees 
and customers, and tbe landowners of the property. IiRPT therefore respectfully requests that at 
the appropriate time the City Department of Transportation Services ("DTS") study, place, and 
construct a transit station in Mapnnapuna, if the route is subsequently amended to include a spur 
or other alignment through Mapunapuna. In that regard, HRPT respectfully requests that DTS 
consider the following: 

1. Technical Feasibilitv of Transit Station in Mapuna~una-HRPT understands that 
initially thete were some questions as to whether a transit station in Mapunapuna was technically 
feasible, and that was one of the reasons why a Mapunapuna station was not proposed in the 

OJ'icc Lacat&lls: 
Albuqu~rqac, NM . Aastin, IX Kansas Ciry, KS + Los An~clcs ,  CA Miri,reupolis, MN Newran, MA Philrdclphin, PA Son Diego, CA 0 Symcusc. NY Woshlnpron, DC 



Draft EIS for the Salt Lake Alternative. To address those questions, HRPT retained URS Corp. 
("URS") to analyze the feasibility of a Mapunapuna transit station. URS has been involved in 
the design and engineering for numerous transit projects around the country, including systems 
in Portland, Seattle, and Sari Diego, For their analysis, engineers £?om URS' Portland oEce 
reviewed conceptual engineering level track plans, profile drawings, and baokground information 
for the Ifonolulu project, and communicated with the Honolulu project lead engineer. 

Attached as Exhibit 1 please see a December 24,2008 opinion letter from Bob Post, 
senior transit engineer and vice president of URS. Mr. Post writes in relevant part: 

Based upon (014 reviews and our own work on similar projects utilizing similar transit 
technology it is our conclusion that a station could be added to the alignment in the 
vicinity of Pukoloa and Ahua Streets in the Mapunapuna area. We do not believe making 
the suggested design changes would result in a negative impact on tlie project operations 
or ride quality. Although the addition of a station in this area would add some time to tlie 
overall travel h e ,  the impact is lessened in this particular case due to the grades and 
curves in this segment of the corridor that would already result irr reduced speeds. 

Based on industry standards, URS concluded that with relatively minor adjustments to the 
proposed track alignment there are at least three viable options for a transit station in 
Mapunapuna. As shown on the alignment plans prepared by URS stnd attached as Exhibit 2, the 
three potential locations are (I) Option A: Intersection of Pdcoloa and Ahua streets, ewa-rnakai 
side, flat grade; (2) Option B: Intersection of Pukoloa and Ahua streets, ewa-makai side, 1 
percent grade; and (3) Option C: Intersection of Pukoloa and Ahua streets, diamond head-mauka 
side. Of the three options, Option C is pa.rticularIy promising, as it is immediately adjacent to a 
large Iot that will become vacant and available in the near future, and would be ideal for transit- 
oriented development and other amenities to enhance transit ridership.. 

&tion A: Intersection of Pukoloa and Ahua streets..ewa-makai side. flat wade: 
In this option, the -4% proposed grade for the track profile would be changed to -5%, which 
URS considers a reasonable grade for a modern transit vehicle. The -5% grade would Wansitiorl 
through a 500 foot vertical curve (beginning at station 11 17-k33) to a 0% grade, and then back to 
tl~e originally proposed 4% grade on the diamond head side of MoanaIua Stream. The modified 
profile would allow a station platform to be located on the ewa side of the intersection of 
Pukuloa Street and M~ua Street, on a zero percent grade and horizontal tangent. The top of rail 
elevation would be about 37 feet above existing ground. Since this option would not modify the 
horizontat alignment, the general structure footpriat would be unchanged except for widening in 
the station area. 

Option 3: Ji ters~tion of Pukuloa and Ahua streets, ewa-makai side, 1 Dercent 
&e: This option would use the same horizontal alignment and station location as Option A, 
but rather dlan a flat grade a 1 % grade would be introduced, which would match back into the 
original profile sooner and help shorten the transit station structure. Sllorteniug the structure 
would likely result in some cost savings. URS does not believe the proposed 1% longitudinal 
slope would be a problem for construction, operations or passenger loading. 

O~tion C: Intersection of Pukuloa and Ahua streets. diamond head-rnauka side: 
This option could use either of the previous two vertical alignments. The difference would be to 
reduce the radius of the horizontal curve at Ahua Street to 81 0 feet, effectively lengthening the 



adjacent tangents and enabling a station location approximately 150 to 200 feet further to the 
east. The elevated transit station would span over Ahua Street md allow access from ground 
level on both sides of the street, the diamond head side being the existing 7.75-acre "auto 
auction" lot site. The proposed smaIler curve radius would match the original radius proposed at 
the next curve to the south. Although the smaller radius would slightly lower the potential 
operating speed through the curve, the presence of a platform would likely be the limiting factor 
in terms of speed on this section of track in any event. 

2. Potential Benefits of a Transit Station in Mauunapuna-Today, many employees 
of ~a~unapuna%sinesses have to p ~ k  on the street, sometimes blocks away fkom where they 
work. Potential customers are discouraged from even coming to Mapunapuna, because of the 
congestion and lack of parking. Having a transit station in Mapunapuna would provide a 
convenient and inexpensive way for both employees and customers to get to and firom 
Mapunapuna, and make Mapunapuna a better place to work and do business. 

Furthermore, a transit stop in Mapunapuna would draw riders fiom nearby residential 
wmmunities in Moanalua, Tripler, and east Salt Lake, who otherwise would not have convenient 
access to the transit system with the stations proposed in the Draft EIS, The aeriaI view of 
Figure 2-7 of the Draft EIS shows the substantial geographical "gap" between the proposed Ala 
Lilikoi and Middle Street stations on the Salt Lake Alternative, and 41 of the additional homes 
that would be served by a Mnpunapuna station. Given the thousands of residents in those 
communities; the approximately 21,000 people who work at approximately 1,100 businesses in 
or around Mapunapuna; and the hundreds if not tl~ousaids of business customers who visit 
Mapunapuna every day, KRI'T believes that a transit station in Mapunapuna would additionally 
draw at least if not more than the 1,500 or so daily riders projected for the AIa Lilikoi and 
Middle Street stations on Figure 3-12 of the Draft EIS. 

Finally, a transit station in Mapunapuna would provide exciting opportunities for transit 
oriented development, particularly on the 7.75-acre lot near the corner of Ahua and Pukoloa 
streets that will become open and available for deve1opment in the next few years. Transit 
oriented deveIopment would bring new amenities, services, and vitality to Mapunapuna, 
benefiting not only existing but also future businesses and residents in the area. 

We look forward to the possibility of working with and assisting the City to develop a 
transit station in Mapunapuna, should the transit route be amended to include a spur or other 
alignment through Salt Lake and Mapwapuna in the h b e .  

Brad Leach 



Mr. Bradford C. W h  
Vice F-cesident - Pacific Region 
Reit Mhagement & Research LLC 
733 Bishop Street, Suite 1820 
HonoluIu, HI 96813 

IRE: Station Feasibility In Mapunapuna 

Dear Mr. h c h ,  

As we have communicated previously, URS has conducted a review of the Honolulu High 
Capacity Transit Corrjdor in the Mapunapuna area to deternine the technical feas~bility of 
adding a station to the planned Sonolulu High-Capacity Transit project. We have reviewed the 
project design documents provided to us by Reit Management & Researc11. We have dso 
reviewed the generally accepted industry design standards for horizontat and vertical .curves and 
track grades in station areas for similar projects. Based on ihe above reviews and our own work 
on silailar projects.utilizhg similar transit technology it is our conclusion that a station could be 
added to the alignment in the vicinity of the itztersection of Pukoloa and Ahua Streets in the 
Mapunapu~a area, We do not believe making the suggested design changes would result in a 
negative impact on the project operations or ride quality. Althougb the addition of a station in 
this area would add some time to the overall corridor travel time, the impact is lessened in this 
particular case due to the grades and curves in this segment of the conidor that would already 
result in reduced operating speeds. 

White the dmwings previously provided by URS illustrate options that would allow for the 
additiou of astation in the Mapunapuna area and meet generally applied industry standards, we 
do acksow1edge that hdividud jurisdictions implementing rail transit projects can establish 
criteria that are more restrictive than the general industry practices. 

BobPost . 

Vice President 

URS Corporation 
iil SW Columbia, Sulte S O 0  
Portland. OR 9720t5850 
Tot: 503.222.7200 
Fex: 503.222.4292 













Michael P. Rethmun 
4 7-1 40 Heno Place 

Kane'uhe, Huwui'i 96 744-5608 

i December 28,2008 

Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, 
Director, Dept. of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street 

I 

I Honolulu, HI 968 13 

I Aloha Mr. Yoshioka: 
j 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for proposed Oahu train 
ttansit system 

Please include my cornments/questions among those regarding the EIS 
now underway. 

Although I believe that there are a few good reasons to build an elevated 
rail rransit.system on Oahu as well as plenty of good economic, cultural 
and esthetic reasons not to build it, please consider and answer the 
following questions: 

1) What happens when the electricity fiiils island-wide for 10-20 hours 
as has happened twice in the past two years? Will hundreds or 
thousands of folks find themselves trapped on trains? Will there be 
a police or other quick-response force devoted specifically devoted 
to the transit system crime or mechanical failures as exist 
elsewhere? Is this need budgeted? 

2) If the system has backup power capabilities, have these been 
included in the budget: and are these facilities part of the EIS? 

3) Even with no blackouts, how/where/when will Oahu generate the 
additional elecrriciry needed to power the trains? (It's my 
understanding thar Oahu already faces problems associated with 
meeting its peak-load electrical demands.) -+ 5 a 

r ,  
Thanks for considering and answering these pertinent questic@% , 3 

'"c:? ek) 2.;, - 
Sincerely, o z3+ OI Cp 

=?ye 
:a 7 

B 

6? @443z%m a K - / .  4 2.3 m .. 
6 

m 
I/, - €2 

239 - 7 9 7 ~  
u 







Page I of 1 

Agcaoili, Jennifer 

From: Mary Reuter [rnaryrr@hawaii.edu] 

Sent; Wednesday, November 26,2008 8:29 AM 

To: Mayor Mufi Hannemann 

Subject: Transportation, Rail and Bike 

Dear Mayor Hannemm, 

I am a citizen of Moiili'ili, an elementary school teacher, and a journalism student at UH interested in 
writing an article about the bike situation here in Honolulu. 

I read a quote where you said " Tl~e experience of other cities demonstrates that transit systems spur growth, 
particularly in &e areas surrounding the transit: stations. We hope that new housing, particukrlyaffordable housing, 
d spring up along the transit route. We want businesses and leLure activities to bc amacted to these hubs. We want 
to create an environment that suppons open space and stimulates wdking and bicycliig, rather than driving. We want 
to create neighborhoods where people can live, wok, ancl raise their families." 

I support rail, mainly because I born in Washington DC where I used the metro daily. Now that I Iive in 
Honolulu, I bike everywhere. 

When I read this quote, and that you want to create an environment that supports open spaces and 
stimulates walking and bicycling rather than driving. As a bicyclist I find it very difficult to navigate 
outside of the designated bike routes, lanes, and paths. I can get to the University of Hawaii at Manoa 
from my home with ease (at least once I cross Kapiolani and get on UN'versity ave) but I can't go down 
Kapiolani Boulevard or to Ala Moana with out riding on the sidewalk. I don't even see big strong guys 
ridinig their bikes on the street down Kapiolani Boulevard. 

1 read recently about a proposed Bike Share program by Momentum in the Honolulu Advertiser. If a 
Bike Share program is instdled around the TOD areas, will more designated bike routes be established? 
How do you feel about more designated bike routes, especially in areas such as Kapiolani Boulevard and 
Waikiki, where currently I can think of only the Ala tVai and the area around the zoo? 

Bicycling is certainly among the most sustainable ways to travel, and a fantastic way to enjoy the 
beautifir1 weather of our Hawaii. 

I would hate to see tourist fatali& increase because they're being hit by cars while riding their bikes. 
What do you think about this issue? 

Coilcemed Citizen, 
Mary Renee Reuter 







-----Original Message----- 
From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov] 
Sent: Sunday, February 08,2009 4:14 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Draft Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for Honolulu HCTP 

From: WCOASTJOHN@aol.com [mailto:WCOASTJOHN@aol.com] 
Sent: Fri 2/6/2009 5:06 PM 
To: wyosioka@honolulu.gov 
Cc: Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Subject: Draft Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for Honolulu HCTP 

The Draft Environment Impact Statement fot the city's rail transit project is unacceptable because it is written soley for a 
steel wheel on steel rail system. 
There are other forms of tixed rail that may be better and more cost-effective than steel wheels. Please rewrite the EIS to 
cover the other technologies, such as monorail and maglev, to ensure that the city can and will obtain the best and latest 
technology at the best price. Unlike the continental US States we don't have a rail system to add to we are starting from 
scratch, so why not try and get the best for the buck? 

Very respectfully. 
John Ridings 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUlY DIRECTOR 

RTI 0109-3363 1 3 

Mr. John Ridings 
wcoastiohn@aol.com 

Dear Mr. Ridings: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

In parallel with the alignment analysis, a five-member panel appointed by the City 
Council and the Mayor considered the performance, cost, and reliability of the five proposed 
technologies for the fixed guideway system. The panel twice accepted public comment as part 
of the review. By a four-to-one vote, the panel selected steel wheel operating on steel rail as the 
technology for the Project evaluated in the Final EIS. The four panel members selected steel- 
wheel technology because it is mature, proven, safe, reliable, economical, and non-proprietary. 
Proprietary technologies, meaning those technologies that would have required all future 
purchases of vehicles or equipment to be from a single manufacturer, were eliminated because 
none of the proprietary technologies offered substantial proven performance, cost, and reliability 
benefits compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail. Selecting a proprietary technology also 
would have precluded a competitive bidding process, likely resulting in increased overall project 
costs. 



Mr. John Ridings 
Page 2 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.orq. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Ve tr ly yours, 

flF 9 
WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 
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Submission ContenUNotes : COMMENTS ON HONOLULU'S MASS TRANSIT DRAFT EIS 
February 6, 2009 

The Draft EIS has several glaring deficiencies. Some of them are: 
A. Too many stations, many of them amateurishly placed two or less 
blocks from each other. 
B. No public restrooms are shown in the proposed station drawings nor 
are there any shown cost provisions in the budget section to adequately 
maintain the necessary public restrooms. 
C. Lack of any mention of security provisions and costs at stations. 
D. No provision in the stations for a by-pass line for EXPRESS trains. 
E. Noise levels of steel wheeled technology in upper floors of towers 
missing. 
F. Noise levels and properties impacted along the Project Corridor in 
Convention Center, Waikiki and UH areas is missing. 
G. Visually sensitive Viewpoints within Project Corridor for Convention 
Center, Waikiki and UH areas missing or what is shown is totally 
deceptive and unacceptable. 
H. Park and Ride facilities are too small and missing for Ala Moana Area. 
I. Dillingham Blvd Project Corridor unworkable as it fails to consider 
equipment space needed by HECO to maintain very tall HECO 
Transmission Power lines. 
J. EIS fails to consider the possibility of using the large room in the area 
of the track's support structure-bridge as a revenue producing area to 
place urban utilities. 
K. Locations of Potential Impacts to Ongoing Hazardous Materials 
Operations missing discussion of Convention Center, Waikiki and UH 
areas. 
L. Historic Properties in areas of Convention Center, Waikiki and UH not 
covered. 
M. Alternative Routings to avoid Historic Properties does not cover areas 
around Convention Center, Waikiki and UH. 

A. TOO MANY STATIONS, MANY OF THEM AMATEURISHLY PLACED 
FOUR OR LESS BLOCKS FROM EACH OTHER. 

The stations are placed too close together. Professionally designed 
mass transit systems locate their stations 1.5 to 3 to 4 miles apart. For 
example, the proposed Chinatown and Downtown and Civic Center 
Stations are all located within 6 blocks, all three of them! This is absurd. 
One MAJOR Station for this compact area will be more than sufficient fat 
least initially - until more funds become available for all the un- 
necessary extra stations. People will walk blocks if they know that they 
are going to get a fast ride home. This might get some of those very 
obese people to start walking a short distance everyday and improve 
their health. 

Station construction costs are the highest cost items per unit in the 
project. 

Honolulu needs the entire system built including Waikiki and UH to gain 



any relief from gridlock on the freeway, and if the number of stations - 
initially - are limited to 10 MAJOR Stations, there will be enough in the 
proposed budget to build the entire line. 
Page 2-24 in the Draft EIS discusses the bus system "modifified to 
coordinate with fixed Guideway System . . . certain local routes would be 
rerouted . . . as feeder buses to provide frequent and reliable 
connections to the nearest fixed guideway station." 

And, continues on page 2-36, "Enhanced bus service between the 
Terminal Stations." 

Eliminate the 'nice to have' proposed stations and build the 10 'must 
have' stations, at least initially. 

B. No public restrooms shown in the proposed stations nor cost 
provisions to adequately maintain them. 

Draft EIS, page 2-22, Figure 2-1 1 and Figure 2-12 show platform station 
configurations with a concourse. No restroom facilities are shown. 
Restrooms in each station are a must for the numbers of people using 
this system. There seems to be no consideration in the financial section 
for the professional maintenance and up keep of these many public 
restrooms. 

C. Lack of any mention of security provisions and costs at stations. 

There is no mention of the security needs for each station, nor the costs 
of maintaining security at each station (another reason to limit the 
number of stations). 

D. No provision in the stations for a by-pass line for EXPRESS trains. 

Figures 2-1 1 and 2-12 show no provision for a center 'by-pass' track for 
EXPRESS trains. 

E. Noise levels of steel wheeled technology in upper floors of towers 
missing. 

There is no discussion on how much the three foot high barriers are 
going to AMPLIFY the noise of the steel wheels of the trains and reflect 
this AMPLIFIED noise upwards to thousands of residents in towers the 
Glideway passes. This is needed. 

F. Noise levels and properties impacted along the Project Corridor in 
Convention Center, Waikiki and UH areas is missing. 

Noise levels in the areas of the Convention Center, Waikiki and UH are 
totally missing. These must be added to the EIS. See Table 4-1 6 on 
page 4-1 00. 

G. Visually sensitive Viewpoints within Project Corridor for Convention 
Center, Waikiki and UH areas missing or what is shown is totally 



deceptive and unacceptable. 
Visually sensitive Viewpoints within Project Corridor for Convention 
Center, Waikiki and UH areas missing or what is shown is totally 
deceptive and unacceptable, see Figure 4-1 6. 

H. Park and Ride facilities are too small and missing for Ala Moana Area. 

Park and Ride facilities along the entire proposed Corridor are too small 
or are missing altogether - Ala Moana, Convention Center, Waikiki, UH 
area stations. 

I. Dillingham Blvd Project Corridor unworkable as it fails to consider 
equipment space needed by HECO to maintain very tall HECO 
Transmission Power lines. 

On page 4-63, Table 4-10, HECO's high power transmission lines along 
Dillingham Blvd are mentioned but there is no discussion there or any 
where else in the Draft EIS on the problem HECO will have servicing 
those lines as the Projects Guideway is in the way of the mechanical lifts 
HECO uses to lift workers up to maintain these very tall poles and power 
lines. 

This Table 4-10 also fails to show the potential Visual Effects of View 
lines at Ala Moana, Convention Center, Waikiki and UH. These areas 
must be shown too. 

J. EIS fails to consider the possibility of using the large room in the area 
of the track's support structure-bridge as a revenue producing area to 
place urban utilities. 

Page 2-20, Figures 2-1 1, and 2-1 2 show cross sections of the proposed 
Guideway structure and station configurations. Under the top of the 
guideway's support structure, as shown in the drawings, which top 
supports the train tracks, is a room - inside the support structure - which 
room could easily be divided up lengthwise and leased. The leases 
could be to: 

? HECO for High Power Transmission Lines into Waikiki, 
? Honolulu Department of Environmental Services for back-up force 
mains, and also 
? phone and 
? Cable transmission lines. 

These leases would provide extra income to build and maintain the 
Guideway System. 

Putting the community's utilities in the Guideway's support room would 
save the utilities huge construction costs of digging up our streets for 
years to put all these new and necessary utll~t~es underground. Those 
savings could be put into the building costs of the Guideway System. 

By doing this the community would greatly benefit by not having our 



streets and roads dug up for years to lay all these new under ground 
utilities. 

K. Locations of Potential Impacts to Ongoing Hazardous Materials 
Operations missing discussion of Convention Center, Waikiki and UH 
areas. 

Figure 4-43 doesn't show any discussion for the Convention Center, 
Waikiki and UH areas. This must be included. 

L. Historic Properties in areas of Convention Center, Waikiki and UH not 
covered. 

These areas must be included in this discussion. 

M. Alternative Routings to avoid Historic Properties does not cover areas 
around Convention Center, Waikiki and UH. 

These areas must be included in this discussion in the Draft EIS. 

Thank you for your consideration of these important topics and 
omissions in the proposed Draft EIS for this Project. If you have any 
questions please call me at 949-2497. 

Robert Rodman 
Reply Requested : Yes 
Submission Type : Draft EIS Comment 
FOlA (Freedom of 
Information Request) 
Request : 
FOlA Referral Date : 
FOlA Response Date : 
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Submission ContentlNotes : RE: Draft EIS for Honolulu Transit Corridor Project 

Missing in the section about ridership is any data about ridership if 
Waikiki and UH are included in the initial phase of the project. This data 
needs to be included so we can compare the various build options. 
If the number of stations are limited to the top 8 ridership stations with 
one station at each end with a total of 1.0 MAJOR stations initially, I think 
there is enough in the budget to build the entire proposed Glideway 
System, including Waikiki and UH. 

Also missing from the Proposed Draft EIS are alternate Glideway 
routings for the Convention Center, Waikiki, UH areas. 

Historical properties, such as the Ala Wai Canal Kalakaua Avenue 
Bridge and the Kalakaua Avenue median (with its beautiful line of 
Mahogany Trees) just Diamond Head of the Ala Wai Canal make the 
proposed alignment of the Waikiki Glideway unworkable. 

The Draft EIS should also show this alternate routing through Waikiki to 
UH : 

WAlKlKl ROUTING ALTERNATIVE ONE 
from the Ala Moana Station: 
Diamond Head on Kona Street, then Diamond Head across Atkanson St 
and along the towers, across the Ala Wai Canal, transiting Lapeepee 
Street and Hobron Lane, over HECO's power station and low-rise, 
across Ala Moana Blvd., across Fort DeRussy and Kalakaua Avenue 
and down Kuhio Avenue, across the Beach Walk Pumping Station and 
down either the two small streets that pass through Waikiki between 
Kalakaua and Kuhio Avenues (going through building which are built 
over these streets -via condemnation for the right-of-way), then down 
Liliuokulani Avenue, across the Ala Wai Canal, across the Golf Course 
and up University Avenue to UH. 

Because there is one line from UH to Waikiki (instead of two ends - one 
starting at UH and one starting in Waikiki which would cut the start trains 
to every 12 to 15 minutes), this routing has the advantage of a train 
leaving the stations at both UH and Waikiki every 6 minutes instead of 
every 12-1 5 minutes (people are encouraged to take the train if they 
don't have to wait and wait at the station every time they want to use it 
and UH and Waikiki will be the heavest used stations on the System). 

WAlKlKl ROUTING ALTERNATIVE TWO 
Another alternative routing through Waikiki could be from Kona Street, 
cross Atkinson Street, pass the towers, and turn along the Convention 
Center side of the Ala Wai Canal and follow it up to Olohana Street, and 
cross the Ala Wai Canal and pass into Waikiki on wide Olohana, cross 
Kuhio Avenue, proceed up Duke's Lane to the International Market 
Place and curve over and pass through the International Market Place 
and behind the Kaiulani Hotel and on up Prince Edward Street and then 
turn Malka on Liliuokulani Avenue, cross the Ala Wai Canal, over the 
Golf Course and up University to the UH. 



Please include these alternative routing options in the Draft EIS. 

If there are questions please call me at 949-2497. I've lived in Waikiki 
for 38 years and the traffic gridlock we experience here is tremendous. 
20,000 Waikiki workers spend hours every day caught in traffic due to 
the gridlock and are not able to spend time with their children as a result. 
Waikiki needs to be on the initial build of this system. 

robert rodman 
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Email : RODMANHI QJUNO.COM 
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Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 02/06/2009 
Submission ContentlNotes : The number of stations should be cut to the bare mini~num because they 

will become another abode of the homeless mentally 111 which now 
inhabit our bus stops. Daily we see such individuals who sit on the bus 
stop benches while a stream of urine runs down to the concrete under 
them while they sit above. These same individuals - who - it is easy for 
anyone to see - live in the same garments for months or years, are seen 
sitting on the cloth seats on the buses we ride (which cloth seats 
obviously have never been wet washed since the buses were delivered 
new to the city). 

With this in mind, I can find no mention of scrubable seats planned for 
the trains in this system in the €IS. 

Further, I can find no mention of any plans to keep the station 
concourses and platforms described starting on page 2-20 and shown in 
Figures 2-1 1 & 2-12 clear of homeless campers, or businesses and 
portable travel desks and chairs which daily now are allowed to block 
Waikiki's sidewalks near the Market Place. 

These issues need to be addressed in the Draft EIS for this Transit 
Project. 
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We are very much in favor of adding the airport connection immediately 
and to start phase one of building from Pearl City to Honolulu proper. 

Thank you for receiving our imput. 

Much aloha, 

Nancy and Errol Rubin 







---------------------- 
Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 

Initial Action Needed 
12/27/2008 

Bill 
Russell 
Retired, U.S. Secret Service, Wash., D.C. 
94-309 Puuwepa P~acem 

Mililani 
HI 
.96789 
foxiejrtl Qaol.com 
625-5358 

Email 
Website 



Submission Content/Notes : I don't think the rail system will be widely used, because it will take us 
too long to get to get where we want to go, and because of the problems 
with graffiti and vehicle break-ins at the stations. 

Time: 

If we have to take a bus to get to a station, then take another bus when 
we get off the train, and the train will make 19 or 21 stops in 20 miles, all 
that will consume too much time. 

Break-ins at the stations: 

Oahu is famous for vehicle break-ins and grafitti. Costly security 
measures will be needed at each of the 19 or 21 stations and on each 
train. 

The total cost for building and maintaining and providing for security for 
rail is way too much for the benefits gained. 

I watched the debates. 

Prof. Prevadouros was right. There are other mass transit systems 
which are better, less costly, and will get us where we want to go fasterl, 
than rail. 

Mahalo 
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(the Property). 
It is Public Storage's understanding, as of February 2, 2009, that no 
portion of the Property at will be acquired for this project. 
Provided no portion of the Property is taking and the project 
improvements do not negatively affect the Property, Public Storage has 
no objections to a project that will improve traffic flow in the area. 
Negative impacts would include, but are not limited to, over-steepening 
of the Property's driveway slope, interference with proper drainage from 
the Property, decreasing turning radii such that truck access is restricted 
or difficult, or impeding visibility of the Property. 

Carolynn Ruth 
Real Estate Paralegal 
Public Storage 
701 Western Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91201 -2349 
Tel: 81 8.244.8080 x i  410 
Fax: 81 8.543.7341 
Email: cruth Q publicstorage.com 
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downtown out to the Airport and beyond Pearlridge and UH west. If 
there comes a time where cost might stop or long delay the project, we 
could use whatever is made and start service from wherever the project 
is stalled. It would be the optimum way to gain usage of whatever is 
already made, whatever the delayed portion would be. And at the same 
time, be an example of what the completion would be like. Thank you for 
the opportunity to input my opinion. 
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Last Name : sakurna 
BusinessIOrganization : 
Address : 45-757 Hilinai St. 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Kaneohe 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96744 
Email : s.sakurnaQ hawaiiantel.net 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to  Mailing List : . Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 0111 312009 
Submission ContentlNotes : I understand taxes will increase. By what amount? 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Record Date : 1 111 212008 
First Name : Keith 
Last Name : Sasaki 
Business/Organization : Dependable Hawaiian Express 
Address : 1130 N.Nimik Highway 
Apt./Suite No. : C-105 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 7 
Email : keith.sasaki@dhx.com 
Telephone : 387-0040 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Submission Content/Notes : I would like like to know if you have already decided on how to bring in 

the necessary freight to build this project. I work for a major freight 
forwarder and would be interested in assisting in this venture. 
Keith Sasaki 





----------------.--..- 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1/7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Andrew 
Last Name : Sataraka 
BusinesslOrganization : Good Samaritan Church 
Address : 99-545 Opukea St. 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Aiea 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96701 
Email : 
Telephone : 356-8405 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01/07/2009 
Submission ContentINotes : The plan for a Rail Transit is the best thing will ever happen to Oahu 







RECORD # 343 DETAILS
-----------------------
Status : Initial Action Needed
Creation Date : 1/7/2009
Creator Affiliation :
First Name : Elizabeth
Last Name : Sataraka
Business/Organization : Good Samaritan
Address : 99-545 Opukea St.
Alternative Preference :
Apt./Suite No. :
City : Aiea
State : HI
Zip Code : 96701
Email : liz@hawaiifoodbank.org
Telephone : 808-561-5695
Telephone Extension :
Add to Mailing List : Both
Submission Method : Website
Other Submission Method :
Submission Date : 01/07/2009
Submission Content/Notes : This is a great idea that the Rail Transit is planned to be build. Honolulu

needs it now
Reply Requested :
Submission Type : Draft EIS Comment
FOIA (Freedom of
Information Request)
Request :
FOIA Referral Date :
FOIA Response Date :

robertsste
Rectangle

robertsste
Rectangle



---------------------- 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 /7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Epaferoti 
Last Name : Sataraka 
BusinesslOrganization : Good Samaritan Church 
Address : P.0 Box 31 029 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96820 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 /07/2009 
Submission ContentlNotes : Rail Transit is the way to go. Our people need to save time and money 

from sitting in traffic and buying gas sitting in traffic 







l------l-----------_I_ 

Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 /7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : lsakara 
Last Name : Sataraka 
BusinesslOrganization : Good Samaritan Church 
Address : 94-027 Waipahu Depot St 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.1Suite No. : 
City : Waipahu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96797 
Email : satarakafamiIyQyahoo.com 
Telephone : 808-781 -6760 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01/07/2009 
Submission ContentlNotes : I believe our city definitely need the Rail Transit now and for the future. 







-------.--------------- 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1/7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : lsakara Nathan 
Last Name : Sataraka 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 99-545 Opukea St. 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Aiea 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96701 
Email : n-sataraka @Yahoo.com 
Telephone : 693-6463 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01/07/2009 
Submission ContentINotes : Please build the Rail now 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1/7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Kaiserlyn 
Last Name : Sataraka 
BusinessIOrganization : 
Address : 99-545 Opukea St. 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : Aiea 
State : Hi 
Zip Code : 96701 
Email : gsc-hawaii Q yahoo.com 
Telephone : 808-953-8907 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 10712009 
Submission ContentINotes : I fully support the Mayor and the Rail Transit 







---------------------- 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1/7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Samuel 
Last Name : Sataraka 
Business/Organization : Good Samaritan Church 
Address : 99-545 Opukea St. 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Aiea 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96701 
Email : tanusataraka Q yahoo.com 
Telephone : 808-699-1 205 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 /07/2009 
Submission ContenffNotes : Go Mayor and do the right thing 







------.-------.------- 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 /7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Tracie 
Last Name : Sataraka 
Business/Organization : 
Address : 99-545 Opukea St. 
Alternative Preference : 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : Aiea 
State : Hi 
Zip Code : 96701 
Email : gsc-hawaii Q yahoo.com 
Telephone : 808-693-5926 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 107/2009 
Submission ContentJNotes : I totally agree with the mayor, we need to build the Rail Transit 







Lane 0. Sato 
607 North IGng Street #126A 

~onolulu, Hawaii 968 17 
Phone: 808-220-1 108 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3'* Floor 
Honoluiu, Hawaii 968 13 

Thank whoever for wasting more of our tax dollars by sending out this piece of garbage of a 
plan Maybe this letter will convince whoever is behind this project that someone is making 3 
big mistake with this proposed rail system project. This is not going to totally solve the 
immediate traffic problem on this island, in fact, it is going to make it worse. Please take into 
consideration the following, which it seems, no one wants to address, which makes me believe 
that this whole rail thing is just to line a segment of the populations pockets with a lot of money. 

The simple solution to this problem is to understand what is truly at stake here. Take into 
account the following aspects that are being grossly and negligently under looked: 

1. The bus system really works h e .  The real problem is too many cars on the island congesting 
limited major East-West thoroughfares, not lack of mass transit. 

2. If the rail project begins, you think you got gridlock i~ow, just wait until construction.hits the 
inner city. People will be cursing the project every day they spend an extra two plus hours 
creeping inch by inch in traffic, burning gas and this will'not be just a one or two year project. 
And what about when there . is . a major traffic incident on H-I, the sail does not offer any 
solutions to that. 

3. The tracks will not be extended into the upper lying areas so, you wodd have to plan for an 
extra hour or two just to get to and fkom the stations, ~vhikh meins you will not or hardly ever 
use it. And, even if it is decided to extend to upper lying areas, can you imagine the gridlock 
during construction then? 

4. Like the poll says, this will only benefit a handful of people, 'mainly the one's who are to 
profit. 

5. A more zidvantageous solution is to build a causeway from Waianae to Waimanalo over the 
water spanning the entire Southern Coast wd later, if necessary, continue around the island, or, 
construCting a fieeway along the mountain ranges. Afcer pitching this idea with engineers at the 
town hall meeting at the Blaisdell, they said "no problem, in engineering we can build anything". 



The major consideration for this idea is that H-I desperately needs a major East-West alternate 
route. For those of you thinking this would be an eye sore to the coastline or the mountain 

I 
ranges consider this: If built properly, it would probably enhance the view and in reality is one 

j of two sensible solutions. We need to give up something and giving up the causeway or freeway 

1 project to rail would tragically be the wrong choice for the majority if not all of Oahu 
inhabitants. We must not allow the Offices of the Mayor and their constituents to perpetrate this 

i 1 masochistic behavior on the futurk of this State. 

6. The Offices of the ~ a ~ o r , a n d  their constituents have jumped into this project without carefbl 
consideration of all practicallreasonable solutions and are drooling. at the potential for lining their 
pockets with a very hasty and ill thought out plan. Look at it this way, they can still line their 
pockets with the causeway/fieeway project which is the smarter solution. 

So, to reeas, the main problem is too many cars on the island Gith no alteruate East-West 
free~vav relief, not lack of mass transit. This is the major point here. The bus system would- 
work fine with fewer cars jamming limited traffic signaled East-West thoroughfares. As a fellow 

I 
1 j 

. taxpayer, please be sensible and come to this realization. If built with a well planned scheme, , 

this would benefit Oahu and relieve major traffic stress for years to come. Any other idea would 
be inviting seriously di~e'economic, political and social consequences for the future of our keiki 
and the State. 

1 hope you can convince the Mayor and his constituents to re-evaluate. I personally prefer the 
mountain range solution as this would allow cutoffs to service both sides of tlie island. Either the 
causeway or the mountain range construction solutions would not severely impair the day to day 
business operations of the island as the rail project will. Please take this into strong 
consideration and at least present this to whoever is trying to ram this down our throats. If you 
cannot provide a favorable response to this issue then do not bother responding. I will assume 
that you also sold out. 

Mr. Matley, if it is within your power, please fmd a way to save the people of Oahu's future 
by overturning/disapproving this stupendously horrific project. You are one of the last 
aud probably only resorts left to stop this hastily irrationd and ill eoncei~ed'~rojcct. 

Lane 0. Sato 

Cc: Mr. Ted Matiey 
FTA Region IX 
20l"Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, California 941 05 











---------------------- 
Status : Action Pending 
Creation Date : 1 1/2/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Charles 
Last Name : Scott 
BusinesslOrganization : Citizen 
Address : 566 Ahina Street 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96816 
Ernail : cscott Q aloha.com 
Telephone : 734-3028 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1/02/2008 
Submission ContenffNotes : I think it is ridiculous for a city the size of Honolulu to attempt this 

project- it is too costly for the size of our city. Already, annual property 
tax collections for the past several years have increased several 
hundred per cent greater than ability of people to pay (cost of living 
increase). For example, r.p. tax collections for fiscal year 2007-08 
increased 23.4% while cost of living went up 4.9%!!! The three previous 
years the increases were similar. (Tax Foundation of Hawaii figures). 
How can we possibly take on the high coast of building & maintaining 
the rail system???? It is all about City politics and satisfying the 
unions!!!! 







Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 So. King St., 3rd Floo'r 
Honolulu, H I  96813 

Mr. Ted Matley 
U.S. Department o f  Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration - Region I X  
201 Mission St., 3rd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

January 30,2009 

; I Re: Draft  Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Mass Transit 
i 

. . .  . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . '  . . .  Messps. ~ ~ i t $ ~ k a  ,&d..M$fley.; : -' . . .-.- . I .  . 
. . . . . .  :: .. .I:-.. . _ . . _ :  . . .  
.' . .. . . : . . . . . .  .... ... ... ....... . . . . .  ..... . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . .  ...' :..: ,:;: : . ,  .,::..::.;: . . .,:. .-'." ' ! ? 

As 'an o.f pi!o+ierfy' and.$ i:usise&.&+: 1232 Rifd S$:' in ~emt r~ l : - .K~ka~~~ ; jd i~ . j i ~ . i l ; i i  
apparent that  the Honolulu High Capacity Transit will have a very direct and 
substantial impact on our immediate area, and greatly influence our ability t o  
continue operating at this location. There are foor'areas where the DEIS has 
insufficient information regarding the impact t o  our business and the Kakaako 
community: 

1. The impact of Mass Transit on the narrow streets in Central Kakaako, 
specifically Halekauwila St. and Kona St. 
2. The design flaw which is referred t o  in the DEIS as the " th i rd  rail", 
which will "eventually" go o ~ e r ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a n a - - ~ ~ B P P ' i n g ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e r ~ ~ o  the... . :...:.: .....L.- 

University of Hawaii Manoa and Waikiki. 
3. Mass Transit displacing many small l ight industrial businesses in Kakaako 
tha t  ul-timately will not  be able to  find a replacement location t o  service 
their current customer base. 
4. The cost of the Honolulu High Capacity Transit and the  City and County 
of Honolulu's ability to  properly fund and pay for building and op,erations in 

. . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . the  current'financial situation.' . . .  .:. .;,..A*. .: 
. . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . :  . . . . .  . .  ... .. ... . .  .... . . ,.:- :..: : ; . . . .  . . . . .  ,,., ; ,:.. ;, - .:: ". 8 :.. z . : , . . : ;  ..: ; : ....,, & 

1. '; kana St., a t  &%vide. betkeen 'Piik6i:,aiid .P.ensacola St; rind .Halekauwi:l@!Sf .:at 50' 
wide, will be dramatically impacted during construction and after completion of the 
Ho.nolulu'High Capacity Transit. None of this is addressed completely in the DEIS. 

Hawaii Office: I212 Kona 5 t m e 4  Honolulu, HI 96814 . re!: (808) 591-2921 Fax: (808) 597-8101 
California Ofii'ce: 120 Blrnlingham Drive, Suite 250 0. CardiFF by the 5ea, CA 92007 Tei: (760) 634-7624 

6-mrii: info@scotthatvaii.cotn websit.6: wiw/..scottharvaii.con, 



There wit1 be a loss of parking, especially on Kona St., to  accommodate the bridge 
supports rather thah a center column, and access to our building will be,blocked. 
Kona St. between Piikoi and Pensacola, will also be adversely affected by the 
possible "third rail" tha t  will need to tie planned for with wider column supports 
during the initial construction, necessitating a wider footprint and additional 
property acquisitions. This was not made public until after the election to  approve 
Mass Transit. 

Kona St. is the main access f o r  cars to go from Ala Moana t o  the  Ward area, 
and building the rai l  down Kona St.. would make an already stressed situation even 
worse. What will the City do t o  alleviate this problem during and af ter  
construction? Access to our building and others on Kona St. is already a problem 
with the current level of traff ic on one of Kakaako's narrowest street-s, a problem 
tha t  has not been addressed in the DELS. Relocating the route to  Kapiolani Blvd. 
would clean up what is now a circuitous route through a highly dense Central 
Kakaako and lessen the impact t o  an already stressed infrastructure. 

2. Prior to the election in 2008, the City and County of Honolulu proudly proclaimed 
tha t  the  Honolulu High Capacity Transit wauld go from Kapolei t o  t he  University o f  
Hawaii Manoa and with a spur t o  Waikiki. There was never a mention o f  the line 
stopping a t  the Ala Moana Shopping Center with a station 40' high, and a single 
th i rd  rail eventxally being built t o  d0.a f lyover of the Nordstrom extension a t  the 
Mall at.100' high, continuing past t h e  center. The DEIS  does not address how the 
ci ty plans on accomplishing this with a station a t  40' and another a t  100'. How will 
r iders make the transfer? How will the  rai l  cars wind their way past t he  shopping 
center through the various high rise buildings past Nordstrom toward Waikiki? I s  
the 5% grade the train will have to climb from Pensacola to the station a t  
Nordstrom too steep? What will be the effect regarding noise fo r  those 
businesses and condos in the immediate area? 

This is a fatal design flaw tha t  could be addressed with a route change to 
Kapiolani Blvd. if the City and County of h'onolulu truly wanted to go t o  the  
University of Hawaii Manoa and Waikiki, something the voters thought They would 
be getting with a vote for rail. 

3. Kakaako is the last light industrial area in Central Honolulu, home to  thousands 
o f  small businesses serving the main population center of the City and County o f  
Honolulu. This is where mast of  t h e  displaced properties will come from if rai l  is 
.built and if there is no route change. What will be the steps the City takes to 
mitigate the effect on those businesses to relocate elsewhere? Where will the 
customers that frequent these businesses go if rail goes through Central Kakaako? 
I s  the'current infrastructure adequate to accommodate the proposed transit 
oriented development the City wants TO implement should rai l  become a reality? 



Who will pay fo r  the improvements to the infrastructure when Kakaako is currently 
mostly unimproved? What is the position of the City and County of Honolulu vis a 
vis the HCDA, whi.ch controls Kakaako Mauka for the State when it comes to 
improvements and zoning? This should be spelled out in the  DEIS and is not. A 
change of route to Kapiolani Blvd. or King St. would make more sense, preserving 
the Central Kakaako area to  serve the residents of Honolulu. 

4. Considering the current economic situation the City and County of Honolulu is in 
with a shrinking property tax base and declining revenue from The General Excise 
Tax, how will this Honolulu High Capacity Transit be paid fo r  and operated? There 
will never be sufficient passengers of rail t o  pay for i t s  operation, as well as 
continu.ing to operate the bus tha t  would be required as a feeder f o r  the rail line. 
Can the City and County of Honolulu depend on the federal government to continue 
t o  cover any shortage in operating costs? Has the City been open about the 
necessity for o property tax increase To pay for the added costs, and how accurate 
are the City's projections to  operate rail? The General Excise Tax income is set to 
run out in 2022, and the revenue stream is currently under projections and 
shrinking each month with the  economic downturn in Hawaii, where will the City 
makeup this shortage? was th is  economic downturn anticipated in the DEIS, and 
shouldn't the City be required t o  address this in a supplemental O E I S  prior to 
startup? 

Wil l  the State of Hawaii's new plans for Traffic mitigation on the W 1  freeway 
going .east to reduce the bottleneck a t  Middle Street, and the  plans to have a 
flyover on Nimitz Hwy affect r ider ship for  the Honolulu High Capacity Transit and 
thus impact toll box revenue? Wil l  this make obsolete the figures on usage the City 
used in the current OEIS, and thus change the feasibility of Mass Transit for  
Honolulu? 

The only solution is to have a supplemental draft  environmental impact statement 
tha t  would address these and many other concerns and questions regarding the 
feasibility of Mass Transit for Honolulu. The current DEIS is so vague on so many 
issues, and the City's lack of timely disclosures makes it diff icult t o  understand the 
feasibility for a project of this magnitude in the City and County of Honolulu. Also, 
it is disingenuous for the City t o  place any credence in the vote to  approve rail when 
it was not open about the  specifics of the  rai l  plan until a f te r  t h e  election. Had the 
voters known about these four issues and others would it st i l l  have been approved? 











February 5,2009 

Via Ensail: wvoshioka~,honoluiu.aov anci Regular Mail 
Mr. Wayne Y, Yoshioka, Director 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honol~~lu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
I-Ionolulu, I-Iawaii 968 13 

RE: I-Iouolulu T-Iigh Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Draft Envi~nninental Imvact Statenient/Section 4(0 Evaluation_ 

Dear Mr. Yosl~ioka: 

Servco Pacific Inc. ('Servco") is the landowner of the following parcels of real 
psopel-ty (in Waipati~i and Kakaako): 

Waipahu: TMK: (1) 9-4-0 15-0 14 
(1) 9-4-01 5-015 
(1) 9-4-0 15-022 
(1) 9-4-0 19-055 
(1) 9-4-019-06 1 (11'1 1 th ownership interest) 

Kakaalco: TMK: (1) 2- 1-03 1-030 

which are located adjacent to the contemplated Honolulu High Capacity Transit route 
(the "Project"). Servco has for many years operated automotive facilities at both 
locations. 111 addition, the current ConceptuaI Right of Way Plcms show that a portion of 
one of the Waipahu parcels (TMIC: 1-9-4-019-061) and the KakaaIco parcel are both 
designated for partial acquisition as part of the Project. 

Consequently, the planned Project has an immediate, direct, and material impact 
on Servco. Therefore we submit the following comtnenrs based on our review of the 
Draft Environtnental Impact Statement for the Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor 
Project datecl Novenlber 2008. 

In general, we are concerned about the adverse impact on our customers, 
employees, busilless activities, and automotive facilities which will be caused by the 
planned construction activities, noise, dust, realigned traffic flow, and modified vehicular 
access into the Servco propelties as work progresses along the Project route in the 

Hawaii Guarn California 
Automotive Products. Instlrance Sewices 

Cons~lmer Products Investments 



MI.. Wayne Y .  Yosllioka, Director' 
Department of Transportatio~l Services 
Fcbl.uary 5,2009 
Page 2 

vicinity of the Servco properties. The Draft EIS states that prior to con~mencement of 
construction, the contractor will be required to develop a plan to reduce ' economic 
hardship for existing businesses dong the project alignment during construction 
activities. However, the clraft EIS does not address whether the neighborhood businesses 
will be informed by the City or the Contsactor on constswtion activities near their 
properties and if these businesses would be affordecl m opportiulity to pal-ticipate aild 
provide input into that plan prior to its adoption into the construction contract. Servco 
also understands that the Project will likely be collstrircted in lllultiple phases and 
therefore feels that plan to address and seduce eco~~onlic hardship along the Project 
alignment should be developed, reviewed and commented on by the neighborhood 
businesses in phases matched up to the actual construction schedule. Servco feels it is 
vital .for both the Contractor and City to effectively communicate the Project's ongoing 
construction work and schedule on a regular and weekly basis in order to mitigate and 
miniinize hardships to these neighborhood businesses so unanticipated problems can be 
addressed promptly and effectively. 111 our view, the opportullity to submit our input and 
comments to the Contractor anct City on how our operations may be affected by the 
Project's construction work and the Cotltractor's mitigation plan is essential. This will 
allow us a reasonable opportunity to plan our bi~siaess activities on the Servco properties 
in anticipation of the construction period and the disruption it will irievitably create. 

The Servco properties which will be impacted by the Project are (a) Servco Aido 
Leeward CLSAL"), which inclt~des an automotive showrootn, service and parts facility, 
fronting Farrillgton Highway at Waipah~i Depot Street, ancl an open parking lot (TMK: 1- 
9-4-019-061) (the "Wfl@nltrt Pro,uet$y"), and (b) Motor Imports ("hf.), a service and 
parts facility located in Kaltaako on the corner of South Street and I-Ialeka~rwila Street 
(the "Souflt Sfreef Property"), Thc Project will i ~ i n  by Servco's SAL dealership along 
Farrington I-Iigl~way, and the Waipahu Transit Station will be located 011 one of the 
Waipahu parcel that Servco has an owneilship interest. Motor Ilnports in Kaltaako will be 
affected by the construction of the Civic Center Station near and 011 a portion of the South 
Street Property. Our comnients regarding these specific properties are provided below. 

1. Due to the 30-feet high fixed guideways in the vicinity of the Waipahu 
Transit Station the visibility of our SAL dealership will be greatly 
reduced. Automotive dealerships value high visibility, street frontage, and 
convenient street access to attract customers for its vehicles for sale and to 
provicle conveniel~t access to service area for vehicIes and parts for its 
customners. 

2. The planned Waipahu 'Tmasit Station on Farrington Highway is ill close 
proximity to our SAL operation, and construction activities will inlpilct 



Mr. Waync Y. Yoshioka, Director 
Departnlent of Transportation Sel.vices 
February 5,2009 
Page 3 

traffic flow in both directions. I11 addition, there is The Oahu Regional 
Transportation Plan 2030 wlzich includes the Farrington 1-ligl~way 
widening project to relieve traffic congestion between Golf Course Road 
and Fort Weaver Road. What is the schedule for these projects? Will 
construction be phased in such a manner that these projects will not 
overlap? Will the City be coordinating the Farri~zgton I-Iiglzway work with 
the State? Will the City be retailling a consulta~~t for a traffic study for the 
ilnpact of the Project on the Project's routes? 

3. The water table in the Waipahu area is high. What is the potential impact 
on the susrounding structures clue to displacelne~lt of groundwater during 
drilling and itzstallation of the foundation for the light rail system and 
associated tramit stations? 

4. There are overhead and underground utility lines along Fansington 
Highway and the cross streets. Will SAL's utility service be disrupted 
when tlzese utility lines along Farrington Hwy are relocatecl? 

5: As noted above, Servco has a one-eleventh (Ill  1"') ownership in I'MK: 1- 
9-4-019-061 in Waipahu. The City has plans for partial acquisitioil of this 
property. If trafEc is rerouted to the cross streets of Awalu and 
Mokultaua, this will illcrease the vehicle traffic to the back of ThlIC: 
1-9-4-0 19-0'55 which is wholly owned by Servco. As a laudowner and 
busil~ess operator, how will we be kept informed of changes and activities 
affecting both parcels? 

B. South Street Property: 

1. Servco operates a parts and service facility on the South Street Property 
(TMK: 1-2- 1-03 1-030). Autonzotive service operations are very land 
iutensive. Pursuant to the Co~zceptual Right-of-Way Plans the City plans 
to acquire a portion of the South Street Property f?om Servco for the Civic 
Center Station. According to the Draft EIS, a land area of approximately 
40 feet in width by 300 feet in length will be actcquired. The proposecl 
acquisition would involve the taking of the land and building housing our 
existing service bays and facilities, reduce the existing paved area for 
customer parking and adversely affect the existing South Street entry and 
exit into the South Street Property. The Draft EIS does not adequately 
co~lsider a possible d d e d  cost to the City's accluisition of a postiotl of the 
South Skeet Property associated with coordinating the relocation of the 
service bays and facilities and reconfiguration of the South Street Psopelty 
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so as to lninilnize disruptiotl with the ongoing business activities on the 
South Street Property. 

2. The Draft EIS does not aclequately consider whether it: is feasible for tlle 
Servco automotive business to continue in a reconfigured set up on the 
South Street Property after the taking of a portion of the South Street 
Property, and thus whether tlle City would have to acquire the entirety of 
the South Street Property and not just a portion thereof as currently 
contemplated in the Conceptual Right-of- '-Way Plan, 

3. The Draft EIS does not appear to adequately consider the alternative of 
designing and building the Civic Center Transit Station on the vacant 
parcel of land located on the rnakai side of Halekauwila Street. Such ail 
alternative could greatly mininlize and initigate the adverse impact on the 
existing Setvco a~rtomotive facilities on South Street discussed in 13.1 
above. 

4. The existing buildings on tlze property are older. We are concerned with 
how pile driving may affect the structural integrity of the buildings ancl the 
calibrated readings of automotive equipment used in Servco's nutolnotive 
service business. Has consideration been given to alternatives that may be 
available to initigate such impact? 

5. Sinlilar to the Waipahu Property, the water table in Kakaako is also very 
high. The Draft EIS does not indicate or adequately address how water 
displacemei~t will be handled so as to protect and preserve the structural 
integrity of the stnwtures on the South Street Property. 

6.  Sfreet parking in the Kakaako area is inadequate at present. We are 
concerned that the influx of construction workers into the area drlring the 
course of the Project will make a bad situation even worse, as Servco 
employees, construction workers, and customers of neighborllood busitless 
will all be vying to use the aaIready limited number of parking stalls in 
Kakaako. This problem will be co~npounded by lane closures and traffic 
circulation changes. The Draft EIS does not address how these problems 
will be mitigated or addressed? Will there be a traffic study on the impact 
of the Project for t i e  Civic Center Transit Station and Halekauwila Street 
route? 

As noted above partial land acquisition is planned for two Servco parcels, 'TMKs 
1-9-4-0 19-061 (Waipahu) and 1-2-1 -03 1-030 (Kakat~ko). The Draft EIS provides 
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ins~lfficient information on the acqnisition process a~ ld  proced~~se, including without 
limitation, its timing and manner of determining coinpensation to affected landowner. 

In the process of finalizing its Environmental Imnpact Statement for the Honolulu 
High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project, we ask that the City & County of I-Ionolnlu 
pl.udently address and respond to ouls questions and collcerns. 

Sincerely, 

SERVCO PACIFIC INC. 

Carol K. Lam (B) 
Senior Vice President 

cc: Ms. I<ntherine P u a n ~  Kealoha, Director 
Office of Envirollmental Quality Control 
235 South Beretania Strcet, Suite 702 
Honolulu, Hawaii 968 13 
Via Email: oeac@,doh.hatvaii.~ov and Regulns Mail 

Mr. Tetl Matley 
FTA Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94 I05 
Via Enlail: ted.n~atlev@,fca.dol.aov and Regular Mail 
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Submission ContentINotes : I submit the following comments: 

The Salt Lake route should be used because: 
1. It will get more working citizens off the road since it will run through a 
high density population, 
2. The airport track can be added later. Residents will not use the 
transit to the airport since they have so much to carry. 
3. Tourists from the airport won't even use the transrt until the Waikiki 
track is constructed. 
4. Rush hour traffic M-F are mostly single person vehicles. Tour buses 
and taxis are insignificant. 
5. Rush hour traffic on Sat are mostly residents. Tour buses and taxis 
are insignificant. 

The route should run East from Kapolei to Fort Weaver Rd and up to 
Farrington Hwy because: 
1. Again the route would run through a high populated area. 
2. With the transit running past LCC, HCC, and UH Manoa there is no 
need to build a West Oahu College. If West Oahu College is built, then 
they can provide their own shuttles like UH. 

More Stops from Ewa to Kalihi Should be Built because: 
1. It will promote more ridership (closer walkinglbiking distance to 
stations). 
2. There are a lot of businesses in Waipahu, Pearl City, and 
Mapunapuna where citizens will go to work. 

Construction Schedule need to be fast tracked (build outwards from 
stations) because: 
1. If cost is an issue, then it should be built asap. 
2. riders hi^ won't be sianificant until the downtown tracks are ., 
completed. 
3. The economy needs help now. Not 10 years from now. 
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SIEIPRA CLUB 
O ' a h u  G r o u p  
P.O. Box 2577, HonoIuIu, HI 96803 
tel: 808.537.9029 

February 6,2008 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Acting Director 
Department of Transportation Setvices 
City and County of Honohlu 
650 South King Street, 3d Floor 
I-ionolulu, 1-11 96813 

Mr. Brennon Morioka, Director 
Departmenr of Transportation S e ~ c e s  
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
WonoIulu, Hawai'i 96813 

Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
20 1 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Ms. Katheri~~e Puana Kedoha, Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Deparunent of Health 
State of Hawvai'i 
235 South Betetania Street, Suite 702 
Honolulu, Hawai'i 96813 

Honolulu High Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Dxaft Erivironmental Impact Statement 

Comments 

Aloha: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Sierra Club Oahu Group is in general favor of the 
proposed transit project, but offers the following questions and comments that we feel would 
strengthen the EIS and, ultimately, provide a better project for Oahu's citizens. 

Connectivity 

The figures in Chapter 2 do a nice job of illustrating station layouts and entry points: The City 
and County need to provide maps that illustrate how peopIe get to those entrances. These maps 
should consider a radius of %-mile from the station. They should clearly indicate sid'Ewalk 
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and bikelane connectivity to the stations. Infrastructure improvements to provide this 
connectiviry should be part of the project, or at the very least a high priority of the City and 
Coutity. The City and County has a mandate to improve walkability and bikeability in the city. 
Providing good connections to this transit system would go a long way to achieving that. 

Will bikes, surfboards and luggage be allowed on the train? Will there be any restrictions on time 
of day (i.e. not aUowed during commute hours)? What is the size Limitation? 

What pedestxian and bicycIe amenities will be designed and built in or near rransit stations? 

Aesthetics and Viewpianes 

?he DEXS provides a thorough discussion on the visual impacts of the project, but provides little 
in the way of mitigating measures. hlany other states uuiize attractive concrete an to soften the 
impact of large highway structures. In addition to softening the visual impact, this strategy also 
appears to greatly inhibit grafitti. Walls in Arizona and Colorado are effective. In many Iocdes, 
Local artists design motifs &at are incorporated in concrete surfaces. See the following link for 
examples: l~~c~.//u~~r\t~.cc~ncrecec~c~ork.co~n/~nn~:. t.xd(.)!rl>/co~crere u.allb,l>tln 

Why is the entire uansit route elevared? Where geography permits, the transit route should be 
placed at ground level to reduce cost of construction, energy consumption during construction, 
and impacts to view planes. 

Agricultural land 

Prime, unique, and statewide itnpottant lands are, by definition, of agricultural importance. Land 
with such classification is significant, not negligible, regardless of acreage. To trivialize the 
conversion of such lands on the grounds that only a small amount of it wiU be sacdficed is not 
acceptable. Conversion of such lar~ds is, according to the KISH system that defines these 
classifications, irreversible and therefore not a decision that should he taken lightly or trivialized 
because of scale. 

Once the rail transit route is in place, it is expected that development will occur along the route, 
and this Transit-Oriented Development wiU almost certainly affect important agricultural Iands. In 
order for the final EIS for rail transit to accurately and completely examine the environmental 
impacts to agricultural lands, the project must include agricdmral Iands adjacent to project 
construction boundaues. 'The RnaI EXS should include a detailed discussion and mitigation plan 
for negative environmental impacts to agricultural land affected by this project including an 
analysis of alternative routes to preserve prime, unique, and/or statewide important agricultural 
land. If these agriculturai tands are part of a planned development corridor, the ESS should 
describe how City and County planning and zoning measures assure that important agricultural 
Iands outside the planned development corridor are preserved. 

The transit system should have a terminus in Waipahu, rather than East Kapolei, and extend into 
Waih i  and/or up to UH MIinoa instead of extending to East Kapolei where the majority of 
agricultural lands exist 
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f i r  Quality 

According to the DEIS, the methodology for projecting future air quality as a resuIt of the various 
project alternatives is based on anticipated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and average network 
speed for each alternative. The data given in the DEIS indicates &at all Build Alternatives yield 
better air quality than the No Build alternative, which may not be true. Better air quality would 
otlly occur if the proposed rail transit system replaces enough cars on the road such that its 
emissions are less than the collecdve cmissions of the cars it replaces. ?%e EIS shouId discuss the 
possibility that the offset may not occur, and discuss measures of mitigation. 

Energy 

The Project should make every effort to maximize operating efficiency. 'rhe final EIS should also 
give more consideration as to the feasibility of integrating alternative energy tcchnoiogies into the 
project as well as an analysis of potential energy conservation measures such as opting to build 
sections of the route ac ground Ievel rather than elevated where feasible. 

What are the plans (if my) to run rail on renewable sources of energy @dm oil not induded)? 

What assumptions regarding ridership, VMT, etc. were made in determining the energy savings of 
each Build Alternative rchdve to the No Build Alternative? 

Errors 

Margins of error for aLI data, as well as a fist of assumptions made, shouId be provided for clarity. 

Cost 

Will fares be subsidized to encourage ridership? If so, what is the target group for those 
subsidized fares? 

What percent o f  the cost o f  rail (construction, maintenance and interest paid on bonds) is 
expected to be paid with fares? What if fares do not meet this percentage? Will fares andlor 
taxes be raised? By how much? 
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Please send comment responses to: 

Sierra Club, O'ahu Group 
A'IT3I: Randy Cbing 
1040 Richards St,, Room 306 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
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1 124l2009 

Daniel C 
Smith 

181 6 Dole St. 

8203 
Honolulu 
HI 
96822 
dancsmith Q rocketrnail.com 
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Website 

01 124l2009 
I have reviewed the Draft EIS. Although I am neither a transportation 
expert nor environmental expert, the Draft EIS makes sense. The costs 
and benefits -- economic and social -- look to be realistically stated. 
I have experienced the mass transit systems in New York, Atlanta, 

Paris, Sydney and the San Francisco Bay Area where I grew up. In 
those areas is clear that efficient mass transit contributes greatly to good 
quality of life. 
While I am disappointed that the Honolulu rail system will not initially go 

' 

to Waikiki, UH Manoa and more places in the Eva Plain, the system is a 
good start. I applaud the political leadership that recognized that the 
perfect is the enemy of the good. It appears to me that the big risk in 
new mass transit is not being ambitious enough. Witness the cost of the 
BART extension to the San Francisco Airport versus the cost had it been 
in the original plan. 
I am pleased that the Honolulu Airport route appears to be on the way 

to adoption. I say that not just because I work at the airport, but 
especially because the airport route will also better serve the airport 
industrial area and Pearl Harbor which as inportant "industry." 
Let's get on with it! 

Yes 
Draft EIS Comment 







Garry P. Smith 
91-321 Pupu Place 
Ewa Beach, Hi 96706 

City Dept. of Transportation 
Attn: DElS Comments 

--2-$ Mr. Wayne Yoshioka 
Director Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street Third Floor 
Honolulu, Hi 96813 

Dear Sir, 

Please accept this as a comment concerning the DElS on the proposed Rail Transit System being 
considered by the City and County of Honolulu. 

1. The DElS shows that the proposed system bypasses the most heavily congested area on the 
Leeward Coast-Ewa Beach. The purported purpose of the entire rail system is to provide an 
alternative for commuters coming from congested areas. The beginning of the rail system is 
more than 3.7 miles from Ewa Beach requiring us to drive or bus over heavily congested Ft. 
Weaver Rd. or the yet to be built North/South road. During peak traffic hours it can take 45 
minutes to drive from Ewa Beach to HI Freeway, even with the widening of Ft. Weaver ~ ' d .  and 
building of North/South Rd. it will take 30 minutes from Ewa Beach (end of Ft. Weaver Rd.) to 
the train station. Development in Ewa Beach will be far greater than in Kapolei or Waipahu yet 
these communities have their own station. Why does the DEIS not make provisions for 
includinga station in the heartof the trafnc congestion making us wait 15-20 years for a Phase It 
that might not ever be built? 

2. The DElS discloses that a train station is being built in a vacant field that has been bought by 
developer D R Horton to develop an 11,000 home community called Hoopili. The station is 
expected to provide significant enhancements to this developers project at great cost to the city 
and federal governments. Why is the city giving preference to a developer io,assignin&tation 
to this location while ignoring developments all ready built or in immediate $ e ~ f  .- W 
transportation services? %S 
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Thank you for your response to my comments. :. - .-. 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 . Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

I MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

Mr. Kenny Smith 
31 78 T Street 
Sacramento, California 9581 6 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

In answer to your comments, the Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana 
Center has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. The identification of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with FTAJs NEPA 
regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 
771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of the benefits of each alternative, 
public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport 
Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is described in Chapter 2 of 
this Final NS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is included in Chapter 2 of this 
Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the 
Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with I 16,000 daily passengers and 282,500 
daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user benefits. The Airport Alternative 
will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle hours of delay, as well as provide 
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access to major employment areas, including Honolulu International Airport, that will have 
substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives considered. 

The Project has logical termini at East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center and independent 
utility from any extensions that may be constructed in the future. The proposed future 
extensions to West Kapolei, Salt Lake Boulevard, Waikiki, and UH Manoa are discussed in the 
cumulative impacts sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS. The future extensions are not 
part of this Project; thus, they are not required to be evaluated under Chapter 343 of the Hawaii 
Revised Statutes and NEPA. Under NEPA, environmental analysis is only required when there 
is a proposed action by a Federal agency. Here, because the future extensions are not 
proposed for implementation at this time, they are not part of the Project studied in this Final EIS. 
It would be premature to undertake an environmental analysis of the extensions (beyond the 
cumulative impacts analysis) because they are not part of the proposed action to be taken by 
the City and FTA. If the future extensions are proposed for implementation in the future, 
environmental analysis of the extensions and appropriate alternatives will be undertaken at that 
time. A copy of the Final EIS has been included with this letter. In addition, copies are available 
on the project website at www.honolulutransit.org. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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City and develop it to down town. This would give the fastest traffic relief 
and return on the investment. Believe this idear was nixed because the 
maintenance yard will be located at the west end of the track in Kapolei. 
A thaught would be to still start and fully develop the system, Pearl City 
to down town, while symultaneously develop the yard and track only 
from Kapolei to Pearl City. Have cake and eat it too! 







December 5,2008 

To: Mr. Wayne Yoshioka, City director of transportation 

From: Pam Smith, 91-321 Pupu Place, ewa beach 96706 
i I want to make a comment on the Draft environmental Impact 

statement up for public review at this time. I would like this 
comment to be answered. 

Ch 
My comment is that with the* hate and national economy 

sputtering and tax revenues being reduced dramatically the 
original funding for the rail system won't be enough to now build 
it. Property taxes are going to go down so the city can't tap into 
ttiat. The state won't raise the Get another 542% so where is the 

i 
i city going to get the difference between the origlnal GET revenue 
i 1 and the new forecasted lower revenue? 

In thb same area, if property taxes go down because valuations 
have gone down,.how wifi the city pay for the operating and 
maintenance expenses on thSs system which will be substantial? 

Please respond with your answers: 

.Pam Smith 

P.O. Box 2242 
i 
i 
i j Ewa Beach, Hi 96706 * - 

i4 
.R 

A& 
I 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (806) 768-4730 . Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHlOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Ms. Pam Smith 
P.O. Box 2242 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

Dear Ms. Smith: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Section 6.3 of the Final EIS describes the financial resources anticipated to be needed to 
pay for the capital cost of the Project and the City's overall public transportation system. Capital 
costs of the Project, including finance charges, are expected to be fully paid for by a combination 
of FTA Section 5307 and FTA Section 5309 New Starts Funds from the Federal government and 
revenues from the County General Excise and Use Tax Surcharge levied from 2007 through 
2022 on Oahu. The analysis takes the current economic downturn into account. Section 6.4 of 
the Final EIS describes the funding sources to pay for ongoing operations and maintenance 
costs associated with maintaining the transit system in a state of good repair. Operating and 
maintenance costs will be paid for from the same sources currently used for TheBus: Federal 
funding, fare revenues, and subsidies from the City's General and Highway Funds. Section 4.19 
of the Final EIS discusses the potential indirect economic effects of new development and 
redevelopment near the Project alignment and around stations. 



Ms. Pam Smith 
Page 2 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 

Enclosure 



Rev. & Mrs. Sanluel M. Srnith and Family 
P. 0. Box 101.5 
Kailua, H1 !Xi7341015 
808-230-8683 or cel35 1-2753 
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November 27,2008 ;Rev & Mrs Samuel M; Smifh.& Family 
,$P: 0. BOX 1 01 5 

URGENT URGENT URGENT iKallua, HI 96734 U. 9. A. 

Mayor Mufi Hannemann 
t i o i i : i l ~ ~ l ~ ~  Haie 
530 S. King St. 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

WEE: h ~ ~ ~ . f o l l o w e r 5 0 ~ ~ ~ 9 o h r I s t . o r g  ' 
em~ll: InfoBupwsy-pubL.ta~arg 3 

Dear Mayor Hannemann: 

TMS is to certiufy to you that EMINENT DOMAIN SUITS ARE UNNECESSARY, 
A MAJOR WASTE OF TIME AND TAXPAYER MONEY. 

I SHALL volunteer to assist every homeowner and business affected by the proposed EMXNENT 
DOMAIN to provide right-of-way for your elevated rail system and to testify in court to SFQ-%P plans 
for such an elevated system. 

You know that I have been urging 'MASS TRANSlT NOW since 1983 and did all i could to hetp 
influence voters to vote FOR the steel-on-steel mil system. NOW, I will work TWICE AS H[m 
to get you, Mayor Mnfi, and City Council to reconsider the ONLY LOGICA1L AND 
COMMON SENSE SYSTEM for the 21st Century - I00 % UNDERGROUND steel 
on steel RAIL. I will also be bringing pressure to bear from the State Legislature and 
from Washington. I have already contacted Senator jlnouye who, 1 am sure doubtless 
voted for funding for the Washington DC UNDERGROUND metro system, and I am 
urging him to tie Federal funding to UNDERGROUND construction similar to that of the 
Chunnel. (Please visit . 
11ttp:llww w.affordableworldt~;tvelandtours.com/hc~nolulu~sens~transir/ho~~ol~~~ucumn~,onse~~setra.n 
sithtrnf.) 

1 am told, the State of Hawaii may already have used such equipment as was used in the Chunttel in 
building the H-3 tunnels and may still own it. 

In past correspondence, i[ have already given you well over 20 SOLD, Valid reasons why 
UNDERGROUND will be less expensive and because only Environmentai Impact studiesfstatements, 
which would need little modification from your already existing one, and the signing of right-of-way 
agreements with the State and construction contractors, construction could begin even by the end of this 
December. If you insist on present elevated routing, Eminent Domain Iawsuits and related court 
injunctions can delay even the signing of conmcts for at least many months and possibly several years. 
This, of course, will cost hundreds of thousands of dollars in additional costs between a#oeey feesand 
illcreased land value, to say nothing of the cost to commuters who will have yet a longer wait for 
significant tmiXc congestion rel id . . . , 

. . 

Every argument AGAINST UNDERGROW RAIL da;l ~ a s i ~ y  beanswered by citing the 
many insrnces in which mass transit and even maj-or rail'tunnel's aie beneaththe water table, irmore 
earthquake prone zones than Oahu; bored through even granite rock (which is MUCH harder than lava!) 
a's we11 as through clay and softer rock. 

The technology of a huge machine like bored the Chunnel makes arguments about the construction 



problems of the lo& sewer system, which uses surface construction methods and is relatively shaltow 
totally nonsense. Likewise, reference to the "Big Dig" fiasco in Boston, where surface dig and refill 
methods were used is not an option. At the VERY BUSTEST TRAFFIC HOUR, the Chunnel-type 
boring/tunnel building equipment could be boring 40 or SO feet below the highway or street and nobody 
would even know that their stop and go surface traffic was immediately above the actively boring 
equipment 

I do agree that although your proposed elevated rail system doesn't look too bad as an eyesore, wd 
would certGin1y get people from Point A to Point B far faster and cheaper than by their own cars, even 
factoring in the taxes to build the system. I would love to show you my copy of the History Channel's 
Modern Marvels; The Chunrtel [bn;slston.aetv.com/ht1nI/product/ind~'?id427391 DVD so 
you can see for yourself how practical the underground system would be. 

I will not here take the time to revisit the many reasons for m E R G R O U W  AS AGAINST 
ELEVATED OR SURFACE, NOR THE REASONS WE URGENTLY NEED MASS TRANSIT NOW. 
I am leaving most of those reasons as previously mailed to you below. 1 will also be mailing copies of 
this letter to you to a11 possible news media in an effort to raise public consciousness of how many delays 
and how much additional costs the elevated or surface routing would cause and the tot4 practicality of 
building entirely underground, as well as several safety factors in which UNDERGROUND is safer. 

For a better Honolulu for everyone, 

llune 15,2008 letter is below and includes most of October 25,2006 letter. 

On October 25,2006. I wrote the below letter to you and you responded and even sent me and my family 
a Thanksgiving greeting. You also had the Trattsit Study people send me a great and well-done DVD 
about the urgency of the need for Mass Transit ASAP. I therefore invested in a copy of the History 
Channel's Modem Marvels: The Chunnel ~ ~ L L ~ Z E ? ]  
'DVD which I had intended to get into the hands of then Transportation Chair Nestor Garcia, but 
somehow never seemed to be able to get it to him. 

However, I would rather fight AGAINST the above ground rail than see the city make that major 
mistake. i KAYE SIICNED THE STOP RAIL NOW petition BUT I WILL DO ALL I CAN TO GET a 
YES vor:e co 5UILD.a.n fiNiPPPRGIFbF1lFNeE rail system. 

And I call your attention to the MAJOR money being spent by someone to advertise AGAINST ANY 
rail and ask WHO WOULD SPEND THAii' MIND fZF PXOFiEY TO STOP RAILd? Now who will 
benefit from stopping Rail? Petroteam interests, Automobiie dealers, Parking lot operat.ors, Garage 
Mechanics. Now Insurance companies will of course seem neutral in the matter, but because higher 
accident rates will justify higher premiums, they might also benefit by stopping rail. 

PIease kook at the advantages I have already listed in my October 25,2006 letter below and factor in one 
more thing that I had not thought about before. IF' i4 la8 PEWCEMT UNl'lEfSGFtBPiifWI) S'PrSTKM 
WERE TO BE BrllE'1' THERE xWOULB BE 3dANY TKK)USA.WDS 43F CIJHIC Y'AMfP:S OF Si8.I; 
T4b SAFE%.,V EXTENT 'THE SBORT!;LfNE LFpl rk PLANN'ED 31,84;ATfON ANT) TM:"t'F' E,rh,NPP 
€:OU'd..;D 'f:f$fl:PP' 23E SOLD AS Wfi.'TE3~RFRONPIr' PRQIBiERTX' ;'I?{) CIFFS'fiX MUCH OF' TFTE CC'PS'I' 
OF BZflLDENC; Tf'l-IE RAfL SY$TEM. 

And again, in June 2008,I remind you that the construction tie-ups of an above ground system would 
make present traffic tie-ups look like nothing. 

I also remind you of land acquisition costs if you do not build beneath existing roadways using 
EXISTING equipment that can operate there with NO DISRUPTION of the traffic above. You will have 
costly and divisive cn!brenl: d~mi~irz  suits to file for above ground rights of way, court delays and again, 
who will benefit? Petrolenm interests, Antomokrile c1ei1iars, Bae.king lot operators, so of coursre they 



are willing to spend RIG MONEY to stop rail and %YOU, Mayor, do not we my argument. linked 
to those showing the necessity of Mass Transit that were on the DVD you had the Transit Study 
people send me, the MISINFORMATION people will both get the issue on the Ballot, but will also get 
rail voted down. What a tragedy for ]EVERYONE! 

Please. Mayor, I beg of you, reconsider and reevaluate 100 percent UNDERGROUND steel on steel rail. 
If you persist in the above ground FOOLISHNESS, I will SADLY be adding my voice to the ANTI Rail 
voices. I believe that at the rate it is now going, the petition will get more than enough signatures to get 
the issue on the baflot and with the misinformation already being promoted, it will lose. Who is paying 
the '%oluntwrs" to stand outside Post Offices and other public places with petitions? I believe it is 
the PctroIei~n~ inri.e:rests, ;4atoznohllc dcaler's, lPa:'icing tot aperat.ors, etc. 

Sincerely, , A 

October letter~follows: 

On the 8:00 AM news on KHON TV2, a member of the Kakaako Neighborhood Board correctly and 
wisely spoke to the issue of the horrendous traffic tie-ups on Kapiolani Boulevard as a result of sewer 
work and lane closures. I wonder that neither you nor others involved in planning the URGENTLY 
NEEDED Mass Transit System have glibly overlooked this aspect of building an above ground metro 
systein. lEquipment is already in storage that has been tested and very successfully used to build the 
"ChunneI" between England and France and the BART in California's San Francisco Bay Area. The 
BART in particular has also already been tested by earthquake, so the evidence is clear that above ground 
Metro proponents' argument about water, rock and earthquake hazards to the undergrouund system is a 
smokescreen. 

I have previously contacted you on this subject and gave 17 good, valid, common-sense reasons for 
MASS TRANSlT NOW. J.f I repeat a few from this new angle please forgive me. (I would welcome n 
face-to-face debate on the issue before City Council and the media.) 

! While I URGENTLY support Mass Transit, I equally or with even greater emphasis OPPOSE an above 
I 
I ground system for the following reasons in order of importance: 

i 1. kfASSIVE traffic tie-ups during construction that are unavoidable for this type of construction. 

2. Delays caused by battles over eminent domain rights and causes to acquire the necessary rights-of 
way. 

3. Cost of right of way acquisition. 

4. The already protested blockage of portio~~s of Oahu scenery by the additional structures. 

Benefits of the UNDERGROUND system are: 

1. Construction machinery is avaiIabIe capable of boring the tunnels, creating a steel-reinforced concrete 
tunnel tube with D I S R U P T I O N  OF S m A C E  T R m C  or buildings above. Spoil dirt is 
hauled out at the ends and concrete, steel and other materials needed by the machine are hauled in from 
the ends. 

2. AND 3. No lory court battles over Etninent Dornain rights because virtually all needed right of way 
already exists beneath present highways, streets and roads. Only terminals or stations might require 

I 
acquisition of land. Costs for hiring professional tunnel builders and their machinery easily offset by 
LACK OF LAND ACQUISITION COST. 

4. No permanent above ground structures obstructing tourist (or our) view of our Native Oahu beauty. 



Please do not overlook the URGENT need folks in the entire Leeward area have for MASS TRANSIT 
NOW!!! But at the same time, please don't overlook the awful gridlock of traffic that buiding an above 
ground system will unavoidably create. As I have pointed out before, 'EVERY taxpayer in Leeward Oahu 
has ALREADY paid FAR more in fuel costs, lost time and vehicle repair and vehicle replacement than 
the relatively small proposed tax increase that would have already had Mass Transit in place if 
misguided voters had not rejected the option several years ago. 

Finally, our State and Oahu leaders are coming close to agreement that we really DO need MASS 
TRANSIT NOW. The widening of existing highways and addition of zipper lanes is almost counter 
productive as more land is gobbled and the tire1 consumption and lost time situation is only slightly 
affected. What about the High Speed Ferry proposal to zoom people from Barbers Point or wherever else 
in that area that sucl~ a landing is decided upon. That is still subject to closing if storm conditions arise, 
making an even more problematic situation for Leeward residents on such days as people planning to use 
the ferry suddenly discover at the last minute that they will either have to drive, call a cab or catch a bus. 
This, I think, is something those pushing for the ferry boat idea seem to forget. 

And if a Disneyland style monorail is built, consideration must be given to the disruption of traff~c during 
the construction phase. This, in addition to the fact that it cannot help but at least partially block scenic 
views. And, since the VAST majority of those most urgently needing MASS TRANSIT NOW are 
residents needing to get to work on time, they have seen the sights and simply want to leave home as late 
as possible to arrive at work on time and return home or whatever else they must do with the least lost 
time commuting from their workp~acc to home, the UNDERGROUND rail system makes the MOST 
SENSE With modem technology, tunnel boting machines such as built the England to France Chunnel 
and other similar equipment now in storage awaiting a time and place to be used again can easily build 
earthquake resistant and waterproof systems with only minimal surface supporf minimal traffic 
disruption, no need for additional land, since they can be boilt beneath existing freeways and other 
rights-of-way. 

For any who question the practicality of and the advantages to the UNDERGROUND mass transit 
systems for the unique conditions and needs of Oahu and Honolulu, I suggest you secure copies of the 
titles, Modern Marvels: Tunnels [http:llstore.aerv.c0m/ht1~~1/pr0d1~~t/inde~.fInl?i=122l. I ]  or Modem 
Marvels: The Chunnel [~;//store.aetv.cc11n/ht1n1/pf0ducclindex.jhtm['?id~27] and Modem Marvels: 
The City Beneath Our Feet ~ s t o r e , a e t v i ~ ~ ~ u c t / i ~ ~ d e x . . i l . t ~ ~ I ? i c I = 4 ~ 2 8 ~ .  These in order 
of their significance to Honolulu. Or, I can loan you my copy. 

I would welcome a face-to-face debate on the issue before City Council and the media. 

copy to All News Media, 
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REV,. & MRS. SAMUEL M.. SMITH & F A M l L Y  

P. 0 Box 1015 

KAILUA, HI 96734-10t5 U.. S. A. 

(808) 230.8683 PHONE OR F A X  

December 5,2008 

City Councilman Charles D'jou 
Honolulu Hale 
530 S, King St.. 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813.. 

RE(3EtVE[] 

1008 DEC -8 A 9 2b 

CITY CTjUHCtl- 
If9Mf)LtiL.U. HAWAII 

Dear Councilman D'Jou: 

I watched your comments on the rail system start point being more sensible &om down- 
town outward and if they insist on the DUMB elevated system, you are completely rsight.. 
More from the standpoint of tr*c being heaviest in the downtown and outward area and 
daily getting worse on average, though than from having it available for use because until 
a certain length of trackage is in place there is no r e d  value to puttingtrains on the trac\ k 
and running them., 

But, since you have public exposure, maye I can show you the common sense that the en- 
tire system should be underground,, I have between 20 and 25 good, strong, valid reasons 
why it MUST be built entirely or almost entirely UNDERGROUND.. 

I am too busy to take the time at the moment to separate and reorganize the letters with 
the facts into a more concise form, but if you will read the reasons that follow and which I 
have already been pushing for since 1983, you wiU see that a great deal of both time and 
money can be saved and a much better; more safe and secure system achieved.. Please note 
on the envelope and on my web page the Washington DC underground rail system,. 

Before you begin to make excuses why UNDERGROUND won't work for Honolulu, be 
aware that I answer EVERY objection to underground and show they are based on misin- 
formation.. A totally Modern Marvel technology which has already been used and for which 
the equipment is available, would begin at the outer ends and work toward the middle BE- 
NEATH existing City and State rights of way and could be actively working 50 or so feet 
below the busiest fkeeway at  the busiest hour without traffic above having any idea what 
was below them.. 

It will be to your own benefit and the benefit of every resident of Oahu who commutes fre- 
quently, whether fYom Windward of Leeward, because traffic congestion.costs everyone on 
the island time, fuel and wages, to say nothing of time at home with families or just "kick- 
ing back.," 

Plain common sense will tell you what. I am pointing out is correct and the only sensible 
wa.y to really solve the problem., 

robertsste
Rectangle



Rev.. & Mrs. Samuel M. Smith and Family 
P. 0.. Box 1015 
Kailua, H196734-1015 
808-230-8683 or cel351-2753 

November 27,2008 

URGENT URGENT URGENT 
Mayor Mufi Hannemann 
Honolulu Hale 
530 S. King St  
Honolulu, HI %813 

Dear Mayor Hannemann: 

This is to certiufy to you that EMINENT DOMAIN SUITS ARE UNNECESSARY, 
A MAJOR WASTE OF TIME AND TAXPAYER MONEY. 

f SHALL volnnteer to ssist every homeowner and business affected by the proposed EMINENT 
DOMAIN to provide right-of-way for your elevated *ail system acid to testify in court to STOP plans 
fbs such an elevated system.. 

You know that I have been urging MASS TUNSIT NOW since 1983 and did all I could to help 
influence voters to vote FOR the steeI-on-steel rail system., NOW, 1 will work TWICE AS HARD 
to get you, Mayor Mufi, and City Council to reconsider the ONLY LOGICAL AND 
COMMON SENSE SYSTEM for the 21st Century - 100 % UNDERGROUND steel 
on steel RAIL. I will also be b~inging pressure to bear from the State Legislature and 
from Washington. I have already contacted Senator Inouye who, I am sure doubtless 
voted for funding for the Washington DC UNDERGROUND metro system, and I am 
urging him to tie Federal funding to UNDERGROUND construction similar to that of' the 
Chunnel. (Please visit 
h t t o : / l w w w . a f f ~ r c l a b i e w o r l c l t r a v e l a n c i r o i ~ r ~ s . c o m i h o i ~ o l u l u c o m m o n ~ e n ~ ~  
si t . U )  -.- 

I am told, the State of Hawaii may already have used such equipment as was used in the Chunnel in 
building the H-3 tunnels and may still own it. 

In past co~~espondence, I have already given you well over 20 SOLID, Valid reasons why 
UNDERGROUND will be less expensive and because only &viromental Impact smdieststatements, 
which would need little modification from your already existing one, and the signing of tight-of-way 
agreements with the State and constr~uction contractors, construction could begin even by the end of this 
December; If you insist on present elevated routing, Eminent Domain lawsuits and related court 
injunctions can delay even the signing of contracts for at least many months and possibly several years. 
This, of course, will cost hitncireds of thousands of dollars in additional costs behveen attorney fees and 
increased land value, to say nothing of the cost to commuters who.will have yet a longer* wait for 
significant tsaffic congestion relief. 

Every a~rgUment AGAINST UNDERGROUND RAIL can easily be answered by citing the 
many instances in which mass transit and even major rail tunnels ase beneath the water table, in more 
earthquake prone zones than Oahu, bored through even granite rock (which is MUCH harder than lava!) 
as well as through clay and softer rock. 

The techno1og.y of'a huge machine like bored the Chunnel makes arguments about the construction 



problems of the local sewer system, which uses surface construction methods and i s  relatively shallow 
totally nonsense.. Likewise, reference to the "Big Dig" fiasco in Boston, where surfkce dig and refill 
methods were used is not an option.. At the VERY BUSIEST TRAFFIC 'HOUR, the Chunnel-type 
boring/tunnel building equipment could be boring 40 or 50 feet below the highway or street and nobody 
would even know that their stop and go surface t r i i c  was immediately above the actively boring 
equipment. 

I do agree that although your proposed elevated rail system doesn't look too bad as an eyesore, and 
would certainly get people from Point A to Point B far faster and cheaper than by their own cars, even 
factoring in the taxes to build the s,ystem.. I would love to show you my copy of the Histoly Channel's 
Modern Marvels: The Chunnel [h~p:~/store.ae'~.v.co1n/ht'1nliproci~~t/i1clexjhtml'?id=42739] DVD so 
you can see for yourself how practical the underground system would be. 

I will not here take the time to revisit the many reasons for W E R G K O W D  AS AGAINST 
ELEVATED OR SURFACE, NOR THE WASONS WE URGENTLY NEED MASS TRANSIT NOW.. 
I am leaving most of those reasons as previously mailed to you below.. I will also be mailing copies of' 
this letter to you to all possible news media in an effort to raise public consciousness of how many delays 
and how much additional costs the elevated or surface routing would cause and the totaI ptacticality of 
building entirely underground, as well as several safety factors in which UNDERGROUND is safer.. 

For a better. Honolulu for everyone, 

Samuel M.. Smith 

.June 15,2008 letter is below and includes most of' October 25,2006 letter- 

On October 25,2006, I wrote the below letter to you and you responded and even sent me and my family 
a Thanksgiving greeting.. You also had the Transit Study people send me a great and well-done DVD 
about the urgency of the need for Mass Transit ASAP. I therefore invested jn a copy of the History 
Channel's Modern Marvels: The Chunnel [http:/!~t~z.aet~~.com/html/~r0d~~t/inde.jtmli=273~j 
DVD which X had intended to get into the hands of then T~ansportation Chair Nestor Garcia, but 
somehow never seemed to be able to get it to him. 

However, I would rather fight AGAINST the above ground rail than see the city make that major 
mistake. I HAVE SIGNED THE STOP RAIL NOW petition RUT I WILT4 DO ALL I CAN TO GET a 
YES vote to BU1L.D an UNDI%XkGROWD rail system.. 

And I call your attention to the MAJOR money being spent by someone to advertise AGAINST AlYY 
rail and ask WHO WOULD SPIEPJD T - W f  KIND OF MONEY TO STOP RAIL? Now who will 
benefit from stopping Rail? &troEeum interests, Automobile dealer's, Parlring lot operators, Garage 
Pvlechanics.. Now insurance companies will of course seem neutrai in the matter., but because higher 
accident rates will justify higher premiums, they might also benefit by stopping rail. 

Please look at the advantages I have already listed in my October 25,2006 letter below and factor in one 
more thing that I had not thought about before. IF A I00 PERCENT UNDERGROUND SYSTEM 
WERE TO BE BUILT THERE Vr8ULD BE MANY THOUSANDS OF CUBIC YARDS OF FILL 
TO SAFELY EXTENT THE SHORELINE IN A PLANNED LOCATION AND THAT LAND 
COULD THEN BE SOLD AS WATERFRONT PROPERTY TO OFFSET IMUCI-I OF THE COST 
OF BUILDING THB RAIL SYSTZM.. 

And again, in .June 2008, I remind you that the construction tie-ups of an above ground system would 
make present traffic tie-ups look like nothing.. 

I also remind you of land acquisition costs if you do not build beneath existing roadways using 
EXISTING equipment that can operate there with NO DISRUFTION of the traffic above.. You will have 
costly and divisive elilinnzt c10nzrri;i suits to file for above ground rights of way, court delays and again, 
who will benefit? Petroleurtl interests, Arriornobi2e dcnIersy Parking lot operators, so of coursre they 



are willing to spend BIG MONEY to stop rail and if YOU, Mayor, do not use my arguments linked 
to those showing the necessity of Mass Transit that were on the DVD you had the Transit Study 
people send me, the MlSMFORMATION people will both get the issue on the Ballot, but will also get 
sail voted down.. What a tragedy for EVERYONE! 

Please, Mayor, I beg of you, reconsider and reevaluate 100 percent UNDERGROW steel on steel rail. 
LF you persist in the above ground FOOLISHNESS, I will SADLY be adding my voice to the ANTl Rail 
voices.. I believe that at the late it is now going, the petition wilI get more than enough signatures to get 
the issue on the ballot and with the misinformation already being promoted, it will lose.. Who is paying 
the "volunteels" to s a d  outside Post Offices and other. public places with petitions? 1 believe it is 
the Petroleum interests, Automobile dealers, Parktng lot operators, etc.. 

Sincerely, 

Rev.. Samuel M. Smith 

October letter fbiiows: 

On the 8:00 AM news on KHON TV2, a member of'the Kakaako Neighborhood Board correctly and 
wisely spoke to the issue of the horrendous tr&c tie-ups on Kapiolani Boulevard as a result of sewer 
work and lane closures. I wonder that neither you nor others involved in planning the URGENTLY 
NEEDED MassTransit System have glibly overlooked this aspect of building an above ground metro 
system. Equipment is already in storkage that has been tested and very successfully used to build the 
ccChunnel'' between England and France and the BART in California's San Francisco Bay Area.. The 
BART in particular has also aIready been tested by earthquake, so the evidence is clear that above &round 
 metro proponents' argument about water, rock and earthquake hazards to the undergrouund system is a 
smokescreen.. 

I have previously contacted you on this subject and gave 17 good, valid, common-sense reasons for 
MASS TRANSIT NOW. If1 repeat a few from this new angle please forgive me., (I would welcome a 
face-to-face debate on the issue before City Council and the media.) 

While I URGENTLY suppo~.t Mass Transit, 1 equally or with even greater emphasis OPPOSE an above 
ground system fbr the following reasons in order of importance; 

1.. MASSIVE Wit tie-ups during consttuction that are unavoidable for this type of construction. 

2.. Delays caused by battles over eminent domain rights and causes to acquire the necessary rights-of 
way.. 

3.. Cost of' right of way acquisition.. 

4.. The already protested blockage of portions of Oahu scenery by the additional sqcrures.. 

Benefits of' the UNDERGROUND s,ystem are: 

I .  Construction machinery is available capable af boring the tunnels, creating a steel-reinfbrced concrete 
tunnel tube with 80 DXSRmION OF SURFACE TRAF'flC or buildings above. Spoil dirt is 
hauled out at the ends and concrete, steel and other materials needed by the machine are hauled in from 
the ends.. 

2. AND 3.  No long court battles over Eminent Donwin rights because virtually all needed right of way 
already exists beneath present highways, streets and roads. Only te~minals or. stations might require 
acquisition of' land.. Costs for. hiring rofessionai tunnel builders and their machinery easily offset by 
LACK OF LAND ACQUISITIOPSCOST. 

4.. No permanent above ground strvctures obstructing tourist (or our) view of our Native Oahu beauty. 



. . 
' 

Please do not overlook the URGENT need folks in the enke  Leewar.d area have for MASS TRANSIT 
NOW!!! But at the same time, please don't overlook the awful gridlock of kraffic that buiding an above 
ground system wilt unavoidably create.. As I have pointed out before, EVERY taxpayer in Leeward Oahu 
has ALREADY paid FAR more in fuel costs, lost time and vehicle repair and vehicle replacement than 
the relatively small proposed tax increase that would have aiready had Mass Transit in place if 
misguided voters had not rejected the option several years ago.. 

Finally, our. State and Oahu leaden are coming close to agreement that we ~eally DO need MASS 
TRANSIT NOW.. The widening of existing highways and addition of zipper I'ules is almost counter 
productive as more land is gobbled and the fuel consumption and Iost time situation is only slightly 
affected.. What about the High Speed Ferry proposal to zoom people from Barbers Point or wherever else 
in that area that such a landing is decided upon. That is still subject to closing if storm conditions arise, 
making an even more psobIematic situation for Leeward residents on such days as people planning to use 
the feny suddenly discover at the last minute that they will either have to drive, call a cab or catch a bus. 
This, I think; is something those pushing fox the ferry boat idea seem to forget.. 

And if'a Disneyland style monorail is built, consideration must be given to the disruption of' traffic during 
the construction phase. This, in addition to the fact that it cannot help but at least partially block scenic 
views. And, since the VAST majority of those most urgently needing MASS TRANSIT NOW are 
residents needing to get to work on time, they have seen the sights and simply want to leave home as late 
as possible to arrjve at work on time and return home or whatever else they must do with the least Iost 
time commuting from their workplace to home, the UNDERGROUND rail system makes the MOST 
SENSE. With modern technology, tunnei boring machines such as built the England to France Chunnd 
and other simiIar equipment now in storage awaiting a time and place to be used again can easily build 
earthquake resistant and waterproof systems with only minimal surface support, minimal M i c  
diszuption, no need for additional land, since they can be built beneath existing freeways and other 
rights-of-way. 

For any who question the practicality of and the advantages to the UNDERGROUND mass transit 
systems for the unique conditions and needs of Oahu and Honolulu, I suggest you secure copies of the 
titles, Modern Marvels: Tunnels [~//sror-e.aetv.~0m/htn~1i~1oa1~~t/i~idc~.jh11~1I?id=l U or Modern 
Marvels: The Chunnel ~h t rv : l i s t o~e , ae tv . co1~~! i1~~~11 /~ r0dc1~ t l i n~x . , l tm l? id=~]  and Modern Marvels: 
The City Beneath Our Feet ~ n ~ t t ~ : i ~ s t o ~ e . a e t v . c o m l ~ ~ ~  or o c l u c t ! i n d e s , i h ~ 8 8 ] . .  These in or.der 
of their significance to Honolulu Or, I can loan you my copy. 

I would welcome a face-to-face debate on the issue before City Council and the media.. 

Rev. Samuel M. Smith 

c0p.y to A11 News Media, 
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Email : Isoll Q hawaii.rr.com 
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Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/07/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : Please build the Pearl City to downtown rail first. That segment will 

actually be used. If the Kapolei to Pearl City segment is built first, and 
we don't have funds to complete the downtown route, we would be left 
with a RAIL TO NOWHERE that no one would use. 
Thank you, 
Linda Soll 







-----.---------------- 
Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : 
Submission Method : 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 
Submission ContenVNotes : 

Initial Action Needed 
1211 912008 

Christian 
Sorli 

P 0 Box 1083 

Kailua 
HI 
96734 
christiansorliQgmail.com 
808-262-2262 

Email 
Website 

1211 912008 
1 feel that the Honolulu Transit is one of the best transit projects for 
Oahu. We are only 20 years too late. We need to move forward quickly 
to make up for all the lost time. We need to meet with other large cities 
(ex: Portland) to discuss their pros and cons during their development 
and operations. 

We need to focus on moving the masses of people that overflow the H I  
and H2. That is our purpose. 

Keeping in mind that any mistakes we make today will cost much more 
to correct tomorrow. So let's petition input from other cities to make sure 
we limit any possible mistakes during planning and development. 

Christian Sorli 
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Creation Date : 1 1 12812008 
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First Name : Marilyn 
Last Name : Stassen-McLaughlin 
BusinesslOrganization : Retired teacher 
Address : 4300 Waialae Ave. 
Alternative Preference : Airport 
Apt.lSuite No. : 203-8 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 6 
Email : macnnel Q lava.net 
Telephone : 808732-7605 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Both 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1/28/2008 
Submission ContentJNotes : I support "Rail," but I feel strongly the route should be along Nimitz to the 

airport, via Pearl Harbor. It's senseless to go through Salt Lake. The 
airport route would be a convenience residents and tourists alike. We 
must plan for therail to UH, also.1 see little sense with Salt Lake. Even if 
it's more expensive, please select the airport route. 
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Submission ContentINotes : Draft EIS comments regarding Honolulu Rail Transit 
Submitted Feb. 6, 2009 by Dennis Callan, co-chair, Stop Rail Now 
101 1 Prospect St., #702, Honolulu, HI 96822 
phone 528-441 1 email callan@ hawaii.rr.com 
Please address each Daraaraph s~ecificallv. and ex~lain whv vou aaree 
or disagree. 

At the beginning, let me explain that the following document represents 
a listing of most of the major objections our organization has raised 
about Honolulu's proposed rail system. While our statements may not 
specifically refer to particular sections of the EIS, they are all relevant to 
the big picture of rail, its supposed advantages, its true problems, and 
the alternatives, and are thus relevant to EIS considerations. 
Our concerns have now taken on even greater urgency considering the 
nation's economic crisis. How has your financial projection changed as 
a result of these events which transpired subse uent to your initial 
planning? How can we pay for rail, upwards of 1 5  billion of local money, 
when the state and county are running deficits and the public has lost 
uncounted billions in home equity and personal savings? Are there not 
pressing social needs we must fund? Will the state's new highway 
improvement plan provide a larger, more effective solution than rail? 
Was the state's new highway improvement plan considered in your 
studies? If the state's plan were fully implemented how would it affect 
your numbers about traffic congestion projections? Is it more important 
to build rail or should state workers be forced to work an additional 10 
years before retirement as has just been suggested by the Speaker of 
the House? 
Most grievous of all the many EIS deficiencies listed below is your lack 
of proper study of the HOT lane alternative. Why was your AA study so 
superficial and biased? 
Because the following issues are so major and have not been properly 
addressed in your draft EIS, we ask that a supplement EIS be created 
that will fully deal with these issues. Merely revising your draft is not 
sufficient. We need a major new study. 
In the days before the Nov. 4 election the city made claims that the draft 
EIS showed that traffic would be reduced by up to 30% by rail, giving the 
public the misleading impression there would be a reduction from today's 
levels. Is this what vou meant? If not, how could vou be so flaarant in 
trying to mislead and misdirect the voters days before the e~ectbn? 
Where in the draft EIS is there anv substantiation for those claims? 
SECTION 1: 
Why rail transit never improves traffic congestion and why relief must 
come from highway options, such as HOT lanes 
1. Since the advent of the Model-T, followed by the first suburban 
shopping center in 1923, and then the incredible expansion of suburbs 
after World War II, we have radically changed our means of getting to 
work. Not only getting there, but also what we do on the way there - and 
on the way back. We take our children to school, go for exercise, or go 
sho ping and we no longer shop downtown. 8 2. or do we shop at the small local store, but in supermarkets, and 
lately, even more distant big box stores like Costco. Our children are in 
larger, more distant, schools whether public or private, and most of us 
drive them there. 



3. As we move to the suburbs from town, say, Kaimuki to Mililani, we 
find that bus service is now every hour instead of every few minutes, and 
so we use it less. 
4. We have always valued our time but now, because of increasing 
incomes, our time is more valuable than it used to be. Accordingly, it 
plays a bigger role in the decision about how we commute. 
5. These are some of the factors that have altered the way we live, and 
why the percentage of commuters using public transportation has 
declined every decade since the U.S. Census began measuring it in 
1960. 
6. It is not that we are in love with our automobiles; it is that we value our 
time. 
7. This is the principal reason that public transportation's share of 
commuters is declining on Oahu, the mainland, Europe and virtually 
everywhere else. This share is critical. 
8. To hold rush hour traffic congestion on Oahu in 2012 at year 2000 
levels we would have to keep the number of those commuters who are 
driving to work in 2012 the same as the year 2000. Given the state's 
forecast of a 10 percent increase in all commuters for 2000-201 2, we 
would have the result shown in the lower table. As you can see, it tells 
us that, all else being equal; we would have to double the percentage of 
commuters using public transportation. How likely is that? 
9. Before we go on, let's get our terms straight. We must use 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA's or metro areas) rather than cities. 
It is useless to discuss the city of San Francisco without including 
Oakland and all the other cities that are contiguous to it. And that is why 
the federal government's data is usually about metro areas, for example, 
the San Francisco MSA. Similarly, the city of Portland does not run its 
public transportation but rather Trimet, the three county contiguous area. 
San Diego's transit is run by SANDAG, the San Diego Association of 
Governments. 
10. Further, we must discuss combined bus and rail transit use because 
we cannot, in any sensible way, separate them; the use of one without 
the other is not reliable. For example, Vancouver, Canada, and many 
other cities offer passes for bus and rail combined and so there is no 
accurate data about who is using what. In discussing commuting, the 
most relevant statistics are those of the U.S. Census and the U.S. 
Department of Transportation and that is what we use here. We also use 
the nationally recognized Texas Transportation Institute studies on traffic 
congestion. 
11. U.S. metro areas essentially stopped building rail lines around 1920 
as rail transit ridership peaked and the first serious and reliable bus 
service appeared. ~ r o m  that point on until the 1970% hundreds of U.S. 
cities removed their streetcar lines and substituted motor buses because 
it was so much less expensive. 
12. Then starting in the 1970s, U.S. transit agencies projected significant 
increases in public transportation commuting by re-instating rail transit. It 
did not work out that way. 
13. What happened was that of the 15 metropolitan areas with new rail 
transit, only one managed to increase the percentage of commuters 
using public transportation during the 1980 to 2000 period. That was 
San Diego and it only managed an increase from 3.3 percent to 3.4 

, 

percent - hardly earth shattering - all others declined. 



14. Note that outside of the New York metro area, the percentage of 
commuters using public transit is very small; nationally those commuting 
by automobile are twenty times greater than those using transit. 
15. This is why, as we see with the earlier Honolulu example, any 
significant population growth results in new drivers totally overwhelming 
new transit users. Without major increases in this percentage, new 
drivers will always overwhelm new transit users. 
16. Nationally, 13 million more commuters resulted in 13 million more 
drivers and a slight decrease in transit commuters. 
17. The Texas Transportation institute recently divided U.S. metro areas 
into four groups according to population size with the following results: 
18. Very Large: 1 1  metro areas with over 3 million population all with rail 
lines except Houston - it had the least increase in traffic congestion of 
the group. 
19. Large: 27 metro areas with 1 to 3 million population, half with rail 
lines. Aside from those areas with little or no commuter growth, the four 
best performers had no rail lines. 
20. Medium: 30 metro areas with 112 to 1 million population including 
Honolulu. Only Salt Lake City had rail and they had the third worst 
showing of the 30. 
21. Small: less than 112 million, none with rail lines. 
22. This meant that all U.S. metro areas with significant increases in 
commuters saw a dramatic worsening of traffic congestion - rail transit 
had made no difference. 
23. Everyone agrees that we have a traffic congestion problem and that 
the worst on Oahu is that found on the freeways and highways along the 
Leeward Corridor. 
24. However, since rail transit has done nothing to relieve traffic 
congestion in any other U.S. city, it begs the question, what makes 
anyone think it will do it here? 
25. Instead, we believe that the new high-tech High Occupancy Toll 
lanes (HOT lanes) have shown such promise and such public 
acceptance that they may be a far preferable alternative. 
26. Our proposal is for a two-lane reversible, elevated HOT lane 
highway between the H11H2 merge near Waikele and Pier 16 near Hilo 
Hatties. 
27. Buses and vanpools would have priority and travel free, other 
vehicles would pay a toll that would be collected electronically by way of 
a pre-paid smart card, as is quite commonplace on the mainland today. 
As on the San Diego 1-1 5 HOT lanes, the toll price would be dynamically 
calculated every few minutes to keep the lanes full, but free flowing. 
28. One of the more surprising outcomes of implementing HOT lanes is 
that they are popular with motorists across all income groups. Even 
those who use them rarely favor them because it is an option they can 
use in an emergency. 
29. A single highway lane with free-flowing non-stop traffic carries up to 
2,000 vehicles per hour and with two lanes that means removing 4,000 
vehicles from the existing freeway, or 25 percent of the rush hour traffic 
now using that corridor. 
30. Our projection of the HOT lanes traffic of around 4,000 vehicles does 
not have to be calculated since we know that rush-hour highways are 
always fully used; we only have to project the toll price that will keep the 
HOT lanes full but free-flowing. Judging from San Diego's 1-15 and 



Orange County's SR-91 the average cost will be about $4.50 under 
normal circumstances and up to $7.75 for special periods such as Friday 
evenings. 
31. A major advantage of HOT lanes is that traffic travels at 
uncongested freeway speeds of 60mph whereas rail transit can only 
average 22.5 mph because of stops every half mile. The HOT lane 
speed enables buses to make two trips in the time it now takes to make 
one. Further, buses on HOT lanes may travel door-to-door whereas rail 
nearly always requires transfers. HOT lanes offer both motorists and bus 
riders a choice of avoiding traffic congestion. The regular freeway is still 
there and available for free with less congestion than before. 
32. The last issue is that of cost. The Mayor and DOT have been using 
$2.6 billion for a Kapolei to lwilei first segment. We have added 15 
percent per mile for the difficulty of in-town construction and going over 
H-1 at University Avenue, and that adds $1 billion to the cost. Since the 
federal funding has a practical limit of $0.5 billion that will leave $3.1 
billion for local funding as shown in the table below. 
33. The 112 percent increase in the G.E. Tax does not come close to 
funding this system, especially considering annual losses of $59 million 
and making sufficient allowance for bond interest. Our calculations show 
that in the out years the revenues from the tax will barely cover the 
operating losses and bond interest leaving little or nothing for capital 
repayment. In addition, there has been no consideration for cost 
overruns. 
34. When one considers that this rail transit project would entail a local 
per capita cost five times greater than any other rail system in the U.S., 
even after allowing for inflation, that alone should give us pause, even if 
we are under the mistaken impression that a rail system would have 
benefits. 
35. On the other hand, the 10-mile long elevated HOT lanes would have 
a total cost of $1 billion, or $100 million a mile. Rail proponents have 
said that we cannot build it for that price and that it is too wide to use 
pedestal construction. The earlier rendering shows the Tampa 
Expressway now under construction which uses pedestal construction 
and is three lanes wide. Even though it is 30 percent wider than our 
proposal, it will open this June 2006 at a cost of $52 million a mile. 
Consultants at the 2002 Governor's Conference on Reversible Tollways 
had initially calculated the cost at $70 million per mile and later added 
$30 million for unforeseen problems and other cost overruns. 
36. HOT lanes are eligible for the same federal fixed-guideway funding 
as the rail proposal, which means that with $1 billion total cost and $500 
million federal funding, it would only need $500 million in local funding, 
there being little or no operating costs. 
37. Of this $500 million, toll revenues of $20 million annually would pay 
off $300 million over 25 years using five percent GO bonds. Another $1 3 
million annually would pay off the remaining $200 million balance over 
25 years. If we cannot find $13 million annually from city and state 
budgets without raising taxes someone is not making an effort. 
39. Rail has never improved traffic congestion anywhere, 
40. We have a traffic problem - not a transit problem, 
41. Tax-free HOT lanes give motorists a choice, 
42. Tax-free HOT lanes outperform rail transit easily, 
43. We can afford HOT lanes and we cannot afford rail. 



Why did you not give proper consideration to the following? Please 
address each statement specifically, and explain why you agree or 
disagree. 
Section 2 
Alternative Solutions: 
1. Staggering work and school hours 
2. Implement 415 day work schedules (one week 4 days, next week 5 
days, days off alternate) 
3. Implement 4x1 0 work shifts (four 10 hr shifts 4 days) 
4. Change UH class hours to not commence during peak rush hours; 
possibly only lecture 
5. courses before 10:OOam which are broadcast over the internet so 
students can stay at home until after 9:OOam 
6. Reversible elevated lanes on Nimitz viaduct. The State 
Transportation Department has already made plans this project, which 
would be very effective, improving existing traffic needs. 
7. Decrease response time to roadway accidentsldebris 
removallinvestigations 
8. Incentives to businesses for home-based employment (which will 
become more ubiquitous with technology) 
9. Pay at the pump insurance 
10. Require developers on the west side to build commercial and 
industrial space equal to every residential space built 
11. Develop a FUNCTIONING traffic management system that can 
synchronize and control traffic lights to address problem areas. Install 
more "smart" traffic lights that can read traffic flowlspeed. 
12. Remove all unregistered cars, cars without insurance or safety 
stickers from the roads 
13. Employees that don't drive cars to work should be credited for not 
requiring parking 
14. stalls (most employers offer parking stalls for employees but DON'T 
pay them $200+ 
15. month or more, which is the cost of parking in town, if they don't 
need them) 
16. Create a better urban plan with higher density housing in the urban 
core and discourage continued suburban sprawl in suburbs. Change 
Land Use Ordinance to allow grandfathering of existing higher-density 
homes, to curb urban sprawl. 
17. More dedicated HOV lanes. 
18. Install traffic lights at freeway entrances 
19. Expanded contraflow lanes (e.g. Dillingham) 
20. Fix potholes which cause accidents, tire blowouts, and slow cars 
down 
21. Advanced tow truck deployment system for accidents and stalls 
22. Install more bicycle lanes. 
23. Free public parking for microcompact cars (e.g. Smart car, et al) 
24. Tax credits for developers of commercial and industrial space in 
West Oahu 
25. Expanded carpooling program utilizing h brid and electric van 
26. Build a REAL ferrv svstem (NOT THE  AT) 
27. Provide incentive; td  encourage use of electiic riding vehicles, such 
as electric mopeds and electric-powered bicycles (e.g. "cages" or 
lockers for parking) 



28. More grade-separated underpasses at critical intersections. 
29. More distance learning courses for colleges and high schools 
30. Raise parking rates for government workers to market rates 

Section 3 BRT Success 
Why would these success stories not apply to Honolulu? Please 
address each paragraph specifically. 
1. While early adopters of bus rapid transit, such as Curitiba (whose 
system opened in 1974), Pittsburgh (1 977), and Ottawa (1 983), have 
shown that BRT is an effective transit mode, it is only over the last 
decade and a half that interest in BRT has skyrocketed to its current 
level as its ability to serve lower-density neighborhoods and its cost 
advantages over other modes have become better known. Today, BRT 
systems operate in 19 countries on five continents, with many more 
systems being constructed or planned. Interest in the mode has also 
come from the federal level. Since 1999, when the Federal Transit 
Administration launched a BRT demonstration program, BRT systems 
have been implemented in Boston; Eugene-Springfield, Ore.; Santa 
Clara County, Calif.; and are currently being implemented in Cleveland; 
Hartford, Conn.;Houston; New York City; Westchester County; and other 
places. 
Las Vegas 
2. In 2004, the Regional Transportation Commission of South Nevada 
introduced MAX (Metropolitan Area Express), a BRT line acting as a 
supplement to the heavily-used Route 113 bus line in Las Vegas. This 
service incorporated architecturally pleasing stations, highcapacity 
European buses with multiple doors, off-vehicle fare payment, dedicated 
bus lanes on most of the route, signal priority, and level boarding at bus 
stations. After six months, ridership on the corridor had increased by 25 
percent (from 7,800 to 9,800 passengers per day), and 25 percent of 
MAX riders said they were new to transit.37 MAX cut travel time on the 
7.5-mile corridor in half (to 25 minutes) and gained a reputation for 
reliability and convenience (as measured by passenger surveys). 
Los Angeles 
3. Los Angeles is often considered the city of the automobile, but it has 
also engineered two successful experiments in bus rapid transit. In 
2000, the city unveiled "Metro Rapid" bus service on two demonstration 
corridors. Metro Rapid lines incorporated simple routes, frequent 
service, signal priority, level boarding, and an aggressive branding and 
marketing campaign; this "BRT-lite" (not incorporating dedicated lanes, 
high-capacity buses, off-vehicle payment, or multiple-door boarding) 
service improved travel time on both corridors by more than 20%, 
increased ridership by about 40% (daily ridership on the two corridors 
was 77,000 before Metro Rapid service began, and 107,400 after), and 
was perceived by riders as "a quantum leap in service performance and 
quality."38 About a third of the increase in ridership was from new transit 
users. Los Angeles has since created additional Rapid corridors and will 
have a total of 28 Rapid lines by 2008. 
4. In 2005, Los Angeles opened the Orange Line, a full-fledged BRT 
service which featured a dedicated busway, off-vehicle payment, and the 
Metro Liner, a 60-foot bus that the LA Metropolitan Transit Authority bills 
as "the most advanced transit vehicle ever introduced in North 
America ... the biggest leap in style and appearance our industry has 



seen in 30 years." During preliminary studies, Los Angeles' MTA 
projected 22,000 daily boardings on the 14-mile corridor by 2020. The 
Orange Line averaged 21,828 daily weekday boardings in May 2006, 
nearly meeting this prediction 14 years ahead of schedule. 
TOD 
5. In addition to providing commuters with an effective alternative to 
driving, a cross-corridor transit system like bus rapid transit could afford 
municipalities the opportunity to pursue transit-oriented development 
(TOD). TOD is a land-use strategy whereby residential, office, and retail 
development is concentrated around transit stations. The term also 
refers to the developments themselves. TODs are t~picallv mixed-use, 
walkable developments with higherthan average deisity. Compact 
development oriented around transit stations has been proven to 
increase transit ridership and increase real estate values around the 
station.41 A com~rehensive assessment of TOD as Dracticed in the 
United States identified many other benefits.42  rans sit-oriented 
developments tend to command higher rents than comparable 
developments not close to transit, yet are also natural locations for 
affordable housing as residents of TODs do not need to own as many 
automobiles or use them as often as non-TOD residents. TOD is 
therefore a strategy that can both revitalize struggling neighborhoods 
and attract development. Because transit-oriented developments are 
denser and create less car use than non-TODs, a landuse strategy 
focusinn on TODs preserves open space and reduces the cost of 
infrastructure such'as roads arid sewage lines. Reduced car use means 
reduced traffic conaestion and air pollution. Pro~onents of TOD do not 
claim that these beiefits magically appear through the creation of a 
transit stop; rather, they accrue from the synergy between transit 
access, mixed-use development, and density. Maximizing these benefits 
requires careful design; there is no "one-size-fits-all" TOD blueprint. 
Project for Public Spaces is one internationally known nonprofit which 
focuses on what it calls "olacemakina." for examole. In addition. some 
private developers specialize in buildng TODs. ' 
6. In Door market conditions. develo~ment is less likelv to occur. But 
when' market demand exists, land-use regulations and developer 
incentives can focus growth around transit stations. For example, New 
Jersey's Transit Village Initiative provides funding and technical 
assistance to 19 designated "transit village" municipalities which engage 
in TOD around NJ Transit rail and bus stations (see left). Boston's TOD- 
supportive policies include a cap on downtown parking, a requirement 
that plans for large developments include transportation mitigation, and 
increased police presence around transit stations considered unsafe.44 
In many municipalities, zoning regulations must be tweaked to allow for 
mixed-use developments. 
7. It has been argued that developers shy away from bus transitoriented 
development because of buses' lack of permanence-unlike a rail line, a 
bus route can be easily changed, hurting busi nesses built to take 
advantage of proximity to transit. This criticism is not particularly relevant 
to high-end, capital-intensive bus rapid transit systems. BRT may be 
cheaper to implement than rail, but it still represents a sizeable 
investment, particularly when dedicated busways are involved. A review 
of the academic and government literature on bus rapid transit and 
transit-oriented development concluded that "the argument that fixed rail 



infrastructure has more magnitude and permanence compared to 
busways is weak." 
8. In Ottawa, transit-oriented development centered around BRT has 
been wildly successful. Strong land-use controls have concentrated 
commercial development around Ottawa's Transitway.46 Between 1988 
and 1991 alone a billion Canadian dollars of development was built or in 
the process of being built along the Transitway. Stations anchor office 
parks, shopping malls, and mixed-use developments; one station is even 
directly connected to a hospital. More evidence for bus transit-oriented 
development comes from Pittsburgh's busway system. A 1996 analysis 
of Pittsburgh's 9.1-mile East Busway found that between 1983 (when the 
busway opened) and 1996, 59 new developments (including retail, 
office, residential, and medical complexes) valued at $302 million had 
been built within a 6-minute walk of busway stations.47 This was despite 
terrain constraints which limited development opportunities, despite 
declining population in the communities adjacent to the busway, and 
despite the absence of Ottawa-style land-use planning. 
9. The Port Authority of Allegheny County estimates that another $203 
million in development occurred between 1996 and 2004.48 These are 
not the only successes. Areas as far-flung and different as Seoul, Korea; 
Curitiba, Brazil; and Boulder, Colorado have had success with bus- 
centered TOD.50 It can happen here as well. At a recent land use 
charette, the Regional Plan Association identified several spots in the 
Rockland half of the Tappan Zee corridor that could support transit- 
oriented development, including Nanuet, Airmont and Montebello, and 
Suffern. The Westchester Department of Planning has identified 
Tarrytown, White Plains, and Port Chester as areas primed for 
downtown density increases. 51 The success of transit-oriented 
developments depends on multiple factors, including political leadership, 
government incentives, landuse regulations, the strength of the real 
estate market, and the level of traffic congestion in the area (which 
affects demand for transit-oriented living). 
10. But it cannot be overemphasized that one of the most critical factors 
is the effectiveness of the transit system. Only when a transit system 
effectively connects places does access to transit-the heart of the TOD 
concept-become a valued commodity. And so the questlon of which 
transit mode can best support TOD is inextricably linked to the question 
of which transit mode is best suited to the development and commuting 
patterns of a given area. 
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Section 4 HOT Lanes 
Why would these success stories not apply to Honolulu? Please 
address each paragraph specificall 
1. Mark Murielio discussed the ~xcyisive Bus Lane (XBL) in New Yoh 
City. He described the tunnels and bridges operated by the Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey, the operation of the Lincoln 
Tunnel, and the XBL. He also highlighted recent studies examining 
options for enhancing operation of the tunnel and increasing capacity. 
2. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey operates a number of 
bridges, tunnels, and terminals in the New York City area. These 
facilities include the George Washington Bridge, the Bayonne Bridge, 
the Goethals Bridge, the Holland Tunnel, and the Lincoln Tunnel. 
3. The Lincoln tunnel serves the midtown corridor into and out of 
Manhattan. The tunnel includes three tubes, each with two traffic lanes. 



In the morning, two tubes, or four traffic lanes operate in-bound toward 
Manhattan. In the midday, the middle tube operates with one lane in 
each direction of travel, providing a total of three lanes inbound and , 

three lanes outbound. In the afternoon, two tubes or four traffic lanes, 
operate outbound from Manhattan. 
4. The XBL provides priority for buses approaching the Lincoln Tunnel in 
the morning, inbound direction. The XBL is a contraflow lane for buses 
only on 1-495. The XBL uses the inside lane of the westbound freeway 
for buses. The cbnfiguration provides for three general-purpose lanes 
and the XBL lane in the eastbound direction and two general-purpose 
lanes in the westbound direction. 
5. The XBL is the busiest bus lane in the U.S. Some 1,700 buses use 
the lanes on a daily basis. These buses serve 62,000 weekday 
commuters. The XBL serves more commuters to Midtown than PATH, 
Ferries, or Penn Station commuter rail. The XBL saves commuters 15- 
20 minutes each day compared to traveling in personal vehicles. 
6. The Lincoln Tunnel and the XBL are significant parts of the mass 
transit system in the New York City area. Buses carry nearly 80 percent 
of ali trips through the Lincoln Tunnel during the 6:00 a.m.-to-10:OO a.m. 
time period. The XBL alone carries over 50 percent of these commuters. 
Approximately 55 percent of all bus commuters to the Manhattan CBD 
arrlve via the Lincoln Tunnel. 
7. The number of buses using the XBL has increased significantly over 
the past 25 years. A number of operational improvements have been 
made to deal with these increases and to enhance bus operations. A 
new acceleration lane was added to help maintain travel speeds and 
traffic flow at merge points. The acceleration lane helped increase 
throughput of the XBL. 
8. Capacity shortfalls have also been addressed with operational 
changes to enhance efficiency. Examples of these operation changes 
include prohibiting charter buses prior to 9:00 a.m. and prohibiting empty 
buses at all times. Other examples include the requirement that all XBL 
buses have E-Z Pass electronic toll payment tags and opening the XBL 
15 minutes earlier. 
9. Planning is also underway examining the long-term transportation 
needs in the corridor. A range of options for the corridor are being 
assessed in partnership with an array of partners. These partners 
include federal, state, regional, and local agencies. Planning activities 
include a simulation of the Lincoln Tunnel corridor, and XBL expansion 
feasibility study, and a West Midtown bus parking and staging study. 
Other efforts include the Lincoln Tunnel HOTlexpress bus lane options 
study and the Lincoln Tunnel HOTIcommercial vehicle priority lane 
options study. 
10. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is sponsoring a study to 
evaluate the feasibility of creating a second priority bus lane. The 
objective of the study is to increase the passenger throughput of the 
corridor and to enhance the reliability of the XBL. A full array of options 
are being explored. These options include operational alternatives to 
improve traffic flow and safety, physical alternatives for lane separation 
and ramp connections, and capital options to expand capacity. Capital 
options include the potential of widening the roadway, removing the 
center piers in the tunnel, and an elevated roadway scheme. Very 
limited right-of-way and the geometry of the existing facility provides 



significant challenges for many of the options. 
11. The FHWA's Value Pricing Pilot Program is sponsoring a study of 
pricing options to manage demand on the XBL with HOT lanes. A 
second XBL lane would be underutilized initially, so the study is 
examining the potential to fill some of the available capacity with non- 
bus HOVs or with non-HOV vehicles. The study is exploring pricing 
options that balance traffic demand with non-HOVs. Stated preference 
surveys of motorist are being conducted to help determine the tradeoffs 
between price and LOS variables, including travel time savings and trip- 
time reliability. 
12. The Lincoln Tunnel HOT lane study will help quantify and address 
concerns with potential lane conversion. The study will examine the LOS 
and delay in the remaining two regular travel lanes. It will also assess 
traffic queuing in the remaining regular travel lanes and the residual 
impacts on the local street network. The study will consider the need to 
balance demand for a new managed lane to ensure bus priority 
treatment and effective capacity utilization. 
13. The HOT commercial vehicle priority options study will explore the 
potential for commercial vehicles to receive priority treatment in a new 
special-use lane during the shoulders of the'morning peak-period. The 
obiective of this studv is to find wavs to take advantage of the presence 
of a separated lane fo create travei time advantages and reliability 
im~rovements for small package and local deliverv trucks. 
~ h ' e  Evolution of Houst6n1s ExEress Bus System - 
14. Jeff Arndt discussed the evolution of the exmess bus services in 
Houston associated with the development of the HOV lanes. He 
described the initial bus services operated with the 1-45 contraflow HOV 
lane demonstration project, the implementation of more extensive 
services as the HOV lane system developed, and the integrated bus 
system in operation today. 
15. The 1-45 North contraflow lane demonstration project was 
implemented in 1979. The bus service initiated with the contraflow lane 
focused on downtown Houston. Bus service was constrained by very 
limited access. There was no direct access to and from park-and-ride 
lots, which limited service flexibility. The concept of premium service, 
which included over-the-road coaches and other enhancements, was 
initiated with the contraflow lane. This initial authorized vehicle lane 
(AVL) concept with a focus on downtown Houston evolved into an HOV 
systems approach. 
16. Bus services were expanded as other HOV lanes were implemented. 
The design of the HOV lanes included direct connector ramps from 
major park-and-ride lots and transit centers. Service was expanded to 
non-downtown destinations, such as Uptown and Greenway Plaza. 
Direct service to these areas was provided from some park-and-ride lots, 
while connecting service from downtown or other transit centers was 
used in other cases. 
17. The continued development of the HOV lane system provided more 
flexibility in service. Direct non-CBD services continued to be expanded. 
Commuter route connections at transit centers were also implemented. 
In addition, a few two-way ramps were developed. Limited off-peak 
service was provided on some routes. 
18. The Houston experience highlights some lessons to be shared with 
other areas. First, the 2+ occupancy level caused some of the HOV 



lanes to become congested, degrading the travel time savings and trip- 
time reliability for buses and bus riders. Second, the system changed 
from trained and tested users to any traveler meeting the occupancy 
requirement. Over time there has been some erosion of transit 
incentives and vanpooling has diminished. Recently, there has been a 
focus on new users. The QuickRide program, which allows two-person 
carpools to use the 1-10 West and the US 290 HOV lanes during the 3+ 
period for a fee, has been in operation for approximately five years. 
19. The current transit system in Houston represents a maturing service 
network. Transit centers provide connections for shuttle services, 
neighborhood circulation services, and commuter routes using the HOV 
lanes. There is also a connection to MetroRail, the new LRT line. 
20. Currently, some 104 miles of HOV lanes are in operation in six 
freeway corridors in Houston. The system also includes 25 park-and-ride 
lots and 17 transit centers. In December 2004, some 37,400 daily 
vehicle trips were made on the HOV lanes accounting for approximately 
116,000 person trips. A total of 32,415 parking spaces were available at 
the park-and-ride lots, with approximately 17,126 parked vehicles on a 
daily basis. 
Bus Rapid Transit Studies in the State of Maryland 
21. Robert Boot discussed BRT studies and projects in Maryland. He 
described the main characteristics of BRT, summarized current BRT 
studies and projects in Maryland, and identified potential issues with 
implementing BRT. 
22. There are a number of factors influencing the consideration of BRT 
in communities throughout the world. BRT has lower upfront costs than 
other fixed guideway modes and can be implemented relatively quickly. 
BRT provides the opportunity to take advantage of underutilized rights- 
of-way. BRT provides operating flexibility and a way to increase transit 
ridership in select corridors. Local busways can also use portions of the 
dedicated BRT transitway. 
23. BRT is being considered in Maryland to help respond to increases in 
travel demand, limited resources, and transportation needs. The new 
governor and his administration examined future transportation needs 
and options. The study, Bus Rapid Transit: Flexibility by Design, Offering 
Mobility Options for Maryland, completed by the Maryland Department of 
Transportation (MDOT) notes that BRT combines the service and quality 
of rail with the flexibility of buses. 
24. The 2004 Maryland Transportation Plan focuses on the goals of 
efficiency, mobility, safety and security, productivity and quality. The plan 
includes numerous strategies for addressing mobility needs. 
Consideration is given to BRT as a viable alternative to provide realistic 
solutions to customer needs in corridors throughout the state. It includes 
active consideration of BRT on managed highway lanes to lower vehicle- 
related emissions and to improve regional air quality while providing 
viable new transportation alternatives to Maryland's commuters. 
25. BRT projects in Maryland include the Red Line in Baltimore, the 
Green Line in Baltimore, the I-270lUS 15 Corridor, and the Bi-County 
Transitway. Planning for the Red Line in Baltimore started in 2000. The 
project originated from the first comprehensive planning effort in nearly 
40 years. In March 2003, the Baltimore Region Transit Plan was 
completed and adopted. The plan serves as a guide for the expansion of 
the Baltimore transit system. 



26. A number of issues had to be addressed with the Red Line project. 
There was community sensitivity related to possible impacts on property 
values and environmental concerns. Available right-of-way was limited in 
many parts of the corridor. There were also concerns about operating 
BRT in downtown Baltimore without taking an existing traffic lane. 
27. The Green Line in Baltimore also originated from the 2003 Baltimore 
Region Transit Plan. Potential issues with the Green Line included the 
preservation of green space along the roadway, as an existing grass 
median is the proposed location for the BRT. Determining potential 
station locations and existing density and ridership are other potential 
issues. 
28. The Corridor Cities Transitway (CCT) is proposed in the I-270lUS 15 
corridor. The corridor stretches from the Shady Grove Metro Station in 
the south to Briggs Ford Road in the north. The corridor includes both 
Montgomery and Frederick Counties. The CCT alignment was identified 
in county master plans in the 1970s. In 1994, a Major Investment Study 
(MIS) was initiated. Public meetings and workshops were held in 1995 
through 1997 as part of this process. The MIS recommended 
alternatives for a detailed planning study. Informational public workshops 
were held in 2001 and focus arouD meetinas were conducted in 2001 
and 2002. The Draft ~nviron6ental ~m~ac r~ ta temen t  (DEIS) was 
comoleted in 2002 and locationldesian ~ub l i c  hearinas were held. Public 
infohation meetings on express tolllafies (ETLs) were held in 2004 and 
minimization options refinements were completed. 
29. The 8i-County Transitway project was first identified in the 
Montgomery County Feasibility Studies in the 1980s related to the 
County's purchase of the Georgetown Branch railroad right-of-way. A 
transitwayltrail was included in the County Master Plans. In 1996 the 
MTA completed the Georgetown Branch Transitwayflrail MIS/DEIS and 
the 2002 Capital BeltwayIPurple Line Study was conducted. Possible 
issues with the Bi-County Transitway include potential community and 
environmental impacts. The jurisdiction in the area has different 
preferences. Connections with existing Metrorail service may also be a 
concern. 
30. There are some general issues that may need to be addressed with 
all the BRT projects. The first issue is the public perception of buses, 
which still seems to be lower than other transit modes. A second 
potential issue is balancing a quality system with possible impacts, 
including community impacts related to limited right-of-way. Third, there 
may be a perception that BRT is not conducive to transit oriented 
development. There may also be short-term and long-term 
implementation concerns. 
Virtual Exclusive Busways (VEBs) 
31. Robert Poole described the virtual exclusive busway concept. He 
reviewed the early development of HOV lanes, which included a major 
focus on buses. He discussed how managed lanes and pricing can 
provide a virtual exclusive busway. He recognized the assistance of Ted 
Balaker of the Reason Foundation with the study and the presentation. 
32. Value pricing makes it feasible to realize the promise of exclusive 
busways by providing high-speed, high-frequency bus service that is 
sustainable on a long-term basis. In the real world of limited funding, 
however, there is a need to re-think how special-purpose lanes are 
used. 



33. Some HOV lanes began as busways. FHWNUMTA policy in the 
1970s supported busways. There are only a few exclusive busways 
today, however. These facilities include the Lincoln Tunnel XBL, the 
Pittsburgh busways, the Miami busway, the Seattle bus tunnel, and 
surface-street busways in Las Vegas and Orlando. 
34. Concerns about low use with bus-only lanes led to allowing HOVs. 
The Shirley Highway busway demonstration project started as buses, 
vanpools, and 4+ HOVs in 1973. The occupancy requirement was 
lowered to 3+ in 1989. The Los Angeles El Monte Busway on the San 
Bernardino Freeway in Los Angeles was opened to 3+ carpools in 1976. 
The 1-10 West HOV lane in Houston began with a carpool definition of 
4c. This requirement was lowered to 3-1- and then to 2+. Nationwide, the 
percentage of commuters who carpool has declined since 1980. The 
lane miles of HOV facilities have increased during this same time period. 
35. A significant percentage of carpools are formed with family 
members. This trend was identified in Commuting in America 11. Recent 
surveys in San Francisco, southern California, southeast Wisconsin, and 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, indicate that family-based carpools account for 
between 33 percent and 67 percent of total carpools. 
36. It appears that vanpooling has been hurt by carpool preference. The 
time-savings realized by HOVs is reduced when the lanes are filled with 
2+ carpools. Also a larger time savings is needed to offset the time cost 
of assembling a vanpool. Vanpooling is a highly cost-effective mode. 
The cost recovery ratio of vanpools sponsored by public transportation 
agencies throughout the country range from a low of 30 percent to a 
high of 11 7 percent. The overall average of nine vanpool programs was 
80 percent. Vanpools are also energy-efficient. Vanpools have the 
lowest British Thermal Unit (BTU) per passenger mile of transit modes 
and personal automobiles. 
37. BRT in HOV lanes is not sustainable. At the 2+ vehicle-occupancy 
level HOV lanes become congested and travel time savings and trip time 
reliability to transit is lost. There may not be enough demand at a 3+ 
vehicle-occupancy level and an HOV lane may suffer from the empty- 
lane syndrome. There is no way to fine tune occupancy as you cannot 
have a 2.7 vehicle-occupancy requirement. 
38. Value pricing offers precise control. The 1-15 HOT lane uses quasi- 
real-time variable pricing. The 91 Express Lanes use a fine-tuned rate 
schedule, with periodic adjustments. The Express Lanes carry 49 
percent of peak traffic with 33 percent of the lane capacity. Both facilities 
offer reliable high speeds during rush hours. 
39. The virtual exclusive busway (VEB) concept would use value-priced 
lanes or networks. Pre-defined capacity would be reserved for buses 
and super-HOVs. The remaining capacity would be sold through value 
oricina. 
40. ~n example of VEB capacity highlights how the concept would work. 
First. the caoacitv of a lane is aooroximatelv 1.700 vehicles oer lane oer 
hour. ~econ'd, space would be ailocated for 60 buses per hour, which is 
the equivalent of 120 personal vehicles an hour. The remaining available 
capacity in the lane is 1,580 vehicles an hour. A percentage of this 
capacity would be allocated to vanpools and super-HOVs. The 
remaining capacity would be allocated to paying customers. 
41. The managed lanes project on 1-1 0 West in Houston provides a VEB 
prototype. The project represents a partnership among Houston 



METRO, TxDOT, and HCTRA. The four new managed lanes in the 
center of the expanded freeway will use value pricing. HCTRA is helping 
the fund the lanes and will operate them. METRO is guaranteed 65 
buses and hour and 25 percent of capacity for buses and HOVs. A LOS 
C will be maintained using pricing and occupancy controls. 
42. The 1-10 West managed lanes highlight the benefits to transit of this 
approach. Although METRO will not receive any toll revenues, it will be 
able to operate 65 buses an hour, which is above current service levels. 
FTA approval was granted based on maintaining a LOS C. A 3+ 
occupancy requirement will be used for carpools to travel for free. All of 
these elements are covered in a MOU. A VEB can facilitate region-wide 
express busIBRT service. A regional network would require construction 
of new lanes and flyovers. These major capital costs would be paid out 
of toll revenues. 
43. A VEB network provides a cost-effective approach. The cost of a 
500-lane-mile VEB network has been estimated at $2 billion-to-$3 billion 
in the Reason Foundation studies. In comparison, FTA data indicates 
the cost of a 250 route-mile light rail s stem is $31 billion and the cost of 
a 250 route-mile heavy rail system is $38 billion. In addition, the VEB 
guideway would not depend on FTA funding. 
44. Managed lanes are being considered in a number of metropolitan 
areas through the country. Some changes in policies are needed for 
VEB networks. First, there must be clear FTA policy approving HOV to 
HOT conversions. Second, managed lanes need to be defined as 
"guideways" in Section 5302 of Title 49. Third, VEB or VEB networks 
need to be considered an alternative in new starts evaluations. Finally, 
VEBs should be made eligible for New Starts funding for buses, stations, 
and park-and-ride facilities. 
45. Exclusive busways are key to competitive express busIBRT. 
Exclusive busways are too costly and are wasteful of capacity. VEB is 
feasible with value pricing and with agency cooperation. VEB can 
provide a win-win situation for transit agencies, motorists, and state 
departments of transportation. 
Section 5 Why buses are better 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 
1. There's a missing factor in the formula pushing a 5-billion dollar rail 
system into our suburbs, and this traffic solution is doomed to fail without 
it. The simple truth is that a rail transit system requires a dense 
residential pattern to make it work, which we do not have on Oahu. This 
crucial relationship between transportation and land use has not yet 
been properly addressed. 
2. The often-cited description of Honolulu conjured up by rail proponents 
as a dense, linear city ideal for rail is a myth. Our biggest transit 
problem is that Oahu's settlement pattern of single-family homes in 
suburban subdivisions is too dispersed for rail to be effective. If we build 
the rail line and don't change the way we build new housing this system 
will be a colossal disaster. How many people right now live within 
walking distance of any likely stations? Not nearly enough to support rail 
rapid transit. 
3. When you look around the world at successful rail transit systems you 
see they are in cities with medium and high density housing where 
people can walk to the station and then walk to their work place at the 



other end. A global trend in city planning is creation of the urban village, 
both in the city center and in the fringes with construction of new towns. 
Such increased housing density could enhance quality of life by 
developing a village atmosphere and supporting our need for close-knit 
communities where people interact, unlike today's isolated 
neighborhoods. Shops, restaurants, entertainment, jobs, schools, mass 
transit, and other enjoyable urban amenities would be easily accessed in 
a more dense community if it is properly planned. 
4. There is a causal relationship between our problems of unaffordable 
housing and congested traffic, because we have spent years building 
the wrong kind of homes in the wrong places, covering our landscape 
with big, expensive houses, generating suburban sprawl that has 
produced tremendous traffic problems. These unattended problems will 
only grow worse if we are distracted with an ineffective, fixed rail 
pipedream. Jumping into a rail commitment at this point is just not going 
to work. 
5. Consider how someone living in a single-family suburban home would 
have to get to work on rail: walk to a bus stop, wait for the bus, ride to 
the rail, walk to the platform, wait, board, ride, walk from the rail to 
another bus stop, wait, board, ride, walk to work; then do the same thing 
in reverse going home. Who is going to put up with this? Most who are 
supporting rail probably would not ride it -- but hope in vain that others 
will, to make more room on the roads for the rest of us. 
6. There are better transportation alternatives which could provide faster 
relief and perhaps eventuallv evolve into a rail svstem. One obvious 
strategy is to vastly expand our bus system. We need more buses, 
exclusive lanes, frequent service, additional routes, express lines, better 
connections and lower fares. Our present bus system'is often claimed 
to be one of the nation's best, which is another myth that stands in the 
way of true solutions. It can be drastically improved. 
7. Extensive road construction will be needed, including some elevated 
busways, bus stations, 
8. underpasses at busy intersections, more use of contrafiow and other 
management improvements. In the future, if bus utilization grows heavy 
enough, this system of elevated structures and exclusive bus lanes 
could be converted to rail, which would ultimately have more capacity; 
but it would be a mistake to attempt a transition directly to rail at this 
point when we are not yet ready. 
9. Why not just build the rail now along with the higher density housing 
to go with it? That would be nice if we could trust the brilliance of our 
politicians and private land developers to do the right thing, but with their 
sorry record of land use planning we must not be gullible. This new kind 
of housing approach needs to be demonstrated with real results and in 
the meantime it can be supported with an expanded bus system which 
can evolve into rail transit. 
10. Unfortunately, our misguided state legislature passed a flawed bill 
last session that prohibits expenditures of new transit revenues on road 
improvements. How can the city now tell us with a straight face that all 
transportation alternatives are currently being given fair consideration? 
This state legislation could be changed, but given past performance, the 
outlook is bleak. 
11. Our former mayor was probably on the right track with his BRT plans 
using modern buses driving on exclusive lanes and circulating in existing 



streets. A well-planned bus service could pick you up near home, bring 
you to a bus station where one transfer would put you on a bus that is 
going close to the final destination, riding on exclusive lanes that will be 
free from traffic. Commuters could also drive to transit stations at 
regional shopping malls, park for the day and catch an express bus 
direct to their destination. The whole island can benefit from this 
approach rather than one narrow leeward corridor. Another promising 
technology is creation of high-occupancy toll lanes, but the city studies 
are also ignoring this option. 
12. At the same time we can be preparing ourselves for a.future rail 
system by building new housing in well-planned, medium and high- 
density apartments -- which can be affordable and very beautiful when 
done right. Clustered villages can be created with a mix of townhouses 
and highrise apartments that could support neighborhood shopping, 
entertainment and other urban amenities. These clusters could be 
developed in the urban core as well as carefully-selected regions of the 
island. It can happen, but it will require a serious community dialogue 
and basic transformation in the way we build housing, requiring a 
prohibition on most new single-family houses and adive government 
involvement in consolidatinq small private parcels for larger planned 
communities through aggressive use of eminent domain: 
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13. Let's not be railroaded into paying for a premature, expensive rail 
system that will take forever to build at great inconvenience and won't 
work. At this time and for the foreseeable future rail is a luxury that we 
are not ready for and cannot afford. Imagine ten years of disruptive 
construction for a massive elevated train that hardlv anvone in our 
lifetimes is going to use, leaving the rest of us stuck in gridlock and our 
children permanently unable to find affordable housing. We can do 
better. 
Section 6 Rail Will Fail: HOT Lanes are Better. 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 
1. ENVIRONMENT: An elevated train running through the heart of our 
city would be an environmental blight on Honolulu. Elevated tracks 
would be ugly, running through downtown and eventually Waikiki, 
defacing our beautiful city and damaging our tourist industry. The 
elevated guide-way will destroy views for tourists and residents, along 
the way. Managed Lanes would also be elevated through part of the 
Leeward corridor to avoid the bottlenecks, but would come down to 
ground level in lwilei before reaching downtown, and would not cross the 
heart of town as an elevated monster. 
2. The city's own projection is for traffic to be far worse, with rail, than it 
is today, so since rail will not solve the problem, why should we pay for 
it, and what should we do instead? Yes, rail transit would have a 
dedicated right-of-way above the congested traffic, but so would the 
express bus system on a fixed guideway, or "HOT Lanes," (High- 
occupancy and toll lanes) which can operate far more efficiently at lower 
cost than rail, with a mix of express buses, carpools and toll-paying cars, 
providing faster service from many originsdirectly,to many destinations. 
Reversible HOT Lanes would be far superior to ra11 for Oahu for all the 
following reasons. 
3. EXPRESS: Buses can utilize a guideway better than rail because 
buses can pick people up in our dispersed communities and drive 



directly onto the guideway, quickly reaching the destination non-stop and 
without transfer. Buses do not need stations on the guideway, for they 
would use regional bus stations that people could easily get to. Train 
stations will not have such versatile access and will not be close to our 
dis ersed, existing residences. 
4. !PEED: Trains stops at every station along the line, like riding an 
elevator up a 30-story building and stopping at every floor. The city's 
official speed estimate for Honolulu rail service is an average of 23 mph, 
which is far less than the 60 mph an express bus can expect on an 
exclusive elevated lane. Because of higher speed and fewer transfers, 
bus will attract more riders than rail and more effectively reduce traffic 
congestion. With this higher bus ridership, the cost per rider of bus 
would be lower than rail. which will undoubtedlv fail to attract anv larae . - 
number of users. 
5. TRANSFERS: Rail riders would have to transfer manv times on the 
daily round-trip, as in this likely journey: a) travel from Kome to a bus 
stop, wait for the bus, b) ride the bus, c) walk from the bus to rail, wait 
for the train, d) ride the rail, e) walk from rail to bus, wait for the bus, f). 
ride the bus, g) walk to reach destination. Then returning, everyth~ng is 
in reverse: h) walk to bus stop, wait for bus, I) ride bus to rail, j) walk 
from bus to train, wait for train, k) ride train, I) walk from rail to bus, then 
wait for the bus, m) ride bus, n) travel from bus stop to home. (14 travel 
segments, including 4 transfers) Studies have shown that people hate 
to transfer. 
6. CONGESTION: Rail service will do nothing to reduce traffic 
congestion: the city study shows that current over-capacity on H-1 peak 
hours is 6%, and by 2030 over capacity will be at 31% with the rail in 
place. Buses and vanpools on free-flowing HOT lanes could reduce 
traffic by 20-25 percent. The city's own studies show rail would only 
remove 2% of trips from the roads. 
7. UTILIZATION: Extra space on the fixed guideway can be used by 
other vehicles, particularly vanpools and car-pools. If there is available 
space, some additional vehicles can pay tolls (collected electronically, 
without cars having to stop) and the tolls can pay for much or all of the 
transit system. The amount of traffic would be regulated to allow 
maximum capacity without congestion, enabling full utilization of the 
guideway space unlike rail, whose expensive tracks would be empty 
most of the time. We will get the most bang for our buck. 
8. CAPACITY: Surprisingly, an exclusive bus lane can easily carry more 
passengers than a rail line. Five-hundred buses an hour, carrying 25,000 
seated passengers, enter the New York City main bus station daily on 
one dedicated bus lane. The maximum capacity estimated for Honolulu's 
proposed rail is 10,000 people per hour. A good bus lane has a 
maximum capacity of 1,000 buses an hour, carrying 50,000 seated 
passengers! High-capacity busways on dedicated lanes operate in 
Newark, Los Angeles, San Diego, Washington, D.C., Curitiba, Bogota, 
Brisbane, Ottawa, Port-of-Spain and elsewhere, as this technology gains 
increasing traction. 
9. UNIONS: Unionized rail workers can hold the city hostage as shown 
by recent metro strikes in Paris, London and New York. Bus unions 
don't have as much leverage because people can ride private buses, 
use carpools, pay tolls and still drive the HOT lanes. Rail service is 
provided by a monopoly, while a busway could carry buses of different 



companies providing competitive service. Rail construction is by non-bid 
single-source contract, vulnerable to political manipulation, unlike road- 
building which is open to many bidders. 
10. BREAKDOWNS: Busways can be built more quickly than rail and 
can readily be repaired in an emergency. Rail structures cannot rapidly 
be replaced or repaired if damaged. Buses and other vehicles can drive 
around a disabled bus. All trains come to a halt if there is a disabled train 
on the track. Busways-HOT can accommodate emergency vehicles and 
provide an evacuationlalternate route in the event of another September 
5th "Black Tuesday" freeway closure. 
11. COST: The price of constructing the rail system is astronomical, 
probably reaching $6 billion b the time all the cost over-runs are paid 
for, compared with less than & billion for elevated HOT Lanes, despite 
the city's absurd claim of nearly $3 billion for "managed lanes." A similar 
system in Tampa was built for $300 million. Rail would end up costing 
each family of four about $24,000, even though only a few percent of the 
population would ever use it. We estimate construction cost per rider at 
$1 20,000 with daily operational subsidy of $1 5. The Federal 
Government Accountability Office has compared operating costs, and 
the majority of cities have lower operating costs for their Bus Rapid 
Transit systems than for their light rail systems. HOT Lanes also save 
money by making better of our existing streets as feeder lanes for high- 
capacity buses, plus we benefit from free labor and equipment supplied 
by drivers of HOV vehicles and toll-paying autos. Buses can be more 
easily replaced as technology improves. There are hybrid and natural 
gas buses whereas rail hogs electricity, involves large energy 
transmission loses and will require construction of a new electrical power 
plant. 
12. QUALITY: Some people assume buses provide inferior service, but 
buses of any quality can readily be bought: Luxury buses can be offered 
for those who prefer to pay more, less-expensive ones for those who 
prefer to save money. The main quality consideration for commuters is 
the time it takes to make the journey -- buses are quicker and easier 
than rail, plus you are more likely to get a seat rather than stand. 
13. TOLLS: Critics claim that toll roads set up a system geared to those 
who can afford the tolls, and ignore those who cannot. Federal surveys 
show that in the places with HOT lanes the public approves of them 
across all income groups. Those with lower incomes approve of them 
because a) it reduces traffic congestion on nearby freeways at no cost to 
those not using HOT lanes, and b) it provides reliability to make those 
important appointments, which we all have regardless of income. If you 
are running late, paying $4 to jump on the HOT lanes and get there on 
time can easily be worth it. Without HOT Lanes, travelers will pay a toll 
anyway for a ticket if they ride a rail, or in wasted time if they drive stuck 
in congested freeway lanes. Affordable express bus service will be 
enhanced. 
14. CARS: Some charge that HOT lanes encourage rather than 
discourage car use, but HOT lanes are not freeways and their toll 
charges do not encourage auto travel. Adding a lane will not increase 
the number of cars on the road, for that is controlled by the number of 
jobs at destinations --just like adding a maternity hospital does not 
increase the number of babies, it just makes it easier for them to arrive. 
HOT Lanes are primarily mass transit for express buses and carpools, 



which will lure drivers away from single-occupant cars. 
15. DENSITY: Rail transit relies on high-density residential patterns to 
support it, with most riders living in high-rise apartments along the route, 
while the HOT lane can be easily reached by people living in more 
dispersed communities like we have on Oahu. Rail planners envision 
social engineering on a grand .scale to force new housing into dense 
"TOD" patterns near stations (Transit Oriented Development). Such rail 
stations are maanets for crime. We do not have this densitv alona the 
proposed route,-nor do we have the population size. The smalles'i 
American citv with heavv rail. Cleveland. has twice our ~o~ulat ion. 
Increased re'sidential dehsities can make sense for the enbironment, but 
they can be better supported by a well-planned bus system that will 
allow more flexible distribution of settlements. In this way communities 
can grow in a natural way with different densities in various locations, 
increasing the opportunities for affordable housing and mixed-use 
neighborhoods with shops and jobs nearby, rather than congested 
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housing along one narrow rail line. Rail lines are fixed and cannot 
respond to changes in employment and land use, whereas bus service 
can be rerouted and shifted over time to corresoond with Oahu's 
changing transportation needs. 
16. BIASED STUDIES: The citv's Alternatives Analvsis failed to orovide 
any examination of the HOT ~ a h e  alternative, only {aguely consibering 
'managed lanes" with a superficial and biased approach: The projected 
costs were grossly exaggerated, provided no access ramps along the 
route, included 6,200 unnecessary arking stalls, offered dubious 
ridership forecasts, had excessive 516 toll, removed the existing HOV 
zipper lane, resulting in a net of only one new lane, and then added the 
burden of stations on the buswav - but no stations are reauired. 
17. POLITICS: Unfortunately the city administration is completely close- 
minded about this critical issue and is determined to ~ u s h  rail at all 
costs. The city administration's biased EIS process is giving no 
consideration to the HOT Lane option. The city has pretended to listen 
to the public with superficial community meetings, biased transit 
symposiums and rigged advisory panels, but all these phony efforts 
have been a farce that were selling rail and manipulating public opinion 
rather than honestly listening to alternative viewpoints. 
Section 7 transit debate 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

1. There is no room on the ground to relieve the Leeward situation -- if 
you don't accept elevated you are out of the discussion. Buses can 
utilize this guideway better than rail because: buses can pick people up 
in our dispersed communities and drive directly onto the guideway 
without transfer. An expanded bus system would utilize regional bus 
stations, mostly in existing shoppinglparking areas, that people could get 
to by a) driving, b) walking, c) shuttle bus, d) bicycle or moped. Train 
stations will not have such versatile access modes, nor will they be as 
close to our dispersed, existing residences. 

2. Modern, express 3-piece articulated buses can carry 150 people. 
Again, as below, it comes down to ridership -- the bus reaches out to 
more places so will attract more riders, rail will fail due to lack of 



customers, so that rail driver who could be pulling 300 people is stuck on 
empty, especially in off-peak hours. Bicycles can be easily 
accommodated on board. 

3. Oahu needs considerable provision of new services, based on 
regional bus stations people can reach as detailed above, and from 
those stations there will be express buses which drive in from the suburb 
mixed with reasonable traffic, then enter the guideway at the HI-H2 
merge in Waipahu, flying over the congestion non-stop! Please look at 
the proposed travel times projected for rail-they are worse than driving 
through the congestion. Don't project current bus conditions into our 
future, which will be a much different system. 
4. The express bus can reach town without stopping every mile at a 
station, 10 miles in 10 minutes, much faster than rail.--- 
5. These new buses will be a different mode altogether because they will 
have true express lanes, so don't compare it to the present situation. 
Bus = 10 minutes; rail = 60 minutes, Check the city's alternative 
analysis charts. 
6. The biggest rail handicap is transfers. A) leave home, b) travel to rail 
by bus - no-one lives in walking distance of proposed stations, which will 
have no parking c) walk from bus to rail station d) ride rail e) depart rall 
station and ~robablv transfer again to reach destination. Then in the 
afternoon, f) g) h) i)-j) do the same things again to get home.- 
7. The big problems are the walk, the climb, the walk, the wait, the walk, 
etc. 
8. Cost difference is a major factor. $6 billion for rail versus $2 billion for 
bus guideway construction. Look to Tampa, which built a &mile 3-lane, 
elevated viaduct for 300 million last year. This is not rocket science. It is 
just possible that tolls could pay for the whole thing. 
9. Many other communities are building HOT lanes for bus, vanpools 
and toll-paying cars, but comparisons with other places is very 
misleading and therefore, dangerous. While we can learn many genera! 
principles from studying other places, dlrect equation with cities such as 
Vancouver, which is often pointed to by our Council and Administration 
as a model for us, are inappropriate because we are unique and must 
deal with our special situation in our own way. For example, population 
in greater Vancouver metropolitan area is 2.1 million people and 
skyrocketing along at 6.5% annual growth, compared to .9 million in 
Honolulu, growing at only .7% annually. Furthermore, Vancouver is a 
leader in "smart growth" with major development of high density housing 
downtown to the point where nearly as many commuters leave 
downtown in the morning as arrive. 
10. Operational costs that theoretically tip in favor of rail assume that rail 
succeeds in attracting customers, which I seriously doubt - whereas 
express buses can, and those bus service levels can be easily adjusted 
to meet demands, unlike rail where the empty trains must keep on 
rolling, throwing good money after bad. 

1 1. The old BRT was a ridiculous plan, taking away existing lanes for 
buses from a city that already is last in the nation for lanes per-caplta. 
BRT was preposterous. Don't compare our current proposals to Harris, 
or to anywhere else, Those arguments ring hollow and suggest you 
have no real case if you have to go after straw men. 



12. Of course, you realize our electricity comes from fossil fuels, 
petroleum no less. The rail will be an energy hog, requiring power 20 
hours every day. Bus and HOV vehicles are evolving as we speak, soon 
running on alternative fuels. BTU per-capita of rail versus car is 
surprisingly close, and with new technology, free-flowing autos will soon 
pass rail in efficiency -- and again, a well-planned bus system of the type 
we are suggesting will run energy circles around the empty train. When 
the bus or vehicle is not in use, zero energy and emissions. Rail, all the 
time, empty, stopped, or going, is burning and polluting. 

13. In addition, there are many other arguments for a HOT lane 
guideway. It can be utilized by vanpools and carpools. It can also be 
used by cars paying tolls to help fund it, perhaps only in the early years 
while HOV occupancy builds. After 5 or 10 years, if HOV service 
demands, cars could be excluded, but in the meantime tolls have helped 
pay for the system. All these vehicles can be properly dispersed at the 
town end with adequate off-ramps and some new parking facilities 
(connected to work places by shuttle service). 
14. Sensible urban planning can devise a settlement pattern of new 
housing built in medium densities, new towns, that will encourage use of 
bus transit. Rail, on the hand, would seem to require high-density, high- 
rise, air-conditioned, expensive, un-Hawaiian housing, the so-called 
TOD, transit oriented development, which has not been working out well 
in several mainland communities, including Portland. 
15. Getting people to use rail requires major social engineering, 
changing people's behavior and housing preferences, which is nearly 
impossible. This new generation of rail riders would either have to live 
walking distance from a station, in expensive, high-density clusters, or 
get to the train via transfer, and transfer again at destination. The 
psychological cost of time spent during transfer is much higher than that 
of time spent sitting in a vehicle. Less social engineering is needed to 
get people onto an effective bus or vanpool system, because it can pick 
them up closer to existing homes and get them to destinations with 
fewer transfers. New housing of transit-friendly medium density will be 
more acceatable to ~eoo le  than air-conditioned. ex~ensive. crowded . . . . 
skyscraper! condos. 
Section 8 Citv Mvths on Rail Transit These are resDonses to aublic 
statements made by city officials: 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

1. This memo presents a rebuttal to various incorrect statements made 
by Honolulu government officials about the supposed advantages of rail. 
Our basic complaint is that the city keeps claiming rail would better serve 
our community than alternatives, such as HOT Lanes (High Occupancy 
and Toll Lanes), using incorrect information that misleads the public. 
2. Main myths "Rail, if you compare it to a busway or a bus system, is 
head and shoulders above something like that (busway) in terms of 1. 
speed, 2, capacity, 3. reliability, 4. safety, 5&6.capital cost, even, 
operating and maintenance costs, 7. pollution, there's no comparison, 
there's no comparison. 8. Honolulu needs to move, I would say, 200 to 
300 thousand people a day and only one kind of system would do it and 
that's a high-speed, high-capacity, rail system and that is why I am so in 



favor of it." 
3. Speed? The city's alternatives analysis shows that for the 19 miles 
from Kapolei to Downtown it's going to take 65 minutes by train. That's 
20 miles per hour. He's saying 19 miles in 65 minutes. The alternatives 
analysis, that's the official assessment of what it will take with the rail 
line. Trains stop at every station, which is like elevators in thirty-story 
buildings stopping at every floor. This makes the trains quite slow. For 
example, from Kapolei to Downtown, a distance of 19 miles, the journey 
by train is forecast by the City's Alternatives Analysis 
http://www. honolulutransit.com/more~info/library/files/Alterntives~Analysi 
S-Chapter3fo-End.pdf ) 
(page 3-1 1) to take 49 minutes if you drive to the station or 65 minutes if 
you walklbus to the station 
http://www.honoluIutransit.com/more~info/library/files/Alterntives~Analysi 
S-Chapter3-to-End.pdf This agrees with federal government data 
showing urban transit trains averaging only 23.5 mph. There is no 
"whoosh" with trains. On the other hand, buses on uncongested High- 
Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes will average 60 mph and then 15-20 mph in 
normal traffic. It does not take much of the journey to be done on the 
HOT lanes to get an average speed far higher than a train. 

4. The capacity of the projected rail line is 6,000 riders per hour in the 
peak direction with an ability to expand that to 10,000 per hour 
maximum. We can compare that to New Jersey's 1-495 single bus lane 
carrying 32,600 passengers per hour. In the face of that, it is ridiculous 
to discuss a two-lane HOT lanes facility, giving priority to buses, not 
having the capacity of a rail line. The Parson Corp. HOV Facilities 
Manual says of rail and busways that, "Both modes can serve the 
person carrying capacity needs of about any corridor in North America." 
During the non-peak hours there'll be too much capacity if it's a rail. 
You'll have a 300-person vehicle rumbling through mostly empty every 
6-10 minutes, whereas a common express bus can be coming through 
using far less energy and even more frequently or less frequently, as 
needed. www.honolulutraffic.com/passperhour.htm 
5. Myth 3: Reliability? The biggest problem with rail transit is strikes (and 
suicides). Strikes are a major headache for rail transit users in the 
mainland because every so often they go on strike. They'll be out days 
on end. It takes them so much longer to get ridership back up to where it 
was after a strike. If you were to put in a rail system, whatever union is 
controlling the train is going to have an immense amount of power over 
the city. When a rail car breaks down the entire system will cease 
functioning, perhaps for days, causing major inconvenience. 
6. Myth 4: Safety? Gangs, graffiti and crime around train stations. It's a 
magnet for this kind of stuff. Safe? All rail systems have to have transit 
police. Vancouver, San Francisco, Washington, etc ... rail systems have 
transit police. We don't have transit police on our bus system. Are police 
accounted for in the alternatives analysis as part of the budget? No, 
they're not mentioned. We've brought that up. It's an issue. It's 
expensive. When they put in the blue (rail) line in LA the eventual bill 
turned out to be millions of dollars a year to put in a sufficient transit 
police in place to hold the crime down. 
7. Myth 5: Costs? Saying that the capital cost is less than the HOT lanes 
option (High Occupancy Toll) is also absurd. It's really laughable to say 



that a simple, elevated highway built by the lowest bidder is going to cost 
more per mile than a non-bid, elevated rail line with trains, computers, 
transformer stations. Each station is 270 feet long, 50 feet wide with 
elevators, escalators, stairs and generators to pull the train to the closest 
station so that the people don't get stranded between stations in a power 
outage. There can be no comparison. How can they be so off on the 
cost? Well, they have consultants who boast about being cMythnt- 
focused. In other words, they'll do whatever the cMythnt wants them to 
do. And the cMythnt wants them to show that HOT lanes are not 
competitive with rail. 
8. Myth 6: The city has exaggerated the cost for HOT lanes to $2.6 
BILLION. A comparable facility, the Tampa Expressway cost $400 
million. When you've got a facility built for 400 million you cannot justify 
one for 9 times that amount in Honolulu. The 400 million dollar one in 
Tampa - how long is it? About 12 miles but it's 3 lanes wide. The one 
that we propose is 2 lanes wide. The cost per mile of rail in Honolulu is 
estimated by the City to be the same as the Washington, D.C. Dulles 
extension. But the cost of a reversible expressway for HOT lanes is 
estimated by the City to be over five (5) times the actual built cost of an 
already built system in Tampa, Florida! 

9. Myth 7:  Pollution? When cars are traveling at uncongested speeds, the 
pollution emissions are far less than on congested freeways. Speed up 
the auto traffic and we will get far less pollution. 
http://www.itre.ncsu.edu/lTREmain/research/documents/Emission~~Red 
uction-TrafficMngt.pdf 
10. Efficient express buses that circulate in communities then drive onto 
HOT Lanes would attract more riders than rail, further reducing 
automobile usage and congestion. 
11. Myth 8: 250,000 riders? Currently, 7% of Oahu trips are by public 
transit. This would need to triple, to 20% to reach 250,000 riders, which 
has never happened anywhere in the U.S. or Canada. Nationally transit 
ridership share has been going down, way down, not up. At present only 
about 75,000 people per day use transit.2. It would mean increasing 
transit users by 300 percent when the population is only forecast to 
increase by 28 percent for 2005 to 2030. This means increasing transit's 
market share by 260 percent. Bearing in mind that no metro area in the 
country has increased the percentage of commuters using transit over 
any 20 years of Census taking Where is he getting his numbers? 
(ftp://ftp.abag.ca.gov/pub/mtc/census200O/JTW~Trends/PDF/FullRepo~. 
pdf ) (p. 4-9). 
12. Myth 9: Energy? "Rail is better in terms of the energy 
consumption."Well-managed HOT Lanes can have a lower "carbon 
footprint" generating less carbon dioxide, than rail. Bus riders will use a 
high-occupancy lane going non-stop at 60 mph. Cars on HOT lanes will 
go faster and take less time on the road. Cars on existing highways will 
benefit from reduced congestion. Everybody goes faster. Two HOT 
Lanes carry as many vehicles as four lanes of regular, congested traffic. 
HOT lanes do not get congested, so the traffic is free-flowing and more 
efficient. Energy use at 20mph is 25 percent greater than at 55-60 mph. 
See http://www.fueleconomy.gov/feg/driveHabits.shtml for U.S. Dept. of 
Energy data. Construction of the rail line and huge stations would take 
an immense amount of energy. 



13. Myth 10: Electricity? All of Honolulu's electricity is generated by 
burning petroleum, by far the highest level in the country, and yet the 
city's cost estimates for rail do not even include the expense of building 
a new power plant, let alone plans for one that runs on some new, un- 
named technology. Battery-powered cars in the future will be charged 
overnight when electricity costs are at a a minimum, but rail would draw 
massive power during existing peak periods. The rail system will require 
huge amounts of electricity 20 hours every day, even if it is running 
empty. Each station will require its own emergency generator. 
14. Myth 1 I :  Vancouver Skytrain is running a profit: "Last year it made 
2.72 million dollars." 
A profit? Vancouver's Skytrain is integrated financially with their buses, 
ferries, and other elements of public transportation. Fare revenues for 
Skytrain cannot be calculated since one ticket allows transfers between 
trains and buses. Their financial report does not break out separate fare 
revenues for Skytrain. Total subsidies for Translink were $236.7 million 
in 2006. Any talk of Skytrain making a profit is absurd. 
15. Myth 12: in Vancouver "last year car usage decreased by 5 billion 
kilometers (because of Skytrain)."The number of automobiles is actually 
increasing by 20,000 per year. This automobile growth is creating 
gridlock on Greater Vancouver's road network, which has had no 
significant improvements since the 1980s. In Vancouver, rising 
congestion reduces quality of life and increases costs. Population has 
grown by 750,000 people in the Vancouver region over the past 20 
years and is anticipated to grow to over three million by 2031. With a 
rapidly growing population twice our size, concentrated in well-planned 
urban densities, Vancouver makes a very poor comparison. Greater 
Vancouver residents consistently rate transportation as the number one 
issue in the region. 
16. Myth 13: No bus system can recover all its costs. Where do we 
start? Buenos Aires' 15,000 buses are privately-owned and profitable. 
Atlantic City's 190 19passenger buses are privately owned and 
profitable. Source. 
http://www.specialtyretail.neVissues/january99/acretaiI.htm Not only are 
Hong Kong's buses profitable and so are those of the rest of China. 
Source. http:/lwwwl .cei.gov.cn/ce/doc/cen3/200501201828.htm 
Throughout Asia and South America profitable bus systems abound. It is 
only through political choice that our bus system is subsidized by $140 
million annually. In 1971 our bus system was profitable, but then the City 
took it over and began operating all kinds of unprofitable routes such as 
a trip completely around the island for $2. 
http://www.honolulutraffic.com/PickrelI~xv.pdf 
17. Myth 14 "Let's take Pittsburgh. They did both, an elevated busway 
and a light rail system. They projected 50,000 passengers a day for the 
busway. Their actual ridership today after seven years is 9,500 - one fifth 
of what they projected." The Federal Transit Administration's website 
shows that Pittsburgh's busways carry 52,000 riders per day - more than 
twice as much as carried by light rail. Source: 
http://www.fta.dot.gov/printer~friendly/research~4289.htmI 
18. "For the light rail system they (Pittsburgh) projected 30,000 
passengers. Last year it was up to 27,000 riders, up 9.4 percent from the 
year before. So people are actually moving from buses to rail." 
19. Pittsburgh light rail makes its forecast? The official ridership forecast 



was 90,500 riders per average weekday versus the actual ridership 
achieved of 30,600 - 66 percent less than forecast. Last year the riders 
were not up to 27,000 but rather down to 23,200, a significant decline 
from the 30,600 achieved in 1989. (Source: 
http://www.apta.com/research/stats/ridership/riderep/documents/06q4lr.p 
df) National Transit Data Program. If we review the disaggregated 
ridership data for Pittsburgh from 1996, the earMythst available from 
APTA, to 2004, the last official data, we find that bus ridership declined 
slightly less than rail ridership during this period. More importantly, the 
U.S. Census shows that in 1980, before Pittsburgh built its new rail lines 
and busways, 106,200 Pittsburgh workers commuted using public 
transportation. That declined to 65,500 by the 2000 Census. This data 
is contained in the U.S. Department of Transportation report, Urban Rail 
Transit Proiects: Forecast versus Actual Ridershir, and Cost iDOT-T-91- 
04), which shows the forecast (Source: National  rans sit ~ a t a  Program at 
http://www.apta.com/research/stats/ridership/riderep/documents/06q4lr.p 
d f As for busways: Source: 
http://www.~a.dot.gov/printer~friendly/research4289.htmlMoving from 
buses to rail? Source: http://www.apta.com/research/stats/ridership/ 
Source: Journey to Work Trends in the U.S. & its Major Metropolitan 
Areas. (FHWA-EP-03-058) page 4-9. 
20. Myth 16: "the public transit use is actually a 30% increase since 
1995" 
21. But the broad picture, according to U.S. Census data, shows that 
from 1990 to 2000 there was a decline in people using transit to 
commute. 
22. Myth 17: "We think the new (rail) riders is gonna be in the 
neighborhood of 30-40,000 riders." 
23. This claim is based on ridership forecast by the consulting firm, 
Parsons Brinkerhoff, whose previous forecast for Honolulu were wildly 
inaccurate, grossly overestimating increases in bus riders when in reality 
we have seen ridership decreases. 

24. Myth 18: There is a balance of spending for various transportation 
projects in the coming decades: "we're going to be spending about 3 112 
billion dollars in the next 25 years on highway improvements as well." 
25. But what kind of balance is this, spending nearly 200% more ($6 
Billion) for a rail project that might carry at best 10% of our riders? 

26. Myth 19: "We're projecting in some areas commute times to increase 
to three hours one-way." 
27. This is another scare tactic. The city's own Alternative Analysis 
shows that the worst commute in the year 2030 if nothing is done, the 
no-build option, from Waianae to UH Manoa, would be 105 minutes, 
40% less than Okino's preposterous statement. 
28. Myth 20: "In 1990 we did a...study which shows that even with a 
busway you'd have 60% of the people transferring .... It doesn't reduce 
transfers, it doesn't reduce transfers." 
29. This is another red herring. The 1990 busway survey was done as 
part of the EIS for the 1992 rail proposal, so again, the mayor talked to 
his cMythnt-focused planning company and told them to make rail look 
good and buses look bad. They came up with a grossly-over 
engineered busway designed with elevated stations on it and no ramps 



coming down to the ground, so of course riders would have to transfer in 
such a poorly-designed system. But there is no need for bus stations up 
on an elevated busway. Instead, these bus stations belong in the 
community at ground level, perhaps at existing shopping centers and 
other busy gathering spots. One of the great advantages of an express 
bus system is that is will take riders from origin to destination with few if 
any transfers. 

30. Myth 21: Busways studied. Unfortunately the city has never included 
adequate busway ramps in its biased alternative analysis, yet has the 
nerve to criticize an engineer who has done such studies. Ramps are an 
important issue that illustrate the advantage of HOT lanes over the 
railroad. R ~ ~ D s  alona a auidewav allow buses to drive on or off and 
directly bring passen@rskhere they are going without a transfer. 
BEYOND THE MYTHS: PROBLEMS WITH PROCESS and 
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING: 
31. The city administration is following dangerous, backwards planning 
techniques by proceeding with Preliminary Engineering before the 
technology has been chosen and before the Environmental Impact 
Study has been done. Early in the process the Locally Preferred 
Alternative was determined by the City Council to be a "Fixed Guideway" 
without specifying what technology will travel on the guideway. It could 
be express bus, as some Councilmembers are advocating, or rail, or. 
something else. 
32. The city's planning procedure is essentially backwards, conducting 
preliminary engineering before the EIS is done. Why did we spend 
millions on preliminary engineering before the environmental impact 
statement is approved? We are spending a lot of public money without 
really knowing what the system is and if the system fits. The normal 
next step after the alternative analysis, which has been partly concluded, 
is the EIS. Once you have an EIS that is approved and signed by the 
Governor, the Mayor and the Federal government, then you go into 
preliminary engineering. If for some reason we reject the EIS, the 
preliminary engineering could be useless. Thrown out the window. 
33. All of the above present serious concerns for Oahu taxpayers, who 
deserve true information, because we are the ones who would pay for it -- the largest public project in the history of Hawaii by far, costing the 
typical family of four about $24,000 to build and many more dollars to 
operate and maintain. Unfortunately the proposed rail would do little if 
anything to solve our traffic problems, but there are much better options. 
Contrary to what the Mayor publicly declares, rail is not a "done deal." 
34. Our position is that we should instead build a new elevated structure 
for HOT lanes from the Leeward side that would be used by a mix of 
express buses and carpools that ride free, along with some toll-paying 
automobiles. The city has consistently failed to study HOT Lanes as an 
alternative, despite their many advantages, which include lower costs 
and much more efficiency than rail. 
Section 9 Rail Transit Daily Journey Segments 
Please address each statement specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

1. TRAIN TRANSFERS and WAITING: Transit studies have shown that 
people hate to transfer and wait. Rail riders would have to transfer 



many times and stand around waiting on their daily round-trip, which 
would typically need 20 total daily segments: 
2. go to a bus stop 
3. wait for the bus 
4. ride a bus to the rail 
5. walk to the platform 
6. wait for train 
7. ride the rail making many stops 
8. walk from the rail to another bus stop 
9. wait 
10. ride a bus 
11. walk to work; 
a. same problems coming home. 
12. Even if we grant that some commuters can walk to work from the 
end station, they still require 14 daily segments. 
13. Those workers using a spur line to the airport will still have 20 
segments in this typical scenario: add to the 14 segments above the 6 
extra rft segments for an airport worker on the newly-proposed spur: 1) 
walk to connecting train 2) wait for train (up to 15 minutes wait) 3) ride 
train, same in reverse. - 14. On the other hand, express bus riders do not need many segments: 
Travel to a regional bus station, wait, ride non-stop to destination, walk 
to work. 4 components, same coming home. 
15. Regarding tourist use of rail: what tourist would ever haul their 
baggage so far -- to a train, walk a few blocks in a shopping mall to 
transfer to some trolley, then walk several blocks in Waikiki to their 
hotel? This mayor is spinning a fantasy right out of Alice in Wonderland. 
Section 10 Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain 
why you agree or disagree. 
Busway systems have the following advantages: 
1. Buses do not need stations on the busway, as they can collect and 

deposit. 
passengers close the origins and destinations of their trips, without 
passengers having to change modes. 
2. Soace between buses can be used bv other vehicles, ~articularlv . . 

taxis'and 
car-oools. If these vehicles Dav tolls (which can be collected 

a ,  

elect'ronica~l~, 
without cars having to stop) the tolls can pay for much or all of the 

transit 
system. 
3. Rail service is provided by a monopoly, generally unionized. A 
buswav can - --, - - 
carry buses of different companies providing competitive service. That 
unionized rail staff can cause problems is evident from the current rail 
strike in Paris. 
4. Bus systems have superior carrying capacity. Five-hundred buses an 

hour. 
carrying 25,000 seated passengers, enter the New York City main bus 

station 
daily on one dedicated bus lane. And a good traffic lane can 

accommodate over 
1,000 buses an hour, carrying 50,000 seated passengers! Rail services 



cannot 
accommodate such high traffic volumes without forcing passengers to 

stand. 
5. Rail services generally stop at each station along the line. Buses 
utilizing a busway can travel non-stop from passenger origin to 

destination. 
This gives bus service a superiority in door-to-door speed. 
6. Busways are robust and can quickly be repaired in an emergency. 
Rail . 
structures cannot quickly be replaced or repaired if damaged. 
7. The main disadvantage of all-bus systems is their low cost, so people 
assume 
they give inferior service. But buses of any quality can readily be bought: 
Luxury buses for those who prefer to pay for luxury, less-expensive 
ones 
for those who prefer to save money. High-capacity busways on 
dedicated lanes 
operate in Curitiba, Bogota, Brisbane, Ottawa, and Port-of-Spain. 
Section 11 Comparisons 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

HOT Lanes 
Rail 
DESCRIPTION 
1. 10 mile, elevated 3-lane, reversible, high occupancy highway from 
the HI-H2 merge to the lwilei edge of downtown, for express bus, 
carpool and some toll-paying cars. 
2. 28-mile elevated train running from Kapolei eventually to UH Manoa, 
with 25 stations, some of them 80 feet above ground. 
COST 
3. Less than $1 billion. Some of this will be paid by the federal 
government, some by tolls, with less than half by taxpayers. 
4. More than $6 billion. This amounts to $24,000 for each family of four 
on Oahu. There is no guarantee of federal funds. 

TRAFFIC CONGESTION 
5. HOT Lanes will reduce congestion on H I  by up to 35%. Many drivers 
will use the new lanes and more commuters will be attracted by high- 
speed express buses. 
6. City official studies show that future traffic congestion with rail will be 
far worse than it is today, increasing from the current 15% overload to 
80% in 2030. 
ENERGY SAVINGS 
7. HOT Lanes will be more efficient, reducina traffic conaestion and 
energy consumption, encouraging idership iin energy-saving carpools 
and express buses. New cars will get much better mileage, while the 
train will never improve. 
8. Rail transit uses more energy per passenger mile than the average 
automobile according to the U.S. Dept. of Energy. For most of the 20 
hours a day they run, trains are nearly empty. With rail, autos will be 
stuck in gridlock, wasting gas. 
ENVIRONMENT 



9. HOT Lanes would only extend for 10 miles along existing highways, 
such as Kamehameha Highway in Aiea and Nimitz Highway, not through - .  

residential neighborhoods. 
10. An elevated train would be an ugly, noisy intrusion running for 34 
miles throuah our neiahborhoods (imaaine elevated tracks down Kuhio . - 
Ave, ruining ~ a i k i k i ) . ~  
RIDERSHIP & CAPACITY - -  - 

1 1. An expanded express bus system would attract many more riders. 
Total passenger capacity would be at least twice as high as rail. 
12. With rail transit ridership will only increase by 2%. This is a 
ridiculously small increase, costing us about $600,000 for each new 
rider. 
CONVENIENCE 
13. Express bus riders: 1) Travel to a regional bus station, 2) wait, 3) 
ride non-stop to destination (avg speed 50 mph), 4) waik to work. Same 
coming home. Commuters in cars and carpool~would have total 
convenience and personal control over their daily travels. 
14. Rail riders would need up to 20 daily journey segments: 1) go from 
home to bus s t o ~  2) wait for bus 3) ride bus to rail 4) walk to ~latform 5) 
wait for train 6) ribe ;ail making many stops 7) walk from rail to bus stop ' 
8) wait 9) ride bus 10) walk to work; 11-20) same coming home. 
LAND DEVELOPMENT 
15. HOT Lanes support expanded bus mass transit that will encourage 
good land use planning with low-rise, medium density communities that 
would be efficient and very livable. At the same time these lanes 
provide support for existing housing on most of Oahu, not just a narrow 
concentrated corridor where few people currently live. 
16. Rail will supposedly create high density development around 
stations, protecting the rest of the island. Such utopian schemes have 
not been happening with mainland rail systems, and even if they did 
occur, do we want to force our future population to live in high-rise, air- 
conditioned buildings crowded along a Leeward corridor? 

TAX INCREASE 
17. No further tax hikes. $1 billion for HOT Lanes will be paid by a 
combination of federal funds, tolls, and some loca taxes, much less than 
public funds for rail. 
18. The recent 112 percent excise tax increase will not be nearly enough 
to pay these huge bills, so property taxes will likely increase by 40% and 
more. 

Section 12 The city's Alternative Analysis of Managed Lanes was faulty 
in several serious ways: 
Please address each statement specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 
-The city estimated Managed Lanes would cost $2.6 Billion despite the 
fact that a similar system was built in Tampa Bay for $320 million in 
2005. 
-They removed the existing zipper lane, resulting in a net gain of just one 
new lane rather than the 2 or 3 lanes we are proposing. 
-They included bus stations on the lanes, which are totally unnecessary 
and would add considerable expense. 



-They failed to include access ramps along the route so vehicles can 
enter and exit. Instead they just dropped all the vehicles to street level 
downtown at a traffic light with no management plan. 

Section 13 cost in other places 
Please address each statement specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 

How can you justify such high costs compared to other places? 
Light rail costs in comparison to population size in various metro areas: 

Cost population Per capita cost 
Dallas $1,067,000,000 5,222,000 $204 
Denver $358,000,000 2,582,000 $1 39 
Portland $1,643,000,000 2,265,000 $725 
Sacramento $307,000,000 1,797,000 $1 71 
Salt Lake $376,000.000 1,334,000 $282 
St. Louis $464,000,000 2,604,000 $1 78 
Pittsburgh $1,051,000,000 2,571,000 $409 
Honolulu $6,400,000,000 940,000 $6,809 

We would be the smallest metro area with a rail line and the most 
expensive. Portland spent the money, has bad congestion, running rail 
on what had been roads and existing rail beds, and still only 30% of their 
transit riders use rail the rest are in buses. Share of transit ridership in 
Portland remained flat from 1980 to 2000. 
Section 14 Best Traffic Fix 
Please address each paragraph specifically, and explain why you agree 
or disagree. 
1. Traffic congestion for Leeward drivers is so horrible that people are 
desperate for anything that sounds like a solution. Rail has been 
pushed so hard and so often by the city that it seems like it should work, 
but unfortunately, rail would do next to nothing to solve the problem 
while wasting our precious resources. Here are some highlights of the 
major alternative to rail, which has received very little coverage in the 
media. 
2. The best solution both to solve the traffic problem and encourage 
extensive use of mass transit is to construct a ten-mile elevated 
guideway for express buses, carpools, and perhaps some toll-paying 
cars. This guideway would leapfrog over the current choke-point 
between the Leeward bottleneck created at the H I  -H2 merge and 
downtown, and it would come down to street level in Iwilei, not run 
through the heart of our city as an elevated bli ht like rail. It would 
provide a simple, elegant solution, cost under $1 billion and likely 
produce a 35% reduction in traffic while transporting many more people 
than a rail line. 
3. Managed lanes, also called HOT Lanes, will not dump more cars into 
downtown as rail-supporters falsely claim, because the main focus is 
bus and carpool, thereby reducing auto traffic, with several ramps along 
the route that dlstr~bute veh~cles to destinat~ons other than downtown. 
With this bypass, existing streets can handle the added express buses. 
4. This approach would be better and conserve more energy than a train 
for several reasons: 



5. Rail is an energy hog, with energy consumption per passenger about 
the same as the average new car, based on studies by the federal 
government. (for more details see our web site: www.stoprailnow.com) 
6. Cars and buses are becoming increasingly energy efficient, soon to 
run on batteries that will be inexpensively recharged overnight when 
electrical demand is low, while rail is an old technology already at its 
maximum energy efficiency level and will place heavy demand on 
electricity during peak periods. 
7. HOT lanes will produce tremendous improvements in the bus system 
at a fraction of the cost of rail, result in a much greater use of mass 
transit, take cars off the road and benefit everyone. 
8. An expanded bus system makes better use of the existing 500 bus 
stops and adds true express service for ALL COMMUNITIES, while 
encouraging environmentally-friendly, medium-density development. 
9. These lanes do not need to run elevated for 30 miles through the 
heart of downtown, Waikiki and residential neighborhoods, so they will 
not create urban blight like rail would. 
10. Any commuter on this island could easily travel a short distance to 
an express bus stop and board a modern vehicle (not today's bus) that 
features comfortable seats, wi-fi, coffee service, and most importantly, 
rapid, non-stop delivery to destinations. This efficiency and flexibility 
cannot be achieved with a rigid, linear rail line going to Kapolei. 
Leeward commuters will benefit most of all from this express bus 
system, reaching town in 30 minutes instead of the 60-minute rail 
journey requiring multiple transfers. 
11. An enhanced bus system would benefit everybody except lobbyists 
for the construction industry and land-development. How often have we 
heard about the tremendous financial gains that will result from 
concentrated development around train stations, along with the massive 
up-zoning for high-density apartments that most of us don't want to live 
in? .. . . 
12. The people of Oahu share common ground with our organization: we 
want to reduce congestion, encourage mass transit, make other traffic 
improvements and encourage wise land use development with adequate 
housing for our future needs. Rail contributes nothing to our common 
needs, hopes and dreams. 
13. Rail would be too expensive, not effective, ugly, and prevent us from 
developing real solutions. Rail would increase the number of commuters 
using transit by only 1.3% while morning congestion on H-1 will grow 
53% in the next 20 years, according to the city's own studies reported by 
Sean Hao (Adv. 7/15). With a likely $6 billion price tag, that pencils out 
to an expense of nearly $750,000 for EACH new transit rider, costing 
every Oahu family of four about $24,000. 
14. In addition, rail would directly serve only the tiny fraction of Oahu's 
population that is within walking distance from its few proposed Leeward 
stations -- neighborhoods which currently are sparsely populated. Why 
does rail have public support at all? Well, the city has been spending 
millions of dollars for propaganda to mislead the public, leaving us 
largely uninformed about the pitfalls of rail or the advantages of non-rail 
alternatives. 
15. We are all too familiar with the dilemma: thousands of commuters 
heading into the sun each morning on the H-1 which is full. And then 
again, in the afternoon heading back into the sun on H-1 which is full. It 



is frustrating, it wastes gas and time every day. West Oahu and Central 
Oahu cannot be served by one freeway which is already full at rush 
hour. If this freeway is blocked, there are no alternatives. What about 
our ambulances, civil defense vehicles, and all the commercial vehicles 
that are also stuck? 
16. New elevated lanes address these problems. It is a pity that rail 
does not. 
-end- 
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Submission ContenffNotes : The reason so few have input at this stage is because our voices will not 
be heard. This administration is arrogant and a bully and has 
demonstrated this from day one regarding the rail. Mufi's "my way or the 
highway" prevails and no amount of discussion will change that. That is 
why he did not get my vote or ever will for that matter. The rail cost is too 
expensive for the few taxpayers of this island. No one in their correct 
mind has ever started a rail system from its' farthest point out in the 
hopes it would someday reach the city. Absolutely amazing and 
ridiculous. The mayors' reply? "There are too many potential lawsuits in 
Waikiki" and so these will magically disappear by starting at the opposite 
end? Zero logic, zero sense. No connection to the airport? Again, what 
modern city did not connect their rail to the airport and/or train stations? 
Now this administration has gained full control over the bidding, so as in 
the beginning, all of the mayor's friends, family, and campaign 
contributors will get the contracts and we the taxpayers will foot the bill. 
It smells of corruotion. This boondoaale will not be comoleted on time 
nor on budget nor do Hawaii's workzys have the training, talent, or desire 
to build this with aualitv. It took DOT 12 months to identifv one sinale 
buried cable near'peail Harbor 

- 
that cost an additional $I million dollars to the taxpayers. One cable, one 
year. By comparison, St. Paul MN rebuilt their massive multilane bridge 
over the Mississippi in 13 months. 
Here, 12 months just to identify one cable. At that rate this rail should be 
done by the next century. Track record? Look at H-3 ... I believe that 
short stretch of highway took 37 years. Not exactly speedy construction 
histories for Hawaii. Electricity? 
How is this administration going to keep the electric cables in the ground 
when according to DOT, they presently cannot figure out how to keep 
the wiring for the lighting for H1 in the ground. It is going on 3 years now 
and H I  is still dark. Is the rail going to sit for 3 years too without electric 
while DOT does nothing? And you wonder why no one bothers giving 
you folks input ... what would be the point? What is needed is an in depth 
Federal investigation and oversight into this Administration, its' bidding 
processes, and the rail planning or lack of it. There is no other label for 
this project than boondoggle. Period. 
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Submission ContentINotes : PROVIDING MORE MAP DETAILS AND DESCRIPTIONS ON EACH 
ALTERNATIVE OF SALT LAKE ROUTE AND AIRPORT ROUTE FOR 
THlS PROPOSED RAIL TRANSIT SYSTEM ON THlS ISLAND 
COMMUNITY. HAVE THANKSGIVING. 
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Submission ContentfNotes : I thought about it for quite some time and considered input from friends, 

neighbors, and strangers. This project should have been started years 
ago. There remains a problem, the route is impractical, it should be 
changed before time and money are wasted. 
Thousands of commuters travel from areas like Waianae and Kahuku 
travel as far a Honolulu to work. The routes should at least start in these 
locations and end a ~ractical transit area outside of Honolulu where a 
major "Bus" depot is: 
Another idea is to connect Ewa Beach to Honolulu.(build a &%#$?A 
bridge) If national security is an issue then at least ask the ~overnment. 
All they can say is no. 
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Submission ContenffNotes : I have been commuting from Mililani to town for the last 25 years. 

Although I am against the rail and voted accordingly, if the City does 
move forward, I believe that the first segment should NOT be from 
Kapolai to Waipahu. This is the most stupidest thinking I have seen yet. 
What were the transportation planners thinking!!! The route should be 
from the center core Honolulu outward. For there to be any significant 
impact in the early stages, it is to take traffic out of the Pearl City to 
honolulu segment. How the planners cannot think of this logical aspect 
is astounding! What will the Kapolei to Waipahu segment buy us, when 
everyone is trying to get into town? Do you expect the leeward folks to 
ride the rail from Kapolei to Waipahu and then catch the BUS into town? 
Come on, where is the logical thinking on this. Lets do whats right and 
not do the stupid thing just because it was planned that way. The City 
should think smarter with our tax dollars. 
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Submission Content/Notes : I think the first section of the rail should be between Pearl City and 

Honolulu. i also favor Pearl HarborIAirport versus Salt Lake. 
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Submission ContenffNotes : 1 would like to ride my bicycle to the train, take it on the train into town, 

and ride it from the station to work ... provided you make allowances for 
bicycles on the trains. Please include this in your plans. 
Thank You 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

Mr. Ted Taheny 
85-1053 Piliuka Way 
Waianae, Hawaii 96792 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 . Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,2010 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Dear Mr. Taheny: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall indentify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 5 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As stated in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, each station will have facilities for parking 
bicycles. Bicycles will also be allowed on trains, as regulated by a bicycle policy. This policy will 
be determined at a later time prior to the opening of the fixed guideway system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContentINotes : Aloha, 

Even though I do not live on the leeward side of Oahu, I support the 
Draft EIS in its entirety and feel the steel on steel rail transit system 
should be built as soon as possible from Kapolei through the airport to 
Ala Moana Center. 

I can see myself catching the bus to Ala Moana Center and riding the rail 
transit to Kapolei and back in the event I get a job or move out to that 
area. 

Thank you for your time. 
Aloha. 
~auleite A. Tam 
concerned Kaneohe resident and former Kaneohe Neighborhood 
Member 1989-2006. 
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Tan 
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12/06/2008 
Yes, let's do it. 

. i  
There has been enough arguing and complaining. d 

9 

Let's get this thing started! It's going to cost a lot of money, but we have ,! 
a lot of people to share the cost. . .". 
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Submission ContentlNotes : Kudos to re-evaluating the Airport route. Given that we have 4.5 million 

visitors a year to Honolulu and numerous resident trips, it seem intuitive 
that we should proceed with an airport to Waikiki route. Let's build 
something our transit savvy guests (Japanese visitors especially) will 
want to use and make their trips more enjoyable and make them more 
likely to return. 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 12/6/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Earl 
Last Name : Tanioka 
Business/Organization : Retired Police Officer 
Address : 827-1 Ala Lilikoi St. 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt.lSuite No. : Apt#l 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 8 
Email : taniokae002Q hawaii.rr.com 
Telephone : 808-833-3260 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/06/2008 
Submission ContenffNotes : Common Sense: Most traffic are people going to work or students going 

to school. Why then would you go through Salt Lake when more people 
work along the airport route and Nimitz Hwy. Salt Lake is more 
residential and very little business. Plus that area is too congested for 
building a superstructure like rail. C&C haven't even finished the 
widening of Salt Lake Blvd and Puuloa Rd. 













COMMENTS OF MARK TAYLOR ON 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL W A C T  STATEMENT 

FOR HONOLULU RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 
December 9,2008 

Thank you for the opportunity-to submit colnments on the Draft EIS for the Honolulu Rail Transit 
. . Project. My name is Mark Taylor. I reside in the Salt'Lale neighborhood of Honolulu and served from 

1993 to 2007 as an elected member of the Aliamanu-Salt Lake-Foster Village Neighborhood Board. 

I have three comments on the Draft EIS, 

First, the opening paragraph of section 6.4.2 of the Draft EIS (entitled "Project Cash Flow") states that 
both the "Salt Lake and Airport Alternatives would be financially feasible." Yet this same paragraph 
states that the Airport Alternative would require $1.4 bilIion in Federal funding, and that the FTA "has 
not been approached . to . consider the $1.4 billion for the Aiiport Alternative." 

Given that there isno indication that Federal funding i t  the $1.4 billion level will even be considered by 
the FTA, how can the Draft EIS slate conclusively that the Airport Alternative is "financially feasibIe"? 
Unless and until the FTA indicates in writing that it is willing to consider providing $1.4 billion, the EIS 
should state that the Airport Alternative has not been sltown to be financially feasible. To do otherwise 
is misleading and invites a fiscally imprudent policy decision on the initial transit alignment. 

Second, Table 7-2 of the Draft EIS (entitled "Effectiveness of Alternatives in Inlproving Corridor 
Mobility") co~ltains figures that appear questionable, if not incorrect. 

The table indicates that Transit Ridership in 2030 will be only I% higher for the Airport Altemative 
than for the Salt Lake Alternative. Yet, it also indicates that Transit User Bellefits will be 5% higher 

I .. for the Airporl Alternative than for the Salt Lake Alternative. This significant inconsistency shouId 
be either corrected or fully explained. 

The Airport Alternative's purported 5% advantage in Transit User Benefits equates to reduced travel 
time for all transit users of 800,000 hours per year compared to the Salt Lake Alternative. Yet, the 
Draft EIS indicates the Airport raiI route actually takes longer to travcrsc than the Salt Lake rail route. 
In fact, assuming half of projected daily rail trips in 2030 include the portion of the system between 
Aloha Stadium and Middle Street, the Airport Alternative will increase travel time for rail users by 
over 500,000 hours per year'. How can the Airport Alternative decfease travel time for nll transit 
users by 800,000 hours per year when it increases travel time for rail transit users by 500,000 hours 
per year? Again, this significant inconsistency should be either corrected or fully expiained. 

Third, Table 7-7 of the Draft EIS (entitled "Cost-effectiveness of the Build Alternatives") indicates the 
Salt Lake Alternative is more cost-effective than the Airport Alternative, but onIy by a sinall margin. 
The figures in this table are derived by dividing the cost of the system undei each build alternative by 
the number of hours of'hansit: User Benefits it produces. Therefore, if in fact there are atiy revisions to 
the Transit User Benefits in Table 7-2 in light ofthe discrepancies identified above, Table 7-7 should 
also be revised to reflect the impact on the relative cost-ef'fectiveness of each buiId alternative. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 

' 90,000 projected daily trips ~nultiplied by !4, multiplied by 2 minutes longer per trip, multiplied by 365 days per year, divided by 60 
minutes per hour, equals 547,500 hours. 







A Leaderless Rail to Nowhere 

Mufi says his electric train set is bettar than Ann's Lego-bus-bridge, a bridge that creates an bus-excluvsive 
new H4, like H3 with no exits, from Ewa to Downtown. When will our elected leaders give us leadership 
with insight, rather than propose compromised eitherlor choices on the issue of transportation? 

Dean Uchida in last Sunday's opinion piece (Star-Bulletin, p. E3) states, "the underlying Issue Is growth, 
not traffic." More specifically, it's land use, not traffic. 

What makes the issue so compromised results from the tact that the O'ahu land holders come in two main 
categories: (f).lndividual ownership in fee simple and (2) Trust ownership held exclusively by trustees for 
the common use of others (Federal Lands) andlor parceled out for individual use through leaseholds 
(Kamehameha Schools Trust, O.H.A., Public Lands). The first relates to lands that most would call, "private 
property" where the owners can sell it, like any other commodity to anyone else they please. The second 
form of land holding in lob, consists of property held in common for the benefit of a group of people and 
cannot be privatised to individuals by sale except under circumstances defined In the trust. 

Nine percent of the level, arable land in the state of Hawai'i remains in the control of the Kamehameha 
Schoolsr Trust (The heir of Bernice,Bishop's conveyance of all the "Royal Lands" to the benefit of the native 
Hawaiian peopfes and their descendants.) Add to this the Office of Hawaiian Affairs lands, and those held 
by the State and the City and County of Honolulu, we can see that much, if not most all of the land in 
Hawai'i is held as a public trust for everyone or for all Hawaiian descendants and their ohanascollectively. 
Therefore, in no small measure, the common good of the Hawaiian people and the other citizens of the 
State and City and County of Honolulu should determine the optimal form of public transportation. Instead, 
they shift its cost to the tax base and declare it a universal benefit to all residents. 

What confuses the matter are the large royal tracts of land that king's conveyed to relatives or retainers for 
exceptionat service to the crown. 

Unlike Mr. Bishop, who re-conveyed all of the remaining Royal Lands into a trust for the benefit of the 
native Hawaiians upon his wife's death and returned to live out his remaining years in San Francisco, 
others did not follow his example. 

The beneficiaries of the CampbeIl Estate, for example, who had intermarried and became descendants of 
Prince Kuhio, held on to their large West O'ahu land holdings in a trust until 2007 when it was converted in 
a private family-owned corporation. 

When it became no longer profitable to cultivate sugar cane and pineapple on these plantation plots, the 
beneficiaries sought to make the most of their privatised inheritance by converting the lands into residential 
housing sites. They pulled out the cash crops and planted individual fee simple single famlly homes that 
created a huge cash return and the suburban sprawl we now see from Waipahu to Kapolei. 

To get past the federal lands held exclusively by the U.S. military in Pearl Harbor and south from Wahiawa, 
a narrow corridor of concrete was paved, and then expanded into the HI  freeway. Access to West O'ahu 
was assured. Development could move forward. 

With the admission of Hawai'i in the United States as a state, the large landed estates became anomalies 
in the fee simple world of U.S. real estate. With thedeath of James Campbell's last surviving daughter, 
Beatrice Wrigley in 1987. the estate had twenty years, according to Campbell's will, to dissolve the trust 
and redistribute itself to Its surviving heirs. The Campbell Estate thus expired in 2007. Rather than kill "the 
goose that laid the golden eggs." it was incorporated into the James Campbell Co. LLC. Most of the 
beneficiaries, thirty-one family members, became shareholders in the new company. Now the problem 
compounds. The new company secured $645 million in debt financing In 2007 to create the new company 
and to fund its future investments. 

From 1987 to 2007 the rush was on to develop more residential housing leaving it to the new owners to 
create the infrastructure as the needs arose. Now the company faces a cloudy financial picture given the 
collapse of the national financial system and the freezing of credit for housing. They hold a lot of debt with 



a reduced income srream and a large chunk of undeveloped land that must be sold to have value. 
-7 

To cover its maturing debts and to protect its developed assets in a depressed housing market devoid of 
-7 

easy credit, the company wlll probably have to sell a lot of raw land to just cover its current debt obligations 
in an attempt to realize its master development plan. The free market may cause ttle re-conveyance of s" 
these privatized lands to those who still have the cash and the duty to serve the cornmon good: the 
Kamehameha Schools' Trust, the O.H.A., and the State of Hawai'i (We can buy Turtle Bay, can't we?) and L the Clty and County of Honolulu (How much do we plan to pay for rail right-a-ways?). 

I 
J 

Let the market set the price and, therefore, the tax rate on the land. With a little patlence and with regular 
purchases, these four agencies should be able to acquire large tracts of undeveloped land in West O'ahu 
by 2010. The general public should be rewarded wlth acombined total of thousands of acres of new lands 
that can be converted to agricultural use and greater food independence (if not total self-sufficiency) 
without having to use the right of eminent domain to acquire them. (Energy independence is not our only 
common need.) 

Now, all this raises the question: What would our transportation system look like given these new 
circumstances; 

I .  We have a lot of West O'ahu homeowners llving in devalued homes wlth special needs 
that we need to accommodate. 

2. We need to design a diversified crop and fruit tree development that can 
yield three harvests annually for all available lands. 

3. We need to bring workers directly-non-stop--to their places of work at tow 
cost and reduce road traffic congestion. 

4. East O'ahu homeowners also suffer from unmet transportation and 
infrastructure needs as West O'ahu, we must identify and equitably resolve 
these urban dysfunctions. 

Rather than explain and expand on my own perspectives. ho.wever, I want my elected and wanna-be 
leaders to focus on and to respond to these four areas of concern. If they cannot: Do Not Vote for them. 

If you are as frustrated as I am by the ineptitude to act Insightfully and to resolve pressing social needs, 
may be you and I should start talking with our friends and neighbors to craft our own solutions and cause 
out elected leaders to follow our lead. 

2008, as it turned out, is a Jubilee Year. Those with Integrity, ethical insight and compassion for strangers 
will be rewarded whenever their proposals practically and for the better resolve some of our most c~frently 
compromised needs. 

We should do that and not try to say an electric train solves these problems nor a non-stop bus ride to 
Downtown makes life better for all in O'ahu. IPS inadequate leadership on a rail. 

Robert Teflander 
2015 Ala Wai Blvd. #8c 
Honolulu, HI 96815-2002 
808-946-9974 



CHRISTMAS 2008 

Married at 30; still together at 70. 

After the completion of thecondo remodel--an even more trying joint-venture--we pulled ourselves 
together and set off to celebrate our 40th wedding anniversary where it all began, This time, we returned 
to visit persons and places as members of the senior generation: Tlme had not stood still. 

At the end of May, we left Lars (341, our youngest son, the Academy of Art guard, in Honolulu and 
commenced our two-month odyssey into our shared past. We started with our most recent memories 
among friends in Petaluma, CA; ctassmates at Princeton, NJ, and former roommates in the Washington. 
D.C. area. Then back to Europe and our families' orlgins. 

First, to Paris, our honeymoon destination, among friends and family and on to Holland among Dutch 
friends and Feldbrugge cousins. (Breaking the pattern, we made a five-day detour among strangers to 
Prague.) 

We picked up the family trail again in Sweden among theTellander family cousins before returning to 
Boston where Erik (37), our oldest son, the architect pNm. Rawn, Boston], picked us up and drove to his 
"new" (1801 A.D.) colonlal manse on the Common in Amherst ,NH. Here we got reacquainted with our 
grandchildren, Maja .(5) and Nils (3) and our daughter-in-law, Lisa (37) and her visiting Housman 
parents, Ted and Margaret (Cape Cod), and sister, Karen (Singapore). (All of these members of our 
immed.lale and extended family will be corning to Honoiulu for this Christmas and NEW year.) 

We flew from New York City in separate airplanes: Marlise to Honolufu and Bob to Los Angeles, CA to 
visit his brother, Jack (75), in his nursing home in Santa Monica, CA and then home to Honolulu. 

To see glimpses of what we saw, come visit us in Hawaii so you can show us what we missed while 
we were away from,you. Let's have a happy NEW year! With all those we still know and love. 







From: ~ed.~atley@dot:gov [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov] 
Sent:. Thursday, January 22,2009 1:39 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: FW: Honolulu City Rail Proposal 

---- --- --- 
: From: Suzanne Teller [mailto:suzantell@earthlink.net] 

Sent: Monday, December 29,2008 4:49 PM 
To: Matley, Ted <mA> 
Subject: Honolulu City Rail Proposal 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 

i City and County of Honolulu 
I Honolulu Hale, 3rd Floor 
I 
i Honolulu,HI96313 
I 

Dear Wayne Yoshioka: 

Thank you for taking time to read this taxpayer's view of the City's rail 
proposal. 

1 As you know, this heavy rail project is the most controversial project I .. 
I ever undertaken in Honolulu since Hawaii became a State. And when a 
i 

1 project is so controversial and costly (inspite of a maneuvered vote of 
i approval) it will be plagued by unalterable problems and cost overruns 

FOREVER. 

This Island is a fragile eco-system that should not be completely 
covered over in cement or it will die. The heavy rail system is designed 



to do just that. Each mile of it will lead an unending plethora of cement 
structures from one end of the route to the other. This is not right for 
people, land, animals, flora and fauna, or LIFE ITSELF ON THIS 
ISLAND. 

'; A light rail system would suffice and not be as obtn~sive, controversial, 
: costly or destructive. Please do not bail out the unions at the expense of 

our fragile eco- 
system Fifty years of living here tells me heavy rail is not right at all. 

1 UA MAU KE EA 0 KA 'AINA I KA PONO. (The life of the land is 
preserved in righteousness.) 

Very truly yours, 

Suzanne Teller 
(Mrs. Albert Teller) 

i Mrs.AlbertTeller 
154 1 Kalakaua Ave. # 15 10 

; Honolulu,HI96826 
i 
I 
I 

















.- - ---- -- --.--- 
From: Ted.Matley@dot.gov [mailto:Ted.Matley@dot.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 22,2009 1:42 PM 
To: Miyamoto, Faith 
Subject: W: No Subject 

- -- -- --- 
From: BakiProp@aol.com [mailto:BakiProp@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, December 11,2008 1243 AM 
To: Matley, Ted <FTA> 
Subject: No Subject 

Sir 

State of Honolulu, is taxing us right and left DooMe k i n g .  I-ligher taxes, killing small businesses. Tourism is dried up. Waikiki 
beaches, Hotels are empty. Where will we get the Money to pay for this elephant called the Rail Transit? It will die a thousand 
.death not it will take I5 years to built it. Just like the Boston Beautification. 

Not now. Please. 

Robert Thomas 

Make your life easier with all your friends, emaii, and favorite sites in one place. Try it now. 
( h t t p : / l w w w . a o l . c o r n / ? o p t i n = n e w - d p & i c i ~ c o m O O O O O O l O )  
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Initial Action Needed 
1 2/4/2008 

Daniel-W. 
Tiedge 
University of Bremen, Germany 
Carl-Severing-Str. 28 

Bremen, Germany 
HI 
28329 
danitedgeQ aol.com 
+49-177-7781239 

Both 
Website 



Submission ContentlNotes : Dear Sir or Madam, 

I am a 23-year old student writing you from Bremen, Germany, where I 
studdy geography at the local university. 
I think it is excellent that the Honolulu rail transit project has been 
approved by the voters. 
I lived and went to high school (McKinley) in Honolulu for a total of 1,5 
years. So I am well aware of the traffic problems the city and residents 
have to face everyday. 
Being an experienced rail-rider and a fan of rail-based mass-transit, I 
strongly believe that bringing rail transit to Oahu will be a successful 
project. 

This Christmas I will be in Honolulu for a period of three weeks. And my 
question is now, if is any opportunity to some volunteer-work at your 
agency while I am there. 
That would be a great way for me to gain some experience abroad as 
plan to make my living later on by promoting and planning rail-based 
transit in the US. 
And may be you could even benefit from me being an experienced rail- 
rider. 

Mahalo for taking the time to read my message. 
Your sincerely 
Daniel Tiedge 







From: Djou, Charles 

Sent: Tuesday, December 09,2008 9:47 AM 

To: Matsuda, Sylvia 

Subject: FW: RAIL PHASING 

Please add to DEIS comments 

Charles K. Djou 
Councilmember, District IV (Waikiki, East Honolulu) 
Honolulu City Council 
530 South King Street, Suite 202 
Honolulu, Hawaii 9681 3 
Phone: (808) 768-5004 
Fax: (808) 550-6689 
Emai!: &uu@!!onolulu qov 
Web: WWGV hono!uI~.aovt~oun~iIid4 

From: Steve Timpson [mailto:stimpson@hav~iii.rr..com] 
Sent: Monday, December 08, 2008 11:43 AM 
To: Djou, Charles 
Subject: RAIL PHASING 

Charles. 

Thank you for looking into the logic of the currently announced phasing of the rail. The only logic supporting 
constructing the first phase of the rail in the country is to make available jobs sooner than would be if work starts 
in town. Think of it as to who would be using a system that starts in Ewa and ends in Aeia? People are not going 
to drive to Ewa, leave their cars there, ride the rail to Aeia, and them take some other means to travel into town, 
which will mean that the ridership counts will be way down, which then fuels the fire from people not favoring rapid 
transit about stopping future phases since nobody is using the system 
San Francisco, and all the other cities that have built rapid transit systems all sequence the phasing to start in 
town and then extend the system into the suburbs as use increases Al! these locations have done so even 
though the downtown section is more difficult and costly 

Please continue to pursue the re-phasing as it just does not make any sense 

Thanks 

Steve Timpson 
Goto Construction 
216-9525 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Steve Timpson 
stimpson@hawaii.rr.com 

Dear Mr. Timpson: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As described in Section 2.5.10 of the Final EIS, to support phased opening of the 
system, the first construction phase must be connected to a maintenance and storage facility, 
which requires considerable land. The first phase of the Project must be connected to the 
maintenance and storage facility because, in addition to maintenance of equipment and ongoing 
operations, the maintenance and storage facility houses the main control center for the entire 
Project, and the required testing and operation of the system could not be completed without 
access to it. No location has been identified closer to Downtown with sufficient available land to 
construct a maintenance and storage facility. The Project will be constructed in phases to 
accomplish the following: 

Match the anticipated schedule for right-of-way acquisition and utility relocations 



Mr. Steve Timps~n 
Page 2 

Reduce the time that each area will experience traffic and community 
disturbances 

Allow for multiple construction contracts with smaller contract size to promote 
more competitive bidding 

Match the rate of construction to what can be maintained with local workforce and 
resources 

Balance expenditure of funds to minimize borrowing 

The portion of the corridor Ewa of Pearl Highlands is less developed than the areas Koko 
Head. Right-of-way can be obtained more quickly; therefore, overall project construction can 
begin earlier, resulting in lower total construction costs. Construction is planned to continue 
uninterrupted Koko Head from Pearl Highlands to Aloha Stadium, then Kalihi, and finally to Ala 
Moana Center. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS has been issued 
in conjunction with the distribution of this letter. You may view the Final EIS on the Project 
website at www.honolulutransit.org. You may request a DVD of the Final EIS and additional 
content through the "Contact Us" tab on the website or by calling the Project hotline at 566-2299. 
Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tr ~ly yours, 

d-8 
WAYNE Y. Y O S H I O ~ ~ ~  , \  

Director 
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Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 02/05/2009 
Submission ContenVNotes : My concern regarding the DElS is that there is no updated revenue 

information. In 2006, the economy was strong, and Parsons 
Brinckerhoff used three numbers, a "conservative" estimate, and two 
fifteen-year projections using information from the Hawaii Council on 
Revenues, despite the CoR only making predictions for a few years in 
the future. 

In the two years (2007, 2008) following the release of the Alternatives 
Analysis, the 0.5% GET transit tax has not met even the lowest revenue 
forecasts, shown in table 5-4 in the AA. Despite this, the DElS uses the 
middle forecast to estimate the total revenue available to the rail project. 

Even in 2007, before the economic downturn of 2008, revenues were far 
below their predicted values. It seems clear both that the original 
estimates were far too optimistic, and that the projections need to be 
reevaluated due to the current economic climate. 







Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 1/6/2008 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 

Barbara 
Tom 

BusinesslOrganization : Retired -prev wl State 
Address : 753 Kalanipuu St 
Apt.lSuite No. : 
City : 
State : 
Zip Code : 

Honolulu 
HI 
96825 

Telephone : 395-3903 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /06/2008 
Submission ContenttNotes : Do you really think rail will cost only 4.8 Billion? I expect my 

grandchildren will pay dearly and will not benefit since they will not be 
riders and will not work in construction or food service, which 1 envision 
to be the main jobs created. 

How many City projects have corn in on time and in budget? What is the 
usual cost overrun? Do you expect cost over estimates for Rail? 

I voted againt rail because I think it is too costly but I don't know what the 
answer is to traffic. By the way, I suspect your estimate of the fix to 
traffic is way over because I don't think rail will ease traffic except in rush 
hour and only for the residents of Kapolei and Ewa beach - otherwise 
the train will be empty and there isn't much traffic then anyway. 
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Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 I2512008 
Submission ContenVNotes : 1. initial route: UH Manoa & Kalaeloa. extension: Ala Moana SC. don't 

see Ala Moana SC workerslshoppers at the H-1IH-2 merge at 5 am. 
2. why the love affair with Salt Lake? wouldn't more people benefit with 
an airport route? 
regarding 1. & 2, above: thought the whole rail idea was to serve the 
greatest good. the greatest good don't live in Salt Lake. do your 
homework! 
3. too much focus on initial cost. how much is it going to cost for 
upkeep? the C & C of HNL can't even fill potholes. how are we going to 
pay for rail maintenance? 
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Matthew 
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Website 



Submission ContentINotes : Election Day is Coming up and I've taken my time to make my decision. 
Right now I'm very much against Rail Transit because, based on both 
Stop Rail and Support Rail advertisements, I believe that the people in 
charge of the project have no clue what they're really doing. 

This mainly stems from the fact that the Support Rail advertisements 
don't address some of the more serious issues, such as space usage 
and environmental concerns. All the Support Rail advertisements (As 
well as their website) really say is "Anti-Rail Protesters are wrong 
because Rail technology works in Seattle". 

After reviewing this site I've gotten a much clearer image of what the Rail 
project will be like. I approve of the idea of using elevated railways, that 
beina the onlv ~ractical wav I believe it will work. However I am verv 
concerned about how you plan on integrating more eco-friendly 

. 
alternative energy sources into the project itself. 

Many Advertisements claim that Rail will reduce our dependence on 
foreign oil because it will run on electricity, and claim that it will.use 
solar, wind, and biofuel. However all sources I've been able to locate 
don't say HOW the alternative energy sources will be integrated. 

As this is the case, I must assume that they will not infact be integrated 
and the rail system will have to rely on HECO who, as I understand it, 
still generate the majority of Hawaii's Electricity through traditional Oil 
Burning means. Am I wrong? 

I'm also curious as to: 
-Whv vou have not made the s~ecif ics about the Rail Technoloav beina -. 
coniidered available to the public. 

" 

-How we can be sure that the government is going to promptly enact any 
promises they make. 
-Why you are planning to break ground in 2009, possibly before you are 
approved to receive funding. 
-Where the money is going to come from if construction begins in 2009 
and we can only get government funding by 201 1. 







RECORD #208 DETAIL
--------------------------
Status : In Process
Record Date : 12/20/2008
First Name : Paul
Last Name : Tse
Business/Organization :
Address : 155 N. Beretania St.
Apt./Suite No. : 202
City : Honolulu
State : HI
Zip Code : 96817
Email : ptse189@yahoo.com
Telephone :
Telephone Extension :
Add to Mailing List : Both
Submission Method : Website
Submission Content/Notes : I have several suggestions for the rail transit system. It's better to start

the first phrase from downtown honolulu to Pearl CIty first. I heard that
the rail system will be intergrated with TheBus , TheBoat.  Hybrid buses
will also be use in this project instead of diesel buses. The reason why is
that the buses will reduce greenhouse gases.

Reply Requested : Yes







-------------.------ 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1 /7/2009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Veronica 
Last Name : Tuia 
BusinesslOrganization : Good Samaritan Church 
Address : P.0 Box 31 029 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 96820 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Standard 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01 /07/2009 
Submission ContentlNotes : Can we start now? Thanks 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 768-4730 . Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUPl DIRECTOR 

Ms. Veronica Tuia 
P.O. Box 31 029 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96820 

Dear Ms. Tuia: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

While each of the alternatives includes trade-offs between benefits and impacts, the 
Airport Alternative from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center has been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. The identification of the Airport Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by 
the City to comply with FTAJs NEPA regulations that state that the Final EIS should focus on the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR 5 771.125 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative, public input on the Draft EIS, and City Council Resolution 08- 
261 identifying the Airport Alternative as the Project. The selection of the Airport Alternative is 
described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. The discussion of the alternatives considered is 
included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS and the Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 
3.4.2 of this Final EIS, the Airport Alternative will carry the most passengers with I 16,000 daily 
passengers and 282,500 daily trips in 2030, thereby resulting in the greatest transit-user 
benefifs. The Airport Alternative will also result in the fewest vehicle miles traveled and vehicle 
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hours of delay, as well as provide access to major employment areas, including Honolulu 
International Airport, that will have substantially greater ridership than the other alternatives 
considered. The Project is proceeding as quickly as practical, as illustrated in the schedule 
presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tr ly yours, 

d v 2 M  
WAYNE Y. Y ~ S H I O ~  
Director 

Enclosure 



. . . . . . 
. The purpose of the DEIS is to provide the City, and County, the FTA, and the public with 

the'information necessary to m,ake an informed decision, based. on a full and bpen . 
,malvsis of costs, benefits, and environmental impacts of alternatives considered. 
Howsver, it seems .that iq some respects, 'the DEIS is aimed at convincing the pubic md 

. . . . the FTA of the benefits of the Project, rather than infdrm the public.' 
. . 

One-example'is in the cog-e-ectiveness of the project. TheFTA7s cost-effectiveness . 

index is a ratio formed by addine, an alternative's annualized,capitaZ cost to its year 2030 
, overating and maintenance cost, and the total is divided by user benefits''; in hours 

saved. 'The key criteria for deterniining the cost-effective index k k  annualized'cosi-of the 
project, riderghip estimates, and the time benefits realized by the riders. 

- .  
h y  proposed New Startsproject receiving less than a '"Medium" cost-effectiveness 
index rating wiU not be recommended for fund'ing by the FTA. The threshold befween a 
rating of "Mediumi' and "Mediu&-LO$' is $22.99 per userbknefit expressed in dobars 

; per hour of user benefit. 

In the ~lterhatiives Analysis, the cost-effectiveness index for the 20-mile alignment from 
East Kapolei to Ala M o m  Center is stated as.$21;34; aid.for the full project fiom West 
KapoleCto UH Manoa virith an extension to Waikiki as $27.05. Thus, the 20-mile 
segment meets the threshold of $22.99, but the full project does not , . 

City ordinance 07-001 recommend@ the North-South Road,Aifport option as the' ' . ' 

preferred &Urn operational segment w S )  for sever& reasons, one of whicb being 
. .that the cost-effectiveness index of $22.56 is below FTAYs threshold: 

. . Now, in the DEIS, the cost-effectiveness index has markedly improved to a point that is 
. . . . ' 

significantly below the FTA threshold of $22.99: $17.53 for'the Salt Lake Alternative, 
$17;78 for the Airport Alternative, and $22.86 for the combined Salt Lake/Airport 
ASte~tive.. Information for the 111 project with exte&ions is conspicuously absent in ' 

-the DEIS although it was available in the AA. . . 
? .  

: . We know that the capital cost and O&M costs have not reduced, SO that the only 
i explanationis that the user bench have increaseid significantly. If one digs hther into I 

. the DEIS; you will find fhe following statement: "'Research indicates that positive 
; - 
i 

attributes (both perceived and real) are associated with the use of a fixed guideway . 
system, which make the system more attractive. than. general'bus transit. These benefits 
include such things as improved dety, security, .visibility, em; of use, comf~rt, and ' 

1 reliability. These.factors &'attributes are not captured by the standard travei dqmmd . 
1 . ' forecasting process, To account for tbese attributes in. this user benefit analysis, FTA has 

approved an additional factor e s of in-vehicle h e .  The . , 

:. 

. . 

. . 



factor was in&porated for.riders taking the fixed guideway only. A. 5.5-minute savings 
of in-vehicle time was incorporated fo'r riders' taking feeder buses to,the fixed guideway." 

. , 

13ssi&.lly what this indicates is that 145 &nutes is subtracted from every guideway trip 
made, md 5.5 minutes &om every feeder-bus trip to end up with the '%mea' benefittfor 
guideway trips that is now.artificially more favorable. Assuming -90,000 &ed 
g~deway trips e.ach day, fe.d.by -63,000 bus trips, this. fudge factor adds up to a 22,000-. . 
,hour time credit for fixed guideway use and a 6,000-him time medi't for feeder-bus use 
. . . .. for a btal credit of 28,000 hours each day of user benefit . . .or over 5 million hours 
wh year of '"user benefit". Although the DEIS does not say so out rightly, this is , . . 
probably a major factor inthe much lower cost-effectiveness index 

Thus, it seems that the City and ~arsom Brhkerhoff, with or without coIIilsion by the 
FTA has decided to apply a new subjective measure to the detenninatiofi of "user 
Genefits'", which is not-incorporated in the transit models. The appEcation of this chatlge ' . . 

is never clearly ixplained in the DEIS m any of the publicly available supporti.ng 
- references. 

s .  

TI& issue a t h e  exclusion of the complete project (MOS with all extensions).iioni the 
. cost-effectiveiiess analysis need to be s c r u ~ d  thoroughly by the FTA, . . 







Richard W. Ubersax, Ph.D. 
4 1 - 10 13 Laumilo Street 
Waimanalo, HI 96795 

February 5,2009 

To: Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

CC: Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
20 1 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE: General Comments on DEIS 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

I am by no means an expert on transportation planning and engineering, but as an R&D director 
(now retired) in a multibillion-dollar high-tech company, do have considerable experience ia 
evaluating complex and risky technology projects, including evaluation of alternative 
technoIogies and approaches, assessing technical feasibility of proposed approaches, and 
evaluating outcome probabilities and economic risks. Surprisingly, the principles and 
methodologies for evaluating the Honolulu rail transit project are very similar. In both cases an 
informed decision to proceed (or not) is based on reliable input (existing and projected) and 
obiective analysis based on experience, good iudment. and benchmarking against comparable 
projects. After initiation of approved projects, similar methodologies are applied to measure 
progress as new information (results) becomes available. 

Based on my analysis of the DEE and supporting documentation, and researching project history 
and benchmark information, I have serious reservations about whether the City has made an 
objective evaluation of all of the alternatives against the key criteria, but rather has conducted the 
process and presented data and analysis to achieve a predetermined result. The magnitude of the 
cost of the project and the long-tem implications that the wrong choice will have'on the 
aesthetic, environmental, economic, and social welfare of the community is cause to pause and 
reassess the validity of the whole process. 

Each Administration has had its own "pet" transit program (just look at the history over the last 
20 years), which has resulted in vacillation and delay in moving forward. This has created chaos 
in the selection process and conf~~sion among the people. The current Administration (and 
Council) terminated the past Administration's BRT project within days of attaining office and 
instantly the current program was elevated to the top of the agenda. 



I think we all recognize the need for an efficient and cost-effective transit system for the island 
of Oahu, but we must resist emotional or predetermined decisions and political agendas to 
dominate the process - rather than a pristinely objective process. 

The following examples and discussion are meant to show where I believe there are flaws in the 
process, data, interpretation of the data, and arguments in favor of the case. There are numerous 
other examples I could use, but for lack of time and brevity, I have focused on the ones 
presented. Please tale this discourse constructively, even though it may appear highly critical. 

Please contact me with any questions. 

Respectfully yours, 

R~-A w l u w  
Richard W. Ubersax 

P.S.: I have also sent you an electronic copy in .pdf format. 



The purpose of the DEIS is to provide the City and County of Honolulu, the FTA, and the p~lblic 
with information necessary to male an informed decision, based on a full and open analvsis of 
costs, benefits, and environmental impacts of all of the alternatives considered. This project is -- 
probably one of the most complex and costly projects ever undertaken in the state of Hawaii; so 
it is critical for the City administrators and the p~lblic to have s~lfficient and objective 
information to make informed judgments about the various aspects of the project, distill the 
information to assess the merits of potential alternatives, and determine how it will affect the 
island and their personal lives. However, it seems that in some respects, the DEIS is aimed at 
convincing the pubic (and the FTA) of the benefits of the "Project", rather than to objectively 
inform about both the benefits and downsides. 

The DEIS and the accompanying Technical Reports certainly contain a plethora of information, 
but there are many areas where important information is missing or difficult to find, where 
significant changes have been made from the Alternatives Analysis without s~lfficient 
explanation, where the validity of data is in serious doubt, and where decisions and choices have 
been made and rationalized with incredulous explanation. As a result, the credibility of the 
entire document and process is compromised. 

The Administration, FTA, and Oahu taxpayers should be wary of spending over $5 billion on a 
Project that has been selected on the basis bias, questionable data and judgment, where the risks 
have not been fully evaluated, and where significant impacts have been summarily dismissed. 

In its present form, the DEIS does not meet the criteria set forth in the first sentence of this page. 
In fact, the City should step back, assess whether they have objectively met all of the criteria and 
requirements of NEPA and SAFTEA-LU, make the appropriate modifications to ensure 
compliance, inform the public of their intentions and plan, and then move forward. It is better to 
take the time now rather than regret unintended consequences in the future. 

The following discussion is meant to provide examples where - based on my interpretation and 
analysis of the information provided in the DEIS, s~~pporting references, and other 
doc~unentation developed throughout the process - I find that incomplete or ambiguous data has 
been presented, inappropriate conclusions have been drawn, and/or questionable decisions made. 

A. Selection and Evaluation of Alternatives 

The DEIS defines the "Projecty' as a fixed guideway transit system from East Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center. Planned extensions are anticipated to West Kapolei, UH Manoa, and Waikiki. 
The Locally Prefened Alternative selected by City Coimcil includes the Project and the planned 
extensions. The DEIS considers the following "four" alternatives: 

I) No-Build Alternative and 

2) Build between East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center, with three variations: 
a) Salt Lake Alternative 
b) Aimort Alternative 
c) Salt Lake + Airport Alternative combined 

Actually, these distill to two alternatives - No Build and m. The three "Build" alte~natives 
described in the DEIS are so similar in terms of environmental impact, benefits accrued, and 
economics that they cannot be truly classified as distinctly different alternatives; to the skeptic, it 
appears that they were structured as distinct alternatives in the DEIS to satisfy the legal 



requirement of due diligence for the selection and evaluation among all reasonable alternatives. 
If they were truly distinct, City Council would never have been able to make the switch from the 
Salt Lake Alternative to the Airport Alternative by a simple Council vote without considerable 
public input. 

It is clearly stated in 40CFR1502.14: 

The Environmental Impact statement "shouldpresent the environmental impacts of theproposal 
and the alternatives in comparative form, thzrs sharply defning the isszres andproviding a clear 
basis for choice among options by the decision maker and the public. In this section agencies 
shall: 

(a) Riaorouslv explore and obiectivelv evalztate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives 
that were elirninateclfvom detailed study, briefly disczrss the reasons for their having been 
eliminated. 

(b) Devote szrbstantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail inclzrding the proposed 
action so that reviewers may evalztate their comparative merits. 

(c) Include reasonable alternatives not within the izrrisdiction of  the lead aaencv. 

(d) Include the alternative of no action. 

(e) Ident15 the agency'spreferred alternative or alternatives, ifone or more exists, in the dvaft 
statement and identifjr such alternative in the final statement zinless another law prohibits the 
e~pression of stlch a preference. 

@,I Inclzrde appropriate mitigation measures not already inclzrded in the proposed action or 
alternatives. " 

It is clear that since reincarnation of rail transit in 2005, there has been bias towards steel-on- 
steel rail as the preferred transit mode; other potentially viable alternatives have not been 
considered seriously, or they have been systematically eliminated during preliminary evaluation. 
The Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) from Kapolei to UH Manoa with an extension to 
Waikiki was selected because the end-points make sense and the route passes through the highly 
populated east-west corridor where traffic relief is badly needed. When it was realized that the 
cost of this route was significantly higher than the City could afford, the expedient solution was 
simply to shorten the route, with the intent to complete the LPA at a later time. Other 
alternatives, which could be as equally effective - and perhaps lower-cost - appear to have been 
summarily dismissed without comprehensive, objective evaluation. The explanation of why 
alternatives were not feasible was based on flawed analysis and on the argument that they did not 
meet FTA or State criteria for funding. In reality, there are alternative federal funding sources, 
and the State could easily amend HI3 1309 to accommodate other Alternatives. It is clear that the 
political will was - and continues to be -focused on rail (note restrictions in HB 1309 for 
counties with population of greater than 500,000), and thus has limited the scope of selection of 
Alternatives. 

The current design of the fixed guideway kill cause irreparable disruption of views through and 
across its path; it would ruin the aesthetics neigl~borhoods and important historical sites. These 
visual impacts would be impossible to mitigate. The noise of trains passing every 1.5 to 5 
minutes will be physically and emotionally distressing, especially during night-time hours along 
tight corridors. The FTA guidelines are for exterior noise, and do not consider the open window 
and door lifestyle of our residents. lMany of the receptor sites evaluated in the DEIS would shift 



from "no impact" to "moderate impact", or from "moderate impact" to "severe impact" if the 
criteria were adjusted for our lifestyle. The assessment in the DEIS downplays the severity of 
noise impacts by not considering L,,, for instantaneous noise as recommended by FTA 
guidelines. At present, there are no City or State statutes that regulate noise from mobile 
sources. Hawaii HAR 11-46 [not HAR 11-16] regulates stationary noise sources. It is 
imperative that such statutes be legislated to protect the peaceful environment to which we are 
accustomed. 

All things considered, we need to step back and objectively evaluate alternatives that could be 
more cost-effective than elevated rail and could bring lesser environmental impact along its path. 
The following are examples that should be considered: 

a) A more environmentallv-friendly rail svstem. The greatest concerns with an elevated 
guideway, steel-on-steel rail system is the high cost of the elevated guideway (-3-4 times 
that of at-grade systems) and significant visual, aesthetic, and noise impacts along the 
guideway. A potential solution would be to build the system at grade through rural areas 
where possible for lower cost, and through sensitive urban areas (where noise, visual, and 
aesthetic impacts are problematical), to build at-grade or underground. Fixed Guideway 
Alternative 4a (Kapolei ParkwayIKamokila BoulevardSaIt Lake Boulevard/King 
StreetfHotel StreetIAlakea StreeUKapi'olani Boulevard/UH Manoa) from the Alternatives 
Screening Memo, October 24, 2006 apparently attempted to do this but was eliminated 
from consideration late in the evaluation process. It (or optimizations thereof) should be 
revisited, and perhaps with shortened routes (e.g., an MOS from East Kapolei to Ala 
Moana Center) for greater affordability. 

This alternative would be expected to have lesser noise and visual impacts east of Iwilei 
Road since it descends to grade on Hotel Street and goes ~mderground at Alakea Street to 
Waimanu Street. The cost of this alternative is expected to be less than or comparable to 
the DEIS Salt Lake Alternative. 

b) A bus r a ~ i d  transit (BRT) system similar to that described in the "Primaly Corridor 
Transportation Project" FEIS, July 2003 and "Honoltrlu BRT Project Evalzration ", 
January 2006. The system began operation in November 2004, but was discontinued in 
June 2005, supposedly due to poor performance (and coincidental with change in City 
administration). 

A conclusion of the 2006 "Evaluation" report is: "Greater benejts in terms of improving 
ridership, customer satisfaction, capital and operating cost eflectiveness, transit stpportive 
land use, and environmental qttnlity may be possible with more signiJcant investments in 
dedicated running ways, advanced vehicles, stations, ITS elements, and fare collection. " 
BRT has been proven successful in many U.S. and foreign cities, and could be s~~ccessful 
in Honolulu if given the chance. This aIternative should be revived and given the 
necessaty planning and engineering resources to make an objective evaluation. 

c) A BRT 1 Managed Lane Alternative (MLA) hybrid, similar to the EZ-Way proposal by 
Professor Panos Prevedouros and Councilwoman Ann Kobayashi during her mayoral 
campaign. A major deficiency in the evaluation of the 1WA in the Alternatives Analysis is 
that the design developed by the City did not provide sufficient egress points along the 
route to enable uncongested flow at exit ramps. This was a major reason for its dismissal 
from fiuther consideration. However, it is anticipated that with improved design to 



overcome this deficiency, the EZ- Way proposal would ascend to become a viable 
alternative. 

All of the above alternatives would be expected to lessen the environmental impacts that a fixed- 
guideway elevated system will bring to the highly populated urban center of Honolulu. 

Finally on the point of objectivity versus political will: the City Administration, City Council, 
and entire selection process have lost credibility over the Salt Lake Alternative versus Airport 
Alternative debacle. The initial selection of the Salt Lake Alternative was politically motivated; 
the change to the Airport Alternative was proposed the week after the election. The net result is 
that the whole process is now tainted. Let's take the appropriate steps to restore that credibility 
by giving all potentiallv viable alternatives an objective assessment. Yes, it will delay the 
project; but we "can not afford not to do it". 

B. Transit User Benefits and Cost Effectiveness of the Proiect 

a) User Benefits: 

This is an area where major change has been made in the DEIS versus the AA without 
sufficient explanation. To most readers of the DEIS, the change probably went unnoticed 
because of how the DEIS is structured. 

"Transit user beneJits represent the amozrnt of transit travel-time savings a user wozild 
experience with a given transit alternative compared to the No Build Alternative. "(DEIS p. 3- 
36). 

Table 3-19 lists the transit-time savings for various transit markets for the three Build 
Alternatives compared to the No Build Alternative. These represent future projections 
calculated by the travel demand-forecasting model. The model predicts that the time saved 
each day for users of the Project will be approximately 50,000 hours per day or 15-16 million 
hours per year. 

During the period between the AA and DEIS, the FTA allowed an additional benefit to transit 
users - again expressed in terms of time saved (Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 106. June 4, 
2007): 

"FTA adopts as final its proposal to allow project sponsors that seek to introduce a new 
transit mode to an area to claim credits (implemented through what is commonly called a 
mode specific constant) for the tisev benefits cazised b y  attribzttes o f  that mode bevond the 
travel time and cost measures cztrrentlv available in the local travel model. FTA will 
continue to work closely with sponsors ofprojects that have calibrated mode-spec% 
constants to ensure that they are using constants that are generally consistent with the 
methods and values permitted for sponsors ofprojects which are new to an area. " 

"FTA will assign creditsfor characteristics in three categories: ( I )  Gzlideway-like 
characteristics (equivalent to a maximzlm of eiaht minutes of travel time savings); (2) span of 
good service (iy to three minutes); and (3) passenger amenities (up to fozv minutes). Further, 
FTA will define a discount of  z l p  to ZOpercent on the weiaht auplied to time spent on the 
transit vehick These credits and discount are applied to the calczllation of user benefits only; 
ridership forecasts will not be affected. " 



This was superficially disclosed in the DEIS on p. 3-36: 

"Research indicates that positive attributes (both perceived and real) are associated with the 
w e  of a fixed gzrideway system, which make the system more attractive than general bus 
transit. These benefits inclzide szich things as improved safety, seczrrity, visibility, ease of use, 
comfort, and reliability. These factors or attributes are not captzrred by the standard travel 
demand forecasting process. To account for these attributes in this zrser benejt analysis, FTA 
has approved an additional factor eqzrivalent to a 14.5 -minzrte savings of in-vehicle time. The 
factor was incorporated for riders taking thejxedgziideway only. A 5.5 -minzlte savings of in- 
vehicle time was incorporated for riders taking feeder buses to the fuced guideway. " 

Basically what this indicates is that 14.5 minutes is credited to every guideway trip made, and 
5.5 minutes to every feeder-bus trip, to end up with an inflated "time" benefit for guideway 
trips. These "savings" are then multiplied by ridership estimates. Assuming -90,000 fixed 
guideway trips each day [Table 3-18], fed by -63,000 bus trips, this additional factor adds up 
to a 22,000-hour time credit for fixed guideway use and a 6,000-hour time credit for feeder- 
bus use - for a total credit of 28,000 hours each dav of user benefit - or over 8.6 million 
hours each year. The total user benefit has now increased 56% to approximately 78,000 hours 
each day. This total amount is nowhere disclosed in the DEIS or Technical Reports. At first 

' glance, this might appear as an innocuous adjustment; but it becomes significant in the 
calculation of the "Cost-Effectiveness Index" - one of the most significant criteria in the 
FDA's rating of the Project versus competing projects. 

The mode-specific constants are intended to be applied to account for attributes (such as 
safety, security, reliability, ease of use, etc.) above and beyond the time-savings predicted in 
the local travel model. However, these factors are subjective and arbitrary, unless they can be 
validated versus other operating transit systems. The derivation of the values in the DElS are 
not explained at all, so appear to be strictly arbitrary values, or values negotiated with FTA. 
A full and open analysis is certainly missing, and needs to be included: What data supports 
the claim that trains are safer than other modes? Users of the Project will need to make more 
transfers than with the No-Build Alternative; does this really improve ease of use? 

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority reports that the incidence of crime is 
approximately three times greater for train transport than bus: 

Crime rate per MiIlion Riders 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Rail :-tTF 1.65 T T 6 9  I 2.17 / 2 . 7 ~  1 1 ParkingLot 4.28 3.55 , 3.97 4.38 , 4.40 

0.60 0 . 6 8 1  0.79 1 0.79 1 0.95 -- 
Reference: http://www.wmata.com/about~metroI~ansit~pofice/mtpd~crime~stats03.cfm 

Thus, if one assumes a similar trend in HonoIulu, the modal-specific constant adjustment 
"safety" should be zero or negative. The point is that the modal-specific constants use in 
analysis need to be thoroughly explained in the DEIS. 

b) Cost-Effectiveness Index: 

for 
the 

According to the DEIS (p. 7-9): "Cost-effectiveness is one of the key criteria that FTA zlses to 
evaluate projects proposed for Section 5309 New Starts funding. The FTA 's cost effectiveness 



index is a ratio formed by adding an alternative's nnnzralized capital cost to its year 2030 
operating and maintenance cost, and the total is divided bv zrser benefits", in hozrrs saved. 
Further "The cost-effectiveness indices for the Bziild Alternatives compared to the baseline 
fall within the "medium " range established by FTA for its New Starts ratings, which, along 
with other considerations, & czrrrentlv reqzrired to gzralifi.for New Starts fimdinn. " The key 
criteria for determining the cost-effective index are annzialized cost of the project, ridership 
estimates, and the time beneJits realized by the riders. 

Any proposed New Starts project receiving less than a "Mediumyy cost-effectiveness index 
rating will not be recommended for funding by the FTA. The tlueshold between a rating of 
"Medium" and "Medium-Low" is $22.99 per user benefit expressed in dollars per hour of user 
benefit. 

According to the Alternatives Analysis, the cost-effectiveness index for the 20-mile alignment 
from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center is $21.34; and for the full project from West Kapolei 
to UH Manoa with an extension to Waikiki as $27.05. Thus, the full project would not meet 
the threshold requirement of $22.99, but the 20-mile alignment would. 

City ordinance 07-001 defined a Locally Preferred Alternative for a fixed guideway transit 
system and authorized development of a minimum operable segment (MOS). The North- 
South RoadIAirport option was recommended by Council in the ordinance for several seasons, 
one of which being that the cost-effectiveness index of $22.56 was below FTAYs threshold for 
receiving the necessaly "Medi~~m" or better cost-effectiveness rating needed to qualify for 
FTA's recommendation for funding. Note again that the threshold is $22.99. 

Now, in the DEIS, the cost-effectiveness index has markedly improved to a point that is 
significantly below the FTA threshold of $22.99: $17.53 for the Salt Lake Alternative, $17.78 
for the Airport Alternative, and $22.86 for the combined Salt LakeIAirport Alternative (DEIS 
Table 7-7). Information for the full project with extensions is not available in the DEIS. 

We know that the capital cost and O&M costs have not reduced (perhaps have increased 
slightly), so that the only explanation is that the user benefits have increased significantlv. As 
discussed above, the user benefits have increased significantly because of application of the 
subjective "mode-specific" time adjustment to the actual time saved. Thus, if one adds the 
annzlalized capital cost to its year 2030 operating and maintenance costs, and divides the total 
by the user benefits (in hours saved), the result is a number that is significantly less than 
reported in the AA; e.g. $21.34 in the AA (20-mile alignment) versus $17.53 in the DEIS 
(Salt Lake Alternative). 

The application of this change is never clearly explained in the DEIS nor any of the 
supporting references. In fact, the level of detail in the DEIS on the Cost-effectiveness Index 
is restricted to Table 7-7. This certainly does not meet the requirement of a full and open 
analysis so that the public is able to make an informed decision. To the contrary, the City has 
disguised and concealed this information so that it is difficult to comprehend how Cost- 
effectiveness Index was calculated. 

There is a disclaimer to the validity of the Cost-effectiveness Index calculations in the DEIS 
as follows: 

"FTA is czrrrently reviewing the estimates made for ridership and zrser benefits, operating and 
nzaintenance costs, and capital costsfor the BuildAlter.izatives. Ifthese reszrlts hold zp through 



s~~bseqtlenf phases ofpi*oject development, along with other FTA considerations, the Project wozrld be 
in the competitive range forfirndng consideration. " (DEIS p. 7-9) 

It is imperative that this whole area be scrutinized by the FTA, so that the merits of the project 
are accurately determined prior to issuance of an ROD. 

It is also noteworthy that the City has not included any discussion of the Cost-effectiveness 
Index of the Full Project as was done in the AA. One can surmise that it would be 
significantly higher than for the Project, and was intentionally excluded since it still might 
exceed the FTA threshold of $22.99 (my estimation is that it would be between $22 and $24). 

One final note on Cost-effectiveness Index: Since the Honolulu Project utilizes an elevated 
guideway along the entire length it would be expected to cost 3 to 4 times as much as an "at- 
grade" system. Operations and Maintenance costs are expected to be.higher than an at-grade 
system beca~~se of the higher infrastructure cost. User benefits (time saved) are expected to be 
the same as any rail transit system of similar size. Thus, with the significantly higher cost of 
the elevated system, it is difficult to rationalize how the Honolulu Project could have a Cost- 
effectiveness Index that is competitive with other projects on the FTA docket. 

The discussion in the DEIS needs be expanded to elaborate the derivation of User Benefits 
data and Cost-effectiveness Index - in detail at least as extensive as in the Alternatives 
Analysis. The dramatic red~lction in the Cost-effectiveness Index reposted in the DEIS versus 
in the AA needs comprehensive explanation, and how this change will influence the FTA7s 
evaluation of the Project. The FTA should explain how this project could be competitive with 
other projects with respect to this important rating criterion, considering its extremely high 
capital cost. 

C. Validitv of Model Predictions and Interpretation: 

Many of the conclusions drawn throughout the evaluation process are based on predictive transit 
and traffic models commonly ~ ~ s e d  for such evaluations. They are commonly used by most large 
cities for transit planning, and are usually tailored for the specific city or area. It is impossible 
for the layman to understand the operation of these models and their inputs and outputs (e.g., 
screenline analysis, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle hours traveled, vehicle hours of delay, transit 
ridership, transit time saved, etc), so we must rely on what is reported by the users of the models. 

In the DEIS, these model predictions are reported as the gospel truth; the results are not reported 
as ranges, but as specific values; no probabilities are assigned concerning the confidence of the 
values reported. It is unreasonable that we should be expected to accept these predictions at face 
value. At a minimum, the DEIS should at least disclose that there is uncertainty around 
predictive model outputs, and report a of probable output values that reflects the range of 
reasonable inputs into the model, and assign a probability of confidence to the values or ranges 
reported. Within the DEIS and supporting references, the discussion around cofi~dence level or 
uncertainty around the values is conspicuously absent. 

The disparity between model predictions and actual transit ridership validates the need to report 
model predictions as ranges or to assign confidence probabilities. For the majority of rail transit 
systems put into operation within the last 30 years, actual ridership has not met ridership 
predictions; a few have exceeded prediction. For many of these cases, actual ridership might fall 
within a predicted range, and thus give greater credibility to the entire process. 



The "Honolzrh High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Alternatives Analysis Travel Demand 
Forecasting Results Reuort" (RTD 20084 October 2008) addresses changes made in the Travel 
Demand model, but does not address validation of the model. In fact the Report is el~lsive in 
describing details. For example in the section on Adjustment of the Mode Choice Model, it says 
"The mode choice model ~vas re-calibrated aspart of the Drnft EISprocess; however, the details 
of it are not disczissed in this report" (p. 1-3). Regarding calibration and validation of the model, 
the Report states: "The 2005 model was calibrated as a restilt of all of the changes discussed. 
Calibration Target Valtres were assigned and applied to the model. Details regarding the 
calibration and validation process, inclzrding the spec@ Calibration Target Values, can be 
fozrnd in the Honolulzi High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Travel Forecasting Methodology 
Report (RTD 2006)" (p. 1-5). 

There are several examples from the DEIS that prompt one to question the validity of these 
models or whether the data is being reported accurately: 

a) Ridership  model: 

DEIS Table 3-17 shows Fixed Guideway ridership for the three Alternatives. It seems 
inconsistent that ridership for the "Airport & Salt Lake" Alternative (92,7 10 daily boardings) 
is less than for the "Air Port" Alternative (95,3 10). One would certainly think that the Airport 
& Salt Lake Alternative, with one additional station than the Airport Alternative, would have 
greater ridership than the Airport Alternative alone. Perhaps there is good rationale for this, 
but it is certainly not disclosed in the DEIS. 

It is also curious that the data in Tables 4-2 1,4-22, and 4-23 of the Travel Demand 
Forecasting Restilts Report (RTD 2008t) are significantly greater than reported in the DEIS 
(although the data in Appendix A of the Forecasting Results Report (RTD 2008t) are the 
same). 

DEIS RTD 2008t RTD 2008t 
Table 3- 17 Tables 4-2 1. 22-23 Appendix A 

Salt Lake: 87,570 102,174 87,571 
Airport: 95,3 10 120,23 1 95,305 
SL&AP 92,710 108,179 92,707 

Perhaps there are explanations (that are not obvious to the reader) for this "curious" data, but 
they are not discussed in the DEIS or Technical report (RTD 2008t). 

Side note: As a point of reporting accuracy, there is obviously a gross error in Table 4-1 1 of the 
Travel Demand Forecasting Resz~lts Report (total AM peak hour voluine of 93,4 10 appears to be off 

of -10). Perhaps the wrong spreadsheet was inserted. -- - I 

b) Calculation and Interpretation of Conpestion Data: 

The Oahzr MPO Travel Demand Forecasting Model is the primary tool for predicting future 
traffic patterns and transportation-related effects. The tables below show data extracted from 
the DEIS for Vehicle Miles Traveled per day (VMTId), Vehicle Hours Traveled per day 
(VHTId), and Vehicle Hours of Delay per day (VHD/d). A primary measure of traffic 
congestion in the DEIS (and AA) is based on "Vehicle Hours of Delay" (VHD) for each 



transportation scenario. It is not clear from the DEIS how VHD is calculated in the model; 
nonetheless, if we take the data at face value, the following can be concluded: 

- In 2030, if the Project were not built, VHD would be 43.2% greater than in 2007 (even 
with planned roadway improvements); e.g., "congestion" would be 43.2% greater. 

- In the build scenarios, congestion in 2030 would be 10.8-13.5% greater than today 

- In the build scenarios, congestion in 2030 would be 20.8-22.6% less than the 2030 No 
Build scenario. 

From DEIS Tables 3-9 and 3-14 
O/O Change From 2007 

2007 11 581 000 334 000 74 000 
2030 no-Build 13 583 000 415000 106000 17.3% 24.3% 43.2% . 

2030 Salt Lake 13.1% 15.3% 13.5% 
2030 Airport 13.0% 15.3% 10.8% 
2030 80th 13 103 000 386 000 83 000 13.1% 15.6% 12.2% 

Similar data is presented in the AA (below). 
From AA Table 3-10 % change from 2005 I vM;d I VHT[d ml 
2005 11,206,000 305 000 57 000 
2030 no-Build 13 971 000 395 000- 82 000 24.7% 29.5% 43.9% 
2030 20-Mile 13 539 000 376 000 73 500 20.8% 23.3% 28.9% 
2030 MLA Rev 14,034,000 397,000 82 500 25.2% 30.1% 44.7% 

2030 MLA* Rev 14,050,000 387 000 72 500 25.4% 26.9% 27.2% 

2030 MLA* Rev ---- 1 0.6% I -2.0% 1 -11.6% 1 
* IMLA i.eversib/e case with H-I zipper in place (estinzateco 

Comparing the DEIS data with the AA data, the following differences stand out: 

% Change from No Build 
VMT/d VHTId VHD/d 

- VHD for the 2030 No Build case in the DEIS is 29% greater than the 2030 No Build case in 
the AA (106,000/82000); although VHD for the 2030 Build cases are only -13% greater than 
for the 2030 20-mile alternative in the AA (-83,000173,500). 

2030 20-Mile -- 
2030 MLA Reverse -- 

-3.1% 1 -4.8% 1 -10.4% 
+O.S0/o 1 +0.5% 1 +0.6% 



- Existing condition (2005 or 2007) VHD is 30% greater in the DEIS than in the AA, althougll 
VMT is only 3% greater. One would think that the increase in VHD would be in~~ch  smaller 
for a 3% increase in cars on the road (VMT). 

Ultimately the Build Alternatives provide congestion relief (improvement in VHD) when 
compared with the No Build Alternatives of 10.4% in the AA and -21-23% in the DEIS.. ... or to 
put it in the Administration's words: "a 100% improvement in congestion." Lacking good 
explanation in the DEIS, this sudden improvement is difficult to rationalize or understand. The 
impression that was left with the public is that the benefits of the Build Alternatives are much 
greater than previously anticipated -just what the Administration intended. Nothing was said 
about the accuracy or calibration of the models as a possible explanation. 

The underlying uncertainty is whether the travel models are providing reliable data. Predictive 
models calculate future conditions based on the model's algorithms (mathematical manipulations 
via equations) and input data (including from other models). Algorithms can be optimized to try 
to better suit local conditions. Overall, getting a predictive model to male accurate predictions 
(validated) is an extremely difficult undertaking. If the assumptions that go into the model are 
not validated, the accuracy of the o~~tputt can be in question. An obvious validation point lies in 
the comparison of 2005 traffic data (actually measured existing condition) with that predicted for 
2007. Unfortunately, I do not believe that "actual" 2007 data has been gathered, and thus, 
validation is not possible. 

To demonstrate the point that it is an easy matter to achieve an entirely different outcome from 
small, and explainable differences in input data, I have added an "new" alternative into the AA 
Alternatives evaluation: a Managed Lane Alternative with the reversible lane option, but using 
the H- 1 zipper lane as an added lane (H- 1 zipper was not used for the reversible MLA option). I 
have assumed a reduction in daily delay of 10,000 hours; which is equivalent to a 2.4-minute 
savings for each of the 250,000 cars that would benefit from this option. This option is included 
at the bottom of the above table (in gray font). Isn't it amazing that this option reduces 
congestion 11.6% versus 10.4% for the 20-mile AA Build Alternative! If I had access to the 
model, I could just as easily have ccoptimized" inputs and algorithms to get a similar result. 

The main point in this example is that even small differences in model predictions can influence 
data used in making key decisions. In this case, the MLA Alternative looks considerably better 
than originally portrayed in the AA. Is the congestion relief quoted in the DEIS really 100% 
greater than in the AA? Certainly not; it is only 12% better (23% minus 1 1%) ..... or maybe not 
even that.. ... I really do not know because the accuracy of the model has not been validated! 

The magnitude of this Project requires that the City demonstrate through substantive assessment 
and analysis that all of the information used in the evaluation and selection of alternatives is 
accurate and can be validated within reasonable confidence levels. 

D. Project Risks and Uncertainties 

Section 6.5 of the DEIS (Risks and Uncertainties) is designed to explain the financial "risks" 
associated with the Project; but in reality, it is more a compilation of "uncertainties" rather than a 
comprehensive analysis of the risks and potential consequences of these uncertainties, and a plan 
to mitigate their impacts on the Project. As a result, the reader (and thus general public) is 



unaware of the impact these financial uncertainties could have on the Project and on the financial 
stability of the City. 

With respect to FTA's "Risk Analysis Melhodologies and Procedzrres", June 2004, it appears 
that the City has completed the first two "Prepare" and "Identify" steps of the risk analysis 
process, but has neglected to "Quantify" or "Assess" the magnitude of the risks, or established a 
plan to "Mitigate7' the risks). Rather, the City has reserved a large "contingency" in the Project 
budget to cover the risks and uncertainties. The FTA discourages this approach, and suggests 
that a comprehensive risk analysis is a tool for better communication and more cost-effective 
project management, and thus minimizes the need for large contingencies. 

The risk assessment should anticipate the following events and a plan to mitigate their 
consequences: 

- GET surcharge fund plus New Starts funding is not sufficient to meet Pro-iect capital costs 
[including interest costs). Right now there is no assurance that the GET revenues will meet 
the anticipated $4.054 Billion, or New Starts funding will meet expectations. The DEIS 
states that additional fimnding would be possible to filnd the capital needs of the Project, but 
does not specifically identify the source except by reference to "complemented by local 
assistance" (Section 6.2.2). Does this mean local taxes (State and City) will increase to 
cover the gap? Will the GET be extended beyond 2022? Will funds be transferred from 
the General and Highway funds (at the expense of other infrastructure projects)? Will the 
project be stopped short of Ala Moana Center? How will the Extensions be financed? 

The City needs to be more specific in defining sources of additional fimnds, and if in the 
form of General Revenue Bonds or cbborrowed" from other City funds, how they will be 
repaid. 

- Fare revenues are not sufficient to cover 27 to 33% of O&M costs or total transit subsidies 
exceed 15% of General and Highway fimnd revenues. What will be the source of additional 
funds? 

- Coastl-uction delays or stoppage by discovery of Archaeolo$cal and Cultural Resources; 
construction irnvediments caused bv concerned proups. Vil-tually every major construction 
project on Oahu has been either stopped or significantly delayed because of anticipated or 
act~~al.discove~y of Archaeological Resources. There will be no exception for this project. 
The City should expect construction delays of uncertain length. The impact of this 
scenario needs to be addressed in the financial Risk Analysis. 

- Overatinn risks. In addition to those mentioned in the DElS there is a risk that speeds will 
have to be reduced or headways extended for a variety of seasons: e.g., longer stops needed 
at stations, too noisy in sensitive residential neighborhoods. This will have a definite 
impact on cost. The financial implications of these situations on operating costs andlor 
cost of mitigation need to be assessed. 

A major concern of many residents is the impact that cost over-runs (either capital or 
operational) will have on quality-of-life programs for the benefit of the general public, such as: 
parks, recreational facilities, road quality. This concern extends to the impact that higher taxes 
will have on disposable income, and thus quality-of-life on a daily basis for each individual and 
family. 



FTA guidelines indicate that a comprehensive Risk Analysis has the potential to increase 
efficiency and reduce project costs. It is imperative the risks associated with this Project be 
addressed in much greater detail in the SEIS or FEIS. 

E. Economic Impact 

The DEIS must meet the requirements of both Federal and State EIS standards. It is clear from 
Hawaii Revised Statutes Chapter 343 that the DEIS should disclose "the environmental efiects of 
a proposed action, effects of a proposed action on the economic welfare, social welfare, and 
cziltural practices of the cornmzrnity and State, effcts o f  the economic activities arising out of the 
proposed action, menszires proposed to minimize adverse effects, and alternatives to the action 
and their eizvironmental effects. " 

Section 4.2 of the DEIS (Economic Activity) assesses the impact of the Project on specific 
economic elements in the study corridor, but fails to consider the more global economic impacts 
on the economic welfare nnd social welfnve of the community (island of Oahu) either in this 
section or in cum~~lative effects. It covers the impact on employment, and the positive and 
negative impacts the Project will have on property values and tax revenues for properties near 
the guideway. But it fails to address the Project's impact on property taxes for all property 
owners on Oahu. 

It also fails to assess the impact that capital costs of the Project will have on the long-term 
economic andsocial welfare of the people, or on other infrastructure projects (e.g., roads, 
sewers, parks) and social programs. Financing of the Project capital cost via the GET surcharge 
costs each individual on Oahu -$125-150 each year (-$500-600 per family) and will continue 
for 16 years through 2022. In total, each family will contribute -$20K (YOE $s) towards the 
capital cost of the project. The 0.5% GET surcharge has already impacted the lives of many 
residents, and could impact many more because of the economic downturn in the local and 
national economy. The GET is a regressive tax and th~ls impacts the economic (and social) 
welfare of lower-income families more than higher-income families. There is no mention of 
these effects in the DEIS or supporting references. 

Any shortfalls in Operating and Maintenance costs are "asszrmed to be filnded throzigh City 
szibsidies from its General and Highway Funds" (DEIS p. 6-10). Today, Operating and 
Maintenance subsidies represent -10% of the County's General Fund (which is 70% funded by 
property tax revenues) and are expected to increase to 14-15% in 20 18 (DEIS Fig. 6.3). This 
translates to an increase of -$40M to $50M (2008 $), or -$44 to $55 for each resident each year 
(-$I70 to 220 per family), which will be have to be funded by an increase in property tax of -5 
to 6% (despite the Administration's denial that there will be a need to increase property taxes for 
this purpose). 



Note to correct misstatement in DEIS: To rationalize the curve in Figure 6-3 (resulting in a concomitant 
lower O&M cost as % of General Fund since 2002), it is stated in the DEIS, p.6-7, that "City revenzres 
have increased, as a reszrlt of large increases in real estate valzres on O'ahu .... ". This is a statement 
that the City has used repeatedly to rationalize why real estate taxes (revenues) have increased 
dra~natically over the past five years. The coroIla~y to this statement must also apply: City revenzres will 
decrease as a reszrlt in decreases in real estate value. But this corollary will prove to be incorrect 
because of Citv statute. In realitv. real estate revenues have increased because of increases in the City's 
operating budget (and thus need f i r  additional revenues) proposed by the Administration and approvkd by 
City Council; real property taxes, according to the City's ROH Sec. 8-1 1. I, are determined by the product 
of real propertv values times the tax rate - and not real property values alone. In fact if real property 
values decreased during the same period, statute requires that the tax rate increase to provide sufficient 
revenue to support the budget. 

The City's share of project cost of $4.2 billion (YOE) will be irretrievably lost fiom other 
projects (e.g., sewer repair and maintenance, sewage facility upgrades, H-power waste-to-energy 
expansion, landfill expansion/relocation, road repair and maintenance, etc.), and the community 
may not have the resources to fund both the Project and these other necessary projects. There 
should be no dispute that the Project will have a significant impact on the economic and social 
welfare of residents of Oah~l. It is critical that the EIS evaluate these impacts. 

F. Omission of Extensions from detaited discussion in the DEIS 

The thesis on the first page of this discourse is amplified by the omission of the three "planned 
extensions" (to West Kapolei, University of Hawaii at Manoa, and Waikiki) from detailed 
analysis and discussion in the DEIS. The extensions are covered su~perficially as "cumulative" 
effects; even though the latter two extensions have greater potential impact on the environment 
(and cost) than the defined "Project" (Minimum Operable Segment). The Locally Preferred 
Alternative should not have been segmented into the "Project" plus three extensions for this EIS, 
but evaluated in its entirety. To cover the extensions as "cumu1ative" effectives does injustice to 
the process and the public. The use of the term "First Project" to describe the "Projecty' indicates 
fill1 intention to complete the Locally Preferred Alternative at some point. Admittedly, inclusion 
of the extensions might change the overall conclusions of the DEIS - which is all the more 
season for including them. 

G. Air Oualitv (Section 4.8) 

This section compares "regional [Oahu] mobile source pollutant burdens" for the three Build 
Alternates and the No Build 

"Air qzrality effectspredicted to ~.eszrltfi.om the Project's operation are based on the anticipated vehicle 
miles trclveled (VMT) and average network speed for each alternative. " (p. 4-94) 

"lfthe electricity used to operate any one of the Bzrild Alternatives is generated by combustion, this may 
prodzlce additional emissions. However, these emissions wozrld be offset in whole orpart by the 
reductions generated by reduced VMT. Fzrrthermore, power plant emissions may be much more easily 
controlled than einissions froin individzral mrtomobiles. " (p. 4-95) 

These two statements indicate that pollution burdens of the four Alternatives have been 
calculated based solely on VMT, and that pollution caused by generation of electricity used by 
the Project is not included. The most audacious and ludicrous statement is that "powerplant 



emissions may be mzrch more easily controlled than emissions from individual automobiles." At 
the present time there is no cost-effective process to do this, and none is foreseen in the 
immediate future. 

To the best of my knowledge, electricity fi-om the project will come from HECO; 90% of whose 
energy comes from combtstion of fossil fuels and trash. It is unlikely that this situation will 
change significantly in the fuhlre. If one considers this additional pollution source, the pollution 
generated by all four Alternatives is essentially the same, making the following statement false: 

"It is anticipated that the Project ~.voiclc/redzrce regionalpolltrtant emissions by between 3.2 to 4.0 
percent (varying by Build Alternative) compared to the No Bzrild Alternative (Tnble 4 -12)".(p. 4-95) 

In addition, the analysis does not reflect or even consider the impact of improved automobile 
efficiency (which is guaranteed to happen). 

H. Downtown Station Location (a curious situation) 

The Dillingham Transportation Building is one of the most architecturally and historically 
significant buildings in downtown Honolulu; it is on the Hawaii Register of Historic Places. Yet, 
the current plan is to locate the entrance to the Downtown Station in full view of (and partially 
encroaching into) the building's courtyard. Several alternatives have been considered, but ail 
have been dismissed for a variety of reasons. 

However, one of the alternatives requires comment. The "Fort Street" location would move the 
whole station in the Ewa direction to Fort Street with an entrance at either Walker Park or the 
Fort Street Mall on the mauka side of Nimitz and an entrance in Irwin Memorial Park on the 
makai side. A modification to this plan would be to place the mauka entrance Kolco Head side of 
Walker Park on private TMK parcel 21013006. This alternative would completely avoid 
affecting the Dillingham Transportation Building and Walker Park. What is most interesting in 
the DEIS are the explanations on why this location is not feasible: 

"However, this station location would require a 250-foot curve radius to maintain a mininzzrm distance 
between the edge of the station platform and end of czrrve. A 250-foot ctirve radizu is szrbstantially less 
than the Project S design criteria of 500 feet. Such a tight radius wozrld necessitate reducing speeds to 5 
to 10 miles per hozir, which is substantially below the Project's design speed of 30 miles per hozrr. This . 
wozrld result in increased tmvel tinge and a szrbstarztial decrease in riser benefits." (p. 5-34) First, the 
current design radius is 600 feet, and with only slight changes in alignment on Nimitz Avenue, a 
radius of 500 feet could be maintained. Secondly, this curve is right at the entrancelexit to the 
station, and all trains should be going less than 10 miles per hour at that point. 

2dditionally, placing an entrance makai of Nimitz Highway wozild impact Section -40-protected Irwin 
Memorial Park, and a rnar~lca entrance ~voztld block either the Fort Street Mall or Walker Park, another 
Section 4 0  resotrrce. " As discussed above locating the entrance on private property on the maulca 
side of Nimitz eliminates the 4(f) concern there, and even though location of the makai entrance 
in Irwin Park represents a 4(f) impact, it lzas less historical and architectural significance than 
locating it next to the Dillingham Transportation Building. 

Thus, this location seems to be pretty attractive. One wonders what the real reason is for 
locating the station in front of the Dillingham Transportation Building with an entrance in the 
adjacent courtyard. 

































Richard W. Ubersax, Ph.D. 

February 5,2009 

41- 1013 Laumilo Street 
Waimanalo, HI 96795 

To: Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 968 13 

CC: Mr. Ted Matley 
FTA Region IX 
20 1 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94 105 

Comments on Draft EIS Chapter 4.9 [Noise and Vibration) and Technical Report RTD 2008f 
(Honohrh High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project Noise and Vibration Technical Report, October 2008) 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka: 

I have broken my comments into three separate areas with respect to Chapter on Noise: 

I. The DEIS and Technical Report do not meet the full-disclosure requirements specified in FTA's 
"Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment" Manual (FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006). 
It is imperative that modifications to the DEIS be made or included in a Supplementary EIS to 
satisfy these requirements. 

11. The noise impact criteria methodology used in the DEIS does not adequately address noise 
impacts for all situations along the guideway. The City should review each of the areas cited in 
these comments and address them accordingly in the Final EIS or SEIS. 

111. Lack of accountability for operating within noise standards. Since there are no City or State 
statutes for regulation of noise from mobile sources, objectionable noise from Project operation 
will be difficult control. It is imperative that appropriate statutes be adopted prior to start-up of 
any segment of the First Project. 

Each of these areas is discussed 111 detail below. If you have any questions, please feel 6.ee 
to contact me by phone or email. 

Respectfi~lly yours, 

RL-L .P~  w luL-+ 
Richard W. Ubersax 

P.S.: I have also sent an electronic copy to you via email. 



CONCLUSION: 

It will be evident from the discussion that follows that the DEIS has not adequately analyzed noise 
along the guideway and has grossly underestimated the impact that noise generated by the Project 
will have on the quality of life of residents living close to the guideway. The DEIS "Summary of 
Environmental Effects" (DEIS Table 4-1) relating to noise indicates that there will be numerous 
"Moderate Impact" locations along the guideway, and that "no feasible and reasonable mitigation 
is available to reduce modemte noise impacts that remain ". The number of impacted sites would 
be much higher, and the level of impact would be more severe if the assessment: 

a) followed the guidelines and recommendations in the FTA "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment" Manual 

b) considered the open door and window lifestyle of our people, and 

c) extended the sh~dy to include the instantaneous noise from each passing train 

The ultimate message one gets from the DEIS is that there will be objectionable noise - although 
grossly understated - and that the City expects us to live with it or deal with it later. The time to 
deal with it is now, and not later. 

It is understandable that the City has tried to gloss over the negatives of the Project; but it is 
unacceptable to push the Project forward while knowing the problems - and expect the people to 
accept it. If there is no way to mitigate the impact of noise (or other environmental effects) along 
sections of the guideway, a new design or route needs to be devised. Anything less is a gross 
injustice to the people. None of the three Build Alternatives is acceptable in their current form. 

I. The DEIS and accorn~anvinp Technical R e ~ o r t  do not satisfv the "fuI1 disclosure" 
requirements of NEPA. . 

Although the DEIS and Technical Report RTD 2008f provide much useful information on the 
fi~ndamentals of noise generation, measurement, assessment criteria, impacts, and mitigation, they 
do not provide all of the information recommended by the FTA in the "Transit Noise and Vibration 
Impact Assessment" Manual (FTA-VA-90- 1003-06, May 2006). 

With respect to recommendations provided in the FTA Manual: 

A. General 
"To be effective, the noise and vibration analysis mzist bepresented to the uziblic in a clear, vet 

comurehensive manner. The mass of technical dafa and information necessary to withstand scrzitiny in the 
environmental review process must be doczimented in a wav that remains intelligible to the public. 
Jtistification for all asszi~nptions zued in the analvsis. such as selection o f  reuresentative measurement sites 
and all baseline conditions, mzlst be presented for review. " (FTA Manual page 13- 1) 

Although the Tecl~nical Report provides significantly greater detail than the DEIS, it does not 
provide sufficient detail to withstand "scrutiny" by the informed reader. There are remaining 
questions regarding the protocol used for determining existing noise, estimating project noise, 
evaluating noise impact at specific locations, and validation of mitigation measures. 



There is also concern about the Project's planned extensions to UI-I Manoa and Waikiki not being 
covered in detail in the DEIS. 

The Technical Report addresses this issue in the Preface: 

"Therefore, the foczrs of the DIY$ EIS is on the "First Project, " ajilndable approximately 20-mile section 
between East Kapolei and Ala Moana Center. The First Project is identijled as "the Project" for the pzrrpose 
of the Draft EIS. 

This technical report doczrtnents the detailed analysis completed for the Fzrll Project, which inclzldes the 
planned extensions, related trnnsit stations, and constrzrction phasing. The planned extensions and related 
constrzrction planning have not been firlly evalzlated in the Draft EIS and are qzlalitatively disczrssed in the 
C~rmzrlative Effects section of the Draft EIS as a foreseeablefirhrre project(s). Oncefilnding is ident$edfor 
these extensions, afirll environmental evafz[ation will be completed in a separate environmental stzrdy (or 
studies), as appropriate. " 

The extensions are an integral part of the ORTP 2030 plan and should be assessed with the same 
degree of detail in the DEIS as the thee Project "alternatives" (Salt Lake alternative, Airport 
Alternative, and Airpost & Salt Lake alternative), especially since the noise impacts of these 
extensions are expected to be greater and more difficult to mitigate than for the Project. The fact 
that the DEIS uses the term "First Project" as a descriptor for the "Project" fully indicates that the 
City's intent is to complete the Full Project, and thus the extensions should be treated with the same 
level of detail in the DEIS as the Project. 

B. Existing Noise 
"Meas~rrement procedz[res shozrld befirlly described. Tables of measzrrement instrtrments shozrld include 
manzrfact~rrer, tvoe. serial nzrrnber and date o f  most recent calibration by azlthorized testing laboratory. 
Measzlrement ueriods, inclzrdinw time o f  dav and length o f  time at each site shozrld be shown to demonstrate 
adeazlate reuresentation o f  the ambient conditions. The measurement data shozrld be presented in well 
organized form in tables andfigzrres. " (FTA Manual p. 13-2) 

Neither the DEIS nor Technical Report adequately describe details of the methods used for 
measuring the ambient sound levels at each receptor site. The following information should be 
included: 

- detailed description of measurement instruments and calibration documentation 
- precise location of receptor sites (exact coordinates including elevation); location of identified 

sensitive sites relative to each receptor site (including elevation); location of sensitive sites 
relative to guideway 

- precise time of measurement including day of week, time of day, length of time 

- assumptions made in calc~~lations of L,,,,, Leg, Ldn, etc. 
- unusual occurrences and treatment thereof 

C. Prediction of Future Project Noise 
"The prediction model zrsed for estimatinn filtzrre project conditions shotrld be filllv described and 
referenced. Any changes or extensions to the models recommended in this mantra1 shozrld bejirlly described 
so that the validity of the adjzrstrnents can be confirmed. Specific data zrsed as inpzrt to the models shozlld be 
listed. Computed levels shozrld be tabzllated and illzrstrated bv contozrrs, cross-sections or shaded mapping. It - 



is important to illtistrate noise/vibration impacts with base maps at a scale with enoziwh detail to provide 
location reference for the reader. " (FTA Manual p. 13-2) 

Neither the DEIS nor Technical Report describe the metl~odology used for estimating project noise. 
The following information should be included: 

- detailed description of prediction model, and if different from that recommended in FTA-VA- 
90- 1003-06, the justification for deviation; any adjustments to the model should be described in 
detail. 

- specific data used as input to the model should be described including: 
source reference noise level (unmitigated and mitigated) with supporting details (i.e., vehicle 
configuration, vehicle speed); details of mitigation techniques and comprehensive 
justification of mitigated levels (i.e., effect of skirts and parapet wall independently, and 
combined effect) 

- tabulated results for each specific receptor (and relevant impacted sensitive sites) with all 
assumptions disclosed 

- precise distance between receptor and source 
- location of receptors (and sensitive sites) relative to source (i.e., distance above/below source) 

It is not clear from the DEIS or Technical Report whether the noise impact of vehicIes on opposite 
tracks are treated the same, or whether converging trains are treated. The distance of the train from 
the receptor, and mitigation by the intervening parapet wall (and thus the noise impact) will be 
different depending on train direction. This situation should be analyzed and treated appropriately 
(with explanation) in the FEISITechnical Report. 

Similarly, the DEIS and Technical Report do not address the impact of reflection of sound energy at 
locations where the guideway traverses in close proximity to buildings on both sides (e.g., 
Halekauwila Street, etc., UH Manoa extension, Waikiki extension). If it is determined that 
reflection is inconsequential, it should be stated with appropriate justification. If not, it should be 
addressed in the assessment. 

The. DEIS and Technical Report depict noise impact data as distinct individual points along the 
guideway at ground-floor elevations (except in locations that included buildings of four or more 
stories). In the FTA manual, it is recommended that impacts be presented in the form contour 
maps. It would be highly desirable to represent these contours as a function of distance from the 
guideway as well as overlays to represent elevations above and below the guideway. The maps 
should be presented in a scale with enough detail to precisely determine distance of each contour 
line from the guideway. A format similar to DEIS Appendix A would be acceptable, but at 1" = 
100' scale). 

D. Mitigation 
"The nzitigation section of the technical report should begin with a szrmmnry of all treatments considered, 
even ifsotne are not carried tofinal consideration. Final candidate mitig-ation treatments should be 
considered seuaratelv with description of the featzrres of the treatment, costs, expected benefit in redzicing 
impacts, locations where the benefit woirld be realized and discussion ofpracticality of implementing 
alternative treatments. With respect to noise impacts, enozigh infornzatioa is to be inclzrded to allow the 
project sponsor and FTA to reach decisions on mitigation prior to issuance of the jinal environnzental 
document. " (FTA Manual p. 13-3) 



The project already includes an integrated noise-blocicing 3'-high parapet wall on each side of the 
guideway and a system specification for vehicles with wheel skirts. The parapet wall is expected to 
reduce noise at or below track level, and the skirts to reduce noise at or above track level. Each data 
point in the DEIS represents the noise impact with the wall and skirt mitigation measures in place; 
while Appendix A of the Technical Report, provides project noise impacts with and without these 
mitigation measures. From Appendix A, it is clear that project noise would be "severe" or 
"moderate" at most receptor sites without the prescribed mitigation measures. Since the proposed 
mitigation methods provide only an estimate of achlal noise attenuation, it is possible that many of 
the sites listed as "no impact" could achlally be "moderate impact" and sites listed as "moderate 
impact'' could actually be "severe impact". 

In situations where noise-sensitive sites exist above the guideway, additional mitigation measures 
might be needed because of reflection from the guideway surface and lower eff~ciency of the 
parapet walls. These sites should be identified and additional mitigation measures identified. The 
DEIS and Technical Report address this issue to some degree, but it would be highly desirable to 
include specific recommendations and supporting data to support the recommendations. 

The FTA Manual recommends that a summary of "all" treatments considered. Although the 
Technical Report meiltions two additional measures, there are numerous others available (such as 
an additional wall on the centerline of the guideway). These should be described in detail (along 
with the benefit expected). 

The ETA Manual discusses operational restrictions as a means to mitigate noise, but does not 
impose them because of their impact on system efficiencies, economics, etc. 

"Two changes in operations that can mitigate noise are the lowering of speed and the redtrction of nighttime 
(1Opm to 7 a t )  operations. Because noise from most transit vehicles depends on speed, a reduction of speed 
reszrlts in lower noise levels. The eflect can be considerable. For example, the speed dependency of steel- 
wheel/steel-rail systems for L,,, and LC[, (see Table 6-4) reszilts in a 6 dB redzrction for a halvingof the speed. 

Complete elimination of nighttime operations has a strong effect on reducing the LC/,,, becazlse nighttime 

noise is increased by 10 decibels when calczrlating Ld,,. " (FTA Manual p.6-4 1). 

The City should anticipate reducing speed in'noise-sensitive areas (below the 45 mph initially 
planned), and incorporate this scenario in the financial risk analysis section of the DEIS. 

The maximum acceptable limits for project noise should be specified in the FDIS (or SEIS), along 
the length of the guideway (depending on noise impact sensitivity). Shortly after commencement of 
system operation, detailed measurements should be made to ensure compliance with these limits. 

To further ensure that noise from the project is within acceptable limits, City Council (or if 
necessary, State Legislature) should legislate noise limits along the guideway. Prior to 
issuance of the FEIS, a written commitment from the City (or State) should be made to pass 
legislation prior to start up of the project that specifies maximum noise allowed at residential 
building setbacks and requires a reduction in speed if Project noise level exceeds specification 
until other mitigation measures can be implemented. 



11. The DEIS noise impact criteria methodologiv does not adequatelv address noise impacts in 
all situations: 

A. FTA criteria underestimate actual noise impact by use of Ldn or the Leq 

The FTA criteria incorporate average noise measurements and de-emphasize short-term noise 
occurrences. However, in some cases, the use of L,,,, or the maximum noise recorded over a short 
time interval, is a more meaningful measure of unacceptable noise level, as explained in the FTA 
Manual: 

The assessment of noise inpact in this manual utilizes either the Ldr, or the Leq descriptor. As such, in 

determining impact it is not necessary to determine and tabulate the maxiazlm levels (L,,,,J. However, it is 

often desirable to include campzitations of L,,,, in environrnental doczlmerzts, particzrlarly for railprojects, 
because the noise from an individual train pass by is quite distingziishablefiom the existing background 

noise. The L,, is also the descriptor used in vehicle specifications. Becazrse L,,,, reuresents the sound level 
heard dzlrina a transportation vehicle pass by. people can relate this metric with other noise experienced in 
the environment. Particzrlarly with rail transitprojects, it is representative of whatpeople hear at any 
particular instant and can be measured with a sound level meter. " "Thus, although & is not used in this 
manual as a basis for assessing noise impact, it can provide people with a more complete description of the 
noise effects of a proposedproject and shozlld be reported in environmental documents. " (FTA Manual p.6- 
29) 

'Ylthozrgh the maximum noise level (L,,,,J is not used in this nranzlal as the basis for the noise impact 
criteria for transit projects, it is a zuejrl metric forproviding a,fitller zwtderstanding of the noise impact from 
some transit operations. Suecificallv. rail transit characteristicallv urodzlces hiah intermittent noise levels, 
which mav be ~Mectionable dependina on the distance fiom the alignment. Thus, it is recommended that 

L,,,, information Be urovided in environmental doczrments to szppletnent the noise itnpact assessment and& 
help satisfv the "filll disclostrre" requirements o f  NEPA. "(FTA Manual p. 3-9) 

This is an especially critical issue in residential areas that are in close proximity to the guideway 
(el00 feet). In many cases, transit vehicles will pass well within 100 feet, and in some cases as 
close as 30 feet of windows in residential areas. In these situations, L,,, would be a more 
meaningful noise descriptor. 
In Hawaii's tropical climate, it is often necessary to keep windows and doors open for personal 
comfort since many residences do not have air conditioning. In this case, the actual noise of the 
passing train, L,,, , is the best measure for judging the real-life impact of the event. Although the 
FTA noise impact classification might be "No Impact" or "Moderate Impact", affected residents 
will perceive it as being "Severe Impact". Air conditioning as a mitigation measure would not be 
accepted by the tropical cultwe, and would increase the electrical burden of the public. 

Neither the DEIS nor Technical Report address this issue even though many residential properties 
will be severely affected. It is imperative that these issues be addressed in the FEIS or SEIS. 

B. FTA criteria underestimate actual noise impact by applying criteria "outside" of 
residential building locations 

"For residential land zue, the noise criteria are to be applied outside the building locations at noise- 
sensitive areas withji-equent hzrman use including outdoor patios, decks, pools, and play areas. If none, the 
criteria shozrld be applied near building doors and windows. " (FTA Manual p. 3- 10) 



As discussed above, the nature of the climate and lifestyle require windows and doors to be open, in 
some cases year-ro~uld. In typical residential construction (double-pane windows and doors), noise 
can be mitigated by as much as 25 dB; but in Hawaii, with doors and windows open most of the 
time, the actnal noise can be much louder than indicated by the FTA criteria, and thus, although 
classified as "No Impact" or "Moderate Impact", should actually be classified as "Moderate 
Impact" or "Severe Impact". 
Neither the DEIS nor Technical Report address this issue even though many residential properties 
will be adversely affected. It is imperative it be addressed in the FEIS or SEIS. 

C. FTA criteria underestimate actual noise impact by referencing to ambient noise 

The FTA criteria for proiect noise impact is based on average project noise levels compared to 
average background (ambient) noise levels: higher project noise is petmitted at higher ambient 
noise levels. However, in many cases, the absolute total noise level (sum of ambient and project) 
should be used to establish the impact of the project on noise severity as described in the FTA 
Manual: 

"Ambient levels above 65 dB (Lh)  are considered "normallv zmnsatisfactow " for residential land zrse bv the 
Department o f  Hozrsina and Urban Development. Thzrs there is a stronner need for mitigation $'a project is 
proposed in ail area czrrrentlv exueriencinp high noise levels born szrrface transportation. An example would 
be a project where additional commzrter tracks are added to a very busy rail corridor. Ifthis project were 
placed in n less noisy environment, the impact assessment [night show a Severe Impact, but when the project 
is overlaid on an misting noisy environment, the reszrlt cotllc! be Moderate Impact or, possibly, No Imnact. 
However, in this sitzration the new cumulative noise environment may be very objectionable becazrse people 
will not be compartmentalizing the existing noise versus the new noise and reacting only to the new noise. 
this circumstance irnpacts ureclicted in the Moderate ranae shozrld be treated as i f  they were Severe. (FTA 
Manual p. 3-12) 

In the FEIS or SEIS, every receptor site should be assessed to determine how application of this 
criterion would affect the noise impact rating. 

D. FTA criteria underestimate actual noise impact by time averaging technique 

Ambient Ld, is averaged over the full 24-hour day, and remains the same whether the Project is 
operating or not. Noise generated by the Project (Ldn) is also a 24-hour average, but the Project is 
not expected to operate during the nighttime hours of midnight to 4 AM. During this period, project 
noise is "zero", so the calculated Project Ld, is lower than if trains were running through the night. 
This calculated Ld, could result in a reduction in noise impact from "Severe Impact" to "Moderate 
Impact" (or "Moderate Impact" to "No Impact") even though the instantaneous impact (L,,,,,) for 
each train passing is the same, independent of pass-by frequency. 
The same effect would be realized if the frequency of passing a specific receptor site were to be 
reduced, e.g., by increasing headway. Illustrative of this concept is in the comparison of common 
receptor sites along the Salt Lake Alterative versus the Salt Lake &Airport Alternative. The 
frequency of passing trains along Salt Lake Blvd for the Salt Lake & Airport Alternative will be 
one-half of that for the Salt Lake Alternative. Thus, the calculated project noise levels (Ldn) for 
receptors along Salt Lake Blvd for the Salt Lake & Airport Alternative are significantly lower than 



for the Salt Lake Alternative. The consequence is that the five high-rise apartments along Salt Lake 
Blvd (receptors 0 and 16) are reduced in noise impact from "Moderate" to "No Impact" in the Salt 
Lake & Airport Alternative, even though the actual noise from each passing train is the same in 
either case. 
These factors should be explained in the FEIS or SEIS so that the general public - especially those 
living close to the guideway- has a fuller understanding of the adverse impacts of the Project. 

111. Accountability 

At the present time, there are no State or County statutes for regulation of noise resulting from 
transit operations on the guideway. Witl~out these statutes, it is virtually impossible for residents to 
force mitigation through legal channels. The City has no incentive for mitigation; in fact, it has a 
disincentive in that any mitigation will result in higher capital and/or operating cost. It is imperative 
that such statutes be enacted (with full involvement of the public) prior to commencement of 
service. Such legislation shoudd require reduction in speed as an interim mitigation measure until 
permanent physical mitigation can be implemented. 

( (Note: HAR 1 1-46 is the correct statute for stationary noise listed on DEIS p. 4-98, and not 11-16) 1 
it is unsettling that the City and its consultants have not addressed the noise issue - or other 
potential negative impacts of the project - more seriously; nor considered the reaction of the public 
after implementation. It's as if the attih~de is to forge ahead and face the consequences later. For a 
project that has such a large e~lvironmental and economic impact, this is behavior is irresponsible, 
and should be accounted for. 
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Xa It possible to eolve traffic congestion and keep Honolulu 
beautiful? 

I believe t11a.t in the very near ktwe that newer technology wil:l maice use of 
rail obseletc; that new technology use will make vekicl.es cleaner and 
environ.mentally f~iondl.ier than mil, Just look at how tcc.hnology bas 
improved our quality of life by making things run better and mare 
efficiently. Electric autos, hydrogen he1 cell powered magnet guided buses 
and rho sky tran using meglev will change the way we travel and p.rotect our 
environme.nr. FossiI f i e 1  use in Hawaii drop significantly and be sup.planted 
by the creation of energy usixlg natural sources o f  energy found in 
abundance here aided by the efforts of the federal government and. our 
governor. 

Mass transportation using the Phileas magnetic guided bus for example uses 
GPS andmagnets embedded in roads to guide buses 0.0 a collcise path like 
rail automnticdly without need for steering. The bus will open with wide 
doors with i ts platform level with the curb height and within inch ofthe 
curb to allow for wheelchair and children tram access with.out stepping into 
the stmet or need to climb stairs like conventional buses. This vehicle is 
current1.y being road tested by Caltran in California and is predi.cted one day 
to be operationai in California and Oregon. It has been operational since 
2004 in Deamatk and is being used in Turkey. Japan atrd South. Korea we 
also cons.idering using this bus. This same bus company came lo present 
this technology to the city council, but was prevented from doing so by the 
pro-sail council, 

Governor LindaLi.ngle has given permission for a private company based in. 
Califomin to bring elecnic cars to Hawaii and bc the first state in use this 
technology. It is her goal to make Hawaii 40% energy sufficient by 2030 
a13d. eventually an energy exporte.r, using Hawaii's natural resources of wind, 
ocean (wave cnergy and thermal energy), geothe.md, and solar energies. 
We need th,c Governor to help provide trafEc relief for H-1. Which i.s under 
the State's jurisdiction. The Governor believes that a non biased pmlel 
should assess whether rail is cost effective and the best solution available. 

7:h.e skytran is experimental vehicle that m.erits consideration .for use in 
.FTonoli~lu. It offers the potential of moving single passengers in small pods 
traveSin.g via a sky grid using meglev technology for propulsion. This 
system is currelttly being tested in L.A, and has seems to have fh.e potentia1 
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of moving peopJ.e intracity and between cities. Like the meglev rRi1 it has 
the ability to G v e  people rapidly over Iong distances, This system uses 
commonly used materials found in all locales and easily assembled and cost 
eRecrive, The grid system appears to be small and visually uns)btrusive. 
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What is wrong with tall? 

.I envision de1a.y~ especially eastward of Iwilei where Hawaiian burial sites 
or iwi,. will alter rail's route and result in prolonged construction dalays 
affecting btlsinesscs and tmfic. The visual blig.ht of rail in downtown 
H.onolul.u, especially tho huge station on Bishop Street will be not only be an 
eye so.re but a remin.der of thc asinine short sightedness of our city planners 
as the heavy rail screeches on during the day and late into the night. 

Rail is old, technology and hindered by extrenlely high capital costs and 
maintenance costs which will be the responsibility of our res.idcots for 
generations. What will happen when the obsolete rail needs parts for repair? 
What happens to the white elephant if funds run out? What happens if there 
j.3 poor .ridership arid we can no longer afford upkeep? What happens to rail 
and stations wl~en tI1ey become perfect places for druggies, for graffiti 
artists, pan I~andl.ers, women of the night to conduct their business? Ow 
city's mai.ntenmce o f  infrastructure is so poor, one has to wonder how the 
city will m.anage maintaining the rail. 

The added. expenditure of this costly project that will only increase traffic 
congestion to our already congested city streets wid not provide traffic relief 
,for our leeward and ccntral Oahu commuters should be put to rest, Rail will 
not only be a detriment to our environ~nent but be a detriment to our q~~ality 
of life. By ushg the moneys ,for rail we will W e r  neglect ou:r (1) aging 
sewers that arc leaking " brown waste" that contaminates our beaches during 
h.ea.vy rains, (2) secondary treatment plants that continue to dump 
improperly rret~ted sewage into our ocean, (3) waste management, (4) 
landfill. and (5) "pot hole" roads and freeways, Our parks and recreational 
facilities dso reflect our city's neglect of taking care of city property. 

We wander how this city will be able to manage a complex rail system when 
it has ,proven to bc woefully incompetent in managing its infrastructure. 
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How wwsrr the public duped into chooslag rail? 

The current city administration fiom its inception choose not to use public 
d.eliberat.i.o.n to discuss rail alternatives, I have attended almost all. of tltc 
com~nunity outreac,h meetings and can testify that there was no meaningfill 
j.ntercourso between the pro rail city appointed panelists and the o,ppositio.n 
group. :Prom the inception the City administration had chosen to run1 rail 
down our throats with no consideration for any meaningfi11 d.eliberation with 
the public, An. advertisement extravaganza by tho Mayor using taxpayers 
.m.oney, some 3 milliorn plus dollars, to dupe the public into believing ill the 
merits of rail allowed rail to narrowly defeat no rail in. the general election. 
The mayor sta.r:ed that the feds mandated that the city promote :rail through 
advertisements.. An inquiry by Hawaii Reporter proved this to be untrue. 
The Mayor used taxpayers money under a false premise. The Mayor also 
stated that he would. stop the actions of StopRailNow, a citizens group 
formed to allow the people to vote on whether to choose rail. The citizens 
right to use initiative as prescribed by the City Charter was being publically 
attacked by the Mayor. These are examples of the Mayor's heavy hand in 
promoting only rail md nothing else. 

As a result of the dictatorial, n.on democratic ,unreslrj.cted whims of the city 
administration and a non bid rail process that proceeded withor1.t any 
oversight we end up with a rail project that according to the rail propaganda 
will be solely :lhan.ced by fcderal and state .5% excise tax, Nothin.8 could 
be further from the truth as the price tag of rail has been increasing 
expon.enI:iaI.f.y in  price &om 2.7 billion in 2004 to 5.3 billion in 2008 
(Advertiser and Strtr Bulletin newspapapers 1212008). 
To add to the insult rail was never intended to solve t r f l ~ c  congestion on 

our orrly major highway H-1. Congestion will worsen by 70% by 2030). 

As a physician we use a phrase called curb side consultation to seek 
sojutions to problems, I fmd that the most prudent way to reach a reasonable 
solution to any problem is to consult with others, better yet with otl~.lers that 
have o,pinio.ns different than mine to learn of new teachings and technology 
for my patients well being. We are trained to defend our position until 
someone else h.as a better solution. We then work with the better solution 
and bury the older obsolete method or system. We should bury rail, for 
there are many more better solutions. 
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Summary 

With the recent state's highway modernization project which will 
sign.i.ficantly reduce commute time, as well as be constructed much sooner 
and wi.th significantly less cost to the public, t l~e  introduction of rail, which 
by comparison is definitely a very poor alternative. 















February 6,2009 

Mr. Ted MatIcy 
U. S. Department of Transpo~.tation 
Federal Transit Administration - Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshioka 
Department of Transportation Sowices 
City and County of Honoiulu 

, 630 South King Street, 3d Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DE1S)IScction 4(f) XvaIuation for the 
Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

UltraSystems Environmental (UltraSystems) was refained by Kamehameha Schools (KS) to conduct an 
independent review of the subject DEIS arid companion technical reports, and to prepare the following findings and 
comments. (KS is preparing its own comments and sending them in a separate letter.) UItraSystcms is one of the 
leading environmental planning and consulting firms in the western United States, and has extensive experience in 
preparing technical studies and environmental documents. Its services include environmental analyses, air and 
noise impact studies, transportation, biology and wetlands, Phase I and 11 aivironmentai site assessments, 
hazardous materials management, and land use studies. 

UltraSystems has a distinguished track record in preparing high-quality envirollmentat documents for residential, 
commercial, industrial, institutional, transit, transportation, and infrastructure-related projects for public and private 
sector clients tiuooghout California and the western United States. Each of our six principals brings more than 30 
years of experience in the preparation and peer review of environmental documents. 

Besides reviewing the DEIS, UltraSystems reviewed the guidance provided by the Federal Transit Administration 
on preparing project Environrncntal Impact statements;' the XonoIulu High-Capaci~ Pansit Corridor Project 
AIternatives Analysis Report, .City and County ofHonolulu; fkwaii Revised Statutes, Chapter 343 (Environmental 
Impact Statements), Hawaii Revised Statutes, Chapter 344 (State Environmaltal Policy); and the City and County 
of Honolulu Land Use Ordinance to gain a better understanding of the plqnning process being followed on the 
proposed Project and the local land use rules and regulations that will come into play on lands impacted by the 
Project. 

' 'Wational Environmental Policy Act." Federal Transit Administration - Pkming & Environmental 
(www.fta.dot.gov(printer-fiiendly/~lanninget1vironment~225.html). 

Corporate Office - Orange County 
16431 Scientific Way 
Irvine, CA 92618-4355 
Telephone: 949.788.4900 Facsimile: 949.788.4901 
Website: www.ultfasysterns.com 



The following comments summarize Project-related issues and questions that UltraSysterns identitied during its 
investigations. For your ease in consideration of the comments, they are organized into nine topics. The 
presentation of each topic includes a general comment, followed by specific concerns. 

A. Transportation 

The Honolulu Iiigh-Capacity Transit Corridor project may create significant construction and operational traffic, 
roadway and parking impacts on adjacent KS-owned land that have not been adequately quantified and the 
proposed mitigation measures lack specificity or evidence that they will effectively reduce impacts to property 
owners and businesses. 

Concern #A-I: Planned Parking Appears to be Insufficient and May Rcsidt in "Spillover" lo Adjncent 
Commercial Properties 

The proposed Peari Highlands Station would have a 1,600-space park-and-ride facility @EIS, Page 2-27). 
Should additional parking be needed in the future, will sufficient space be available to expand the park-and 
ride lot? If insi~fficient parking is provided, those driving to this station will be forced to seek parking 
elsewhere. 

Dedicated kiss-and-ride pullouts (passenger drop off) or parking spaces are planned at many stations to 
facilitate drop-off and pick-up (DEIS, Page 2-36). No additional parking is shown For the Kapalama 
Station (DEIS, Page 2-3 1, Figure 2-3 1). Given that there appear to be no residences within the standard 
quarter-mile walking radius, it,is reasonable to assume that riders will drive to this station-and need 
parking--or that few riders are expected at this station because it may be easier to simply drive into town 
from there. Please confirm if this station is intended to have fewer than average riders. If it is expected to 
have average per-station ridership, then please explain how parking demand will be handled if the City 
plans on drawing many riders from this area. If off-street parking is planned for this station, then please 
provide the parking report for public review. If off-street parking is not planned for this station, then please 
provide a report explaining the reasons for the expected low ridership at this station-and which stations 
are expected to carry the heavier rider loads. When showing the heavier rider loads please include in the 
report the number of riders expected there and the number of parking spaces required. Also, if people do 
end up riding from this station and parking, please provide a written plan showing how they will be 
accomlnodated so as to not have a negative impact on comlnerciai tenants near this station. 

Twenty-six off-street parking spaces would be lost on Dillingham Boulevard between McNeill Street and 
Waiakamilo Road due to fixed guideway column placement in the median (Transportation Technicat 
Report, Table 5-54, page 5-1 14). Commercial properties a few blocks west of the proposed Kapaima 
transit station will be affected. 

Ten off-street parking spaces would be lost on DiIlingham Boulevard between Waiakamilo Road and 
Kohou Street due to fixed guideway column placement on the side (Transportation Technical Report, Table 
5-54, page 5-1 14). The loss of off-street parking could impact customer and employee parking at 
Waiakarnilo Shopping Center and buildings on both sides of Dillingham. (KS-owned land is on both sides 
of this section - McNeill to Kollou). What impact would the loss of these off-street parking spaces have on 
the commercial uses along Dillingham Boulevard? 

For the Kaka'ako station, I6 on-street Mauka and 22 on-street Makai parking spaces worlid bc lost on 
Halekauwila Street between Keawe Street and Coral Street due to fixed guideway column placement on the 
side (Transporntion Technical Report, Table 5-54, page 5-1 14; see also DEIS Page 2-32, Figure 2-35). 
Please describe the impact from the loss of these on-street parking spaces on businesses located on KS- 



owned properties and where those spaces could be replaced? This site is likely to be an a.m. net destinatiotl 
station more likely to have less parking demand than a net ride generating station. 

The Transportation Technical Report states that park-and-ride usage would be free (Section 5.6.2, page S- 
86). It is a common experience throughout California that parking at transit statiotis is underestimated, and 
consequently, additional parking is often required after the initial construction, to mcet the increased 
demand. This was certainly the case at UltraSystems' home base of Irvine, California, where a three-story 
parking garage was recently built for the Irvine AmtrakMetrolink statio~~, after the capacity of the original 
surface parking lot was exceeded. Based on this premise, land for more parking would likely have to be 
acquired. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEXS) for the Project should address the question of 
how the construction and maintenance costs for these additional facilities would be paid for. The FEIS' 
cash flow and budget should address this. 

The following additional mitigation measures for parking impacts should be included in the FEIS: 

V' The foundations of parking garages for transit and bus patron parking shall be designed and constructed 
so rhat additional floors could be added as needed in the future. 

4 Where parking structures are not planned to be built, enough land shall be acquired by the City and 
County of Ho~~olulu so that surface lots can be expanded as necessary to handle future increases in 
parking requirements. It wilI be less costly to reserve the land now, rather than when the demand 
becomes acute. 

Concern #A-2: Efirnination or Narrowing ofExistirrg Trajfic Lnnes May Resirit in Snfely Probfeitts 

In some cases, widening the existing street median to accommodate the columns for the fixed guideway 
would require reducing lane widths slightly. Table 3-21 (Column Placement Effects on Streets and 
Highways - page 3-39 of the DEIS) shows where columns would be placed and tlie new widths of traffic 
latxes on certain street segments. However, with only one exception, the table does not report the widths of 
the traffic lanes under the No BuiId ~lternative.' Tl~erefore, the extent of change in lane widths is not 
known. Althougii the transportation technical report reports historical accident rates, it and the DEIS are 
silent on the issue of impacts of lane width changes on road safety. UItraSystems requests that a fully 
documented analysis of the effect (if any) of lane width redr~ction on traffic accident rates be included 
in the FEIS. 

The FEIS should address the issue that the narrower lanes are likely to affect the operation of larger 
vehicles such as semi trucks and buses and create safety hazards. Operating large vehicles in 10 foot wide 
lanes may create an unreaso~iable risk of automobile accidents in these lanes and of risk to people and 
business near these rights-of-way. 

A!ong three street segmcznts (Dillingham from McNeiIl to Waiakamilo, I-Xalekauwila from Keawe to Coral, 
and Halekauwila from Punchbowl to South Street), sidewalks will be narrowed by one to five feet (DEIS, 
Table 5-57). NBrrowed sidewalks can reduce bicycle and pedestrian safety, as sidewalk users would be 
moved closer to automobile traffic. 

hfomation on existing lane widths is also lacking in the transportation technical report. 
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Concern #A3: The impacls on .traffic near the park-and-ride facility at the Pearl Highlands Statiott mcly Hot be 
sufficiently mitigated by rlle mensures proposed in the DBIS. 

Table 3-22 (Effects on Traffic near Park-and-Ride Lots - 2030 No Build and Build Alternatives) shows that the 
level of service (LOS) will remain at F for two intersections near the Pearl Highlands Station under the No Build 
and Build Alternatives. At a third intersection (Farrington Highway and Waiawa Street), the p.m. peak hour ZX>S 
will deciine from D under the No Build Alternative to F under the Build Alternatives. Except for one instance 
(p.m. peak hour at Kamehameha Highway and Kuala Street), delays at all the intersection will be greater under the 
Build Alternative than under the No Build Altenlative. According to the DEB, potential mitigation measures 
include widening existing roads, signalizing intersections, and "other treatments." This raises some questions that 
need answering in the FEIS: 

What is the approximate amount of mitigation (in seco~~ds of delay, for example) that would be expected 
from road widening and signatizing intersections? 

The term "other treatments" is too vague; what are some of them, and how effective would they be? 

Could the incorporation of feeder buses in the project design provide additional mitigation? 

B, Safety and Security 

Construction and operation of the transit project will create significant safety and security problems at the proposed 
Pearlridge Center, Kapalma and Kakacako transit stations to be constructed near of adjacent to KS-owned lands. 
I t  is not ctear from the DEXS how these problems wo~lld be addressed. Project safety features should be 
reviewed to determine whether they are adequate to eusurc the safety o f  transit passengers at  thesestations. 

C. Land Use 

Construction and operation of the transit project will impact a number of KS-owned lands near or adjaceilt to the 
Pearlridge Center and Kapalama stations and along Dillingi~am Boulevard, particularly in the Dillingham Plaza 
Area. The reduction in the size of KS owned parcels in these areas may result in the creation of existing, non- 
conforming uses that may hinder hture redevelopment of these lands. 

Concern #C-1: The loss of ten feet of land in front of commercial properties along Dillingham Bortlcvard, 
pruticufarIy in the lrrea of DifIinghnin Pfnza, will make land trses non-conforming and hinder 
ftiture redevefopmcnt, 

The loss of 10 feet of land in front o f  KS commercial-use properties will result in the loss of most of the 
landscaped area in front of these businesses and a number of existing mature street trees that are required 
by the City and County of Honolulu Land Use ~rdinance.~ Existing sidewalks in these areas will also be 
removed, with the sidewalks being moved back to the new.edge of  Dillinghaln Boulevard. This will result 
in a sidewalWlandscape area adjacent to the remaining businesses on these lands. B is assumed at this time 
that the loss of required lot size and landscaping wilt make all of these lots lion-conforming, and subject to 
the constraints prescribed by Section 2 1-4.1 10 (Nonconformities) of the Ordinance. Tl~is may make the 
redeveloprnent of the commercial land uses on KS properties more dificult if these uses have to be brou&lt 
up to the current City's current Land Use Ordinance at the time that they a e  developed. The FWS sliodd 
address this question and resolve it by more than providing perpetual variances, since this is also a matter 
of lost business opportunities caused by the impact of the Project. 

See Sections 21-3.1 10-1 (Business uses and devcloptrient standards), 21-3.120-2 (Business mixed use district uses and 
developn~ent standards), and 2 1-4.70 (Landscaping and screening). 



Loss of land along Dillingham Boulevard may also impact the landscaping for off-street parking, the size of 
parking spaces and the loading areas for the commercial uses along this street. These changes may make 
these lots non-conforming due to the lack of adequate landscaping for parking and loading areasV4 Again, 
fiture redevelopment of the commercial use along Dillingham Boulevard may be impacted, with these lots 
and uses considered. This is a particular concern for the Boulevard Sairnin Restaurant (1425 Dillingham 
BouIevard), which has only twelve parking spaces, two of which potentialiy will be lost due to the 
widening of Dillingham Boulevard. 

Concern #G2: The DEIS'jocus on the impncts of full acquisiiion of properlies (Le., change in land use, need 
for relocalion) fails fo ackltow~edge the impncls ofpartial acq~kitions. 

The DEIS notes (page 4-20) that "Based on the relatively small nlunber of parcels affected by full acquisition, rhe 
effects on different types of land uses in the study corridor would be minimal. No mitigation measures would be 
needed." As documented in the Lond Use Technical Report (Pages 4-9 through 4-15), KS expressed its concern 
that the proposed Project's Iand acquisitions, including muItiple partial acquisitions, may limit KS' abiliiy to 
maximize the development potentiaI of its properties. 

Concern #C-3: The DEIS fails to consider sufficieenfly the inlpncfs of the Project on docurnerrfed futirre 
deueioprnenfs. 

The Land Use Technical Report's discussion of transit station Iand use impacts (pages 5-2 to 5-11) 
acknowledges that KS owns many properties near the proposed Kalihi, Kapalama, Kaka'ako, and Mo'ili'ili 
stations and has major redevelopment plans when current leases expire. The potential impacts of the 
proposed transit project on these tlocumented plans for redcveIopment are not analyzed in either the 
Technical Report or the DEIS. This is  a serious deficiency, which should be corrected in the FEIS. 

Table A-17 of the Land U e  Technical Report, which summarizes land use issues associated with the 
proposed Kalihi transit station, states that the City would "coordinate with Kamehameha Schools regarding 
redevelopment plans." The City should address these issues with KS prior to completion of the FEIS. 
Until such co.ordination is concluded, the City cannot claim that it has mitigated specific land use issues at 
least with respect to communities where KS owns substantial acreage at or near the proposed rail line. 

Table A-18 of the Land Use Technical Report, which summarizes land use issues associated with the 
proposed Kapalatna station, acknowledges that ''Kamehameha Schools owns much property wesr of' 
Honolulu Community College (HCC), and that "redevelopme~~lt possibilities exist a few blocks east and 
west." Section 3 of Table A-18, under Rejinements to Plans to Improve TOD, states that "Coordination 
with Honolulu Community College (HCC) will be necessary to create strong pedestrian connection to 
College buildings to enhance ridership." To not include coordinatiou with Kamehameha Schools is a 
serious deficiency. X(S owns over 105 acres of land in Kapalama aud has ownership of land on either 
side ofDillingharn from Waikamilo Road to Koltou. 

Table A-28 of the Land Use Technical Report, which summarizes land use issues associated with the 
proposed Mo'ili'ili station, acknowledges that KS is concerned rhat the height of the station will be at the 
6h story of its planned building. The table also states that the City needs to coordinate with KS so the 
station and KS' plans "are compatible, particularly regarding pedestrian facilities." Therefore, it is 
requested that the following mitigation measure be included in  the FEIS: 

See City and County of Honolulu Land Use Ordinance, Sections 2 1-6.10 though 2 1-6.140. 
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The City and County of HonoluIu shall coordinate with KS on the latter's plans to redevelop 
its lands near the Mo'ili'iXi station in regards to the station's pedestrian facilities. 
Construction of this station shall not begin until this coordination has been completed and the 
appropriate pedestrian facilities have been included in the station's design. 

D. ~ i s n a ~ ~ e s t h e t i c s / ~ t r e e t  Trees 

Construction of the transit project will create visual impacts on a number ofKS-owned lands. It will also result in 
the removal of a number of significant street trees and other ornamental vegetation on KS lands, which will 
diminish the value of KS property and create significant aesthetic impacts due to changes in perception of KS 
property, loss of shade, screening from adjacent: land uses, etc. Operation of the transit project will also create 
visual impacts on a number of KS tenants who will have views of the transit way and transit support columns. 

Concern #D-1: The Visual artddesthetic Resources Technical Report does not coltfain siq'j'?cicienl detail on tlre 
evaluation ofimpacts by '%iewer groups. 

The Visual and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report utilized the methodoIogy of ttte Federal Highway 
Administration's [FHWA's) Yisrral Impact Assessmenf for Highvay ~ r o j e c ~ s :  for the proposed project since it is a 
linear transportation facility comparable to a highway, has a similar range of issues, and because the F1;Q has not: 
issued comparable guidance. The FHWA guidelines (Page 7) state: 

"The major components of this process include establishing the visual environment of the project, assessing 
the visual resources of the project area, and identifying viewer response to tliose resources. These 
components define tllc existing conditions, We can then assess the resource change that would be 
introduced by the projectand the associated viewer response; these allow us to determine the degree of 
visual impact." 

The Vi~uul and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report (Page 3-2), discusses how viewer groups have been 
categorized (i.e. residents, commuter, etc.) and indicates that viewer response to change is impacted by viewer 
exposure and viewer sensitivity. However, the analysis provided in Section 5.0 (Consequences) of the tecl~nical 
report contains few to no details regarding user goup exposure to project alternatives for different user groups, 
including such factors as locatio~h duration, and distance. Please provide additional clarification regarding 
viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity for the selected view points. 

Concern #D-2: Numerous RS properties located adJacent to, or near the proposed fix& guideway system and 
stations wo~Cd have their views impacted. 

The Build Alternatives wonld have an elevated guideway and elevated stations tlnougl~out the study corridor. The 
support columns would range from 3 to 8 feet in diameter. All stations would have similar design elemeuts, 
platforms that would be between 270 and 300 feet Long, and a minimum of I0 feet wide. The Station height would 
be about 20 feet taller than the guideway. "As a result, the stations would be dominant visual e1ernents.h their 
settings and would noticeably change views. Systems elemer~ts for all technologies being considered would 
introduce new visual elements that may contrast with the existing environment's scale and character" (DEIS, Pages 
4-93,6-1 arid 6-2). 

The Visual atld Aesthetics Resources Technical Report (Page 6-1) recommends that, as a mitigation 
measure, project design should "incorporate elements of the Design Language Pattern Book being 
developed by the Project Team." KS would like to be consulted during development of the patten1 book to 
help ensure that new stations and landscaping are compatible with existing land uses adjacent to the transit 
project. Therefore, it is requested that the following mitigation measlire be included in the FEN: 

' Publication No. FHWA Hi-88-054. 



The City and County of Honolulu shall consult with KS in the development of the pattern 
book that will be used in designing stations and landscaping, 

Page 6-1 of the Visua! and Aesthetics Resources Technical Report notes that impacts associated with the Build 
Alternative could include: 

Removal or relocation of Exceptional Trees; 
Changes in the settings of historic or cultural sites or Section 4(f) resources; 
Alteration of mauka-makai views; 
Introduction of project components that are out of scale or character with their setting; 
Moderate to high viewer response to project changes; 
Infroduction of new light sources in sensitive areas; aitd 
Inconsistency with policy documents. 

Views of the Pearlridge and Kapalama stations from KS properties are of particular concern. Tenants of KS- 
owned lands near or adjacent to these stations will see stations looming over them. In addition, the stations may 
create shading problems on adjacent lands. 

Concern #D-3: The mnitigation meas~rres for visual effects lack specz@cs. 

FNIWA's visual impact assessment guidelines state, "To be relevant, visual mitigation rneasutes must address the 
specific visual impacts or problems caused by project alternatives." The currently proposed mitigation in the DEIS 
(Page 4-93) is very general and lacks specifics as to how the mitigation measures would reduce or minimize 
specific visual impacts. The discussion of mitigation fails to provide a nexus as to how mitigation would address 
the specific visual impacts from the proposed project. In addition, the mitigation identified in the Draft EIS does 
not indicate any measures to mitigate construction-related visual impacts. However, the Yiszral and Aesthetics 
Resources Technical Report does provide greater detail regarding principles to minimize, reduce, or mitigate 
impacts, including those related to construction. The FEIS should include no less than the following measures: 

The City and County of Honolulu shall integrate transit-oriented development policies and principles with 
station designs, in consultation with developers and City, County, and State agencies before any station 
designs are completed; 
The City and County of Honolulu shall, in the FEIS, include a copy of the Design Language Pattern Book 
being developed by the Project Team and incorporate the applicable elements of the Design Language 
Pattern Book into the design of transit stations and landscaping; 
The City and County of HonoluIu shail ensure that the final project design is aesthetically appropriate-as 
well as being functionai; 
The City and County of l-fonolulu shall consult with the communities surrounding each station for input on 
station design elements and shall reach an agreement with all stakeholders before finalizing the station 
design; 
The City and County of Fronolulu shall create a project design that is appropiate in scale and character to 
its setting; 
The City and County of Honolulu shall incorporate project design components that help create a humall- 
scale and pedestrian-friendly environment; 
The City and County of Honolulu shall use project design features with materials and shapes that fit the 
topography and visual setting; 
The City and County of Honolulu shall look for opportunities to use materials that minimize the potential 
for vandalism; 



The City and County of Honolulu shall look for opportunities to use materials that reflect the Hawaii~n 
culture; 
The City and County of Honolulu shall retain or replace existing street trees along sidewalks and in 
medians, and plant new vegetation to help soften the visual appearance of project elements (e.g., stations, 
guideway columns, and TPSSs); 
The City and County of Honolulu shall use source shielding in exterior lighting at stations and ancillary 
facilities such as the maintenance and storage facility and park-and-ride lots, to ensure that light sources 
(such as bulbs) would not be directly visible from residences, streets, and highways, and to limit spillover 
light and glare in residential areas; 
The City and County of Honolulu shall work with relevant adjacent land owners and developers to 
integrate project elements with area redevelopment plans as appropriate, particularly at stations; and 
Consbuction-related mitigation shall include the following: 

o Rernoving visibly obtrusive erosion-control devices (e.g., silt fences, plastic ground cover, and 
straw bales) as soon as an area has been stabilized; 

o Replacing street trees and other vegetation that must be removed with appropriately sized 
vegetation; 

o Keeping roadways as clean as possible by using street sweepers arid wheel washers to minimize 
of'site tracking; 

o During dry periods, applying water to exposed soils to minimize airborne sediment; 
o Properly maintaining construction equipment to minimize unnecessary exhaust; and 
o Locating stockpile areas in less visibly-sensitive areas and, wherever possible, placing them in 

areas that are not visible fram the road, or by residents and businesses. 

The FEIS should provide site-specific mitigation measures for non-high-rise arena due to relatively higher 
visual impacts in order to adequately mitigate such impacts. This is particulariy itnportanf for the 
Pearlridge and Kapalama stations, which would be developed near or adjacent to ICS-owned Iands. 

Cottcerr~ #D-4: Xlte mitigation measures for removal ofsfreef frees are vague 4rzd inadequate, 

The DEIS indicates that numerous street trees that would be pruned, removed, or transplanted as a result of any of 
the Buitd Alternatives. Of particular concern is the number of street trees that rvould be removed, including the 28 
"notable" true kamani trees along Dillingham Boulevard, and how their removat would be mitigated. The 
mitigation provided on page 4-138 of the DEIS is vague and lacks specifics on this matter. Should street tree work 
such as pruning, removal or transplanting, not be done correctly, trees may become disfigured or die, creating a 
significant aesthetic impact on the project area, along with a need for corrective measures and their attendant costs. 

According to the DEIS, effects on street trees would be mitigated by transplanting existing trees or planting 
new ones. While relocating a street tree would retain the tree, the relocation of that tree would change its 
original environment. Therefore, more specific mitigation for areas to which existing trees would be 
relocated or removed is needed to ensure that these locations are appropriately mitigated. Specifically, 
areas adjacent to andlor near KS properties requiring tree relocation or removal should be 
adequateiy mitigated. 

What would happen in cases where the transplanted tree dies, as not all the proposed tree relocations may 
be si~ccessful? The mitigation on page 4-138 of the DEIS does not prescribe any post-transplant 
monitoring of relocated trees, nor does it provide any provisions for relocated trees that do not survive the 
transplant process. 

The DEIS contains little information on how mitigation would be determined in cases where tree removal 
would be required. As indicated on page 4-138 of the DEB, "To mitigate any substantial effects in the 
areas that require removal, special attention would be given to developing landscape plans so that new 



plantings would provide similar advantages to the community. If new plantings would not offer equitable 
mitigation (e.g., older mature trees that are removed), additional younger trees could be planted that would, 
in time, develop similar benefits." Would younger trees be planted at a 1:l ratio but older more mature 
trees at a higher ratio? Based on the information provided in the Draft EIS, it is unclear as to what criteria 
would be used to determine adequate quantities of new plantings to mitigate tree removal. The mitigation 
measures also do not indicate any monitoring of new platdngs, or identify provisions should any of the 
new plantings die. 

E. Noise and Vibration 

The noise and vibration impact analysis in the DEIS and associated technical report is not adequately documented 
and does not address potentially important impacts upon comniercial properties. 

Concern #E-I: The noise analysis is no: adequate& documented 

Neither the DEIS nor the supporting technical report discusses the method by which noise levels due to the Project 
were calculated. It is likely that methods prescribed in FTA's Tra~rsit Noise and Vibratjotz Impact Assessment 
manual6 were used. Furthennore, the assumptions used to estimate noise attenuation due to the parapet wall and the 
wheel skirts for receptors higher than the guideway are not reported The noise analysis in the FEIS needs to be 
fully documented and the assumptions and caIcuIations uecd to be provided in an appendix, so that they [nay 
be checked. 

Concern #E-2: The noise analysis does not address potential intpacts upon corntnerciat I ~ n d  uses. 

The DEIS uses the aforementioned FTA guidance's noise impact criteria as the standard against which to evaluate 
noise exposures due to the Project. The FTA criteria apply only for exposures to three categories of "sensitive" 
receptors. Category I includes land uses where quiet i s  essential, such as outdoor amphitl~eaters and recording 
studios. Category 2 includes residences and other places where people sleep. Category 3 is for "institutional land 
uses with primarily daytime and evening use," including schools, libraries, theaters, churches, historical sites, and 
parks, None of these category definitions includes, explicitly or implicitly, commercial operations. Furthennore, 
Hawaii State and local plans and regulatioi~s do not have standards for exposure of commercial receptors to transit 
noise. For this reason, the DEIS analysis did not consider impacts to commercial receptors. However, noise 
impacts to commercial receptors may be important in certain cases, This fact is recognized, for example, by the 
State of California in its General Plan ~uidelines,' which include ranges of acceptable exposures for "office 
buildings, business commercial and professional" land uses. It is requested that the FEIS consider the issue of 
noise impacts upon commercial land uses. 

Concern #E-3: The discwsion of mitigation fttemures for noise impacts to sensftiye receptors higher than the 
guideway is inadequate. 

The noise analysis conducted for the DEIS found that "moderate" impacts (as defined by the Federal Transit 
Administration) would occur at several sensitive receptor locations, including some residences that are at higher 
elevations than the guideway (DEIS, Table 4-16). The DEIS does not specify any mitigation measures. Instead it 
says that "measures to reduce noise levels above the track elevation ... would be evaluated during preliminary 
engineering of the Project. Once the Project is operating, noise levels will be measured to determine the actual 
extent of project noise impacts." (DEIS, pp. 4-101 and 4-107) The nearIy complete deferral of the description of 
mitigation measures to the project engineering design stage is not acceptable under NEPA. Although it is true that 
Project design information is needed to determine the best mitigation measure for each predicted impact, it is 

U. S. Depamnent of Transportation. 2006. Federal Transit Administration. Transit Nohe and Vibration Impact 
Assessnrenf. FTA-VA-90-1003-06. May. 
State of California, General Plan Guidelines. Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Sacrarncnto, California (2003). 
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possible now to present at Ieast a list of mitigation options that can reduce exposures to 45 or 50 dBA Ldn or below. 
A list of mirigation options should be included in the FEXS. 

F. Construction Impacts 

Construction of the transit project will create a number of impacts on KS lands along the transit corridor including 
interruption andlor temporary loss of access to businesses, potential temporary loss of utilities to businesses, 
temporary and/or permanent loss of on and off-street parking at KS businesses. 

Concern #F-1: The DEIS does not adeqrraiely address lefi-iurtr closures on Fnrrittgiott Highway in Waipahu 
during construction. 

The DEIS (Page 4-153) states that left-turn lanes on Farrington Highway in Waipahu would be closed during 
construction. There are KS owned properties at the intersection of Farrington Highway and Waipahu Depot Road. 
The DEIS does not discuss the impact of the lane closures on traffic levels of the surrounding roads. It is befieved 
that tnotorists will avoid the lane closure by using other alternate routes. The FEIS should include an analysis of 
the impacts on local businesses and KS tenants created by the closure of left-turn lanes on Farrington Highway in 
the Waipahu area, including the impacts of by-pass traffic. Mitigation, if necessary, should also be included in this 
analysis and included in the FEIS. 

Concern #F-2: Proposed measures for rnaintainirrg auto access fo residences and businesses during all phases 
of cottstruction need to be n~nde more specific. Additional measures are rteeded 

The ten mitigation measures to reduce adverse ecanomic hardships for existing businesses along the project 
alignment during construction activities that are listed on page 4-154 of the DEIS should be included in the 
Maintenance of T r a f c  (MOT) Plan that would be developed by the Project construction contractor prior to 
construction of the Project. However, as currently written in the DEIS, these measures are very vague and do 
not clearly indicate who will be responsible for impbmenting them. These measures should be revised to be 
no less than the following-and be iucluded in the project FEIS: 

The City and County of Honolulu, in concert with the project construction contractors, shall ensure by any 
necessary tneans that access to businesses in the project area shall be maintained during project 
construction activities. 
The City and County of Honolulu shall develop a public involvement plan prior to the beginning of project 
constructio~~ to inform business owners of the project construction schedule and activities throughout the 
project construction phase. 
The City and County of Honolulu shall initiate public information campaigns to reassure people that . 
businesses are open during project construction activities to encoorage their continued patronage 
throughout the project construction phase. 
The City and County of Honolulu shall minimize the extent and number of businesses, jobs, and access 
affected during.project construction, by any means deemed feasible, throughout the project construction 
phase. 
The City and County of FIonoluiu, to the extent practicable, shall coordinate the timing of temporary 
facility closures to minimize impacts to business activities in the project area - especially those related to 
seasonal or high sales periods. 
The City and County of I-Ionolulu shall minimize, as practical, the duration of modified or lost access to 
businesses in the project area, throughout the project construction phase. 
The City and County of Iiotiolulu shall provide sigr~age, lighting, or other information to indicate that 
businesses in the project area are open throughout the project construction phase. 



The City and County of Honolulu shall provide public information (e.g., press releases or newsletters) 
regarding construction activities and ongoing business activities, including advertisements in print and on 
television and radio on the Island of O'ahu during the project cor~struction period, 
The City and County of EIonolulu shaH coordinate with the project constntction contractors the phasing of 
construction in each project construction area so as to maintain access to individual businesses for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, passenger vehicles, and trucks during business hours and important business 
seasons, throughout the project construction phase. 
The City and County of Hotlolulu, in concert with the project contractor, shall provide advance notice if 
utilities would be disrupted, during regular business hours and schedule major utility shuboffs during non- 
business Ilours. 

The following additional mitigation measures to reduce this Project's impact on business nccess should bc 
included in the Project FEIS. 

Prior to and during construction of the East Kapolei-Ala Moana Center Segment, the FTA and the City and 
County of Honolulu, Transportation Services, Rapid Transit Division (RTD) shall contact and interview 
individual businesses potentially affected by construction activities, and maintain appropriate records. 
Interviews wit11 commercial establish~nents will provide ETA and RTD staff knowledge and understanding 
of how these businesses cany out their work, and will identify business usage, delivery, and shipping 
patterns and critical times of the day and year for business activities. Data gathered 6om these interviews 
will also assist the FTA and RTD as it works with the City & County of Honolulu Department of Facility 
Maintenance to develop the Worksite Traffic Control plans. Among other elements, .these plans will 
identify alternate access routes to maintain critical business activities. 

The FTA aid RTD shall establish a "Public Affairs Program" that will be responsible for implementing the 
following actions: 

J Convey construction information to the community in a timely manner so as to minimize the potential 
disruption to businesses. 

J Develop a process that will enable the community to "speak" to the FTA and RTD during construction 
that includes a specific mechanism for responding to community concerns in a timely manner. 

J All ETA and RTD responses to community concerns shall be coordinated with thc construction team, 

r The FTA and RTD shall work with community residents, elected officials, local businesses, and 
community organizations to tailor the mitigation program to meet community needs in an East Kapolei-Ala 
Moana Center Segment Business Disruption Mitigation Plan (BDMP) prepared by FTA and RTD staff 
prior to the commencement of constructio~~ activities. A copy of the East Kapolei-Ala Moana Center 
Segment BDMP shall be placed in the East Kapolei-Ala Moana Center Project Knforination Field Office for 
public viewing. FTA and RTD shall inform the public of its progress in implementing the measures 
identified through a quarterly program of auditing, monitoring, and reporting. A quarterly status report shall 
be made available to the public. FTA and RTD shall appoint a staff person to work directIy with the public 
to resolve construction-reIated problems. 

The following mitigation measures should be minimum elements of tlie E ~ s t  Kapolei-Ala Moana Center BDMP: 

I. It may be necessary to temporarily relocate immediately aflected owners and occupants of businesses or 
provide a rent subsidy if, for example, access to the business could nut be maintained or the business could 
not be operated in a nomaf manner. These options shall be explored by FTA and RTD staff if the need 
arises. 



2. During construction of the project, FTA and RTD staff shall establish a project information field office 
located along the East Kapolei-Ala Moana Center Segment. The field office, in conjunction with other 
FTA and RTD staff, will serve tnultiple purposes, including: 

Respond to and address community and business needs during the construction period, 
J Respond to complaints lodged by the public and construotiou claims, 
J Allow FTA and RTD to participate in local events in an effort to promote public awareness of the 

project, 
J Manage construction-related matters pertaining to the public, 
J Notify property owners, residences, and businesses of major construction activities, 
J Provide literature to the public and press, 
J Promote and provide presentations on the project via FTA and RTD's Speaker Bureau, 
J Respond to phone inquiries, 
J Coordinate business outreach programs, 
J Schedule promotional displays, and 
4 Participate in community committees. 

3. The project information offices shall be open various days of the work week for the duration of the 
construction period. A schedule shall be developed before project construction begins, shall be included in 
the East Kapolei-Ala Moana Center Segment Business Disruption Plan and shall be reported in the 
quarterly Mitigation Measures Status Report provided to the FTA. 

4. An information and voice mail telephone line shall be available to provide community members and 
businesses the opportunity to express their views regarding construction. Calls received shalI be reviewed 
by FTA and RTD staff and will, as appropriate, be forwarded to the necessary party for action (e.g., utility 
company, fire department, Resident Engineer in charge of construction operations), Information available 
froin the telephone line shall include current project schedule, dates for upcoming community meetings, 
notice of co~utruction impacts, individual problem solving, construction complaints, and general 
information. 

5. The FTA and RTD shall provide multilingual advertisetnetlts for local print and radio for affected 
businesses, throughout the project construction phase. In addition, a multilingual constructian update shall 
be available regularly throughout the community at least once a quarter. The languages for translation shall 
include, but not be limited to, English, Hawaiian, Tagalog, Japanese, Chinese, Korean, Ilokano, and 
Spanish, 

6. The FTA and RTD shall provide affected businesses with the support needed to implement promotions to 
help maintain their customary level of business throughout the project construction phase. 

7. The FTA and RTD shall work with establishments affected by the East Kapolei-Ala Moana Center 
Segment construction activities. Appropriate signage shail be developed and displayed by the FTA and 
RTD to direct both pedestrian and vehicular traffic to businesses via alternate routes. 

8. 'Traffic management pians to maintain access to all businesses shalt be prepared for all project construction 
areas. 

9. Contractors shall clean work areas daily for the duration of the project construction phase. 

10. Provisions shall be contained in project construction contracts to require the maintenance of driveway 
access to businesses to the extent feasible. 



1 1. To the extent feasible, in the East Kapolei-Ala Moana Center project segment, concrete decking along the 
cut-and-cover segments s11all be installed flush with the existing street or sidewalk levels. 

Wherever feasible, sidewalks shall be maintained at their current widths during project construction. 
Where a sidewalk must be temporarily narrowed during construction (e.g., deck installation), it shall be 
restored to its CUITeht width during the majority of the construction period. Each sidewalk design will be of 
good quality and be approved by the FTA and RTD Resident Engineer prior to construction. Handicapped 
access shall be maintained during construction where feasible. If handicapped access is not feasible during 
project construction, then alternative handicapped access shall be provided as necessary or signs indicating 
that such access is temporarily unavailable shall be displayed. Handicapped access that is temporarily 
closed due to particular project construction activities shall be reopened as soon as possible after those 
constniction activities have been completed. 

13. Construction site fencing shall be of good quality, capable of supporting the accidental application of the 
weight of an adult without collapse or major deformation. Fence designs or samples shall be submitted to 
the FTA and RTD Resident Engineer for approval prior to installation. Where major boulevards must be 
fenced, business owners shaII be offered the opportunity to request covered walkways in lieu of chain-link 
fencing. Where covered walkways or solid surface fences are installed, a program shall be implemented to 
allow for art work (e-g., by local students) on the surface(s). Where used, chain link fences shall have slats 
that will be maintained in good repair. 

14. The project construction site shall be maintained in a neat manner, with all trash collectcd daily, all wood 
and pipes stacked neatly, and ali small parts stored in closed containers. 

Concern WF-3: A detailed SafeQ and Securfg Plan lirrrfng cottstruction is needed 

The DEIS (Page 4- 155) states, "...During development of the Construction Safety and Security plans, measures 
would be identified to minimize effects on communities and their resources that address specific consequences 
anticipated at each location with the various communities, as well as ensure the safety of the public and 
environment." ttowever, no measures are described in the DEIS. The FEIS should include a detailed Safety and 
Security Plan that fully explains measures that will be taken to minimize the Project's effects on communities, their 
resources and how the safety of the public will be ensured during Project Cot~struction activities. 

For exarnplc: 

Assuming each contractor has its own construction st~pplies security force, please show where the costs for 
such security are estimated. 
Each contractor should prepare and implement a security plan to minimize risks of creating an attractive 
nuisance and of theft of material and equipment-especially dangerous construction equipment. 

Concern W-k Does the Honol~tlu Police Department Itnve adequate resources to control trnffic during . 
cortstructiun ? 

The DEIS ((Page 4-155) also states that police services couId be used to control and direct traffic. How would this 
impact Honolulu Police Department (I-IPD) resources? Can HPD provide the necessary staff! What would be the 
impact on higher priority law enforcement activities if IQD is used to tnanage traffic cont~ol throughout 
construction? The FEIS should include an maiysis of existing staffing levels of the I-1PD and their ability to 
provide staff to control and direct traffic during project construction activities and how this impacts overalI staffing 
at HPD for other law enforcement activities. 



-..- -. -..- ---..--- -----...----.--- ..-- - 
Concern #F-5: Electric power and/or telephone service may be lost during construction. 

There might be an unanticipated loss of powerltelephane service to commercial properties should an unknown 
power or telephone line be severed during project construction activities. What assurances can be given that this 
will not occur and what recourse for damages will be provided should a power or telephone outage occur? 

Concert# #F-6: Will s u f m n t  vertical clearartce be available alor~g Billingham Boulevard in the DilIingi~ant 
Plaza area to provide to cotrstruct the elevated transit way? 

The DElS does not address whether sufficient clearance is currently available along Ditlingharn Boulevard in the 
Dillingham Plaza area to provide for enough space to construct the elevated transit way. Diilingham Boulevard in 
this area is very narrow. How can cranes safely operate in this area without hitting high voltage power lines that 
are located on both sides of this street? 

Concern #F-7: Proposed mitigation tnemures fit air polEution during construction should be made more 
spectjk 

The control measures for air quality listed on Page 4-157 of the DEIS should be revised and expanded as foIlows: 

Minimize land disturbance in any one area by project construction activities. 
Use watering trucks on exposed soil surfaces to minimize dust from project construction areas at least twice 
a day. Watering may be required more often if any visible plume of dust drifts off any project construction 
site. 
Use low-emission construction equipment when feasible. 
Cover all loads when hauling soil from project wnstnrction sites. 
Cover soil stockpiles if exposed for more than seven days at a time. 
Use windbreaks to prevent accidental dust pollution, especially when construction activities are located 
near sensitive uses (hospitals, schools or residential areas) or near commercial areas. 
Limit the number of project construction vehicle paths and stabitize temporary roads with water or soil 
binders. 
Maintain stabilized project construction area ingresslegrcss areas. 
Wash or clean trucks prior to leaving project construction sites. Install wheel washers if necessary. Soii 
tracked onto streets adjacent to construction sites shall be swept once a day to remove soil tracked onto 
them by project construction or delivery vehicles. 
Minimize unnecessary vehicular activities, and limit vehicle traific to 15 miles per hour on project 
construction haul roads. 

Concern #F-8: Proposed mi f ig~ t io~  mensures for tzoise during construction shoutd be made more spectpc. 

Project conshvction noise will temporarily impact existing land uses on KS owned properties. Therefore, it is 
requested that the noise measures listed 011 page.4-158.of the DEIS be modified as follows in the project FEIS: 

Develop a project monitoring plan with noise limits consistent with the construction contractor's noise 
permit. 
Conshwct temporary noise barriers or curtains to shield sensitive noise receptors from project construction 
activities. 

e Quip  project construction equipment engines with adequate mufflers and intake silencers. 
Strategically place stationary equipment, such as compressors and generators as far away from sensitive 
noise receptors (hospitals, schools and singlelmultiple famiIy residences) as possible. 



G. Indirect and Cumulative Effects 

UltraSystems does not believe that the transit project DEIS adequately analyzes the Project's indirect and 
cumulative impacts on KS-owned lands along the transit corridor. 

The DEIS lacks tm adequate discussion in regards to the cumulative impact of parking around transit stations and 
its effect on available area parking. Given that Transit Oriented Development projects will be underway near 
transit stations, parking could be an issue and should be discussed in the Project FEIS. KS properties may be 
affected by the placement of parking near stations. If parking needs are underestimated, then parking will have to 
be increased at a later time to accommodate the additional parking spaces needed. Since the Pearlridge and 
Kapalama stations are near or adjacent to KS-owned properties, the planned parking and potential future expansion 
of parking could impact KS-owned properties and additional full or partial takes may be needed. These cumulative 
impacts should be discussed in the Project FEIS. 

H. Section 4(f) Analysis 

The Boulevard Saimin Restaurant, a cuItural resource, is located on KS-owned property fionting on Dillingham 
Boulevard. The Boulevard Saimin parcel would be affected by the widening of Dillingham Boulevard (by 
approximately 10 feet) to accommodate the fixed guideway in the median in Dillingham Boulevard. A total of 696 
square feet of parking area would be necessary to allow for the construction of the Project on this street. This take 
o fa  parking area qualifies as a direct use under Section 4(f). The City's acquisition of a portion of the parking area 
at the Restaurant will not only have impacts on the Restaurant parking, but also parking rhat is used For those 
patronizing the many stores that are co-located in the hvo-story building that houses the Restaurant. It appears that 
two of the twelve parking spaces provided for restaurant patrons will be lost as a result of the widening of 
Dillingl~am Boulevard. What provisions can be made to compensate for the lost parking spaces that wouid bc 
taken as a result of the land take? If sufficient parking cannot be provided on or off the building site, will 
the whole building need to be taken, resulting in the toss of the Restaurant and the other busincssu housed 
in this building? 

I. General Comments on Project Mitigation Measures 

UltraSystems' general comment on the mitigation measures included in thc Project DEIS is that many of these 
measures are so vague that it will be dimcult to implement them. To remedy this problem, a stand-alone mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) should be prepared for the proposed as part of the FEIS. The MMRP 
would include the following: 

All the mitigation measures included in the FEIS; 

t When these measures are to be implemented (e.g. during Project planning and desiflroject 
construction/during Project operation; 

t Who is responsible to see that these measures are implemented; and 

A place for a City and County of Honolulu staff member to sign-off that the measure has been completed. 

UltraSystems believes that the City and County of Honolulu should appoil~t a monitor or monitors whose 
responsibility would be to ensure that the MMIUP is being implemented as project construction takes place. This 
could be a City/County staff member. The CityICounty staff member could work with the Project Construction 
Contractor to implement Project mitigation measures. A report should be prepared armually on the status of the 
Mh4X.P and what measures were implemented, including evidence that tliey were implemented (copies of required 



permits etc.); changes to measures that wers implemented; and what measures were nor implemented and why they 
were not. The status report on the MMRP would be presented to the Honolulu City Council annually for approval. 

Ultrasystems has found that for mitigation measures to be implemented they must be located in a stand-alone 
document and be easiIy understandable by all parties responsible for their implementation, A commitment by a 
public agency is also necessary to implement all project mitigation measures, with foilow up by elected ~Ec ia l s  to 
see that the MMIZP has been implemented. 

Sllould you have any questions concerning UltraSysfems' comments in this letter on the DEIS, please call me or 
Bob Rusby, UltraSystems Senior Project Manager, at your convenience at 949-7884900 or email Bob at 
rrusby@ultrasystems.com. 

Sincerely, 

ULTRASYSTEMS ENVJORONMENTAL MCORPORATED 

Betsy A. Lindsay, PresidenffCEO 

cc: Mike Dang, Kamehameha Schools 
Director, Planning & Development Division 
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Submission ContentlNotes : I've been a Rail Traffic Controller in Calgary, Alberta, Canada (home of 

North America's busiest and most successful light rail transit system) for 
4 years. I think that this Rail project can be a great success and really 
make a positive change for Honolulu. I'm interested in the development 
of the system, and keeping informed so 1 know when I can apply for a 
job and help develop a system from the ground up. 
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Submission ContentJNotes : I am definitely for the Rail project and prefer the airport route starting 

from Kapolei! 
I am born, raised and live in Waialua and have made the commute into 

Honolulu for 44years (I am 59) for school, work and I still commute into 
Honolulu for work. I have seen, and experienced, the traffic nightmare 
get worse over the years. With the developement of the second city in 
Kapolei, the traffice has gotten, is getting, and will get even worse. 
Councilman Djou is an idiot and Kobayashi and Dela Cruz (our 
councilman!) aren't far behind. 
Steve Vaspra 
Waialua, Oahu, Hi 





































Mr. fed Matley 
FTA Region 1X 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Wayne Y. Yoshloka 
Department of Transportation 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South Klng Street, 31d Floor 
Honolulu, Hawai'i 96813 

RE: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project (Draft EIS) 

Thank you for the chance to comment. As a property owner on Oahu, I supporr rhe general 
concept presented. I wilf rely not only on experiences gained from a career as a transpartation engineer, 
but my current status as the interim chair of the Hawai'i County Transportation Commission and a 
proponent for balanced transportation, smart growth and more [ivable communities to offer additional 
comments and recommendations. 

As one of several transportation alternatives that would be acceptable solutions for the 
Honolulu environment, this decision will guide us how to prioritize all of our transportation options. The 
future remains shrouded and it Is truly impossible to determine form the study alone how successful the 
transit system will become. It will, however, be substantial enough that the government, residents, and 
visitors wifl have ttte resources and ability to steer the system towards ultimate success. 

The project as proposed will also help determine how we allocate our valuable and limited 
energy resources. This may be just as crucial of a decision. Sustainable energy systems wifl play an 
increasing role in our island State. Fixed generation from natural or renewable resources will likely play 
an important role. When fuel sources and generators are not required on board, energy consumption 
and capacity improve. 

This project will also provide us with lifestyle opportunities and options on how we as residents 
and guests choose to move around. Balanclng our time and how productively we use ft are important 

considerations for all of- us. How w@ access our transportation options are also important &nsiderat& 
that will impact our lifestyles, In light of the above comments, t offer the following 
consideration during planning, design, and construction. 

'v " 0 .rr 



RECOMMENDATIONS: 
6 

FIRST. IncTudIng direct access to Honolulu International Airport is absotrltely essential. This is one of the - 
largest origins and destlnations in the State. This is our primary Hnk to the mainland and international 
markets. It is also a critical portal for interisland travel fulfilling commuting, medical, recreational, and 
personal needs. 

SECOND. Construction must start from the Ala Moana end. This is already a major transit terminal and 
is an existing TOD providing direct access.to shopping, accommodations, recreation, and the convention 
center. This wauld also he the physical foundation to advance the ptanning forward an both additional 
routes. If financial, environmental, or unknown setbacks occur, a viable transit'core remains available. 

THIRD. The design must include considerations for accomtnodating utilities and other facilities. 
Mounting points and potential loadings shoufd be incorporated in the design to avoid unnecessary 
future costs and dlsruptions. The upfront costs would be minor. The large support structure could also 
carry electric lines, street lighting, communications, architectura1 lighting, and even replacement water 
lines. Perhaps the most desirable facility that could be added in the future is an elevated bikeway. 
Bicyclist would benefit from the same conditions as elevated transit, no intersections. Bicycle usage is 
increasing and a bikeway would provide additional commuting options, transit access, and a very unique 
tourism attraction, unparalleled in the world. 

Additional Copy: 

Director 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
235 South Beretania Street, Suite 702 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Return Address: 

77-6526 ffo'olaupa'i St 
Kailua Kona, HI 96740 
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Initial Action Needed 
1 /4/2009 

Mary 
Warren 

60 N. Nimitz Highway 

1604 
Honolulu 
HI 
96817 
ralphie-2000Q hotmail.com 
537-1 655 

None 
Website 

01 /04/2009 
I find it appalling that you will still consider this rail systen with our 
economy so bad and the GET collection is low. Instead of breaking up 
our island, I have never seen anyone try to close one lane for more 
busses to be able to bypass the traffic during peak hours. This would 
eliminate the danger of crazy cars cutting off busses and would give 
riders a faster ride to their destinations. We are on a beautiful island and 
ruining its beauty with a rail system is the most ridiculous thing I have 
ever heard of. Having additional jobs for these union workers and our 
county go into bankruptcy is STUPID!!! With the gas high I already see 
a cut in cars on the road. People love their cars and to cut down the 
roads they can drive on is STUPID! Unless you stop more cars from 
coming in, drivers will drive. The little ridership on this rail doesn't 
warrant the expense in building it or maintaining it. Both the state and 
county are cutting back in the budgets. We have much more pressing 
problems in this state and county. Wasting billions on rail instead of 
focusing on getting solar energy going in county and state offices or 
giving more to the education of our young is a much better way to spend 
our monies. 
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Submission ContenffNotes : 1. I am a strong supporter of rail transit. 

2. 1 understand the rationale for starting construction in Kapolei, related 
to space for a 
base yard. 
3. However I think the citv should do whatever required to start at Ala 
Moana and work out towards Ewa. 
4. First, there will be income from the core traffic, which will not result 
from Kapolei to Waipahu. 
5. Second, if funding or other obstacles occur (perhaps I should say 
WHEN, not IF), we will have a usable system. 
6. Third, when Pearl City is reached, there will be a significant impact on 
traffic from Ewa, which will build and sustain the political support needed 
for this multi-year project. 







Max H. Watson 
1777 Ala Moana Blvd., Apt. 1808 
Honolulu, HI 96815 
December 18,2008 

Dept. of Transportation Services 
650 S. King St., 3* Floor 
Honolulu, HI 9681 3 

Dear Dot: 

The draft EIS is another step toward bankruptsy. No one has coinpletdy explained who 
is going to pay for this white elephant and how long our great grandchildren will have to 
pay for but never ride. 

Serious budget cuts are now going on. What has hdppened to common s~nse? 
Bottom fine: Billions of tax dollars down a rat hole while our sewer systems deteriorate 
and other needs await funding. This will be Hawaii's '%Big Dig" 

Copy to: 
The I-Ionorable Linda Lingle 
The Honolulu Advertiser 
The Star Bulletin 
The 'Honolulu City Council 
Pacific Business News 

Sincerely yours, 

Max I-I. Watson 
Tax Payer 
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Submission ContenffNotes : Yes, I am in favor of the proposed rail system. I would think it more 

practical to start in downtown Honolulu and build out rather than starting 
in the west and building in. 
I lived in Portland, Oregon for 30 years. During that time the MAX 
lightrail system was built and expanded. It is a wonderful addition to city 
transportation. I remember when it was started in downtown as I was 
working there. It was a mess, but we all survived. And over the years 
additional spurs have been added. So from my experience in Portland 
and riding light rail in other cities I enthusiastically support light rail. 
Claudia L. Webster--have lived in Kailua for almost 2 years now. 
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Submission ContentJNotes : Hi. I am working on a research project and have a question, Can you tell 

me why you decided not to build your future rail system partially or 
completely underground? The costs of an elevated system seem to be 
about the same, and with land at a premium, this at first glance seems 
like a more logical choice. 

Thanks, 
Dan 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

MUFI HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

Mr. Dan Weissmann 
3932 Spencer Street 
Keller, Texas 76248 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
650 SOUTH KING STREET, 3RD FLOOR 

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 
Phone: (808) 768-8305 Fax: (808) 7684730. Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Dear Mr. Weissmann: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

As documented in the Alternatives Analysis cost estimate, the cost of an underground 
system would have been substantially greater than that for an elevated system. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Director 

Enclosure 
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Submission ContenVNotes : I would like to express my strong support for the rail line to include a 

stop at the airport. As a neighbor island resident who visits Oahu 
occasionally, it would mean a lot to me to be able to get to either Kapolei 
or to the Ala Moana Shopping center directly from the airport, without 
having to rent a car or take a taxi, both of which would add an additional 
vehicle to the traffic. 

I am disappointed that a more modern bullet-train type of system was 
not chosen instead of steel rail, but I consider steel rail better than no 
rail. Honlulu could have used this opportunity to step into the 21st 
Century of transportation; a bullet-train or similar technological system 
could also be a tourist attraction as well as transportation for residents. 
But I support the plan as long as it includes a stop at the airport. 







Alan E Wickens 
KO Olina Fairways 

92- 7 537 Aliinui Drive # E 
Kapoiei, Hawaii 96707-2230 

3 December 2008 

Wayne Yoshioka 
Director of Transportation Services 
City and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street, 3'F' Floor 
I-tonolulu, HI 96813 

Re: Professor Prevedouros' Letter in the 2 Dec 2008 Star Bulletin (enclosed) 

Dear Mr. Yoshioka, 

The referenced letter poses sMeen points which should be answered by your Department. I 
anticipate your respanse in the Star Bulletin. 

In addition to the Professors' points would you also tell us where the rail yard and 
maintenance shops witl be located? Will the yard and shops require additional 
condemnations? Also, will HECO be the sole provider of power or wilt there be a dedicated 
power source? If there is a dedicated power source (or perhaps a back-up source) will it be 
dependent upon fossil fuel? Wilt the rail cars have batteries so that they can "creep"t0 the 
next station in case of loss of primary power? 

. Sincerely, 

I 
I 
I Cc: Councilman Apo 
I Star Bulletin 
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February 2,2009 

Department of Transportation Services 
650 South King Street, 3rd Floor 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DEIS] 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

As CPA's, we support and affordable traffic solutions for the City and County of.Honolulu. We find 
several flaws regarding funding for the proposed rail project currently estimated to cost $5.5 billion for the 
airport route adopted on January 28, 2009 and summarized in Section 6 of the Draft Environmental lmpact 
Statement [DEIS]. We believe these flaws are of such magnitudes that not only will this project be neither 
viable nor affordable; this project will jeopardize our City and County's financial health and sustainability. 

How realistic are the funding assumptions? 

The basis for funding the proposed rail system is a 1/2% excise surcharge assessed on county transactions from 
fanuary 1,2007 to December 31,2021. Using the City's figures provided in Section 6 of the DEIS, this 
surcharge needs to generate a minimum o f  $4.1 billion. The cash flow statement of  the DEIS includes 
surcharge tax collections through 2023, two years past the 2021 collection expiration date provided by law. 
When the taxes for the additional two years are deleted from the City's projection, the required collections are 
short by 5473.5 million [Exhibit A]. 

The collections from January 2007 to December 2008, total $294 million, substantially below the City's 
projections. It would require a minimum tax growth rate of 9.46% every year for thirteen [I31 years [Exhibit 
61. Based on the Honolulu's economic history and the current global economy, this growth rate is 
unattainable. 

What do the economists say? 

The Council on Revenues [the economic board that provide forecasts of tax revenues to the Governor and 
State Legislators] issued new tax collection forecasts on January 12,2009 [Exhibit C.] The forecast for growth 
in Hawaii tax revenues for 2009 through 2015 are -3.1%, 1%, 3.5%, 5.3%, 6%) 6.5%) and 6.5%. Using these 
forecasts, it would require an increase, compounded annually; in collections o f  25.29% from 2016 to 2021 
[Exhibit Dl. These forecasts do not include the additional cost for borrowing funds due to the shortfall in 
surcharge tax collections. This rate of required growth in tax collections is unattainable based on our 
economic history. 

The funding should be based on the economic realities and reasonable factors: 

1. 2007 and 2008: The actual surcharge collections 
2. 2009 through 2015: The Council on Revenues forecasts 
3. 2016 through 2021: Using a 6.5% growth rate of collections 

Based on the above assumptions, the City will experience a $1.26 billion shortfall by the year 2021 [Exhibit El. 



Department of  Transportation Service 
February 2,2009 
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How much will the federal government contribute? 

The DElS estimates this rail project will cost approximately $5.5 billion, with $1.4 billion to be provided by the 
U.S. Department of Transportation. The federal funds are to be paid through their "New Starts" grants in the 
amount $200 million per year for seven [7] consecutive years. The 2009 budget for "new starts" is $1.475 
billion for 30 grants that were selected from mass transit program applications from municipalities nationwide. 
The average grant is $47 million with two-thirds 12/31 of the grants going to cities with populations averaging 
5.4 times the size of Honolulu. The average grant for smaller cities such as Honolulu is $23.5 million. There is 
great competition for these grants. The DElS assumption that Honolulu will successfully obtain 1/7 of the 
country's mass transit budget for seven consecutive years is unrealistic and not viable. 

What are the risks? 

Honolulu could have a rail system that is never completed. With no monies available to complete the 
project, the useless concrete pillars will be a monument to an irresponsible act that will mar our 
landscape for years to come. 

Honolulu's credit rating couid plummet resulting in higher unbudgeted costs for interest on borrowed 
funds. 

Residents could face tax increases to pay for the shortage that will put undue economic pressure on 
them and future generations. 

Honolulu could be bankrupt due to all the debt that even future generations cannot service. 

The City and County of Honolulu has a duty to its residents and taxpayers to act appropriately and prudently 
when committing our resources to traffic solutions. The solutions must be viable and affordable. We await 
your response to our concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

Janet I. Jensen, CPA 
728 Elepaio Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816 
Telephone: 808.735.3797 
Facsimile: 808.734.0189 
Email: ji@mansotre.com 

6. Jeannie Hedberg, CPA 
415 South Street #3502 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.546-1122 
Email: hedberscoa@aol.com 

David Latham, CPA 
735 Bishop Street, Ste 432 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.521.5064 
Facsimile: 808.521.5065 
Email: dave@davidelathamc~a.com 

/ Kathleen S. Meier, CPA 
629 Palawiki Street 
Kailua, Hawaii 96734 
Telephone: 808.263.8884 

? . Facsimile: 808.263.8842 
" . ,Email: kmeier-cpaChawaii:rr.com .... 

' - .  . . 

Joe Wikoff CPA, Wikoff Combs & Co., LLC 
1001 Bishop Street, ASB Tower, Suite 2760 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
Telephone: 808.791.1430 
Facsimile: 808.791.1440 

Email: Joe@wiknffcombsc~a.com 
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Submission ContenVNotes : Noise Impacts: 
It is unclear if you are using Cylindrical or Point Sources for noise 
calculations. Distance attenuation is significantly different for each (point 
source is 6dB per doubling, vs 3dB cylindrical). A train passing by a 
residence is cylindrical source. Please clarify this in the document. (The 
equivalent "sound of a leaf-blower" is not pleasant at 4 am.) 

Where to start I MOS 
The Draft EIS makes it clear that that the majority of ridership will be 
between home and school or work, and the vast majority of this is in the 
urban core between Waikiki and Pearl City, with the downtown area 
being the most common destination, and one which has severe parking 
limitations. So clearly, this is the area which would have the most 
ridership and should be built first, but the need to have space for a 
baseyard sways the development toward the Ewa end, where the 
intention is to spend years constructing a segment which is almost 
useless as a stand-along. 

Please discuss the areas which would generate the most immediate 
usage (and revenue). 

Please discuss economic collapse considerations, and how a partially- 
built rail system (e.g., East Kapolei to Waipahu) would be used if 
construction were to be halted rf the project ran out of money. 

Please discuss the minimum segment which could operate as stand- 
along (e.g., Airport, downtown, and Ala Moana) 
Please discuss the most fiscally cautious build-out which would allow 
operation of working segments, considering both dedicated (rail) options 
and flexible (elevated guideway for multi-purpose vehicles, which could 
accommodate bus-type vehicles and could allow conversion to rail once 
the complete system is in place. 

Alternatives Analysis 
The public needs to be fully informed about the possible alternatives 

before proceeding, and the most attractive and realistic alternative was 
intentionally excluded from consideration, which makes the draft EIS 
unacceptable. Panos (and others) have provided articulate arguments 
for a drive-on, drive-off elevated guideway which provides multiple 
benefits. 

The system could bus-oriented and at-grade from Waianae or Haleiwa 
or Laie and then drive up on to the elevated guideway segment to 
bypass central corridor I downtown congestion, and continue at grade 
from Ala Moana to Waikiki or UH, which are the most heavily accessed 
end eastern end points. This means a sinqle route from these origin and 
destination points can be easily managed,-and express routes over such 
distances. Whv is this not considered? 

Such a systein would also allow door-to-door service for Handivan 
(ADA) service for the disabled and elderly, for emergency vehicles 
(ambulance, fire, police, rapid-response, military, etc.) 

The risk assessment should consider that thrs elevated roadway is not 
locked into one single technology, and even if the transit system fails 
completely, this system can be used by any busses,and competing 
technologies. 

Failure Modes and Downtime 



An esseential part of the discussion is failure modes. How could this 
go down? 

An elevated rail system is inherently a brittle technology, and if a 
segment of line goes down, the system could be totally out of 
commission. We are also proposing TOD to get people into car-free 
lifestyles, so people need to be able to feel they can rely on the system. 
We need a serious discussion of worker strikes, seismic events, 
terrorism, power failures, cost over-runs leading to the bankrupcy of the 
system, and other issues which could lead to a failure of the system. 
That is, a complete risk assessment for this and competing technologies. 
(Please do not say "that can't happen"; things do happen. Cost over- 
runs are extremely common, and this could become embroiled in lengthy 
litigation over cultural resources or burials, etc. (Look up 'The Big Dig" 
for Boston's example ....) 

What else can we get for our money? 
The scenic vistas from many segments of an elevated guideway will be 
breathtaking. 
Imagine the value of utilizing the service access route on the elevated 
guideway as a cross-town, no intersections bicycle route. People would 
want to bicycle to work. lmagine using this so you could walk or run 
across town without fear of traffic, with a breeze blowing across you, and 
clean air to breathe above the street-level traffic. 
lmagine using this to get tourists to scenic areas at off-peak times. 
lmagine using this to get visitors swiftly to and from the airport, seeing 
panoramic vistas from the Waianae mountains to Diamond Head along 
the way, instead of the freeway or Nimitz industrial corridor. 
lmagine using this for a segment of the Honolulu Marathon, or bike 
races, or triathalons. lmagine Wide World of Sports following the 
leaders on live TV, with the beauty of the south O'ahu coastline behind 
them. Talk about massive free advertising for tourism! What wonderful 
events to run in the winter, when football season is over, and we can get 
TV coverage for beautiful Hawai'i weather while mainlanders are 
snowed in. 
lmagine being able to rent a bicycle with a credit card swipe at transit 
stations and conveniently bike to wherever you want to go, and then 
relock it in the rental station closest to your destination, saving time, 
carrying items you purchased along the way - all without ever needing 
to own a bicycle. 
lmagine a day off when the clouds are rolling toward your beach, so you 
hop on a train and pick up a bicycle to get to a sunny beach on the other 
side of the island. 

This investment is something we will be using and paying for for over 50 
years, perhaps 100. Please take your time and get this right, as it will 
shape the development of this island for generations. 

Thank you for considering these options. 











Chang, Deanna 
.--- - -.-- - ----?-------" --.--" .--..-.~----*---& --.-. -- ..---- "--. -*..--..-.--.. 

From: Leonard Wlthington, Jr [makikistop@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Friday, November 21,2008 4:43 PM 

. To: Chang, Deanna 

Subject: PLEASE SUBMITT' TO RECORD 
3 

P 

1 Thanks for taking my call. Testimony forthcoming 
: i To the committee on Transportation and Pztblic Works 

November 15,2008 

. SALT LAKE VS AIRPORT ROUTE (REAL SERVICE TO REAL COMMUTER 
I USERS) 

; I wish you would listen to the Salt LakelAli'manu/Foster Village neighborhood board 
1 members testimony. They have spent a lot of effort to work with Romy C 

i History 
For 18 years (1977 to 1996) I was a resident of Salt Lake. Back in the 70' and 80' 

1 Councilperson Donna 'Mercado Kim vastly improved the bus line # 12 (Presently the 
; #3.) Due to these great improvements, the MoanaludSalt Lake/Ali'amanu communities 
I improved real service to real commuter users. I have used mass transit for 14 years now. 
i / The service is excellent. 

Airport~icltam/Pearl Harbor History 
We've always had poor bus service to this area. Only Nirnitz and Karn highway service 
is used. Bus #19 to AirporVHickam travels every hour To enter EIicltam the rider must 
have a US Government ID on the bus. Bus #9 provides hourly service to Nimitz Gate 
only (Big deal). Bus #9 goes on the base only during the regular commute hours and 
must also have a Government ID. 

i 

I The W20 and #42, plus the Kam highway routes go by the airport and Pearl Harbor, 
/ provide spotty airport visitor bus service. Luggage service on all busses is discouraged 
/ (restricted). Will visitors with luggage be allowed on hub and spoke bus service from Ala 
; Moana Shopping Center to Waikiki hotels? 

1 Market Analysis 

i 
' 1 really think the survey which says that 7,000 more riders will use the Airport Route is 

flawed. I would think the Salt Lake col~idor would be 7,000 more ridership than the 



Airport route. Customers from Halawa Heights, Red I-Iill, Foster Village, Moanalua 
Valley, Salt 1 a . e  and Ma'punapuna would utilize the liub and spolce bus service to the 
Salt Lake Blvd rail coi-ridor. They will not drive to Pearl   arbor or Damon Track 
(Airport) areas. What makes the high speed rail work is high speed between telminals 
and limited stops. I really think 19 stops are too many. 

; If you are going to have a hub and spoke bus service with ''park and ride" facilities at the i 
i stations, you can cut back 5 - 6 stops, so that the 40 minute ride becomes a 30 or 35 
i 
! minute commute to the bus transfer stations. Start to stop xxxxx Kapolei to AMC 

Remember Express.Route A. The original UH (Sinclair Library) to Kalihi Transit Center 
provided limited stops, every 10 minutes. This system worked real well. They then 

; added the Waipahu h a 1  destination and put stops at McCully Kamakee, Kokea, Gulick 
streets slowing the service down. That really screwed up the A Express Route. Once 

/ again we need limited stops and high speed. The new rail rbute would be fiom Aloha 
.: Stadium to Iwilei is much faster than the airport. 
. . 

; Be real when it comes to moving the masses with speed 
.. The successful mass transit systems should move all customers with speed. Why else 
: have an expensive system. Proven good service will change most car riders to consider 

alternative forms of transportation, 
1 
/ Leonard Withington, Jr. 
I 1326 Piikoi Street #202 
I Honolulu, HI 968 1 4 
i e-mail makikistop@y_ahoo.com. 
1 (808) 535-9779 
j 
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Submission ContentINotes : I am totally against the rail system. It is too expensive, will take too long 

to build, and will ruin our island. Hawaii does not even allow billboard 
signs and they want to put a rail up across our skyline? What are we 
going to do about traffic NOW until the year 2030? This is not a 
federally funded project, so how is Hawaii going to pay for this? 
Shouldn't we use the state money for our public schools? 
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Submission ContentINotes : To Whom It May Concern: 

My concerns for the transit project are not so much with the rail itself, but 
rather the effects the rail will have on mixed-income development in its 
surrounding areas. 

It is my understanding that government officials are looking to Hope VI - 
projects to model our own mixed income redevelopment. In places like 
Oakland, Seattle, and across the country, this mixed income 
redevelopment has been paired with transit rail development. In 
Oakland for example, every station stop has become a site for mixed 
income redevelopment. 

This has impacted low income residents in nearby areas tremendously. 
Oakland Coliseums mixed income development displaced 178 families, 
and only 4 families returned. This is consistent with Hope Vl national 
statistics. 

So I'd like to know what steps are being taken by the transit project to 
insure that this doesn't become the case on Oahu, especially in high- 
density areas like Kalihi-Palama. I urge you to cons~der these solutions: 

1. Remove barriers for low-income residents to return to housing near 
the rail redevelopments 
2. Ban no-fault evictions and criminal history disqualifications in areas 
near the rail 
3. Ensure that the timing of the rail is not disruptive to existing residents 
4. Ensure case management and social services attached to relocatron 
counseling 
5. Guarantee no net loss of affordable housing units in areas near the 
rail 
6. Maintain rental affordability at current levels in areas near the rail 
7. Ensure family and culturally appropriate amenities in all 
redevelopments connected to the rail 
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In my opinion: 
I. the train should connect to the airport. 
2. construction start with the Pearl City to Honolulu segment and then 
build out, You'll get more riders immediately. 
3. all stations should have elevators or ramps for wheel chairs and bikes. 
4. all trains should have bike storage areas. 
5. all new transit oriented development zoning changes should support 
pedestrian and bike access. 

Good luck. 









Department of Transportation - 1 2/8/08 
650 South KING Street, 3rd Floor] 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Mayor of Honolulu: 1 2/6/08 

It is time that the State took a position on 

the economic feasibility of rail rapid transit. 

The bill for elevated transit became law 

without the signature of the  Govenor. 

The public vote on rail was close. and 

forecast future dissension. Subsequently, 

the visitor count has gone down, while the 

estimated cost of rail transit has gone up. 

The State has the responsibility to consider 

the impact of these developments on the 

future of rail transit, and to report to the 



pu bllic, 

The Govenor must take a position on the 

economic feasibility of rail transit before he 

can sign the draft Environmental Impact 

Statement into law. Please tell him so, 

orally or in writing, and that the former 

State Director of Transportation for 

Govenors Burns and Ariyoshi said so. 
j 

j 
i I have been a Democrat for 99.8 years 

Sincerely, 





--------------.-.----- 
Status : Initial Action Needed 
Creation Date : 1/31 12009 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : Michelle 
Last Name : Yamaguchi 
BusinesslOrganization : 
Address : 956 Hunakai St. 
Alternative Preference : 
Apt./Suite No. : 
City : Honolulu 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 6 
Email : raedeyQ rnsn.com 
Telephone : 808.732.0046 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : Email 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 01/31/2009 
Submission ContentINotes : Please tell me it's not true that the first leg of the transit to be built will 
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improving roads and higher capacity or more buses to make lt more 
convenient for riders. 
Why gamble and spend so much money for rail without knowing the 
results. What if you don't have the desired results? You are stuck with a 
white elephant. Get more buses on the routes and make it so convenient 
that people will gladly ride it. If it does not work you won't have a white 
elephant to deal with. Residents on Oahu are very used to convenience 
and they won't ride the rail if they have to run errands or drop their 
children off at school, etc. 
We need to invest in our keiki and give them the chance to succeed. Fix 
our terrible roads. 
Please give this some thought. Mahalo. 
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Airport routes. 

Have the route continue from Pearl CitylAiea to the Aloha Stadium (park 
& ride) then onto Bougainville Drive and Radford Drive to the Pearl 
Harbor Naval Base. 

Then onto Nimitz and the Airport. 
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Submission ContentINotes : Here is a compromise route. 

Have the rail continue from Pearl CityIAiea on the Salt Lake route with a 
stop at Aloha Stadium (park & ride). 

Then onto Bouganville with at stop at the old Costco (park & ride). 

Then onto Radford Drive and continue on the airport route with at stop at 
Pearl Harbor. 

I submitted this compromise route on 1111 7/08 via email and have yet to 
receive a response or acknowledgement. 

I would appreciate a confirmation when you receive my email. 

Mahalo, 

Ken Yoshida 
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May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Mr. Kenneth Yoshida 
1516 Hoolehua Street 
Pearl City, Hawaii 96782 

Dear Mr. Yoshida: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraph addresses comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Several alignments were considered during the Alternatives Analysis, including an 
alignment serving both the Airport and Salt Lake areas. Challenging issues associated with 
directly serving the Airport, including crossing U. S. Department of the Navy property and 
crossing the H-I Freeway, made such options impractical. Also, crossing Navy property was 
rejected by the Navy. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
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Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very truly yours, 
n 

Director 

Enclosure 



Status : Action Completed 
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Apt./Suite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 4 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 111 212008 
Submission ContentlNotes : I think routing the initial rail line to the Airport instead of through Salt 

Lake is unwise. I would imagine that riders going tolfrom the airport 
would have luggage/baggage, so traveling by rail (or other public 
transportation) would be cumbersome and difficult, and people would be 
less willing to take public transportation to the Airport. (For instance, 
whenever I travel to New York City, Boston, or Washington, DC, I never 
take the subwayrr/metro from the airport because with luggage it is just 
too much of a hassle!) I believe a route through Salt Lake would be more 
beneficial initially to service the numerous resildents there, and 
expansions to include the (more expensive) Airport route could be 
decided at a later time. 







Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 

Initial Action Needed 
1 1 /20/2008 

First Name : 
Last Name : 

Address : 
Alternative Preference : Airport 
AptJSuite No. : 
City : 
'State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 6 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /20/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : I believe the rail route should extend to the airport. It doesn't make 

sense to build the rail if it doesn't include an airport stop. If it's going to 
(finally) be done, it should be done right. And the state should help 
finance the project since they will benefit from the rail, especially if it 
extends to the airport. 
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Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1 1 /20/2008 
Submission ContentJNotes : The referndum passed, so take the time to plan the most critical and 

cost efficient lineslstations for the economic and environmental health of 
Honolulu. Include the airport, UH - Manoa, and Waikiki in the first 
tranche of construction. The taxpayers will reap the best return for their 
investments in terms of ridership and increased tourist dollars. The 
allure of rapid transit from the POE (airport) to the final destination 
(Waikiki) for visitors can not be underestimated. A spur to UH - Manoa 
is also a no-brainer. Students crave fast, affordable transportation, with 
the benefit of no parking hassles. Build this transit system the right way 
- from the start! 







Initial Action Needed 
1 1 /24/2008 

Status : 
Creation Date : 
Creator Affiliation : 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
BusinessIOrganization : 
Address : 
Alternative Preference : Airport 
Apt.1Suite No. : 
City : 
State : HI 
Zip Code : 9681 8 
Email : 
Telephone : 
Telephone Extension : 
Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
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Submission Date : 1 1/24/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : I voted against rail but since we have to move ahead let's do it right and 

go the airport route. It's a no- brainer, more riders and revenue. Salt 
Lake make very little sense at all. 
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Submission ContentINotes : My Opinion: Ten years from now when the keiki's grow up and the 

populace has grown the problem will be the same as it is now. When I 
see the island chain on the map, it looks like a big band-aid. Change the 
driving age? Limit the no. of cars per familly? This deal is all about 
money and jobs to keep Hawaii fluid not about alleviating the traffic 
problem. If the rail absorbs 22% of the traffic now, what is the 
percentage for ten years from now? My guess is it will be ground hog 
day. 
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Submission ContentlNotes : I am heavily in favor of an initial rail route which services the airport. The 

importance of solid connections between HNL and the rest of the island 
.cannot be overstated. 
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Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 12/07/2008 
Submission ContentINotes : Question: What changes will be made to the Country Express bus route 

after the rail is operational? 

I currently take the C Express bus from Ala Moana shopping center to 
Kapolei transit center and back. One bus takes me all the way (23-24 
miles one way). The rail will not take me all the way. If I have to use 
(transfer) to/from The Bus once or even twice, the total commute time 
one way would take me longer when you factor in the additional waiting 
and transferring which I do not have now. 

I would like a reply. Mahalo. 
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Other Submission Method : 
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Submission Content/Notes : I agree with Charles Djou. I would like to see the rail route moved to the 

airport &the first segment start in Honolulu & move up to either Aloha 
Stadium or Pearl Ridge. Also, it is critical that you locate the changing 
station in the most convinient & safest parts of the community or the only 
people who will be using the rail .will be low income & homeless. 
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State : WA 
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Email : cooldsterQ hotmail.com 
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Add to Mailing List : None 
Submission Method : Website 
Other Submission Method : 
Submission Date : 1211 212008 
Submission ContentINotes : Hawaii has a very strong natural tropical and green environment. Why 

would you opt for conventional trains elevated when a monorail is the 
most suitable technology for such beautiful settlng? Just take a look at 
Okinawa's monorail. 
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Submission ContentlNotes : For the rail system to actually achieve its stated purpose of alleviating 
traffic from the West side, the main line MUST include in its initial build 
stops at Oahu's 2 major employers (Pearl Harbor & Waikiki) and 2 major 
destinations (Airport & Ala Moana Center). However, the current plan 
only includes Ala Moana Center. So you're not actually moving the 
people to where they actually want to go. And you're not actually going 
to take that many cars off the road. 

The same thing goes for the continuing argument that UH Manoa needs 
to be connected by rail. First, you'd take more cars off the road at much 
less expense by actually building UH West, which has been waiting for a 
permanent campus since the 1970s. 
Secondly, by 2030, we will no longer actually need to move people to 
the universities. We'll be able to move the universities into people's living 
rooms. In fact, UH already has a instructional telecommunication 
network linking students at other campuses to UH Manoa. 

Likewise, closing the State government's Mililani telecommuting center -- 
instead of opening new ones in other communities -- was equally short- 
sighted and backward-thinking. Some people actually need to show up 
at work -- (like Pearl Harbor and Waikiki). But work that CAN be done 
offsite SHOULD be done offsite. THAT would take more cars off the 
road than any train would. But, again, the government is still trying to 
move people to their jobs instead of moving their jobs to the people. 

We're already living in the Information Age. So why does it seem like our 
planning is still being done by cavemen? 

I don't have a problem with building a rail system. While it's not a perfect 
or complete solution, 1 still think it's a good start. I just have a problem 
with being stupid about it. 

The "Locally Preferred Alternative" (the Salt Lake route), which doesn't 
include Pearl Harbor, the airport and Waikiki, will not achieve your stated 
goal of reducing traffic from the West side. Which begs the question, just 
which "locals" actually "preferred" this alternative? And what is your 
TRUE objective here? 
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Submission ContentlNotes : We can't afford rail at this time. I am totally opposed to it. 
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Submission ContenUNotes : Elevated steel on steel is a bad choice. It will be an eyesore. it's too 

expensive. Please, wait a decade and see what the world is like; then 
we'll see about rail. 









These are just a list of some concerns over the City & County of Honolulu's proposed Ught Rail 
Transit system. Many of these have been mentioned in various discussions, but none of the answers 
have been adequately answered by the City Transportation Director, Mayor, nor the Council. 

1. Building costs are understated, future increases in construction, labor, and material costs are not 
reported nor mentioned. Also, some of the City's plans for the terminals/terminus are 
incomplete, missing substructures, rails, handi-access, etc. Was this to artilicially deflate the 
reportable costs? If so the City's entire plan is flawed;and Fraudulent. 

2. No mentlon Is made of a turn-around or depot. There will undoubtedly be a maintenance yard or 
some related facility to take the tram down for repairs. This is not mentioned. 

3. The Administration has made repeated assurances that the pmject will be done with minimal 
impact to neighboring areas, residents, businesses. This cannot be the case. Building and 
construction guidelines are very specific, requiring x amount of relief space, and will require 
shutdown OF adjoining lots, propertles, streets and roads. 

4. Many of the people who realized their properties will be (eventually) condemned via eminent 
domain are under the absolutely mistaken impression that they will be receiving the (at future 
time) full market value (frnv) of their properties. This is not the case. Research into the City's 
sojourns Into exercising eminent domain muscle teveals that they set aside a lump sum amount, 
to be paid to defendants served with the Order Putting Plaintiff In Possession (i.e. City). Wording 
is usually like this: "The sum of $m,xxx deposited with the Chief Clerk of this Court by the 
Plaintiff as estimated just compensation ..." Usually the award is a few pennies on the dollar of 
the actual value of the condemed and claimed property. The defendant usually has no recourse. 
Waianae residents were notified last July that they were losing portions of their property, after 
construction. had already begun for the emergency access road. 

5. Regarding property, it Is likely the rail system will negatively affect property values. Cities have 
trended that property values drop near an existing commuter or rail line. The noise negates, for 
most people, the benefit of proximity to a transit line. Many cities found that rail ridership 
decreased, in favor of buses, bicycles, and scooters. 

6. I personally believe most people would favor a scooter over Inconvenience of driving to a depot 
yard and park their car with thousands of others, to catch a rail to work, 

7. The liespan of a typical rail system is about 30 years. Thereafter, it must be 100% wholly 
replaced at full value at that future Ume. ICs simply a matter of infrastructure breakdown. 

8. The lifespan of a typical tram system (fight rail) is about 15 years. Thereafter, it must be 100% 
wholly replaced, or efse repaired to the point where it's economically unfeasibfe. 

9. The mathematics of the Clty's plan to take 50,000 drivers aff the road is not practical nor 
possible. Let's assume the City is extremely aggressive and forward-thinking in their planning. 
Let's say they build two rail systems, one that begins in point A (Kapolei area) and the other 
begins in point 6 (Downtown). Let's say there are 12 cars to a train (no longer considered light 
rail), each holdlng 200 passengers, which is 2,400 passengers total capacity per train, going a 
single way, or 4,800 passengers for the entire system. Let's say the trains will cross each other 
in the middle, so there is always a train going and corning in both directions. I n  order to meet 
the Administration's goal to take an approximate 50,000 drivers off the road at that future time, 
the trains will have to travel about 77 miles per hour, nonstop, in order to make the approximate 
10 round trips each train will have to make, in an hours' time. This ovenimplffied math problem 
underlies the fatal flaw in the plan. The City's plan for light rail does not have the capacity for 
4,800 total passengers at any given time. This would be rush hour in the morning, from S:30AM 
to 8:30AM, and 3:30PM to 6:30PM. It is not mathematically possible to do it with the above 
configuration, nor with the Cily's proposed version, which is much smatter passenger capacity. 
This may be decried by the Administration as "Mickey Mouse Math" but the figures cannot be 
doubted. The rail will not accornpflsh what it is envisioned to. 

10. The City's proposed 6,000+ jobs to diredly or indirectly support the rail system, operations, 
maintenance, support services, administration, and vendor services, is not economically 
sustainable. The vendors have the best bet, at least people will stop on the way to buy coffee, 
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pastries, morning paper, etc. But wait, they can't because the system has to run without stops 
to make its rush hour quotas. 

11. The City's Transportation Department has in effed given their current employees a potential for 
higher-paying and more executive jobs, "fresh" and new. The current employees are capped 
where they are at, but the Rapid Transit Division (the most expensive and largest Dlvision by 
staff and dollars) Is a way for them to move up. See their presentation here: 
http://www.honolulu.gov/dts/dtsf fy2008+operatlng~tb~dget+req~est~df If you scroll down to 
page 7, you wlll see "Rapid Transit Division", 35 proposed executive and admlnlstrative support 
positions, costing a whopping $2,338,644 in staff costs, dwarfing their next largest Division by 
over $500,000, but has only 1 posltlon more. This indicates that, given civii service positions and 
current pay scales, these are much higher and more executive positions, possibly (POSSIBLY) 
created this way by the Transportation Department to give thelr currently celling'd staff 
someplace to go, and retlre happily with a healthy retirement pay. 

12. No amount of ridership fees could make up the construction, maintenance, and daily operations 
costs of the entire rail system. Notwlthstandhg the payroll costs. The majority of the costs will 
become personnel-related, such as 41+% fringe rate, irnmedfate salaries plus vacation payouts 
and other benefits. Throw in maintenance? That's also a personnel cost, with OT attached, at 
City & County rates. You know, 12 maintenance workers scheduled to perform upkeep, each 
files OT requests, however oniy 1 or 2 actually do majority of the work. A recent audit faund 
many road crews operate in this fashion. However the audit was for City internal use oniy. 

13. No amount of  taxes can make up the total cost plus ongoing upkeep. The burden on the 
taxpayers of the state would be astronomical, it could not possibly be estimated. 

14, People who voted "YES" did not realize, they were not really indebtlng themselves, but their 
progeny, to a lifetime of debt service to rhfs system. It cannot possibly be completed before, 
say, 2025 or 2030, when most of those who voted will be at or nearing retirement, and it wll no 
longer make a difference for them. Many people simply jumped on the bandwagon without 
really thlnkrng things through. 

15. A mised rail system lumbering many stories above buildings and 1-2 storey homes and 
apartments In the proposed areas would ruin not just the overall landscape, but many people's 
enjoyment of the vlew looking out not to the ocean, but the SKY. 

16. The Administration's claim is that If they get this project going now, they can jumpstart the 
state's economy and provide much-needed jobs through construction. This is short-term a truth, 
however if there exists no money to begin with, and the Councll on Revenue's forecast shows a 
current year deficit, with factors of debt in the out-years, where is the funding golng to come 
from? It reminds me of a very ambitious building projed In Downtown, that sat for many years 
until another investor came by. Only the Federal Gov't can deflclt spend. How can you 
ambitiously plan alternate and future routes (as the Council is debating now) without having any 
up-front dlrect revenues, investor venture capltal, bond interest, or other form of monies on hand 
to even "break ground"? 

17. Construction costs are years away, when materials, labor, and rates will be much higher. Final 
completion costs can be many times the $5 Billion thrown in front of the hapless public. And, 
once construction beglns, final completion can be upwards of 20 years away, including the 
various legal battles and hurdles the City will no doubt face, In balding hundreds of home and 
landowners, businesses, and action groups. It will be unprecedented in our State's history, and ' 

will likely bring embarassment to us nationally. 
18. Speaking of attention, i t  is likely that people will prefer (as they do now) places such as Tahltl, 

Fiji, Thailand, and New Zealand, over Oahu anyway. Many tourists surveyed by the HTA recently 
said they'd never tome back if the beaches eroded, What happens if (i.e. by the year 2030) the 
beach in Waikikl is a memory, hotels are literally flooded, AND there Is a lumbering, leviathan, 
hulking, clackety, metallic silver worm snaking its way through Downtown? Realistically, do you 
think any tourists would come to Honolulu, except to use it as a springboard from the Mainland 
USA to their exotic destination in the far Pacific or Asia? 

19. Other states that the Administration quoted as having successful rail systems have something 
that Hawaii will never have, regardless of how much development we want ta create - land 
space. I f  anything, Hawaii - due to current erosion - can do nothing but lose land space, at least 
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in Honolulu County. In  order for the rail to be plopped down, people who are already there have 
to make way, As our proud and defiant mayor has proclaimed in various ways, "...anyone 
opposing this will have to just get out of the way,.!' The first time he said it on N, we passed it 
off to his frustration and lack of self-control. Thereafter, it is a clear indication of absolute 
superciliousness, self-love, and hubris which I do not ever recall seeing in any of our recent 
mayors of my memory. The sign of a bad publican is to - even modestly - threaten to shove it 
down the peoples' collective throats when his way is challenged, and his personal progress 
slowed. 

20. The Administration does not inform the public of the following: Chicago Mass Transit (Chicago 
Transit Authority), one of the original models for an earlier proposed transit system, is bankrupt, 
I f  not yet, pretty darn near. The cost of doing buslness has long overrun the intake due to 
ridership, which has decreased over the last 30 years. Even their bus ridership is down, largely 
due to increased crime In poverty-stricken areas near the center of town. Unfortunately for us, 
Pearl City h Mllilani are becoming what Kallhi and Liliha have long been our native slum. 

21, Sound is a pressure wave that eminates radially outward from its source, decreasing as the 
inverse square of that distance the listener is from It. The City's contention that erecting short 
wails, combined with the raised platform, will decrease noise to a minimal level, is preposterous 
beyond laughable. Any system, even a rolling wheeled vehicle, creates a signiFiant amount of 
noise, and particularly at night. Anyone who lives near the University or along the H-1 between 
McCully through Pearl City knows this. Even if it is no louder than a small grass whip, it will be 
noticed, and people will be driven out. I used to live in a small apartment on Thurston Avenue in 
Makikl, and the simple act of the bus rolling at 11 at night was enough to jolt this young child - at 
that time - awake from a light sleep, 

22. A research paper by Randal OToole from the Cato Institute, "Daes Rail Transit Save Energy or 
Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions?'(http://ww.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-61S5pdf) asserts that the 
following woutd be more cost-effective and reduce greenhouse emissions than rail transit: 
-Powering buses with hybrid-electrlc motors, biofuels, and non-fossil sourced electricity 
-Concentrating the major load of bus service to heavy-load routes, and smaller buses for off-peak 
and lower demand areas 
-Building new tol systems and coordinating traMc signais to relieve highway congestion that 
cantrlbutes to the waste of over 3 bifllon gallons of fuel annually 
-Encourage people to purchase fud-efficient cars. Get 1% of commuters to switch to hybrid cars 
costs less and saves more energy than trying to get 1% to swltch to public transit, and most of 
those keeping their cars. After ail, the rail only runs on one side of the island. 

23. This same research paper by Mr. OToole reveals the average light rail system of those studied, 
requires over 4,000 WU and generates almost ,7 pounds of C02 PER PASSENGER MILE. To 
traverse the estimated 26-30 mile rail stretch, one way per trip (not per day) would require an 
average of 104,000 - 120,000 B7U in energy and generate 18 - 21 pounds of CO2, more 
than average of city buses running for one hour. 

24. This same research paper asserts that the mere construction, over many years, of the system 
itself, would generate more COZ and cost more in energy and fuel consumption, than the rail, 
and may "never be recovered by the savings (of constructing the rail in the first place). 

25. Due to Homeland Security regulations involving public transportation, the City.& County would 
have to establish, and intmrate into the Honolulu Police Department, a separate Honolutu Rapid 
Transit Police force, ar else dlvert current - or future - officers to that duty. Security screens may 
be necessary at depots as welt, adding to delays (but wait, they can't stop right?). 

26, The Administration claims that the economy will be stimulated, looking at (i.e.) Denver, Portland, 
and San Jose light rail development, don't realize that those systems were supported by farge tax 
or other subsidies, something dramatically lacking in Hawali's economy. Even the current tax 
collected for transit is far short of proposed levels they would have to be at for the system to be 
a reality. 

27. Finally, no mention is made as to whether this light rail system can accommodate passengers 
(I.@. from the airport) with large luggage, or whether stowage space is or can be provided for 
safety, comfort, and security of others? 
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Submission ContenttNotes : I have no been a fan of Charles Djou, but I agree with him that 

construction on the rail project should begin in town. It is folly for us to 
begin it in West Oahu. Based on letters that have been published in the 
newspapers as well, there doesn't seem to be much disagreement on 
this issue. 1 can understand that construction will cause a lot more 
headaches in town than it will in West Oahu, but it is just common sense 
to start the construction in town, The rail will not be needed in West 
Oahu if it never gets to town and rail will definitely be a waste of 
taxpayer's money then! 







February 3,2009 , . . .  . . 

Mr. Ted Matley " ;' ) ., , '. Mr. T&G.YQS~~~P j+.e; , ..+ 
FTA Region LX Department'of Trwspoaat~on Services". OJ* f (  ' ' 
201 Mission St., Ste. 1650 City and County of Honolulu + 
San Amcjsw, CA 94105 650 So. King St., 3* Floor 

Honolulu, HI 968 13 

Subject: o~olqlu High Capacity-Rmsi&C!orridor Project  at;#^&^^ ~ ~ 3 ~ i f ' i t f i i h .  .> . ., .Y . '- 
Draft EnvironmentaI impact Statementk4Q Evaluation 
November 2008 

Rear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

As long time residents of the AIa Moana-Sheridan neighborhood, we read with interest 
the Draft EIS for Honolulu's High Capacity Transit project dated November 2008. 

'3 !> p py3q !..,J&)i 
We participated in the City and County of Nonolulu's preparation of the draft Sheridan 

community plan in 2006, and appreciated how the vision is consistent with the City and County 
of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan's designation of the Sheriden and 
Kaheka neighborhoods as In-Town Residential Neighborhoods. Xn Ala Moana-Sheridan, over 
20% of the population is over 65 years old, and the proportion of elderly is steadily increasing 
(Draft Ala Moana-Sheridan Community Plan, 2006)." Ln light of this fact, the 2006 draft f Ian 
discusses how public roads and facilities in and around our neighborhood need to bs more 
pedestsim friendly to the elderly, genera pedestrians and bicyclists. Therefore, we rcviewed the 
Transit DEIS for a description and analysis of how acccss to the T r a i t  Corridor Project would 
be pedestrian friendly for the Ala-Moana-Shcridan neighborhoods. 

Instead, we found the Transit Corridor Project DEIS to be heading in the opposite 
direction making the area more congested with traffic and in turn creating a more rushed 
environment. The DEB directly comments that the proposed TOD in the area will change the 
feel of the area, presu~nably making it more urban, "Because Kaka'ako has been designated a 
redeveiopment area, changes in Imd uses to TOD is likely, which may result in a change in 
character along the alignment, especiaily near stations ... (DEIS, p. 4-45). While we understand 
change is inevitable* the Transit DEIS does not even discuss basic project features such as access 
to the Ala Moms Wansit station for the afYected neighborhood, Since safe and secure pedestrian 
access to and from the Ala Moana tramsit station is not discussed or analyzed in the Transit 
DEIS, wc assume no design studies or even serious consideration has been devoted to this, the 
City and County of Honolulu's major public infrastructure project. 

Please revise and expand the Transit DEIS to include detailed descriptions and analyses 
of the range of pedestrian and bicycle access ways to and f m  the Ala Moana station. If no 
consideration has yet been devoted to this project dement for the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
community, we submit the DEIS is deficient and i s  not yet a complete Draft EIS. 



Sincerely, 

Doris Nakamwa, 650 Sheridan Street PH, Honolulu, HI 96814 
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cc: Councilmember Duke Bainum, District 5 
Senator Carol Fukunaga, District 11 
Representative Tom Brower, District 23 
Congressmember Neil Abercrombir: 
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Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

As tong time residents of the Ala Moana-Sheridan neighborhood, we read with interest 
the Draft EIS for Honolutu's High Capacity Transit project dated November 2508. 
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We pafticipated in the City and County of Honolulu's preparation of the draft Sheridan 

community plan in 2006, and appreciated how the vision is consistent with the City and County 
of Honolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan's designation of the Sheridan and 
Krtheka neighborhoods as In-Town Residential Neighborhoods, 3n Aia Moana-Sheridan, over 
20% of the population is over 65 years old, and the proportion of elderly is steadily increasing 
(Draft Ala Moana-Sheridan Community Plan, 2006)." In light of this fact, the 2006 draft Plan 
discusses how public roads and facilities in md around our neighborhood need to be more 
pedestrian friendly to the elderly, general pedeslims and bicyclists. Therefore, we reviewed the 
Transit DEB for a description and analysis of how access to the Transit Corridor Project would 
be pedestrian friendly for Ule Ala-Moana-Sheridan neighborhoods. 

Instead, we found the Transit Corridor Project DEIS to be heading in tbe opposite 
direction making the area more congested with traffic and in turn creating a more rushed 
environment. The DEB directly comments that the proposed TOD in the area will change the 
fee! of the area, presumably making it more urban, "Because Kaka'alro has been designated a 
redevelopment area, changes in land uses to TUD is likely, which may result in a change in 
character along the alignment, especially near stations.. .(DEXS, p 4-45]. While we understand 
change is inevibble, rhe Transit DEIS does not even discuss basic project features such as acccss 
to the Ala Moma transit station for the affwted neighborhood. Since safe and secure pedestrian 
access to and from the Ala Moana vansit station is not discussed or analyzed in the Transit 
DBIS, we assume no design studies or even serious consideration has been devoted to this, the 
City and County of Honolulu's major public infrastructure project. 

Please revise and expand the Transit DEIS to include detaiIed descriptions and analyses 
of the range of pedestrian and bicycle access ways to and from the Ala Moana station. If no 
consideration has yet been devoted to this project element for the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
community, we submit the DEIS is deficient and is  not yet a complete Draft EIS. 



Sincerely, 

Doris Nakamura, 650 Sheridan Street PH, Honolulu, HI 96814 
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Dear Messrs. Matley and Yoshioka: 

As long time residents of the Ala Moana-Sheridan neighborhood, we read with interest 
the Draft El$ for Honolulu's High Capacity Txansit project dated November 2008. 

<? & jb Q@+ !,&.$ 

We pafiicipatd in the City and County of Honolulu's preparation of the draft Sheridan 
community plan in 2006, and appreciated how the vision is consistent with the City and County 
of X-Ionolulu's Primary Urban Center Development Plan's designation of the Sheridan and 
Kafieka neighborhoods as In-Town Residential Neighborhoods. In Ala Moana-Sheridan, over 
20% of the population is over 65 years dd, and the proportion of elderly is steadily increasing 
(Draft Ala Moana-Sheridan Community Plan, 2006)." In light of this fact, the 2006 draft Plan 
discusses how public roads and facilities in and around our neighborhood need to be more 
pedestrian friendly to the elderly, general pedestrians and bicyclists, Therefore, we reviewed the 
Transit DEIS for a description and'analysis of how access to the Transit Corridor Project would 
be pedestrian friendly for the Ala-Moana-Sheridan neighborhoods. 

Instead, we found the Transit Cotridor Project DEIS to be heading in the opposite 
direction making the area more congested with traffic and in turn creating a more rushed 
environment, The DEB directly comments that the proposed TOD in the area will change i i~e  
feel of the area, presumably making it more urban, "Because Kaka'ako has been designated a 
redevelopment area, changes in land uses to TOD is likely, which may result in a change in 
character along the alignment, especially near stations.. .(DEB, p, 4-45), While we understand 
change is inevitable, the Transit DEIS does not even discuss basic project features such as access 
to the Ala Moana transit station for the affected neighborhood. Since safe and secure pedestrian 
access to and from the Ala Moana transit station is not discussed or analyzed in the Transit 
DEIS, we assume no design studies or even serious consideration has beal devoted to this, the 
City and County of Honolulu's major public infras~uctwe project. 

Please revise and expand the Transit ZZEIS to include detailed descriptions and analyses 
of the rage of pedestrian and bicycle access ways to and from the A t  Moana station. If no 
consideration has yet been devoted to this project element for the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
community, we submit fhe DEB is deficient and is not yet a compbte Draft EJS. 



Sinc~ely, 

Doris Nakamura, 650 Sheridan Street PH, Honolulu, HI 96814 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 

MUFl HANNEMANN 
MAYOR 

650 SOUTH KING STREET. 3RD FLOOR 
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 

Phone: (808) 768-8305 . Fax: (808) 768-4730 Internet: www.honolulu.gov 

May 21,201 0 

WAYNE Y. YOSHIOKA 
DIRECTOR 

SHARON ANN THOM 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Resident 
650 Sheridan Street, # I  07 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814 

Dear Resident: 

Subject: Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 
Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the City 
and County of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services (DTS) issued a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 
This letter is in response to substantive comments received on the Draft EIS during the 
comment period, which concluded on February 6, 2009. The Final EIS identifies the Airport 
Alternative as the Project and is the focus of this document. The selection of the Airport 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative was made by the City to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations that state that the Final EIS shall identify the 
Preferred Alternative (23 CFR § 771 .I25 (a)(l)). This selection was based on consideration of 
the benefits of each alternative studied in the Draft EIS, public and agency comments on the 
Draft EIS, and City Council action under Resolution 08-261 identifying the Airport Alternative as 
the Project to be the focus of the Final EIS. The selection is described in Chapter 2 of the Final 
EIS. The Final EIS also includes additional information and analyses, as well as minor revisions 
to the Project that were made to address comments received from agencies and the public on 
the Draft EIS. The following paragraphs address comments regarding the above-referenced 
submittal: 

Many pedestrians currently use the network of sidewalks in the Ala Moana-Sheridan 
neighborhood. The pedestrian volume in the neighborhood will continue to grow with or without 
the Project. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the existing network of 
side walks. As stated in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS, design criteria developed for stations 
place highest emphasis on walk and bicycle access. Pedestrian access to stations, including 
accessible routes, shall be given first priority for reasons of safety. 

It is estimated that most passengers using this station will transfer to or from buses 
directly on Kona Street. Those walking to the station from surrounding areas will use the 
existing network of sidewalks. Bicyclists will access the station via existing streets and/or 
sidewalks in the area. The station will be designed to accommodate the expected volume of 
pedestrians and will provide parking for bicycles. 



Resident 
Page 2 

As indicated in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIS, ongoing coordination efforts with the public 
will help develop design measures to enhance the interface between the transit system and the 
surrounding community. The extent, nature, and location of these design measures will be 
determined in Final Design through these coordination efforts. 

The FTA and DTS appreciate your interest in the Project. The Final EIS, a copy of which 
is included in the enclosed DVD, has been issued in conjunction with the distribution of this 
letter. Issuance of the Record of Decision under NEPA and acceptance of the Final EIS by the 
Governor of the State of Hawaii are the next anticipated actions and will conclude the 
environmental review process for this Project. 

Very tryly yours, 

d~ 9M WAY EY. YOS OKA 
Director 

Enclosure 
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Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project 

Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement/Section 4 (f) Evaluation 

Public Meeting and Hearing 

December 6, 2008 

Kapolei Hale 

1000 Uluohia Street 

Kapolei, Hawaii 

9:00 a.m. - 11:OO a.m. 

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT 

0 F 

PUBLIC HEARING 

BEFORE: ELSIE TERADA, CSR NO. 437 
Certified Shorthand Reporter 



I N D E X  
Page 

OPENING COMMENTS: 

By Hearing Officer Toru Hamayasu 

SPEAKERS : 
Representative Kimberly Pine 
District 43 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 South Beretania Street, Room 317 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Rodlyn Brown 9 
85-303 Kohai Place 
Waianae, Hawaii 96792 

Frank Genadio 
92-1370 Kikaha Street 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 

Michael Golojuch, Jr. 14 
92-954 Makakilo Drive, #71 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 

Michael Golojuch 15 
Makakilo/Kapolei/Honokai Hale Neighborhood Board 
Vice Chairman and Transportation Chairman 
(Address not provided) 

Pat Patterson 17 
AARP and Concerned Elders of Waianae 
84-755 Ala Mahiku Street, #72-A 
Waianae, Hawaii 96792 

Tesha Malama 19 
Hawaii Community Development Authority, Kalaeloa 

District 
91-818 Lawalu Place 



Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

John Higgins 
91-503 Pupu Street 
Ewa Beach, Hawaii 96706 

(continued) 

Sharon E. Har 2 3 
Public Safety and Military Affairs Vice Chair 
40th District - Kapolei, Makakilo, Royal Kunia, 

Kalaeloa 
House of Representatives 
Hawaii State Capitol 
415 South Beretania Street, Room 313 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Rosita Sipirok-Siregr 2 6 
92-1179 Palahia Street, #I02 
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASTJ: Good morning. I'm 

Toru Hamayasu, the 2nd Deputy Director of the City 

and County of Honolulu, Department of 

Transportation Services. I am the hearing officer 

for this public hearing for the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu 

High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 

The purpose of this public hearing is to 

collect comments related to the proposed transit 

project regarding the Draft EIS; Section 106 of 

the National Historic Preservation Act process; 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 

Transportation Act; Right-of-way acquisition; and 

floodplains affected by the project. 

Public input can be made in four ways: 

1) Public spoken testimony to me here, 

in the Public Hearing Room. 

2) If you do not wish to speak in 

public, an individual spoken testimony for the 

record can be made to the hearing recorder, who is 



near the Public Involvement station in the Project 

Information Area. 

3) Written testimony may be deposited 

in the black comment box at the meeting, delivered 

to the Department of Transportation Services 

office, or mailed or faxed [ (808)523-4730] to DTS 

by January 7, 2009. 

4) And finally, testimony can be 

submitted online by January 7, 2009, at 

www.honolulutransit.org. 

All comments and responses will be 

included in the Final EIS. Revisions to the EIS 

will be made as appropriate, based on comments. 

The hearing procedures are as follows: 

1. Elected and public officials will be 

heard first. Persons desiring to testify should 

register at the entrance to the hearing room, and 

will be called in order of registration. 

2. Any individual may appear and speak 

for him or herself, or if duly authorized, for any 

local civic group, organization, club or 

association, subject to the rules provided herein. 

Speakers should give their name and address. If 

representing a group, this information should also 

be given. 



3. Speakers must limit their statements 

to three minutes. Additional prepared statements 

or literature, pertaining to the project, may be 

submitted at this hearing or by 4:30 p.m., January 

7 ,  2009 to Department of Transportation Services. 

These statements will be made part of the official 

record if they include a legible name and address. 

4. For these hearings, all statements, 

oral or written, should be directed to the hearing 

officer and must be related to the subject matter 

of the hearing. 

5. Each person speaking before the 

audience must do so at the floor microphone. We 

will call testifiers in groups of three to 

facilitate orderly progress. Please ensure you 

are in the hearing area at the time your name is 

called. A court stenographer will record and 

transcribe the hearing proceedings. If required, 

I will announce any other specific rules governing 

this hearing. 

6. As part of this public hearing 

process, the Honolulu Rail Transit Project Team is 

not allowed to respond to any questions or 

concerns raised by the speaker. The Project Team 

will be available to address your questions in the 



Project Information Area outside of this hearing 

venue. 

It is now 9:07 a.m. At this time, I 

would like to begin the public testimony. The 

first testifier, I think you were given No. 1, 

Testifier, please come to the microphone. 

-000- 

REPRESENTATIVE KIMBERLY PINE: Good morning. 

I am Representative Kimberly Pine, and I represent 

District 43, Ewa Beach, at the State Capitol, in 

the House of Representatives. First, I'm excited 

to be here. I'm glad that the voters have spoken 

and we can now move on to the real thing, so thank 

you for having me here. We will have more 

thorough written documentation of our comments 

before the January 7th deadline, but I first do 

want to express some feelings brought to me by 

some Ewa residents. We do feel strongly that the 

route should go to the airport, and that that 

shouldn't be changed, so we hope that that does 

happen. In our private poll, we discovered that 



about 25 percent of the citizens in my district do 

work at Pearl Harbor, and so that does not include 

those that work at the airport, so it will 

increase the number of people using the facility 

if the route goes to the airport. 

According to what we have reviewed so far -- 

we're still reading that 400-page document, but we 

do not see anything defined in terms of baggage 

use. If we do change the route to the airport, we 

should include something that's more defined that 

would allow people to bring multiple baggage. 

Also, we did not see in the document that we read 

so far, that there is nothing to accommodate 

bicycles, and so we really believe to encourage 

all types of connectivity, that that should be 

more thoroughly defined. Definitely, we believe 

that there should be a more thorough planning in 

terms of the connectivity with the colleges. 

Definitely, U.H. West Oahu is in there, and we're 

definitely pushing for the U.H. Manoa connection. 

In terms of emergency evacuation procedures, 

my district is concerned about something being 

more defined in terms of power failure and 

evacuation procedures for safety reasons. But 

that's it for now. Thank you so much for having 



me, and we will have a written document to you 

very shortly. Mahalo. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please, No. 2. 

RODLYN BROWN: My name is Rodlyn Brown, and 

I'm from Waianae. First thing is, I am in favor 

of the train. But being from Waianae, with one 

road, we have a very difficult time getting here 

or getting home. Yesterday, it took the people 

two hours to get from Kapolei to Waianae, after 

the roads had been cleared of construction work. 

So if this group wants to help and have our 

support from the Waianae Coast, they have to do 

something about the second road out of Waianae. 



There is no alternative. We are the only location 

on the entire island that has no way in or out, 

except for Farrington Highway. 

And we need to get to the train just like 

everybody else does, and we are supportive of the 

train, in every way, but we need this group to be 

supportive of us. So if you would please consider 

the fact that federal funds are for all the 

people, not some of the people, and that more and 

more residents are coming to Kapolei and Makakilo, 

and from Kapolei, all the way to Makaha, and our 

commute just from Kapolei, home, two hours now, 

three hours next year, six hours out of our day, 

every day, please, please, support our needs, as 

we will support yours. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 3, please step 

up, and if No. 4 person can come forward and take 

the seat. 

FRANK GENADIO: Frank Genadio, Makakilo. The 

city administration has apparently taken the 

selection of the transit technology from the City 

Council, which killed the ballot question for a 

fixed guideway, instead passed one with steel 

wheels wording. Approval of steel wheels on the 



ballot does not eliminate other suppliers from the 

competition, but the EIS brushes off three 

technologies by using a recommendation from a 

so-called expert panel. This limiting of 

alternatives was referred to in the state's review 

of the EIS as troubling. 

I am here to support the HSST urban 

mag-lev system. EIS Chapter 02 covers 

Alternatives Considered. In Section 2.1.3, 

magnetic levitation is listed as a proprietary 

system unproven in the U.S. Because it is not in 

the U.S., does not make it unproven. Using this 

rationale would leave us still traveling in 

covered wagons. The Federal Transit 

Administration calls the HSST a mature technology, 

and the system has been in highly reliable revenue 

service in Japan since early 2005. 

The EIS states that "none of the 

proprietary technologies offered substantial 

proven performance, cost, and reliability benefits 

compared to steel wheel operating on steel rail." 

For the mag-lev, that statement is false. It is 

faster, much quieter, and safer because of its 

wrap-around-the-beam configuration. Its guideway 

is 20 percent cheaper to build. This is important 



when one examines guideway length for the three 

alternatives and compares costs in Chapter 06 with 

expected sources of funds. 

The city has funding for a 20-mile MOS, 

but in Section 2.2.2 shows a combined airport and 

Salt Lake alternative of 25 miles. This not only 

places the project over projected budgets, but 

excludes any extension to the UH-Manoa campus. 

Personally, I favor the airport routing, over Salt 

Lake. If, however, the HSST were to win the 

transit competition, it could satisfy most 

requirements. 

If labor and materials planned for the 

MOS were applied to the mag-lev, five added miles 

of guideway could be built within the MOS budget 

anb timelines, accommodating an airport alignment, 

extension to UH-Manoa, and spurs into Salt Lake, 

as well as Waikiki. The only way to take 

advantage of such costs savings is to ensure that 

guideway specifications are left open. 

Figure 2-9 shows a guideway of 28 to 

32 feet, as well as a wall for noise mitigation. 

The HSST uses two beams with open space between 

the beams and a cross-section of 21 feet, with no 

need for noise walls. The mag-lev's narrower 



guideway -- (3-minute time limit) -- coupled with 

the much lower sound level of the system, will 

result in less impact on homes and businesses 

along the route. Figure 2-9 should be deleted and 

kept. . . 
HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please summarize. 

FRANK GENADIO: I just have a couple. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Okay. 

FRANK GENADIO: . . .  should be deleted and kept 
out of the REP. 

O&M costs also for mag-lev, 

$12-to-18 million less per year than the steel 

wheel. Prevent the mag-lev from competing and we 

pay more for what may be an inferior system. If 

the city is so certain that steel on steel is 

superior, modify this EIS appropriately and keep 

specifications general enough to enable all 

suppliers to have a chance. After I testified to 

Council the other day, someone came up to me and 

said that adding . . .  
HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please summarize. 

FRANK GENADIO: I just have the one sentence. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Go on. 

FRANK GENADIO: . . .  adding $1.5 million to EIS, 
that's one 36,000th of the cost of the project. 



This would be money well spent. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please, No. 4, step 

forward. 

MICHAEL GOLOJUCH, JR.: Michael Golojuch, Jr., 



Makakilo resident. I'm here today to testify in 

favor of the steel on steel rail, with the airport 

route. It doesn't make any sense that we would 

not have included the airport in the first time 

around. We know Romy Cachola used his little 

power, got what we wanted and now he's -- then he 

decided that he didn't really want to support 

rail. So I do come out here today to ask that we 

do move forward, we do move forward with keeping 

it in the original, starting off in Kapolei and 

moving forward. By building it and starting in 

Pearl City, you are going to displace more people, 

you are going to cause more people to lose their 

homes and businesses quickly, without giving them 

chance to really relocate. It doesn't make any 

sense. We could start off by building the base 

yard here, on Kapolei, where there's plenty of 

space and we can move forward. That's basically 

it. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 5. 



MICHAEL GOLOJUCH: Good morning. I'm Michael 

Golojuch. I am the Vice Chair and the 

Transportation Chair of the 

Makakilo/Kapolei/Honokai Hale Neighborhood Board. 

We support the rail system and we support the MOS, 

with the airport route. Eventually, we would like 

to see the rail system expanded, but we know we 

gotta get the MOS built first, 'cause we want it 

to go to U.H. I'd like to see it go to Waianae 

and I'd like to see it go to other locations, too. 

And some day, I would like to go to the U.H. game 

by getting on the bus, coming down, getting on the 

rail, then getting off by the stadium. 

We really believe that we need this 

system. There are some things -- Maeda Timson, 

the Chair, could not be here because she's on a 

trip. We will be submitting written testimony, as 

well as just my verbal support today. As an 

individual, I know it's important to get this 

done. It's important to start with Kapolei, where 

there's less problems, to start, and get it going 

and moving it fast, and finding out where there 

may be problems in the construction, so by the 

time it gets through Waipahu, Pearl City, et 

cetera, and through town, that will be done. Plus 



we'll have the base yard. We have the area, and 

the lands are already being designated from the 

Draft EIS for that, and we won't have to disturb, 

as previously mentioned, as many residents and/or 

businesses to get that first segment built up, in 

the Kapolei area. And I strongly support that, 

and don't let the political part get in there for 

people running for different offices just to use 

this now as another pay, getting their ploys. 

So, again, support the system, and on 

specifics and things, and as mentioned, there is a 

need for people to carry luggage. Maybe not a lot 

of luggage 'cause I really see the people going by 

the airport, the business people coming in and not 

more than tourists, but there still needs to be 

that capability for both to use the rail system. 

Thank you. 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 6. Do you have 

the name of the person? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: She cancelled. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Okay. No. 7? 

No. 8, please step forward and take the 

seat in the front. 

PAT PATTERSON: Aloha. I'm Pat Patterson from 

Makaha Valley, a member of AARP and of Concerned 

Elders of Waianae. I have three issues. First of 

all, I really resent all my taxpayer money that 

was spent on the slick stuff to get people to vote 

for the rail steel on steel. I think the vote was 

so close, that it should not have been counted 

yea. 

No. 2. I really respect Jim Brewer and 

Renee Ing for having gone to Europe and tried out 

the Phileas Magnet-Rail, brought back and shown on 

Olelo, how wonderful that is, with the bus-train 

moving only on magnets in the pavement. That 

would be very, very inexpensive, would be done 

quickly, would use a lot of our workers and be 

much more compatible with our island. 



And No. 3. If you really want rail, why 

don't you restore the old OR&L, all the way to 

Kaena Point, and give the Waianae-Makaha residents 

access to what's going to be way beyond, and we 

are people who have to work in town. We really 

need something. The 93 bus is wonderful, the 

country express is good as far as it goes, but 

think about restoring OR&L, all the way to the end 

of the island on the southwest end. Mahalo. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 8. 

TESHA MALAMA: My name is Tesha Malama. I am 

an Ewa Beach resident and also responsible for the 

Kalaeloa District. I am speaking in favor of the 

rail project, the minimum operating segment, and 

also with the alignment through to the airport. 

As an Ewa Beach resident, if we had the leadership 

and commitment to do these types of projects 10 

years ago for the widening of Fort Weaver Road, 

and 15 years ago, to bring in the North-South 

Road, we would not be in the hell we live in now, 

in Ewa Beach. This rail project will add to the 

multi-motor approach that we need, as a county, to 

move people around this entire island. I think 

one of the integral parts of the rail will be how 

TheBus system links up to the rail centers and 

getting the community involved in planning the 

rail center points. 

And so we need, No. 1, the infrastructure 

money that it's going to bring in, so people have 



immediate jobs during this time of the economic 

system. Being responsible for Kalaeloa, I need to 

have that type of commitment and funding that it 

will bring into the district. As we build out 

Kalaeloa, access for Ewa Beach residents to the 

rail center will be less than five minutes from 

every household in Ewa Beach. We need everything, 

we need it now, and I say whoever is going to get 

on the rail late, they should really move aside, 

so we can get this project done. Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 9. 

JOHN HIGGINS: Good morning. My name is John 

Higgins, I'm an Ewa Beach resident. I'm here to 

support the rail system and going through the 

airport route. I think that we should have a firm 

commitment on federal money. I know that that's 

been given to us, but in speaking to people next 

door, there was no. indication of when the federal 

money would actually come, and with the economic 

situation the way it is, I think we should have a 

firm commitment from the next administration in 

Washington, that we're going to get this money. 

Now, we got great senators, and congressmen, and 

Democratic president, which would bow to having us 

get the money, but we need a firm commitment. 

That money, if the federal money doesn't come, 

this project will stop dead in its tracks. 



The other thing is, too, that the people 

that we see in the newspaper, talking about this 

project, Charles Djou, Romy Cachola, and the Mayor 

or one of his representatives are not here. They 

should be at every single one of these things for 

the two hours thereon to speak to the people. 

They've been spending millions of dollars to 

promote this, which I agree with, it should be 

done. But these politicians should be here to 

answer questions, to talk to us and let us talk to 

them. And that's my statement. Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 10. 

REPRESENTATIVE SHARON HAR: Thank you. Good 

morning. I'm Representative Sharon Har. I am the 

State Representative for the 40th District, which 

is comprised of Kapolei, Makakilo, Royal Kunia, 

and Kalaeloa. I am one of those politicians who 

is here today, and while the rail is not a State 

issue, it is a City and County issue. I do know 

that we have the firm commitment of our Mayor, as 

well as our council representatives on this side 

of the island. We do have the Mayor's 

representatives here, but I am here on behalf of 

myself as a private citizen and representative of 

Kapolei. 

First of all, as the Chair of the 2007 



Interim Task Force on Smart Growth Development, I 

am an ardent supporter of the rail's first 

segment, beginning here, in East Kapolei. Because 

one of the basic principles of smart growth 

development is transit-oriented development. With 

all the development that we have occurring out 

here in our great new city and on the west side of 

the island, you must have transit beginning here, 

so that we can build smart growth projects. Smart 

growth projects basically incorporate transit 

around them, and it's one of the most effective 

tools to prevent urban sprawl. And that is my 

biggest concern, as we continue to develop on this 

side of the island. If government has decided 

that all of the development is going to happen on 

the west side of the island, then we must build 

under the principles of smart growth development, 

and transit-oriented development is one of the 

basic ten principles of smart growth. 

Secondly, one of the issues that came up 

in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, was 

the fact that the two proposed base yards are 

located on the Leeward side of Oahu. In order for 

the transit to be developed, you have to have a 

base yard. And if the two proposed sites are out 



here, then, accordingly, you have to have the 

beginning segments out here, where the base yards 

are located. 

Finally, my last point is that, again, to 

begin out on the west side of the island is 

imperative because you have to have construction 

in an area that's relatively undeveloped. There 

is so much built, you can't develop anymore in 

Aiea or in the urban core. It makes sense to 

build out here, when you have relatively least 

amount of development, and then as we build more 

houses, we build around transit, so that, again, 

we're promoting the principles of smart growth. 

So, I do have copies of my testimony, as 

well. I thank you for this opportunity to 

testify. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 11. 

ROSITA SIPIROK-SIREGR: Good morning, panel. 

My name is Rosita, and I am a resident of 

Makakilo. I'm here to testify just as a regular 

resident who has been catching the bus every day 

for 20 years. My concern is not really that I'm 

going to miss my express bus, but it takes only 30 

minutes from Kapolei, Makakilo to Dillingham, and 

it takes 25 minutes from Dillingham to downtown. 

So I would support the first, the new idea of 



starting the system in downtown because if 

something ever happened, at least it will 

alleviate the traffic in downtown first, and not 

stuck here in the middle of the island. That's my 

first concern. 

My second concern is, is the system going 

to have an express system during the rush hours, 

during the morning and in the afternoon? Thank 

you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: No. 12. That's it? 

Is anybody else present who would like to 

provide a comment on the project issue? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Can I ask questions? 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: If there are 

questions, there are people in the next room. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Can I make an 

additional comment? 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: I'm sorry, no. You 

can submit your written testimony later, with 

additional comments. 

With nobody else interested in providing 

comment, I conclude this hearing at 9:31. Thank 

you for your time and interest in the Project. 

(Session concluded at 9:31 a.m.) 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Good evening. I am 

Toru Hamayasu, the 2nd Deputy Director of the City 

and County of Honolulu Department of 

Transportation Services. I am the hearing officer 

for this public hearing for the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu 

High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 

The purpose of this public hearing is to 

collect comments related to the proposed transit 

project, including the Draft EIS; Section 106 of 

National Historic Preservation Act process; 

Section 4 (f) of the U. S. Department of 

Transportation Act; Right-of-way acquisition; and 

floodplains affected by the project. 

Public input can be made in four ways: 

1. Public spoken testimony to me here, 

in the Public Hearing Room. 



2. If you do not wish to speak in 

public, an individual spoken testimony for the 

record can be made to the hearing recorder, who is 

near the Public Involvement station in the Project 

Information Area. 

3. Written testimony may be deposited in 

the black comment box at the meeting, delivered to 

the Department of Transportation Services office, 

or mailed or faxed [(808)523-47301 to DTS by 

January 7, 2009. 

And finally, 4. Testimony can be 

submitted online by January 7, 2009 at 

www.honolulutransit.org. 

All comments and responses will be 

included in the Final EIS. Revisions to the EIS 

will be made as appropriate, based on comments. 

The hearing procedures are as follows: 

1. Elected and public officials will be 

heard first. Persons desiring to testify should 

register at the entrance to the hearing room. 

Names will be called in the order of the 

registration. 

2. Any individual may appear and speak 

for him or herself, or if duly authorized, for any 

local civic group, organization, club or 



association, subject to the rules provided herein. 

Speakers should give their name and address. If 

representing a group, this information should also 

be given. 

3. Speakers must limit their statements 

to three minutes. When the red light appears, 

there is one minute remaining for speaker's 

statement. When the buzzer sounds, the three 

minutes' period is over. Additional prepared 

statements or literature, pertaining to the 

project, may be submitted at this hearing by 

4:30 p.m., January 7, 2009 to Department of 

Transportation Services. These statements will be 

made part of the official record if they include a 

legible name and address. 

4. For these hearings, all statements, 

oral or written, should be directed to the Hearing 

Officer and must be related to the subject matter 

of the hearing. 

5. Each person speaking before the 

audience must do so at the floor microphone. 

Please ensure you are in the hearing area at the 

time your name is called. A court stenographer 

will record and transcribe the hearing 

proceedings. If required, I will announce any 



other specific rules governing this hearing. 

6. As part of this public hearing 

process, the Honolulu Rail Transit Project Team is 

not allowed to respond to any questions or 

concerns raised by the speaker. The Project Team 

will be available to address your questions in the 

Project Information Area outside this hearing 

venue. 

It is now 6:14. At this time, I would 

like to begin the public testimony. The first 

testifier is Mr. Bob Loy, followed by Mr. Fred Abe 

and John Kato. 

-000- 

BOB LOY: My name is Bob Loy. I am testifying 

on behalf of Na Leo Pohai, the public policy 

affiliate of The Outdoor Circle, Honolulu, Hawaii. 

The Honolulu transit project is destined to become 

the singlemost visually dominant, intrusive, 

obstructive, and destructive construction project 

in the history of Hawaii. While its ability to 

ease traffic problems on Oahu has been the subject 

of lengthy debate. Its negative impact on the 



visual environment of this island is beyond any 

denial, and is virtually immeasurable. 

I'm going to take you on a trip along the 

route, and I'm going to use as the words of the 

impacts, words that had been taken directly from 

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. It will 

change the open and end of all character of the 

Ewa Plain, substantially change views in Salt Lake 

city because of the size of the station and the 

rail line, obstruct views of East Lot in Pearl 

Harbor, in Pearl City. In Kahili, the dominant 

features will be -- the views of this project will 

be the dominant features down Dillingham 

Boulevard. In Chinatown, it becomes an esthetic 

disaster. The blocked makai views and will be out 

of character with the pedestrian-oriented 

environment in one of the most historic and 

sensitive neighborhoods on the island. Passing 

through and going to downtown, it will be the 

dominant feature of the views on Nimitz Highway. 

It will contrast substantially with the pedestrian 

character in the streetscape and substantially 

affect the visual setting of Dillingham 

Transportation Building in Irwin Park. It will 

block makai views for numerous residents. 



Overall, visual effects would be high. 

Going through and down towards Ala Moana 

Center, blocked views in the 4th and 5th floor 

residences, increased light and glare on 

upper-story residences. Throughout this part of 

the city, the project will block protected 

mauka-makai views of the Koolau mountains, Waianae 

mountains, Pacific Ocean, Honolulu Harbor, Diamond 

Head, Punchbowl, and Aliamanu Craters. Overall, 

the effects will be high. 

But for all the destructive and negative 

impacts on view plains spelled out in the DEIS, 

there are virtually no details about how these 

substantial damages will be mitigated. The 

document contains broad promises of designing 

various elements to minimize negative visual 

effects. The lack of specific descriptions of how 

to overcome the visual misery that will be heaped 

upon the Oahu landscape, leaves our organization 

with little confidence that damage to the visual 

environment can or will be mitigated as the 

project moves forward. 

We also have great concerns about the 

trees, particularly the kamani trees on Dillingham 

Boulevard and the monkey-pod trees on Kapiolani 



(3-minute limit). 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please summarize. 

BOB LOY: That's the end. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

Next, Mr. Fred Abe, John Kato, and Sidney 

Char. 

FRED ABE: My name is Fred Abe. I'm an 



inactive attorney. I was born in Honolulu, and I 

lived in Makaha from 1971 to 2007. I will never 

catch the transit if I was still living in Makaha. 

The transit does not address the basic problem. 

The basic problem is to eliminate 50 percent of 

the commuters that go to and from work, and I'm 

proposing instead, that all buses be used, and I'm 

talking about the whole island, not just 20 miles 

from Kapolei to Honolulu. All buses will be free 

during that three-hour period in the morning and 

in the afternoon. 

2. The electric buses instead of 

diesels. And the reason for that, every bus 

should be enough so that everybody has a seat, 

whether you're catching the bus in Kahuku, Kailua, 

Waimanalo, even Hawaii Kai and Kapolei. Right 

now, between H-1 and the H-2, the Mililani group, 

including the people from Wahiawa and those from 

Mililani, if they can catch a bus and free 

air-condition and they have a seat, I think we can 

have the people address -- might be able to 

divorce themselves from riding the cars. 

Financially, I think it would work. 

According to the Honolulu Advertiser of 

November 23, 2008, it says that we cost 525 buses. 



I think we can get a thousand buses on the road, 

and only during that peak three hours in the 

morning and three hours in the afternoon. It 

takes $160 million to operate the buses now, of 

which the City and County subsidized it by 

130 million. I'm suggesting that we will spend 

maybe 200 million, and instead of an annual 

subsidy of 130 -- (3-minute limit) -- now, I have 

more testimony, but the basic thing is how we can 

get the 50 percent of the cars off of the road. 

That's the conclusion, and I think it can be done. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next is John Kato. 

JOHN KATO: My name is John Kato, and I'm 

speaking as a private citizen. I'm a former chair 

of McCully/Moilili Neighborhood Board No. 8, and 

I'm speaking in favor of the fixed rail system. I 

believe the fixed rail system will be a benefit to 

the members of the community. I believe that a 

common nature of a transit rail development will 

be of great use for the people in the community 

who are property owners. In any rate, that 

concludes my presentation. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker is 

Sidney Char, followed by Ralph Bruinsslot and Herb 

Rothouse. 

SIDNEY CHAR: Good evening. My name is Sidney 

Char. I'm the current president of the American 

Institute of Architects, Honolulu Chapter, and my 

comments, here, represents the majority viewpoint 

of our membership and our Transit Task Force. We 

have submitted written testimony, but I will 

highlight some of the key points of the testimony. 

First of all, for the record, we support 

the concept and the implementation of a fixed 

guideway system of the steel-on-steel rail. 

However, we believe that the Draft EIS does not 

address several points of concern for us. 

Firstly, integration of social and 

economic approach of resources, we believe that 

stronger community-planning objective should be 

described to create better and desirable living 

communities, such as they did in Portland, Salt 

Lake, and Sacramento. We believe that the Draft 

EIS focuses primarily heavily on just the 

transportation aspects of this system. We believe 

that the Draft EIS does not respond to Honolulu's 



Primary Urban Center Development Planning, which 

mandates that guidelines to preserve the 

mauka-makai view corridors along major collector 

streets be preserved. We believe that the 

elevated structures along Nimitz include historic 

Chinatown and even going up into Manoa violates 

that policy. Mitigation of the negative impacts 

of our panoramic mountain and ocean waterfront 

views are not well explained or adequately 

illustrated. Other major cities such as San 

Francisco and Boston have removed such large 

similar structures on their waterfront, and even 

Seattle is considering and exploring ways of 

taking down their Alaskan viaduct. 

Secondly, the AIA advocates creation of 

safe, healthy, and easily accessible environments 

for the transit passengers. We believe that the 

EIS has not described how to mitigate undesirable 

environments under the elevated guideway areas. 

Third, the AIA promotes sustainable 

planning, design, and operation of transit 

systems. And we note that the Draft EIS says it 

will take over seven times the energy to construct 

the elevated guideway as compared to an at-grade 

system. We believe that the life cycle cost of 



the comparison of the elevated system to an 

at-grade system should be explored. We are not 

convinced that the elevated system is the most 

cost effective (3-minute limit). 

Lastly, the AIA urges the city to 

consider a more flexible rail technology, which 

will allow transit to be at grade, below grade, or 

above grade, as conditions require. Flexibility 

will allow us to be more easily adaptable -- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please summarize. 

SIDNEY CHAR: Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Ralph Bruinsslot, 

followed by Herb Rothouse and Leslie Among. 

RALPH BRUINSSLOT: I'm Ralph Bruinsslot, a 

licensed architect in Hawaii. I totally endorse 

what the AIA has put forth as their guidelines. I 

would like to share with and put on record my 

experience of living in San Francisco and working 

in San Francisco, and watching them build a raised 

highway along the waterfront, later to abandon it 

and tear it down. I actually worked with my 

window facing where they were part of the freeway 

that they were tearing down, and with the cost, it 

had to exceed three times the cost of putting it 

up. And that was because of the outrage of the 

citizens of San Francisco, to the visual damage 

that it did on the waterfront. 

Now, they have replaced that with an 

on-grade transit system. They've developed that 

area very effectively, and the combination of 

ferries from the outside lined area coming in, I 



watched it. I lived in Sonoma County and Marin 

County, and it started out 45 minutes, 

35 miles, now it's two hours, if you can get there 

in two hours. So the mitigation they have taken 

is ferries, transit, and trying to move the 

transit system on up a hundred miles north of 

San Francisco. So it would be my encouragement to 

pay very close attention to the esthetics of 

installing above-grade transit system wherever 

possible, where it's feasible, it works, but when 

you're talking about downtown and areas that are 

very sensitive to structures, the backlash could 

be tremendous. Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next is Herb 

Rothouse, followed by Leslie Among, and Richard 

Ubersax. 

HERB ROTHOUSE: Thank you. My name is Herb 

Rothouse, retired, and I live in Waikiki. The 

first speaker and the second speaker, I agree 

with, entirely, and I support their premise. I 

was against the rail from the very beginning, for 

several reasons. I won't go into all the reasons, 

but I will address two things. Number one, the 

cost. I compare to what happened in Washington, 

D.C. recently, where a visitor said, who was 

opened up to Congress, originally budgeted for 

300-, end up costing almost 800 million. So I 

doubt very much the figures that we have been 

given, first 3 and a half billion for the rail, 

4 billion for the rail, it would come no surprise 

to me if it ends up at 8 billion. I just cannot 



trust government figures when it comes to 

estimates of projects, they've never been on the 

mark so far. 

Secondly, great deal of money has been 

spent so far, many people here may realize 

already, close to $100 million, I understand from 

what I read in The Advertiser, has been spent on 

consultants and attorneys for this program. $100 

million dollars. When I think of TheBus system, 

which certainly needs help, as the second speaker 

pointed out, if you look on Route 14, on Kapahulu, 

the bus runs one bus an hour. One an hour. On 

the 23 route, that runs one bus an hour. 

$100 million on consultants, and yet we have a bus 

system that runs one bus an hour? I mean, that's 

a disgrace. That's a disgrace, absolute disgrace. 

You want to yet people off the roads? 

Well, how are you going to get them off the roads, 

when you don't have adequate buses? You look at 

the TV in the morning shows H-1 highway, where are 

the buses? You could double, double the number of 

buses we have, with the money spent on 

consultants, bringing in the bus service to areas 

that get no service whatsoever, right now, and 

increasing where it's one an hour, make it three 



an hour. You want people to give up, not use 

their cars? Well, provide proper bus service, 

frequently, available, and people will not use 

their cars like they do. That's all I have to 

say. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next is Leslie 

Among, followed by Richard Ubersax and Chris 

Dolph . 

LESLIE AMONG: Aloha and good evening. My 

name is Leslie Among. I'm with the Waikiki 

Neighborhood Board, District 9. Recently, our 

board has voted against the mass transit, but the 

election that people have spoken and most of the 

people showed that they want the mass transit. I 

ask, as a neighborhood board member, that we have 

a responsible EIS draft for the residents and the 

people of Waikiki. And as far as the route, it 

leads from Ala Moana, down towards McCully, down 



Kapiolani and then it turns off to University 

Avenue, the residents in that district have come 

down and spoken to some of the members on our 

board, and fear that the space and 

infrastructures, that doesn't provide the room for 

the transit. 

Recently, I proposed an idea on the 

board, with some of the engineers that came and 

were so gracious to come and address some of the 

issues of the transit, that the route be changed 

and be put alongside the Ala Wai Canal, as it 

snakes its way toward the golf course, to the 

Manoa and Palolo Streams. As it snakes it up that 

way, it will go all the way up to the U.H. campus, 

by Kalele Road, in back of where the U.H. baseball 

field is. This looks like a very responsible 

place to put up mass transit, in the light of 

issues such as eminent domain, litigations, and 

people being displaced by the project, some have 

opposed. 

What I ask is a more responsible 

approach, and I do believe that the propose I told 

to my board and to the engineers that night, that 

a good route for the transit wou1.d be from Ala 

Moana, and to snake its way, up the Ala Wai Canal, 



on the mauka side, and make its way up the Palolo 

Stream and the Manoa Stream. There will be less 

mishaps with eminent domain issues and people 

being misplaced, as I said, and I really feel 

that, you know, the inconvenience is on a lot of 

the people that are living there. I know some 

people feel like the inconvenience is on the 

project, on the other side, but I happen to feel 

that there should be a common ground where that 

would be a great route to take. 

And to add another note to that, 

recently, Hard Rock Cafe has moved into Waikiki, 

so the Hard Rock property will be available maybe 

for a station on the gateway of Waikiki for the 

mass transit, or some stop or something, that 

property should be available (3-minute limit). 

Thank you so much. In closing, I just 

would like to say, we're looking for a responsible 

approach to this EIS, and the capacity and the 

effects it will have on the people in our 

districts in Waikiki and there, on University 

Avenue, and McCully area and the U.H. Thank you 

so much. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Okay. Richard 

Ubersax, followed by Chris Dolph and Steve Scott. 

RICHARD UBERSAX: My name is Richard Ubersax. 

The purpose of the DEIS is to provide the City and 

County, the ETA, and the public with the 

information necessary to make an informed 



decision, based on a full and open analysis of 

costs, benefits, and environmental impacts of the 

alternatives considered. However, it seems that 

in some respects, the DEIS is aimed at convincing 

the public and the FTA of the benefits of the 

Project, rather than inform the public completely. 

One example is in the cost-effectiveness 

of the project. The ETA'S cost-effectiveness 

index is a ratio formed by adding an alternative's 

annualized capital cost to its year 2030 operating 

and maintenance cost, and the total is divided by 

user benefits, in hour saves. 

Any proposed New Starts project receiving 

less than a "Medium" cost-effectiveness index 

rating will not be recommended for funding by the 

ETA. The threshold between a rating of "Medium" 

and "Medium-Low" is $22.99 for user benefit 

expressed in dollars per hour of user benefit. 

In the Alternatives Analysis, the 

cost-effectiveness index for the 20-mile alignment 

from East Kapolei to Ala Moana Center is stated as 

$21.34; and for the full project from West Kapolei 

to UH Manoa with an extension to Waikiki as 

$27.05. Thus, the 20-mile segment meets the 

threshold of $22.99, but the full project does 



City ordinance 07-001 recommended the 

North-South Road/Airport option as the preferred 

minimum operational segment for several reasons, 

one of which being that the cost-effectiveness 

index of $22.56 is below the FTA's threshold of 

$22.99. 

Now, in the DEIS, the cost-effectiveness 

index has markedly improved to a point that is 

significantly below the ETA threshold of $22.99: 

$17.53 for the Salt Lake Alternative, $17.78 for 

the Airport Alternative, $22.86 for the combined 

Salt Lake/Airport Alternative. Information for 

the full project with extensions is conspicuously 

absent in the DEIS although it was available in 

the AA. 

We know that the capital cost and 

operational and maintenance costs have not 

reduced, so that the only explanation is that the 

user benefits have increased significantly 

(3-minute limit). 

In conclusion, this issue of user 

benefits and the exclusion and the conspicuous 

absence of including the three extensions in the 

overall analysis need to be scrutinized thoroughly 



by the FTA. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Chris Dolph, Steve 



Scott, followed by Bryan Hoernig. 

CHRIS DOLPH: Hi, my name is Chris Dolph from 

Waikiki. My concern is, basically, during this 

tough economic times, whether it's really wise for 

us to be spending so much money on a project, that 

it is the most expensive project the state has 

taken on. We already have in effect, HOV lanes, 

carpool lanes, contraflow lanes, and I was 

wondering what's the possibility of us using those 

also as toll lanes. Many people have had 

experience with toll lanes and how they alleviate 

traffic. This would generate money for the state 

instead of spending money. I'm concerned about 

how our tax will be used, and the people who would 

be utilizing the toll lanes are, well, I see them 

as being the people who need it; and the people 

who don't need it, would not have to pay for this 

expensive project. 

I'm a total fan of what this fellow is 

suggesting here, increasing the buses, the bus 

routes, and I'd like to see some initiative in 

encouraging people to use the public transit, and 

I love that suggestion about making them free 

during these rush hour times. A previous 

testimony that I had heard was of one lady who was 



speaking about she won't even be able to ride the 

transit unless she gets on the bus to get to the 

transit, and then get off the transit and ride 

another bus to the destination. Just staying on 

the bus the entire way would work. I think it's a 

great system. Even though I do have a car now, my 

wife and I chose to live for five years without a 

car, here in Honolulu, and TheBus system worked 

great for us. If it were improved, I could easily 

go back to living without a car. So that's it. 

Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next is Steve 

Scott, followed by Bryan Hoernig, and Terry 

Conlan. 

STEVE SCOTT: Hi, I'm Steve Scott, with Scott 

Hawaii. We have property on Kona Street. I have 

a couple points that, for me, are a concern. The 

first is, as the mass transit goes through 

Kakaako, it goes through a very dense area with 

regards to property, with regards to businesses, 

and it's going to impact, especially on Kona 

Street, almost every property from Queen Street 

all the way to Piikoi. My biggest concern there, 

is just the cost. Just in that one corner of 

Pensacola and Kona Street, you have approximately 

$25 million, which is, I understand it would be 

about one-quarter of the total land acquisition on 

one corner. 

So my big problem is, all of the 

projections that the city had with regard to land 

acquisitions have to be totally inadequate. I've 

read in the EIS, that you have about 95 to $100 

million allocated. How can you possibly spend on 



one corner, $25 million? 

The second concern I have, is with 

regards to the route, as it goes down Kona Street. 

In the EIS when it first came out, prior to the 

election, there was never any notification that 

this was not going to go past Ala Moana Center. 

Right now, that I just saw, there was an 

engineering drawing, only, that shows a third rail 

that's going to go over Nordstrom. The 

existing -- the initial construction was going to 

end, dead-end into Ala Moana Building, at 40 feet. 

Then they plan on putting a third rail, one line 

that is going to go over supposedly Nordstrom 

there. When that goes in, you're taking more 

property. The route is going to be wider and 

you're going to take more property than you need 

to, initially. 

So why wasn't this in the alternatives 

analysis? Why wasn't this made known to the 

public? Basically, you're telling, by what you've 

put on the EIS, the Draft EIS, that you're not 

going to build past Ala Moana, because there's no 

way that you can build one rail, one line that 

goes over Ala Moana and that's going to serve the 

U.H. and Waikiki. This was never made known to 



anyone prior to just a couple weeks ago, when the 

city came out with the Draft EIS, and even then, 

this drawing wasn't on that. So the city and 

Parsons & Brinckerhoff have been totally 

disingenuous with regards to making all this 

information available so that people can make an 

informed decision from vote prior to the general 

election in November. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Bryan Hoernig, 

Terry ConLan, Amy Kimura. 

BRYAN HOERNIG: Good evening. My name is 

Bryan Hoernig, and I also own a property on Kona 

Street. On Kona Street, like Mr. Scott says, is 

very dense and is displaying a lot of people. By 

condemning what I'm in now on a condemnation list, 

at this point, by just condemning my property, 

you're not just condemning my property. You're 

condemning by business, my livelihood, and that of 

my employees. I can only pray at this point, that 

you guys can reconsider how many people you are 

going to be displacing by this transit system. 

I don't understand why we are put on late 

notice of this. I mean, it's just like coming 



home tonight and saying, well, we got a note, 

here, and it says that we're not going to be able 

to own our property anymore, you're just going to 

be thrown out. And that's how I felt about it. I 

didn't get any notice, I didn't get anything. All 

I got was a letter that says I'm on a condemnation 

list. So I'm put on notice that I don't have a 

business anymore, I don't have -- you know, for my 

employees and everything else, and I think it's 

been handled very poorly. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Terry Conlan, Amy 

Kimura, and Tom Heinrich. 

TERRY CONLAN: Good evening. My name is 

Terrence Conlan, and I'm speaking as a private 

citizen. It's obvious that a lot of work has been 

done on this, so far. It's also obvious that 

there is tremendous amount of work yet to be done. 

One of the biggest criticisms I have of this 

study, is that it does not contain a defined 

measurable criteria for ultimately evaluating the 

success or failure of this project. It has a lot 

of general statements but nothing really 

measurable. So when we get to the end, we won't 

know if we made it or not. 



I agree with Councilman Djou, that we 

need to start at either Salt Lake or the stadium, 

and come to town, so that we can begin generating 

revenue immediately, to help fund the rest of the 

system and begin to pay off the initial costs. If 

we start at Kapolei, it will be a long time before 

we get any money back. 

I think we should use the Oahu rail line, 

which the state already owns, instead of trying to 

buy up new property. Everyone who lives along 

that corridor has always known that there was a 

rail right-of-way there, and their properties 

reflect that. 

I do not believe that there are enough 

park-and-rides except in Kapolei, where there may 

be too many. If we want people to use this 

system, we have to provide park-and-rides that are 

convenient for them to drive their cars to the 

stations, in addition to those riding the bus. 

I also question whether or not this rail 

system has any plans to allow people to bring 

luggage with them. If we're going to go to the 

airport and service the airport, then we have to 

provide for a way for them to transport their 

luggage; otherwise, it will do them no go. 



Finally, I think that the EIS has a long 

ways to go. There are a lot of questions that 

haven't been answered, and a lot more work needs 

to go into that. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Amy Kimura, Tom 

Heinrich, followed by Charles Carole. 

AMY KIMURA: Good evening. I'm Amy Kimura. I 

testify tonight as an ordinary citizen who rides 

public transit wherever I've lived and traveled 

and who likes it, for the most part. I enjoyed 

commuting on the subways in New York City and 

Japan. As a traveler, I've ridden on trains and 

buses in Europe, Canada, and the United States. I 

list these because many people think everyone who 

is against the proposed Honolulu rail dislikes 

mass transit, rail in particular. On the 



contrary, rail in the places that I've used them 

has been fast, convenient, efficient, and usually 

reasonably priced. But the populations served by 

them have been from two times to more than ten 

times Honolulu's population and could more easily 

support their operation and maintenance. 

One place it was not so reasonably priced 

was Vancouver, Canada. The SkyTrain was clean, 

convenient, and efficient, but way more expensive 

than Honolulu's bus system. A monthly adult pass 

cost $73 to $136, depending on the number of zones 

covered. That's about two to three times the $40 

cost here. What would that do to 

transit-dependent riders here, people with no 

auto? 

In Vancouver, the monthly pass for 

seniors is $42, more than the yearly cost of $30 

for seniors in Honolulu. What would that kind of 

cost do to seniors on limited and moderate 

incomes? For students, monthly passes in 

Vancouver are also $42, twice as much as the 

$20-a-month charged by TheBus. 

Transit-dependent adult riders, the 

elderly and children will be greatly affected. 

Will the city be willing and able to greatly 



increase its subsidy of transit to keep down the 

prices of the transit passes for them? If not, 

how will that affect the quality of life of 

seniors of moderate or limited means? How about 

families of low, moderate, and even middle 

incomes? If not, how will that attract motorists 

out of their cars and onto the fixed guideway? If 

yes, how will that affect property tax rates for 

everyone? 

If commuter passes increase in price, the 

choice riders are TheBus, those who have an 

available vehicle to ride but choose to ride 

TheBus, will likely choose to abandon commuting on 

public transit in favor of their car, adding to 

congestion. 

Mahalo for giving me this opportunity to 

comment. In the future, more notice would be 

appreciated (3-minute limit). I received this 

newsletter announcing this hearing three days ago, 

on Friday, December 5th. Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Tom Heinrich, 

followed by Charles Carole and Bobbie Slater. 

TOM HEINRICH: Thank you, Mr. Hamayasu. My 

name is Tom Heinrich, and I'm chair of the Manoa 

Neighborhood Board, and I'd like to summarize 

several main points of discussion that both our 



neighborhood board, as well as the McCully/Moilili 

Neighborhood Board have engaged in for some time. 

I note especially that while the Ala Moana Center 

to University of Hawaii at Manoa area would be a 

Phase 2 or subsequent development, this is a time 

to address these, of course, in the Draft EIS. 

Generally speaking, first, of course, is 

the effect on University Avenue, particularly by 

what I'll just call an overhead viaduct. There 

are other alternatives that do need to be looked 

at. If that general route is continued to be 

considered from Ala Moana Center to the 

university, whether it's Eisenberg or Coolidge 

Streets, or even going as far as Market City, to 

use Market City as a different node and a route of 

connection to the University of Hawaii at Manoa 

campus. 

A major concern as well, is, what should 

be a unified element of transportation and 

architecture may become, in fact, again, a most 

divisive element, as H-1 has served in the 3M, 

~cCully/Moilili/Manoa area. 

Secondly, is, of course, great concern 

over what I'll call the Varsity station near 

Puck's Alley, and I especially hold that architect 



Scott Wilson and others will provide illustrations 

of what that station at this time would look like, 

even outside of the context of transit-oriented 

development. 

Thirdly, is the absolute necessity of 

coordinating with the existing Primary Urban 

Center Development Plan, as well as the other 

T.O.D. initiatives, both in looking at potential 

other routes, as I mentioned a moment ago, but 

also in coordination with the land owners, 

particularly Kamehameha Schools and the University 

of Hawaii. 

Another main point is that we absolutely 

have to work with coordination opportunities with 

the State Department of Transportation concerning 

the H-1 Freeway and University Avenue interchange 

area. This is a critical area in which other 

grade changes. In order to facilitate pedestrian, 

bicycle, and auto movements in addition to the 

potential of having rail transit, need to be 

coordinated, especially in order to avoid a 

so-called fly-over far above the H-1 Freeway 

itself (3-minute limit). 

And lastly, the main point that many have 

brought up, is that if the project in fact is 



built, that it must end up directly serving the 

UH-Manoa campus and not stop short, makai of H-1, 

but connect to at least to Dole Street and the 

Quarry parking structure area. Thank you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Charles Carole, 



Bobbie Slater, Philip Blackman. 

CHARLES CAROLE: Charles Carole. I'm speaking 

as a private citizen. The DEIS does not present 

the impacts of the future bus routes and also the 

number of buses on these routes between Kalihi and 

Kahala. 

Second, the EIS uses the DBEDT 2030 

population series, which is much higher than the 

DBEDT's 2035 population, issued in January of 

2008. For example, in 2010, the population 

projection, based on the 2030 series, is 952,000. 

In the 2035, it's been reduced to 932,000, 20,000 

less. Presently, the July lst, '07 estimate by 

the U.S. Bureau of the Census is 905,000. This 

will have an effect both on the ridership and the 

cost. Also, our present economic situation, which 

we will have hyperinflation and devaluation of a 

dollar, is not taken into effect at all. This 

will also result in our tourism, people coming in, 

and also the use of the airport. 5 think a 

supplementary EIS should be prepared to answer our 

concerns. Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Bobbie Slater, 

Philip Blackman, followed by Scott Wilson. 

Bobbie Slater, she's not here. Philip 

Blackman. 

PHILIP BLACKMAN: Thank you. My name is 

Philip Blackman. I've participated in a number of 

the hearings at the City Council level regarding 

this, over the last several years. What I have 

not seen in the Environmental Impact Statement 

that I believe ought to be there, is a clear 

statement of what has not been studied and what is 

not necessary i.n the EIS, but that is being left 

to the City Council and to the state government to 

be considering during the construction and during 

the implementation. 

As a specific example, I was told that 

there isn't attention given to the impact on the 

taxpayer for the federal system that will have to 

be put in place to take all the folks that might 

go on to the Navy base without cars, that's really 

the intention of bringing and justifying bringing 

the rail to the airport location. I'll have to 

come from across Nimitz, find a way that currently 

have been accommodated by having hundreds, 



literally thousands of cars coming each day and 

finding their own place at Pearl Harbor. To 

replace that with a shuttle system is a major 

expense. Just because it can be put in a 

different budget category, doesn't mean it 

shouldn't be made visible to people that are 

ultimately paying it from their tax dollars. 

Also, the FTA, I believe, requires the 

new system to accommodate the same demographic, 

the same kind of service that's being given by 

TheBus, which currently remains the bus services. 

50 percent of the people on the bus don't have a 

driver's license. If that's the same percentage 

that's going to be attracted to the rail ridership 

to meet the best standards for approval by the 

FTA, we'll have a problem because it's not going 

to have but a 50 percent impact on any reduction 

and congestion. 

Also, with the lack of an impact and 

congestion was made a larger issue, the mayor and 

the city emphasized transit-orient development. 

In speaking to the support staff outside, they say 

that's beyond the purview of the EIS, yet 

something that was so well bound with the whole 

idea of we should have it, it was almost like take 



this piece of candy and call it transit-oriented 

development, realize that it could not occur 

without the rail, and now we're told that it's not 

something that is being considered (3-minute 

limit) as its various impacts by the EIS. 

So what's not in here, I'm asking to be 

at least listed very clearly for our policy 

makers, for our City Council, so they can 

recognize that it's being pushed on to them and 

not part of the EIS. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Scott Wilson. 

James McManus, followed by Mike Uechi. 

SCOTT WILSON: Good evening. My name is Scott 

Wilson. I am an architect and planner in private 

practice. I have two comments regarding this 

DEIS. First of all, the overall project is 

supposedly being evaluated, and it should include 

the segments to the University of Hawaii in Manoa 

and to the Diamond Head end of Waikiki, since 

these are part of the system. The environmental 

impact of these segments on their respected 

neighborhood is not addressed at all, in the DEIS. 

For example, I want to show you a simulation that 

was done by Urban Advantage, of Berkeley. This is 

a vendor that has been hired in the past by the 

city, to do simulations of our urban city. This 

is of the King and University station. There's 

obviously an enormous impact on the neighborhood, 

with this proposed system, yet it is not covered 



at all by the DEIS. 

I would urge that the Environmental 

Impact Statement should cover all impacts of the 

system in its completed form, and it is not 

sufficient to start the project with a partial 

EIS. For this reason, I would say that this 

document is incomplete and should be rejected at 

this time. It should be returned to its authors, 

with the instructions to include impacts caused by 

all project segments. 

Second comment. Section 4.7.3 is 

entitled "Environmental Consequences and 

Mitigation." This section consists of a number of 

photo simulations and a table of visual effects. 

There i.s no mention of the actual ground level 

environment, which will result, by necessity, from 

the imposition of a 30-to-50-foot-wide swathe of 

concrete overhead. As we all know, the 

environment under a freeway overpass or off-ramp 

is a degraded one, always in shadow, noisy, dirty, 

blighted. I would submit that this DEIS is 

incomplete, on the grounds that it does not 

contain adequate analysis of the ground level 

environment which will be created by this project. 

Thank you. 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: James McManus, Mike 

Uechi, and Michelle Matson. 

JAMES McMANUS: My name is James McManus. 

Good evening, everybody. I moved here in January 

of 1989, and I've been looking to help induce rail 

to be brought to Honolulu, because Honolulu is a 

very beautiful, blessed place. And I use the 

transit system and the bus system, which is very 

good. And lot of people have a fear about the bus 

system being hurt. It's not. The bus system 

would be complemented by the rail. And I really 

feel that the rail should go forward here. 

I know by listening here tonight, there's 

a lot of impact problems with property owners and 



businesses. But just like any other community, 

and I come from New York, I know a lot of business 

people that were put out, because we have in the 

federal level, what they call right-of-way. And, 

you know, that's what happens as progress goes on. 

And since I've been here, I've seen where the City 

Council at one time, because of Renee Mancho, our 

transit money went to Oregon, and they have a rail 

system up and running on our money that we could 

have had. And Abercrombie went way out of his way 

to get it, now he's done it again, and I don't 

think we should blow this one, because Honolulu is 

going to need it, and it needs it now. 

Because all you need is one accident on 

the Long Island expressway -- excuse me, that's 

where I used to live -- and it becomes a parking 

lot. And you're going to have that on the H-1. 

And even in the local streets, like Ward Avenue, I 

never saw so much traffic. And, you know, it's 

building up so big and to the point where it's 

going to choke itself. And mass transit is an 

asset to this community, if it takes it. But it 

has to do the right thing to the people that live 

here, and this is the people who try to help as 

many people as it can to make it work, because 



some people are going to get hurt, unfortunately. 

But that's transit. It goes in every community 

across the country, and I really feel Honolulu, 

the time is now, you have to do it, because in the 

last debate they had about the last thing with the 

transit, the students in University of Hawaii were 

begging to please start it at the university and 

work out, but they were denied in that. 

Now (3-minute limit), I just say to the 

committee here, that, please, try and make it 

work, because if it fails this time, Honolulu is 

in for a real problem of traffic. Thank you. I 

appreciate it. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Mike Uechi, 

Michelle Matson, Katherine Kupukaa. 

MIKE UECHI: Thank you very much. My name is 

Mike Uechi, I'm a practicing physician. 

Yesterday, I was pleased to read the Honolulu Rail 

Transit, the street pamphlet that was passed out 

in the newspaper, and the first thing they 

addressed was, how does rail transit help reduce 

traffic congestion. So it says here, that by 

2030, an addition of 750,000 more daily trips are 

expected on Oahu's roads. That impacts H-1 



because I believe in 2030, we're going to be over 

capacity by 81 percent. 

But the thing that blew me away, was the 

fact that they announced that rail will reduce 

traffic by 11 percent. So just my simple math, we 

were over capacity by 81 percent, and you reduce 

it by 11 percent. So when you're stuck in 

traffic, by 81 percent and you reduce it by 

11 percent, and paying $6 billion and you're still 

stuck in traffic, that's a significant problem, so 

my question is, what happens in 2030, when the 

people in the Leeward corridor and also the 

Central Oahu corridor are still stuck in traffic, 

except worse in 2030. So we need to be addressing 

%he problem right now, before the situation 

happens. 

The second thing about this Honolulu rail 

is, how do we expect to pay for it? From what I 

understand, we don't have a penny yet from the 

federal government, and the first penny is going 

to arrive in 2011, which is three years from now. 

So when you say we got guaranteed 925 million in 

the kitty, and we don't have a penny right now, 

what happens when that money is no longer present? 

Who is going to guarantee that we're going to have 



anywhere close to 1.2 billion that you expect? 

Secondly, since we are in a recession 

right now, what happens when we don't have the 

revenues that are backup of excise tax? What 

happens when both of these source of revenues 

don't pan out? I'm going to ask the question, 

what happens, then, when we cannot afford to pay 

it? The only source of revenue we have right now 

is property taxes, and if we don't have income, 

that's where we're going to have more trouble. 

Thank you very much. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Michelle Matson, 

Katherine Kupukaa, and Bart Travaglio. 

MICHELLE MATSON: Good evening. My name is 

Michelle Matson, and I guess you could say I have 

a family interest in a historic property deeded to 

the state, in trust, in care of the public trust, 

along the proposed route of this vehement blight. 



One of the most significant adverse 

impacts of the proposed elevated steel-on-steel 

heavy rail system is the irreparable blight, it 

will implant through the vital heart of downtown 

Honolulu, the Waterfront and beyond. This 

obtrusive blight will impact four protected 

registered historic sites along the proposed 

Waterfront route, specifically Aloha Tower, Irwin 

Park, the Dillingham Transportation Building, and 

Mother Waldron Park. 

Because of the city's requirement for 

federal funding for the proposed elevated rail 

project, there must be compliance with Section 106 

of the National Historic Preservation Act and 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 

Act. It will. therefore be taken into account that 

such elevated infrastructure blight would be, 

quote, visually incompatible and block the view of 

the historic resource; that is, the scale of the 

infrastructure would overwhelm the resource's 

historic appearance, and would cause the loss of 

integrity of setting, feeling and association of 

these historic sites. The historic view planes to 

the harbor from Bishop Street and the Chinatown 

Historic District will be similarly impacted. 



It would therefore be a fatal mistake for 

Honolulu's future if the city forces the intrusion 

of elevated transit blight on the Honolulu 

Waterfront and the mauka-makai harbor views. If 

the Downtown Honolulu Waterfront is allowed to be 

impacted by the fatal mistake of elevated guideway 

structure, the vital visual, and indeed historic, 

character and integrity of the waterfront 

centerpiece of downtown and the harbor entrance to 

Honolulu will be lost. One only needs to consider 

the blight created by the Embarcadero Freeway 

along the San Francisco Waterfront, and the 

universal public elation when it was torn down. 

It is time that the City and County of Honolulu 

learns by the mistakes of others before it is too 

late. 

The city also proposes to slam the 

elevated heavy rail route through Kaka'ako 

adjacent to another registered historic site, 

Mother Waldron Park on Halekauwila Street, 

diminishing its historic character and integrity, 

and usefulness and attraction as a vital 

recreational open space for today's growing 

population. The revised Kaka'ako Mauka master 

plan designates Halekauwila Street and its 



extension to Kamake'e Street as a significant 

promenade street, a pedestrian-friendly boulevard 

with wide tree-lined sidewalks and new human-scale 

residential neighborhood (3-minute limit). 

In conclusion, there are very serious 

public concerns surrounding the city's disregard 

and neglect of the significant adverse impacts of 

an elevated transit route along the Honolulu 

Waterfront specific to the historic sites. This 

badly planned project cannot be allowed to 

overshadow and overpower these significant 

historic sites or destroy the visual character and 

integrity of the vital Downtown Waterfront. Thank 

you. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Katherine Kupukaa, 



Bart Travaglio, followed by Kevin Killeen. 

KATHERINE KUPUKAA: Good evening. I'm 

Katherine Kupukaa, and my choice is to don't 

build, only because the most viable alternative 

was HOT lanes, and that was eliminated in the 

alternative analysis. I guess the authors of the 

Environmental Impact Statement didn't realize how 

Kamehameha Highway is the only highway from 

Central and Leeward Oahu, other than the freeway, 

and during peak hours, the three lanes going 

westbound in the afternoon is just jam packed, 

also buses going, taking the right-hand lane, so I 

can't see you would remove two lanes in the 

medial, to make way for this train track. 

What citizens are frustrated and 

complaining about, is the congestion, and this 

will not eliminate the traffic congestion that is, 

you know, currently going on, on the H-1 Freeway. 

And for the past couple months I've been catching 

the bus, but you can't -- the bus -- for instance, 

today, I caught the bus from Mililani, and the bus 

was half an hour late, so we had to get off the 

bus on Alapai Street and catch another bus, and so 

I was supposed to be here by six o'clock. And so 

my frustration is that, in Mililani, I have to 



walk half a mile to the bus stop. If I were to 

catch the train, I would catch the No. 52 and go 

all the way to Leeward Community College to catch 

a train. I don't think you people who don't catch 

the bus realize that you have to wait half an hour 

here, half an hour there. Like today, I caught 

the bus in the morning and I could accomplish only 

two of my errands, but I just have to go home 

because I had to be here tonight to testify. 

There are other concerns that I have, and 

I brought this up at the last transit meeting, and 

till this date, it was never answered. I posed 

the question of the bus ridership from Leeward 

Oahu to Ala Moana Shopping Center (3-minute 

limit), because why are we building this train if 

there aren't -- there's not going to be the 

ridership going from Leeward and Central Oahu to. 

Ala Moana Shopping Center, and even to the 

University of Hawaii. This is my concern anyway. 

Thank you. 

-000- 





making the bus more efficient. It will be much 

more economical. The new buses they could bring 

in, don't make them like the city buses. Put them 

like the passenger buses that I take to work. 

Fifty seats, comfortable. You get on the bus, you 

could do work on the way into our office, and you 

go home. Problem is, people don't just go to 

their office. From their office, they go here, 

they go there, they go here, they go there, they 

do it on the way in, they do it on the way out. 

They're going to be doing the same, when you spend 

a billion dollars on a train. 

It's not in the mind of the people here 

to take it, but if you make it convenient, it 

could work. If you put 50 buses more out there, 

that whole 50 people, and you put the buses in the 

HOV lane with 50 people on them instead of two, 

it could work. If you make your system designed 

so the timing is as effective as it is in 

Switzerland, people will know the buses are going 

to be here. And for the other people that said 

this, and it's just the frustration, buses will 

work, and you gotta give 'em a chance. And when 

you bring the new buses in, you power them with 

propane. There's tons of it, and it's cheap. 



Your cost of your train, electric, how are you 

going to produce the electric? Our best hope for 

something like that, is to get one of the retired 

nuclear subs, put them in Pearl Harbor and furnish 

the electricity for this site. That's actually 

our best hope. Okay? But, otherwise, you gotta 

make the electricity to power the train (3-minute 

limit). Thank you, ladies and gentlemen. I 

appreciate your listening. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Kevin Killeen, 

followed by Gary OIDonnell. 

KEVIN KILLEEN: Hi. My name is Kevin Killeen, 

and I agree with guys who say there's no best 

service. Improve the first-rate bus service. I'm 

also concerned about the propaganda that's used, 

the claim that the traffic will be reduced, future 

congestion. Because the media is a little bit 

lazy, they reprint stuff like that a couple days 

before the election, and I think people should 

realize traffic is going to be a lot worse. 

And the other propaganda claiming that 

the Sierra Club endorses the train, that might be 

true that they had a national report, but the 

local Sierra Club said they support it if certain 

conditions are met. They wanted the at-grade 

level. They wanted downtown service, U.H. service 



first, and they wanted it done in light rail, not 

heavy rail. So I believe the executive board of 

the Sierra Club notified DTS that they don't have 

a position of supporting the rail. And I see that 

they're still implying that in these brochures 

that they're handing out, so, I don't blame DTS. 

That's the contractors that you have, working for 

you. But I'd appreciate it if they made it clear 

that traffic is going to be worse with the rail, 

and that Sierra Club did not endorse the rail. 

Thank you. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Gary O'Donnell. 

GARY O'DONNELL: Aloha. I'm Gary O'Donnell. 

I have a master's in urban design from Pratt 

Institute, and I have lived and worked in Honolulu 

since 1985. Overall, I support the system and I 

thank you for your work on the EIS. However, I 

would support a different system over the route 

chosen, such as Vineyard Boulevard. This would 

help address some of the issues with going past 

historic sites, and the downtown area, and 

Chinatown, and it would also alleviate some of the 

issues of the visual impact along the Waterfront. 

I think there should be a secondary 

system, on-grade, that will take people with more 

stops in the inner cities, such as on Hotel 



Street. And since we are a tourist destination 

and we get a large part of economy from tourism, 

we should have it go to the airport first, rather 

than Salt Lake, and I would prefer that we start 

this system in the downtown area. 

I understand one of the problems is 

getting 40 acres of land near the downtown area, 

where the construction lay-down area. I would 

suggest taking a look at Shafter Flats, if you 

haven't done so already, or possibly swapping out 

the park along Lagoon Drive there, as you 

approach, come out under the viaduct on Nimitz. 

Basically, we're not going to have enough 

room to put all the cars on the road in 50 years 

from now. Population keeps growing, the way it 

has in the of the last 50 years. And the cost, 

the $4 billion, when I hear about the hundreds of 

billions of dollars being spent in Washington, 

D.C., it's really a small amount, even if it went 

to $8 billion, I would still support the rail, and 

thank you very much. I appreciate your time and 

your effort on this. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. That's 

the end of the registered speakers. Is anyone 

else present who would like to provide a comment 

on the project issues? 

If you haven't signed in to present your 

testimony, then please state your full name and 

address, for the record. Anyone else? I'm sorry, 

you already -- yes, of course, please. You wish 

to testify? 

RICHARD KAWANO: Yes. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please step to the 

mike. Name and address, please, for the record. 



RICHARD KAWANO: Richard Kawano, and my 

address is 1420 Victoria Street, 803. I'd like to 

speak in support of the project. I've lived here 

since '64. I have concerns. I've listened to the 

people who have concerns about the cost, but I 

voted for it during the election, as the majority 

of us did, and I do believe it's necessary, it's 

not a magic bullet, I know it's not going to solve 

all the problems, but with the traffic congestion, 

with the population that's going to be going on, 

we need to give the people a fair alternative. 

And President-elect Obama is talking about large 

infrastructure problems and you gotta look at it 

from the economic point of view. You know, less 

tourists are coming here, we're going to be 

impacted by that, and they're talking nationally 

about major infrastructure improvements across the 

country, and as an economic stimulus for a lot of 

these areas that are being severely impacted by 

unemployment and those things there, so it will 

be -- I think it's going to be good for the 

economy. I think it will have a positive impact 

on transit time for people who have to come in 

from Kapolei, all those houses out there. 

I live right here in town. I'll never be 



using it, but I still think, as a community, we 

need to support this thing, not just -- and then 

we've built H-3. So I do strongly support the 

project, and I hope it gets started. The sooner 

we get this started, the less expensive it will be 

for all us taxpayers. And, finally, this needs to 

be done with excellent management. This project 

needs to come in on time and on budget, you know, 

in the worst-case scenario, if it takes 

significantly longer and if it ends up double or 

triple, like H-3 did. So the opponents have to be 

listened to, and their concerns have to be 

addressed. Thank you very much. 

-000- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: I'll call for more 

testimony, not previously testified people, but 

any who haven't done? Yes, please step up. 

Please, your name and address, for the 

record. 

EVE ANDERSON: Good evening. I'm Eve 

Anderson. My address is P.O. Box 25550, Honolulu, 

96825. I'm concerned that the public, general 

public that's concerned about this project hasn't 



had time and will not have time to read the 

document. I just picked up one tonight. I'm 

wondering if there is a possibility for you to 

push the deadline out to, let's say, February 7th? 

Let everybody get through the Christmas holidays 

and New year's and things. 

And I'd really like to have you, as our 

expert, to go on T.V. and talk about the document. 

You can do maybe five presentations, take them 

section by section so more people can understand 

it, 'cause there ain't gonna be very many people 

in the general community that will get a document, 

or go to the library, or sit in front of a 

computer for 400-and-some pages worth. I know 

during the earlier times, you had a lot of ads on 

T.V. and radio, and doing all this to inform the 

people, so I think it would be very time and money 

well spent if you or somebody who designate an 

expert to discuss this document that's huge, so 

that's my concern. 

-000- 



HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anybody else wish 

to testify? 

With nobody else interested is providing 

the testimony or comments, I conclude this 

hearing. 

Go ahead. 

ROBERT CRONE: My name is Robert Crone. My 



address is 218 Kuupua Street, in Kailua. First, I 

want to say that I support the position of the 

American Institute of Architects. I think in 

addition to the oral testimony given, there are 

some very good information in their written 

testimony that we should take heed of. The point 

that I would like to bring out today, is that 

Honolulu, according to the U.S. Census, is the 

52nd largest city in the United States, as far as 

metropolitan population, and 47th largest city 

with relationship to its urban population. Unlike 

some literature that was put out in relation to 

the transit, there are no cities smaller than 

Honolulu that built rail transit systems. All the 

cities are larger than Honolulu. 

The third rail systems, like we're 

contemplating here, which does not allow at-grade, 

have been built by maybe cities in the top 12 

cities in the country. All the cities between 

that point and where we are down in No. 50, have 

built light rail systems. They built systems that 

have overhead wires rather than the third rail, 

which allows them to be overhead at-grade or 

underground. And they've all put them primarily 

at-grade, with some places overhead or underground 



or they needed to, in order to pass freeways and 

things like that. 

I think it's physically and totally 

irresponsible for us to think that, as the 52nd 

largest city in the country, our population can 

afford to support a system of this kind, of a 

grade separated system and the extra expense. The 

at-grade system is much more economical and why 

it's been chosen by approximately 20 cities, 

between the 12th largest and the 50th largest. 

I think that regarding the construction, 

regarding the operation of it, and regarding the 

maintenance of it, these are going to be financial 

burdens that our community is going to have for 

many, many years, and we are burdening ourselves, 

our children and our grandchildren with this 

thing, and I think that in the future, it would 

just always be seen as something that, 

financially, bankrupt has been noted. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else wish to 

testify? 

With nobody else interested in providing 

comment, I conclude this hearing at 7:29. Thank 

you for your time and interest in the project. 

-000- 
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BOB KILTHAU: We're residents of Foster 

Village, and we think that the Salt Lake route is 

pretty dumb because it's going to go by all the 

schools, Makalapa Elementary, Radford High School, 

and it's not going to help people in Foster 

Village. It's just going to make noise for us, 

and while they're building it, it's going to cause 

a lot of trouble for traffic to get in and out of 

Foster Village, and we think it should go along 

Kam Highway, so it goes by the Pearl Harbor 

Complex, and the Hickam Air Force Base, and the 

airport. That makes a lot more sense to me. 

Oh, yeah, I said the schools. Yeah, 

Radford High School and Makalapa Elementary School 

are going to be bothered by this thing, during the 

building and, also, it's going to be making a lot 

of noise for those schools, when the trains go 

through. And it makes a lot more sense to use Kam 

Highway. That's where the people -- I've talked 

to several people who work at Pearl Harbor, they 

said they'd rather have it go to Pearl Harbor, 

along Kam Highway. That's about it. 

-000- 



HERBERT T.C. LOO: I'd like to testify that 

this project should have been built many years 

ago, and it is a sad situation when we still have 

these few people bringing up this "if" and "or" 

about this particular project, which is long 

overdue. Of course, probably a lot of them 

haven't traveled to see other parts of the world, 

to see how the transit of people moving around by 

the millions are using this type of 

transportation, economically, safe, and, best of 

all, you get there in the least amount of time. 

And I say that we should proceed with this, with 

the fastest means possible and get it done, and 

then you'll know and appreciate what a real 

transit system is like. 

I lived in New York City for seven years, 

and you'd just imagine if they didn't have the 

subway there. Boy, a million people travel on 

that every day, and it's a snap. Just think if we 

had this 20 years ago, boy, everybody would be 

less humbug with this traffic mess that we have 



now. That's my testimony and I hope we get this 

thing built as soon as possible. 

-000- 

LENNARD PEPPER: I will not duplicate much of 

what I testified in public. However, in order to 

make sure that certain important things get 

recorded, I'd like to say that in the EIS, I think 

it's in 1-6, there were some major facilities left 

out. These include the Bougainville industrial 

area, which is an area of both retail and 

wholesale facilities, and we'll have a Target, as 

of March of next year. The Moanalua Shopping 

Center, the Stadium Marketplace -- the Pearl 

Harbor commissary and the Public Work Center, 

those are both military -- so those are left out. 

In addition, I feel that the document 

itself is kind of static and does not recognize 

many changes which will occur in this community by 

2030. It is an aging community, it is a community 

that will become poorer because the infrastructure 

is aging. In fact, Foster Village was begun in 



1957, so it will be 80 years old, roughly 

80 years old by 2030. Salt Lake, I think, was 

started over 30 years ago. It will be an aging 

infrastructure and an aging population. They, the 

aging population, will need public transportation. 

The document also does not recognize 

changes which I anticipate in the public school 

system. There are five public schools along the 

route, at least two of them high schools. They 

are likely to become magnet schools by 2030, 

schools which specialize in one particular kind of 

instruction; for example, drama or English, and 

kids from all over the city will be coming to 

those schools because they will specialize in that 

particular function. They'll need public 

transportation. This is all in conjunction with 

my support for the Salt Lake route. 

In addition to that, the EIS does not 

seem to have, at least the part I read, does not 

have clear indication of what the feeder system, 

the feeder bus system is going to look like. I 

think that's an important thing that should be 

included in the final EIS. 

It also is not very clear about the 

property acquisitions which will be necessary. It 



was my understanding that many properties would 

require only a very small strip of land be taken. 

When the opponents talk about this Salt Lake 

route, they talk as if it's going to be the whole 

property is going to be taken instead of, say, 

three feet or two feet from a yard, or carport or 

something. 

The other thing that I guess I did not 

make as firmly as I should have, during the public 

testimony, was that the Salt Lake route enables a 

seven-day-a-week system serving the population. 

Going to church, going to Aunty, going to soccer 

games. Whereas the airport route is basically a 

five-day-a-week, "go to work and come home" 

system. 

Something I said in the public hearing, 

when we were talking about starting this whole 

thing, was taken sort of as a joke, but it wasn't 

meant as a joke. One of the social benefits of 

this thing would be getting drunks off the road. 

Some people who like to drink to excess will take 

the public transportation rather than drive drunk, 

and I think that's a valuable and important social 

benefit. 

So, in summary, the social benefits of 



the system are not adequately dealt with, in the 

EIS, as far as I'm concerned, and they matter at 

least as much as getting people to work and at 

least as much as the cost of the system. That 

will do it. Thank you. 

-000- 

RUTH BOYETT: I think a static lane would look 

much nicer to go down Kam Highway and Nimitz. I 

think the view would be much nicer. I live on 

Salt Lake Boulevard. I don't want to have it pass 

on my front yard. That's all. 

-000- 



DENNIS EGGE: I believe that we should build 

out from Ala Moana Center or the Honolulu 

Convention Center area out to Middle Street, to 

take care of all the congestion in town. And from 

that point, west, I think things can be taken care 

of by existing TheBus and surface transportation, 

but I think things really get jammed up, the 

closer you get into town. Like one guy tonight 

said, what used to be a ten-minute ride from Salt 

Lake to Queen's Hospital is now 90 minutes. So we 

won't be able to tolerate that much longer. If 



the Mayor would consider building out from Ala 

Moana Center, shopping center area, which is a 

major transit-oriented development at the moment, 

out to the Middle Street terminal, then I think 

they will have something. Thank you. 

-000- 

KENNETH TSUMOTO: They should get one 

committee and just vote on it, you know, and 

include a monorail one place. If they already 

agreed on Salt Lake, then why are they going over 

and over again? You know what I'm saying? Just 

get one panel of people just to decide it. 

Instead of going to -- you know what I'm saying - -  

going to one place to, basically, another place, 

that, I cannot see. Because remember what 

happened to the Aloha Stadium and the lawsuit? 



The engineers were suing the Aloha Stadium, and 

the engineers on their side always answered the 

question. But when the other side bring up the 

question, famous answer, "I don't remember." So 

what I'm just saying is that this is the same 

thing what's happening now. So, you know, that's 

the ball game. 

-000- 
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1 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Good Evening, 

18:04:17 2 I am Toru Hamayasu, the Second Deputy Director of the 

3 City and County of Honolulu Department of 

4 Transportation Services. I am the hearing officer for 

this public hearing for the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 

Corridor Project. 

The purpose of this public hearing is to 

coI.lect comments related to the proposed transit 

project regarding: the draft EIS; Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act process; Section 

4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act; 

18:04:59 13 right-of-way acquisition; and floodplains affected by 

14 the project. 

15 Public input can be made in four ways: 

16 1) public spoken testimony to me here in the pubiic 

17 hearing room; 2 )  if you do not wish to speak in 

18 public, an individual spoken testimony for the record 

19 can be made to the hearing recorder who is near the 

20 public involvement station in the public information 

21 area; 3) written testimony may be deposited in the 

18:05:27 22 black comment box at the meeting, delivered to the 

23 Department of Transportation Services office, or 

24 mailed or faxed (808) 523-4730 to DTS by January 7, 

25 2009; and finally, 4) testimony can be submitted 
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online by January 7, 2009 at www.honolulutransit.org. 

All comments and responses will be 

included in the Final EIS. Revisions to the EIS will 

be made as appropriate based on comments. The hearing 

procedures are as follows: 

1. Elected and public officials will be 

heard first. Persons desiring to testify should 

register at the entrance to the hearing room, and will 

be called in order of registration. 

2. Any individual may appear and speak 

for him or herself, or if duly authorized for any 

local civic group, organization, club or association, 

subject to the rules provided herein. Speakers should 

give their name. If representing a group, this 

informat.ion should also be given. 

3. Speakers must limit their statements 

to three minutes. Additional prepared statements or 

literature pertaining to the project may be submitted 

at this hearing or by 4:30 p.m., January 7, 2009 to 

Department of Transportation Services. These 

statements will be made part of the official record if 

they include a legible name and address. 

4. For these hearings, all statements, 

oral or written, should be directed to the hearing 

officer and must be related to the subject matter of 
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1 the hearing 

2 5. Each person speaking before the 

18:07:28 3 audience must do so at the floor microphone. We will 

4 call testifiers in groups of three to facilitate 

5 orderly progress. Please ensure you are in the 

6 hearing room at the time your name is called. A court 

7 stenographer will. record and transcribe the hearing 

8 proceedings. If required, I will announce any other 

specific rules governing this hearing. 

6. As part of this public hearing 

process, the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

team is not aLlowed to respond to any questions or 

concerns raised by the speaker. The project team will 

be available to address your questions in the project 

information area outside of this hearing venue. 

It is now 6:09 p.m. At this time I would 

like to begin the public testimony. The first 

testifier is Michael Burton followed by Robert Webb 

and Douglas Torres. 

MR. BURTON: Hi. Good evening. I just 

wanted to -- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please state 

23 your name first 

24 

25 
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MR. BURTON: My name is Michael Burton. 

I live here in the community. I work at the airport. 

Okay. I just wanted to say that I do support the rail 

project, however, the latest discussions that I've 

been hearing was changing the route, and I think it's 

a waste of public's money to route the rail down from 

Pearl Harbor toward the airport. My rationale is 

because that it's bypassing densely populated 

neighborhoods, such as Foster Village here at Salt 

Lake, and I think public's money cou1.d be better used 

by routing it down Salt Lake rather than going toward 

the airport. 

Secondly, in that route toward the 

airport you're going to be int-ruding on a lot of 

military property, which means you're going to have to 

get third-party permitting and whatever that process 

might be to get the okay to build your infrastructure 

on their property. And, therefore, I think it's going 

to be -- that's going to create a lot of delays in the 

forward motion of this project. 

Routing it down Salt Lake, because it is 

a lot of city and county land along that Salt Lake 

route there will be very little prob1.ems as far as 

intruding on personal property and federal property 

and what have you in that area. Like I said, it will 
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1 benefit the Foster Village community as well as Salt 

2 Lake community. That's it. 

3 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

4 Next speaker is Robert Webb. 

5 

6 

7 
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1 MR. WEBB: First I would like to thank 

2 you for allowing me to express my viewpoint on the 

18:ll:OO 3 issue. 

4 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please state 

your name first. 

MR. WEBB: My name is Robert Webb. I'm a 

28-year resident of Salt Lake. 

I Robert Webb oppose the Salt Lake route 

for the following reasons: 

Number one, I feel very strongly the 

schools that would be involved are the Radford High, 

Aliamanu elementary and middle schools should not be 

uprooted in any way, shape or form. I feel the 

students should not encounter any difficulty in their 

learning when a link is being built and when it's open 

for service. And for the same reason I feel the Salt 

Lake Library should not be touched, okay. 

Thirdly, I -- you might think I'm a 

little paranoid or what, but I don't care. I think 

that if we have a substation in a highly, densely 

populated area, we are going to have a real social 

problem on our hands and that is a lot of homeless 

people will take shelter at a substation, and I'll be 

dammed if some of our kids are getting woo'd by types 

like that and they might get involved in some kind of 
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illicit activity like drug pushing, et cetera, 

et cetera. Okay. 

I also feel strongly that despite the 

overcrowdings of parking in the Aliamanu district it 

is doubtful there will be enough people that abandon 

their driving to utilize the rail. I'm sure that it 

can be argued. The rail may be still an option for 

those who are currently obtaining bus service 

presently. I can see that segment of the population 

which would favor the rail here in Salt Lake. 

I also feel strongly that I -- excuse 
me -- that many people who probably -- and don't feel 

insulted when I say a thing like this -- many people 

who probably have not lived for an extensive period of 

time on the mainland or in foreign countries don't 

know the experience of being too close to steel wheel 

on steel rail. It can get pretty noisy, although 

studies have been shown to show that it shouldn't be a 

problem, but I still have my doubts about decibel 

levels and the impact on people and what connection it 

might have with sleep deprivation. 

And I feel last but not least because of 

the noise level and condemnation of residential and 

business property - -  

(Buzzer sounds.) 
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1 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please 

2  summarize. 

3 MR. WEBB: Okay. In conclusion, I feel 

4 that the Salt Lake linkage would create more 

18:13:57 5 disruption to the quality of life and incur more 

6 social cost than what the community j.s willing to 

7 bear. Thank you. 

8 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker 

9 is Douglas Torres followed by T. K. Chun and Thomas 

10 Strout. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

I. 7 

18 

19 

20 

2 1  

22 

2 3  

2 4  
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MR. TORRES: My name is Doug Torres, and 

I'm a resident of Salt Lake Boulevard. We, the 

residents and community of Salt Lake Boulevard are 

against the rail down Salt Lake Boulevard. As 

indicated, there will be only two stations along the 

Salt Lake Boulevard, one at the stadium and one at Ala 

Lilikoi Street. 

Almost the entire length of the boulevard 

it's only for rail to pass through; no stops. tlow can 

the people who voted for it justify all the homes and 

lives that will be affected by this rail, passing 

above 400 times a day? How is it going to affect the 

students of Makalapa Elementary, Radford High School, 

Aliamanu Elementary seeing, hearing, feeling 20 times 

per hour during peak hours? How do you think it 1oi1.l 

affect the quality of life of those who live on Salt 

Lake Boulevard? 

The Council has voted 7 to 1 in favor of 

changing the rail from Salt Lake back to the original 

route to the airport. You have voted for the rail 

down the boulevard. Now, feel how it feels to be 

deceived, disappointed and frustrated that things can 

get. When the rail route has changed from the airport 

to Salt Lake Boulevard by Councilmember Cachola, we, 

the residents of the boulevard, could not believe this 
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was happening. Our frustration and disappointment has 

been with us for a long time. He has sold our quality 

of life for a vote and for his vision. A good 

community leader takes care of his community but will 

not sacrifice other communities for the betterment of 

his. A good representative will make sure of this, 

but in both cases this is not to be. His vision is 

the same vision that Salt Lake Boulevard starts and 

ends at Ala Lilikoi Street. You call this tunnel 

vision. It starts at Aloha Stadium, passes Halawa 

Estates Shopping Center, Stadium Mall, Foster Village, 

Makalapa Elementary, Radford High School and the park, 

Aliamanu and the Naval Mousing and Aliamanu 

Elementary. All these communities and residents are 

not seen in his vision or they were and are to be 

sacrificed. 

We have a second chance and we must take 

advantages of this. With our eyes wide open we must 

first remember we live in the best location on this 

island which is called central. Every location is in 

driving distance. Yes, we will not give up our cars. 

And we also have so many different ways to get to our 

destination and to our home. We will be the last 

place on this island to give up our cars, because we 

live in the best location, which is central. 
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1 This does not mean that we give up rail. 

18:16:57 2 Our hope is Councilmember Cachola and our community 

3 leaders must have an open mind and take a good look at 

4 the airport route. The advantage is ours because of 

5 the location we live and the location for the rail 

station. 

(Buzzer sounds.) 

Living in a central location would give 

us the best of three ways to travel, the rail, our 

buses and most of all our cars. I hope that you not 

only heard what I have to say but that you listened to 

the words I have to say, because the families, friends 

along the boulevard -- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please 

15 summarize. 

16 MR. TORRES: -- wili. not lose the second 

17 chance we have to move the rail back to the airport. 

18 (Applause.) 

19 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

2 0 T. K. Chun followed by Thomas Strout. 

21 

22 

2 3 

2 4 

25 
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MR. CHUN: My name is T. K. Chun. I'm a 

retired engineer. I live in Pacific Heights area. I 

missed the hearing last night because of the Christmas 

party. I support the rail transit system and I vote 

for it. Good engineering should start with the 

critical area. We shouldn't start from way up in the 

Kapolei area. We should start from Waipahu to the 

downtown area. That's the critical area. And we 

9 should do it now. It's probably going to take us more 

than ten years. 

I'll tell you a little story. I was 

the -- I went to the first public hearing in 1963 for 

H3. It took us 30 years to build it. So I hope we 

can buiid this maybe in ten years or less, because in 

other countries they build it in four or five years, 

so 3 hope I can ride it before I die, before 1 kick 

the bucket. I'm 74 years old and I helped build H3, 

so it took us -- it took us 30 years to do H3. I hope 

we don't take another 30 years to get our mass transit 

system. 

Thank you. 

(Applause.) 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: The next 

24 speaker is Thomas Strout followed by Tony Soon and 

18:19:27 25 Doug Pyle. 
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MR. STROUT: Hello, my name is Tom 

Strout. I'm a resident of the Salt Lake area. I'm 

just curious as to why they think the airport would be 

more advantageous and more efficient to draw in money 

as opposed to the Salt Lake alignment. The reason 

being, the employment distribution in the airport, 

Hickham, Pearl Harbor area, according to your DEIS 

ranks sixth and the Salt Lake employment ranks seventh 

so there's not much of a difference there, but the 

population difference between the airport versus Salt 

Lake, airport ranks 23rd; Salt Lake ranks sixth. And 

by the year 2030 airport is going to rank 24th and 

Salt Lake is going to rank 9th. 

Now, of these rankings, the bigger 

population is this side of the stadium, you know. 

When you look at the drafts you have in your DEIS, it 

just did not make much sense when there's such iittle 

effect out that way. Now, come closer to 2030, yeah, 

you'll have a greater amount of people out that way, 

but how many of them travel all the way into town? 

Some of them only come halfway. The traffic problem 

is the downtown corridor. If we relieve the traffic 

there, it makes it simplified and easier for everybody 

coming from the other side of the island, you know. 

That's what I think we should try and look at how we 
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1 really want to spend the money. 

2 Besides the airport route is going to be 

3 more costly. It's going to take longer for that route 

4 to go from one destination to another. And it just 

5 doesn't -- you know, they're going to put a longer 

6 delay on getting this thing built and we need to get 

7 the thing started. 

8 Thank you. 

9 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker 

18:2.1:28 10 is Tony Soon, followed by Doug Pyle and Maurice 

11. Morita. 

12 

13 
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16 
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1 MR. SOON: Hi. My name is Tony Soon and 

2 I live in the Salt Lake area. I voted for the rail, 

3 because it was going through Salt Lake. I feel it's 

4 fraudulent what the city council are trying to do at 

5 this time. Trying to rob us of something equivalentto 

6 a birthright that we should be having for all our 

7 children and grandchildren. . 

8 I have two sets of comments that I would 

18:21:59 9 like to make tonight and one is on the DEIS, and I 

10 didn't really read the DEIS in great detail, but here 

11 are a synopsis of some of the things which I found 

12 which was wrong. 

13 First of all, the DGIS refers to the Salt 

14 Lake route as an alternate. When, in fact, it was the 

15 only route that was considered for the vote. I think 

16 that was wrong. The other thing is that the DEIS 

1 7  makes a skewed assumption that there has been no 

10:22:29 18 population growth in the year 2030 for the Salt Lake 

19 area, whereas they took the other areas into 

20 consideration. 

2 1 The other thing that the DEIS 

22 contemplated was who was the rail supposed to serve, 

23 and according to them, according to their DEIS report, 

24 it says it is for people with limited income and an 

25 aging population. That's the people of Salt Lake. I 
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think by bypassing the people of Salt Lake, they would 

be robbing these older people and younger people, 

younger residents, of this opportunity of being able 

to enjoy the benefits of being on the rail. 

Then the DEIS also makes reference to the 

transportation equity and what that means is it's a 

fair distribution of resources so that no other group, 

no group, carries an unfair burden or receives an 

unfair share of the benefits. When they route the 

rail down by the airport, what they're doing is that 

they're robbing the people of Salt Lake of this 

opportunity. 

And here are my personal comments on 

this. I would say the people of Salt Lake are aging, 

and they have many children, a lot of younger 

residents and they're really :low income and they need 

to be on the rail. The other thing again is there is 

this fallacy that is being passed around that the rail 

must go to the airport. Well, I lived in the City of 

Toronto, which is nearly 4 million people. The subway 

does not go to the airport. The subway stops five 

miles away from the airport and there's a bus that 

takes the tourists to the airport. The other thing 

that you need to remember is that can you imagine a 

tourist spending thousands of dollars coming to Hawaii 
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1 and leaving $20 tips and $100 tips and then all of a 

2 sudden cannot find $30 so they can take a taxi. It's 

utterly ridiculous. 

The other thing I'm worried about is that 

Salt Lake -- 

(Buzzer sounds.) 

MR. STROUT: -- this report was made by 

three people, which includes the military, and I think 

somehow because the military is south of Nimitz, I 

can't help but be very suspicious about this report. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker 

is Doug Pyle followed by Maurice Morita. 
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MR. PYLE: Hello. I don't know if 

there's a particular format for introducing ourselves. 

Doug Pyle. I live in downtown. I have family here in 

Salt Lake and I also have -- as chair of the 

democratic party's labor caucus. The democratic party 

of Hawaii's labor caucus which supports rail, the 

democratic party supports rail in general, as passed 

by a resolution at the convention last spring. 

The labor caucus has had a lot of talk 

about it in terms of jobs and its value along those 

1-ines and so I strongly support getting rail underway, 

both for the jobs it would recreate in construction as 

well as the economic stimulus it would provide, and 

given the economy in Hawaii and nationwide that's even 

more important to get this going soon. 

Ideally both routes would be -- are great 

and should be built. The question is which first, and 

it does -- there's -- I wouldn't say that our caucus 

has a consensus, but there is agreement that there 

should be as early as possible start. The community 

did vote on the package, so there's an advantage to 

starting with Salt Lake, and some suggestions -- I 

don't know how much flexibility there is still in 

design, but perhaps if the Salt Lake route were built 

first, there could be a less expensive, say, light 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 



Honolulu, Hawaii ( 8 0 8 )  524-2090 



Public Hearing, December 9, 2008 2 1 

rail or tram off to the airport, such as other cities 

have. I've taken the one in San Francisco, as an 

example. 

And another consideration is that along 

the route are several important destinations. We also 

need boarding points in dense population areas, where 

workers, shoppers can board to get to the destination. 

Salt Lake has a very dense population and so it 

deserves its own station. And one consideration is 

connecting through Camp Catlin Road. That would be -- 

that's right next to government housing, so it may 

be -- there may be property that could be used for 

developing, for example, a spur off to the airport and 

Pearl Harbor 

I don't want to take up any more time 

than is allotted and I just wanted to be brief and say 

that the Democratic Party in general and certainly the 

labor caucus that I chair supports the construction of 

rail. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker 

Maurice Morita. 
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1 MR. MORITA: Hi. My name is Maurice 

2 Morita and I live in South Salt Lake, and I hold 

3 different hats. I also am the vice chair for the 

4 neighborhood board 18 for Salt Lake, Aliamanu and 

5 Foster Village and I also work for the Hawaii State 

6 Teachers Association who supports the rail, too. Not 

7 the route, but the rail. 

8 I do feel for the people that live on 

18:27:59 9 Salt Lake. We have some staff and some friends that 

10 do live on Salt Lake, and they always tell me because 

11 they know that I support the rail that I'm sorry, but 

12 I oppose the rail, and the reason why they oppose the 

13 rail is because they don't want it through their 

14 backyard. And that's the problem that we have is 

15 prisons, rubbish dumps; nobody wants it in their 

16 backyard so the City Council sometimes doesn't know 

17 where to build or put those things. And it's hard. 

1.8:28:27 18 So we send the prisoners to Texas. Unfortunately, we 

19 can't send people away. 

20 But I think the rail is for the future 

21 and I -- and, like I said, I do understand the people 

22 that live on Salt Lake Boulevard, you know, for years 

23 and the way they feel, but to me I think we need the 

24 rail to come through Salt Lake for various reasons 

25 that these folks have said. 
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1 As far as the schools go, they do take a 

2 sound test to see if there's too much noise, and if 

3 there is too much noise, then the Department of 

18:28:59 4 Education usually will put air conditioners in the 

5 classroom. So that would be a plus for the schools to 

6 have air in the classroom, like all the other state 

7 offices and county offices are all air conditioned. 

8 Even the prison have air conditioners, but the schools 

9 don't have -- you know, some do, but not all. That 

would be a plus for the schools there that is on the 

site. 

And then the other reasons that were 

given about why the rail. should come through Salt Lake 

is we do have an aging group here and there's a Lot of 

people that work in downtown, so I think that it would 

be advantageous for us. In talking to you, Toru, it 

could cost less to do a spur from Salt Lake to the 

18 airport than versus from the airport to South Salt 

19 Lake. So I think we would save a lot of money if we 

20 go to Salt Lake first and then do a spur to the 

21 airport when it decides to go to Waikiki, because 

22 they're not going to Waikiki on the first round. 

23 Thank you. 

24 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Next speaker 

18:30:00 25 is Janice Soon Fah. 
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MS. FAH: My name is Janice Soon Fah and 

I'm a resident of Salt Lake. I'm also a teacher at 

the Department of Education. I went out to exercise 

my vote in the full knowledge that my vote would be 

honored, and I think the Salt Lake vote carried the 

rail. And I think we betrayed the trust of voters and 

we will lead to more apathy in voter turnout if we do 

not honor this vote that the Salt Lake residents made. 

As far as concerns by the residents, I 

think as the residents who are concerned that this is 

going to create unsightly trains in their backyards, 

if they were to look at the route, the route follows 

Salt Lake Boulevard, and if they're familiar with the 

rail systems -- I lived in Toronto for 26 years before 

moving here to Hawaii, and I've lived here for 12 

years, and actually the light rapid transit in Toronto 

drives along some of the most prestigious 

neighborhoods and it is so quiet, it is so clean, it 

is so efficient that people who formerly would drive 

their cars bumper to bumper into downtown Toronto will 

hop on that train and be in downtown in 30 minutes. 

They can read their newspapers, they can relax and 

they can actually enjoy the commute. 

As a Salt Lake resident, I work in 

Kapolei, so I have a lot riding on this rail 
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1 development, because I can see where a lot of young 

2 teachers who live in central district now will be able 

3 to offer their services in Leeward district where we 

4 have a demand for highly qualified teachers to teach 

5 in our struggling schools in the Leeward district. 

18:31:58 6 Okay. Z also understood from the 

7 information that was provided that no homeowner 

8 property will have to be acquired, at least not their 

9 entire home, which is what some people may fear; that 

10 it will infringe on their property and their property 

11 will be acquired, but because it's going to be an 

12 aboveground rail, what will happen is most of the 

13  run -- most of the operations will be above ground and 

14 they will just need land space to locate the elevators 

18:32:28 15 that wi1.l take the commuters to the ground level. So 

16 I think if we familiarize ourselves with the rail and 

17 what it's going to offer our community, we, the Salt 

18 Lake residents, will fight those politicians who at 

19 first opposed the rail and now that the vote has been 

20 carried for the rail are striving to influence that 

21 decision to move it to the airport. I say we go for 

22 Salt Lake and the airport or we go with the voters who 

23 voted for Salt Lake. 

24 Thank you. 

25 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 
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18:33:00 1 That concludes the preregistered 

2 speakers. Now, is anyone else present who would like 

3 to provide a comment on the project issues? If you 

4 have not signed to register, please state your full 

5 name and address. 

6 

7 
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1 MR. PEPPER: My name is Len Pepper. I 

2 live at 1352 Olino Street which is in Foster Village. 

18:33:29 3 I am in favor of the Salt Lake route. I think that 

4 the EIS is a good document and now I'm going to 

5 proceed to crab about it 

6 There are some things missing, which I 

7 think have import as far as deciding which alignment 

8 to use. In 1 -- I think it's in 1-6, there is a list 

9 of activity centers. That list does not include the 

18:33:58 10 Moanalua Shopping Center. It does not include the 

11 Stadium Marketplace. It did not include the 

12 Bouganville industrial area where we have got, for 

13 example, both wholesale and retail outlets and we have 

14 got a Target coming, I think, in March. It does not 

15 include the commissary area. It does not include the 

16 military public works center. 

18:34:29 17 It's a fairly static document. It does 

18 not -- it. gives a lot of statistical information about 

19 what it's going to be like in 2030, but it doesn't 

20 look at what the community is really going to look 

21 like and what the people are going to be like in 2030. 

22 In my judgment it is an aging community, Foster 

23 Village, for example, was begun in 1957 and so by 2030 

18:34:56 24 it's going to be about 80 years old. The Salt Lake 

25 area will -- is also -- is about 30 years old at this 
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point. The infrastructure will be aging, the 

population will be aging. It is likely to be poorer 

than it is now. Therefore, there is need for 

considerable assistance from public transportation. 

There are five schools, along the route. 

Makalapa School, Radford High School, Aliamanu 

Elementary, Aliamanu Intermediate and Moanalua High 

School.. Again, in my vision of 2030, there will be 

magnet schools and other attractions which will bring 

people to those schools from other areas. Those kids 

will need public transportation. 

In addition, the document seems to talk 

mostly about a five-day-a-week bring people to work 

and bring them back from work, but there's a lot of 

social benefit to be derived seven days a week from a 

public transportation system, and I hope that those 

things will be taken into account. 

If there are other things, I'll give them 

to the public steno. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Is there 

anyone else that wishes to testify? 

Please state your full name and address 

for the record. 
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MR. TAYLOR: Hello. My name is Mark 

Taylor and I'm a resident of 3427 Ala Hinalo Street in 

Salt Lake. 

I'm just here to speak in favor of the 

Salt Lake alignment. I've already provided written 

testimony so I'm not going to repeat what's in that in 

this oral statement. I'm just going to highlight one 

item, which is in the Draft EIS which has to do with 

the cost of the airport alternative versus the Salt 

Lake alternative. The draft says in Section 6.4.2 

that both the Salt Lake and airport alternatives would 

be financially feasible and yet that same paragraph 

says that the airport alternative would require $1.4 

billion in federal funding from the Federal Transit 

Administration. The document also says, though, that 

the ETA has not been approached to consider the 1.4 

billion for the airport alternative. They've only 

agreed to consider 1.2 billion. I don't really quite 

understand how the EIS can state categorically that 

the airport alternative is financially feasible if the 

FTA has not been approached for funding that's 

required to construct it. 

I think the reality is that this project 

is hovering on the very cliff of affordability, and if 

we go to the airport route and a couple of hundred 
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1 million dollars in additional costs we're putting all 

18:37:59 2 the taxpayers in this room at risk of potentially 

3 having their property taxes raised to cover the 

4 shortfall, because if the ETA doesn't pay for it and 

5 the excise tax doesn't pay for it, all of you will be 

6 paying for it with higher property taxes. 

7 I would also point out that Draft EIS 

8 does say that the Salt Lake route is the most cost 

9 effective route. It provides in the terms of the 

10 amount of dollars we're spending in benefit per dollar 

18:38:25 11 a higher efficiency return than the airport route 

12 does. So simply from the standpoint of fiscal 

13 prudence, the Salt Lake route should continue as the 

14 preferred route for the transit system. 

15 'Thank you. 
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MR. REMMELL (phonetic): My name is Ben 

Remmell. I'm a professional engineer and master 

planner. And I'd like to comment on two things, which 

is the project phasing, which is Chapter 2 of the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and it says that 

the first phase would be from Kapolei to Waipahu, and 

I totally disagree with that, because it would -- if 

we run out of money, the general excise tax is not 

providing the money that we need. We need to build it 

to eliminate t.he bottlenecks at Middle Street and 

Pearl City, so the first phases shou1.d be from Aloha 

Stadium to downtown and that's what I recommend for 

the DAS to consider in the project phasing. 

The second point 1 want to make is that 

the single and most important reason for building mass 

transit is to eliminate traffic congestion. Rail 

simply does not do that, despite spending $7 billion. 

The City's alternative analysis show that the current 

2,000 vehicles per hour at Pearl City, which is now 

congested, will increase to 8,000 vehicles per hour 

after the $7 billion rail is built. What we need is 

an alternative solution which the alternative analysis 

discarded fraudulently. And I suggest we need to 

build a Nimitz flyover and a Kam flyover, both of 

which would be three lanes over the Kam highway and 
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Nimitz which will eliminate the bottlenecks at the 

Pearl City Hl/H2/Middle Street merge for less than $1 

billion and that's what the DEIS must and should 

include. 

That's what I recommend. 

(Applause) 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else 

wishing to testify? 
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MR. UECHI: My name is Mike Uechi. I'm a 

physician. It's really interested to read the -- this 

pamphlet put out by the City at taxpayers' money, The 

Honolulu Rail Transit, and one of the questions they 

ask is how would property owners along the route be 

affected, and it states here that while some 

residential and commercial properties must be acquired 

in ful.1, most of the right-of-way acquisitions 

required are for portions of individual parcels. 

Now, does that mean that if part of the rail post, the 

support, goes through part of a property Like say 

through the living room, that you pay for that portion 

of the land and let the person live in the rest of the 

land? That's the part that I really don't understand. 

What does portions mean? Does it mean a little bit of 

thing that's not attached to the home or business, and 

that's the only portion you're going to pay for. 

The other question I have is that while 

construction of rail goes on and let's say there's a 

delay and another delay and another delay while 

properties that are being sold or leased are abandoned 

by property owners, what's going to happen to the cost 

of construction? What's going to happen to the 

community that's involved when this rail gets stalled 

for any reason at all, whether there's problems with 
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1 finding burial sites along the City properties or 

2 whether you run out of money or any type of thing that 

3 will stall the development while it's going on right 

4 now? And that's the type of questions I would like to 

5 ask you guys right now, because I think these are the 

6 questions the community needs to know before we 

7 actually start the rail. 

18:42:59 8 That's all I have to say. 

9 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Any other 

10 person wishing to speak? 
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1 MR. GENADIO: My name is Frank Genadio. 

2 You have my address. I'm from Kapolei. I thought 

3 that you could only testify once, but when Dr. Uechi 

4 came up, I realized I could testify again. I've been 

5 following the hearings. In Kapolei I tried to make 

l8:43:28 6 the point that the Draft EIS brushed off other 

7 technologies. I happen to be a proponent of something 

8 called the HSST urban magnetic levitation system. 

9 Those of you who are concerned about the cost should 

10 be aware that the rnaglift guideway would be built at 

I1 least 20 percent cheaper. The guideway construction 

12 would accommodate 25.3 miles for the 20 mile cost 

18:43:59 13 reflected in the Draft EIS. In other words, we could 

14 have an extension into Salt Lake from the airport 

15 route, we could also have an extension to UH Manoa 

16 whose students have been left out of this entirely, 

17 and we could even have a spur into Waikiki. 

18 It also happens to be at least twice as 

19 quiet as steel wheels on steel rail and its guideway 

20 is much less obtrusive and will require much less 

18:44:28 21 impact on property. Thank you. 

22 (Applause.) 

23 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Another 

24 speaker. 

25 
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MS. ING: Yes. My name is Renee Ing. My 

address is P.O. Box 23094, Honolulu 96823. I'd like 

to talk about another technology that was not included 

in the EIS despite words to the effect that everything 

was studied, and I think it should be studied. 

Phileas magnetic guided -- magnet guided, not magnet 

levitation. A similar system was funded in San 

Francisco and someplace in Oregon by the FTA in 2007 

and that means it could be funded for here. It is 1.5 

billion compared to 5 and 6 billion. It's 1.5 billion 

for the Kapolei to UH route. It can be built with 

just plain old -- our plain old GET money. You don't 

even need New Starts money. But on top of that it can 

be quiet running through Salt Lake. Not only can you 

go cut and cover, you cut a mini tunnel underneath the 

boulevard, cover it so that Salt Lake Boulevard 

continues to run, but you cut and cover a tunnel 

underneath. 

On top of that if you had to, you 

could -- because it's a Prius-like vehicle, it's very, 

very quiet and it will be of hydrogen fuel cells in a 

few years and on top of that it does this thing called 

running silent. It can be -- the noise can be cut for 

a little bit while it's going through the residential 

areas. That's the noise problem. 
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The second problem that we have been 

hearing a lot about it that if the route that's 

constructed now, actually if it were for steel rail, I 

think it's a pretty good route, but the problem is 

there are other technologies. Phileas can go around a 

lot of these places that are going to be intersected 

by a steel train, Phileas will not cut through them, 

it will simply go around them, because it is very, 

very flexible. So I would really hope that the City 

administration will study the Phileas system and the 

urban maglift that Mr. Genadio was talking about in 

the EIS. The FTA usually says it expects 

municipalities to study a broad range of modes of 

technology, not just one. So it's not something that 

Monolulu will be -- you know, it would be unusual. for 

Honolulu to do this. Other municipalities studied a 

lot of different ways of technology before they 

choose, and to give them the chance to submit a 

request for proposal. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else 

who wishes to testify? If nobody else is interested 

in providing their comments, I conclude the hearing at 

6 :48  p.m. Thank you for your time and interest in 

the project. 
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18:47:52 1 

2 

3 the hearing. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

MR. TAKAI: I signed up. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: I'm reopening 
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MR. TAKAI: My name is Mark Takai. I'm a 

state representative, representing the communities of 

Aiea and Pearl City. Tonight I speak as the chairman 

of the Kamehameha Highway improvements task force and 

for those of you who are unfamiliar with our task 

force, it's comprised of all the elected officials in 

the Aiea, Pearl City and Salt Lake areas. It also 

consists of t.he Aiea, Pearl City and Salt Lake, Foster 

Village neighborhood boards. In addition to that, it 

includes some of the significant stakeholders along 

the Kamehameha Highway corridor in Aiea/Pearl City. 

The corridor for us begins on Center 

Drive on the east side and goes all the way for about 

5.5 miles to the end of Kamehameha Highway on the 

Pearl City side, which is a little bit past Sam's 

Club. 

We've been working at improvements along 

this corridor for about three years, and we try to 

meet quarterly. Two years ago when this issue came 

up, we took a position as a task force, and I just 

wanted to mention -- and we sent it in a few times and 

I've testified in front of the Council a number of 

times, but I wanted to put this in the record. A 

couple of things that the City as you move down this 

path should be considering. 
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1 The first one is about 20 years ago there 

2 was a compromise made by the City and Hawaiian 

3 Electric to underground the 48 kilavolt lines on the 

4 mauka side of the viaduct, but to construct the 138KV 

18:49:57 5 lines that are the huge super structures, the huge 

6 metal poles that run the entire length of the 

7 corridor, and I do believe it goes up Salt Lake 

8 Boulevard as well. Our task force recommends that the 

9 City consider incorporating the 138KV and all of the 

10 other utilities down that corridor into the mass 

11 transit super structure. It's a small price for our 

12 community to -- I mean, it's a big price for our 

1.8:50:28 13 community to have the train coming through our 

1 4  corridor and I think it's a small price for the users 

15 and for the City to incorporate those utility lines 

16 within the super structure. 

17 The second one is we spent a lot of money 

18 and a lot of time planning for aesthetic improvements 

19 up and down the corridor. In fact, we hired -- the 

20 State hired Parsons Brinckerhoff and in that 

21 consulting contract we have set aside some funds to 

18:50:59 22 hire an architectural engineer -- 

2 3 (Buzzer sounds.) 

24 -- who has spent a lot of time designing 

25 motifs and everything. So we would like to request as 
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1 you move forward that you consider working with us, 

2 especially in our corridor, but also working with 

3 other communities as you design the way these super 

4 structures look and the way the medians look 

5 throughout our communities. 

6 I'll be sending written comments in 

7 later. Thank you. 

8 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: There's no 

18:51:28 9 other speaker. Wait. Wait. Are there any other 

10 speakers before I open 30 second round? 
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1 MR. LOO: My name is Herbert Loo. I'm a 

retired master sergeant, retired in 1966. When I was 

drafted in 1945, I took my first train ride from 

Iwilei up to Schofield. Too bad they don't still have 

that train line. I'm here to support the rail 

transit, because in my travels in New York City, seven 

years there, you see billions of people traveling on 

the subway, terrific transportation. Just think if 

they didn't have that type of transportation, just 

think if we had that transportation 20 years ago. We 

are so backwards here it's pitiful. Build it right 

18:52:29 12 away, as soon as possible. Thank you. 

13 (Applause.) 

14 HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else 

15 wishing to testify? I thought there was somebody 

16 there. No. Yeah. 
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SCOTT: My name is Scott. I live here in 

the Salt Lake area. I'm born and raised here in 

Hawaii. I've seen a lot of stuff growing up here as a 

kid. I've seen how when I was a little kid I could go 

to Queen's with my dad, when he used to work there, in 

ten minutes. Nowadays if you're not on the road 

before 6:00 in the morning to get past Middle Street, 

you'll be lucky to take an hour and a half. That's 

five, seven miles, and it's not getting any better. 

St's only getting worse. There's no perfect solution 

with mass transit, but if we don't do something with 

this rail and get something going, regardless of what 

medium we use, whether it be steel on steel, magnetic 

or otherwise, ten years from now to try and figure out 

something, then it's going to be too late. 

The other thing, too, we have got to look 

in the smart sense. You know, picking these routes 

and stuff is great, but we have got to link one end of 

the island to the other, because if there's a bad 

wreck or something like that, traffic and everything 

around here comes to a halt. Also, through the 

airport. We have got to get some efficiency into how 

we get around here. The smart thing would be is 

whatever route we pick, think of the long term as far 

as linking the new university in Kapolei out there to 
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1 the universities and work down in town and also 

2 allowing for the business people and other people who 

3 travel light to go through the airport, because the 

4 ability to build a super structure there is easy. 

5 Look at the parking structures they've got going up. 

6 It's not an eyesore and it makes it more centralized, 

7 especially being all of this is part of the Department 

18:54:30 8 of Transportation. 

So, we have got to do something now. Not 

talk about it, think about it, maybe build it in 20 

years, like the H3. Obviously the H3 works. In other 

places around the world they use rail on rail, DART, 

BART. It all works. But we need to implement it now 

before it's almost too late. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone who 

17 hasn't spoken wish to speak? Okay. I'm going to give 

l8:54:57 18 this gentleman another chance 
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1 MR. PYLE: Thank you. Doug Pyle. I 

2 spoke earlier on behalf of an organization I chaired 

3 and I want an opportunity to add a few personal items 

4 of testimony. Two points, one would be the -- 

5 everybody who lives or has family like I do in Salt 

6 Lake knows how the congestion really jams up right at 

7 the convergence where H l  and Red Hill and the on-ramp 

here below 'Tripler all come together, and rail would 

be a great alternative for this community in 

particular to be able to have -- to get out of that 

mess and get to their destinations, and I think that's 

an advantage that the airport route does not have. 

Although in the long run I think the airport route 

would be real valuable to a1.so have, perhaps as a 

spur. 

And secondly, and I think it's very 

important, I haven't seen the City doing this yet -- I 

hope it will -- look at rail as being one part of an 

integrated transit plan, including pedestrian/bicycle 

and just -- I grew up in Portland, Oregon which won 

awards for planning comprehensively. It has rail, but 

it has a bus mall that is pedestrian/bus only, no 

23 cars. Fareless Square, which is extremely successful. 

18:56:26 24 People can park their cars, park and ride, and if 

25 they're downtown, they ride any of the modes of 
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1 transportation for free, and then go home. The 

2 traffic flows wonderfully there because they planned 

3 in a comprehensive way, and I hope the City wi1.l do 

4 that, too. 

5 One final. point when I just noticed that 

6 no other hands were going up, I remembered hearing at 

7 one of the hearings was reportedly had low turnout, 

8 and even though perhaps there's on1.y a few people that 

9 testified, I think the record should show that this 

10 room is over full and there's standing room and in the 

11 parking lot it was real hard for me to find a spot. 

1.8:57:00 12 There's a lot of interest here in Salt Lake certainly, 

13 I assume in support, but certainly a great deal of 

14 interest in this, so I didn't want that to go unnoted, 

15 the turnout. 

16 Thank you. 

17 HEARING OFFICER NAMAYASU: Okay. Again, 

18 I'd like to open up for a person who didn't testify 

19 already. If not, okay. Go ahead. 

20 
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MR. SOON: Tony Soon here again. It is 

said that the airport route is going to cost $200 

million more. The reality is I can assure you it's 

probably going to be more like half a billion. Where 

is that money going to come from? I do not know. You 

know right now the City is under duress in trying to 

meet the EPA standards for a secondary waste water 

treatment plant. That's going to be $1.5 billion. 

That 200 -- supposedly $200 million can go toward a 

10 down payment on getting this fixed. 

1 1 We also have the existing (inaudible) 

12 carriers down there that all. need to be repaired. 

13 That's another $300 million that's going to take 

14 basically. And then they talk about a $5 million 

1.5 annual operational cost in perpetuity, meaning for my 

18:58:25 16 lifetime and my grandkids lifetime and that $5 million 

17 could go toward building a homeless shelter, maybe two 

18 homeless shelters every year, or it could go toward 

1.9 fixing schools or it could go toward fixing over 

20 20,000 potholes a year. Every year we can just fix 

21 these potholes, 20,000 of them. 

2 2 So I think by putting the routes south of 

23 the Nimitz down by the airport way, which is a 

24 blighted area of town, I think it's stupidity, and 

18:58:59 25 because most of the people who live south of Nimitz 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 



Honolulu, Hawaii ( 8 0 8 )  5 2 4 - 2 0 9 0  



Public Hearing, December 9, 2008 48 

are military and most of them drive and, of course, 

they get gas for half price or, okay, two-thirds of 

what we pay for it and you do need your car with a 

sticker on it to be able to enter into the military 

compounds. So trust me, they're still going to be 

driving. Now what happens after 5:00 on this route? 

It's going to totally deserted. And my opinion to the 

City is that maybe what we need is a wiki-wiki system 

that will. serve that area and maybe at 6:00 we just 

cut it off. Why are we going to have a route running 

down to the airport with nobody sitting on it except 

people going back to Kapolei? Is it not for everybody 

in Ronolulu? Why just only people in Kapolei. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else? 

Okay. Sf nobody else is interested in speaking or 

providing their comments, I'm concluding this hearing 

again at 7:00. 

Thank you for coming. 

(Hearing concluded at 7:00 p.m.) 
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STATE OF HAWAII ) 

COUNTY OF HONOLULU ) 

I, Nancy P. Blankenship, Certified Shorthand 

Reporter, in and for the State of Hawaii, certify that 

the foregoing proceedings were reported 

stenographically by me at the time and place 

indicated. 

Given under my hand on this the 29th day of 

December, 2008. 

Nancy P. Blankenship, CSR 44459 
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TORU HAMAYASU: Good evening. I'm Toru 

Hamayasu, the 2nd Deputy Director of the City and County 

of Honolulu Department of Transportation Services. I am 

the Hearing Officer for this public hearing for the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Honolulu 

High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project. 

The purpose of this public hearing is to 

collect comments related to the proposed transit project 

regarding the draft EIS, Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act process, Section 4(f) of the 

U.S. Department of Transportation Act, right-of-way 

acquisition, and floodplains affected by the project. 

Public input can be made in four ways. Public 

spoken testimony to me here in the public hearing room. 

If you do not wish to speak in the public, an individual 

spoken testimony for the record can be made to the 

hearing recorder, who is near the Public Involvement 

Station in the Project Information Area next door. 

Written testimony may be deposited into the black 

comment box at this meeting or delivered to the 

Department of Transportation Services office or mailed 

or faxed (808) 523-4730 to DTS by January 7th, 2009. 

And finally, testimony can be submitted online by 

January 7th, 2009, at www.honolulutransit.org. 

All comments and responses will be included in 
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the final EIS. Revisions to the EIS will be made as 

appropriate, based on comments. 

The hearing procedures are as follows: One, 

elected and public officials will be heard first. 

Persons desiring to testify should register at the 

entrance to the hearing room and will be called in order 

of registration. 

Any individual may appear and speak for him or 

herself, or if duly authorized, for any local civic 

group, organization, club or association, subject to the 

rules provided herein. Speakers should give their name. 

If representing a group, this information should also be 

given. 

Speakers must limit their statements to 3 

minutes. Additional prepared statements or literature 

pertaining to the project may be submitted at this 

hearing or by 4:30 p.m., January 7th, 2009, to 

Department of Transportation Services. These statements 

will be made part of the official record if they include 

a legible name and address. 

For these hearings, all statements, oral or 

written, should be directed to the Hearing Officer and 

must be related to the subject matter of the hearing. 

Each person speaking before the audience must 

do so at the floor microphone. We will call testifiers 
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in groups of three to facilitate orderly progress. 

Please ensure you are in the hearing area at the time 

your name is called. A court stenographer will record 

and transcribe the hearing proceedings. If required, I 

will announce any of the specific rules governing this 

hearing. 

As part of this public hearing process, the 

Honolulu Rail Transit Project Team is not allowed to 

respond to any questions or concerns raised by the 

speaker. The Project Team will be available to address 

your questions in the Project Information Area outside 

of this hearing venue. 

It is now 6:14. At this time, I would like to 

begin the public testimony. The first testifier is 

Frank Genadio, followed by Young Kim, and Scott Miguel. 

- - - Ooo - - - 
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FRANK GENADIO: Frank Genadio of Kapolei. You 

have my address from a previous testimony. My remarks 

are directed to the attempted EIS to eliminate a 

technology that is not steel wheels on steel rails. The 

City Council fumbled away its chances to place the right 

question on the November ballot, leaving us with a 

take-it-or-leave-it choice for steel. 

Actually, the Council should have placed two 

questions on the ballot. First would be: Do you 

support a fixed-rail transit system fox Oahu? The 

second would be: If you answered "yes," do you favor a 

fair and open competition among all four types of rail 

technologies? 

For those of you not familiar with what the 

Federal Transit Administration considers rail, it is not 

just steel wheels, but includes rubber tire on concrete, 

conventional monorail, and elevated magnetic levitation, 

the system I favor. 

Based on responses to the City's request for 

information, there would be 10 technology suppliers, 

including five that do not propose steel-on-steel. 

Figure 29 of the EIS shows a solid structure that is 28 

to 32 feet across as a bridge needed for steel wheel 

systems. The HSS (inaudible) maglev guideway in 

comparison would be only 21 feet across, including open 
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space between the beams on which the levitated train 

would ride. Picture the difference on Farrington 

Highway and the lessened impact on homes and businesses. 

And also consider the fact that the maglev is at least 

twice as quiet as steel-on-steel without any need for 

steel's noise mitigation measures. 

Those of you with children or grandchildren in 

five to nine years might be interested in knowing that 

the EIS project for a 20-mile steel wheel bridge would 

cover at least 25 miles of guideway for the maglev. 

using the same amount of labor and materials in the 

current plan, that is no loss of jobs or decrease sales 

of steel and concrete, this would enable extension of 

the guideway to the U.H. Manoa campus within the time 

line for the initial system. Since U.H. West Oahu will 

have limited curriculum, reaching Manoa is important to 

future college students from this area. 

The first maglev - -  the HSS (inaudible) maglev 

is not only faster and much quieter and cheaper to 

develop than steel-on-steel, it would also will be 

somewhere between $12 and 18 million per year cheaper to 

operate and maintain because of (inaudible) running. 

Cost to modify the EIS to accommodate other technologies 

is a drop in the bucket of the plan's estimated 

$7 billion budget. 
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I'm suggesting that this EIS be delayed and 

reworked and that the start of preliminary engineering 

either be deferred or that the study cover all 

technologies that met the City's initial requirements. 

Mahalo. 

TORU HAMAYASU: Next speaker is Young Kim. 

- - - 0 0 0 - - -  
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YOUNG KIM: Good evening. My name is Young 

Kim. I came here, this is my second time around to mass 

transit development plan. First one was in the late 

'80s, early '90 timeframe with Rene Mansho. At that 

time, 1 was able to convince the City Council not to 

develop the rail transit. And this time, my second time 

around, majority have expressed a willingness to build a 

transit, so I'm for it, but the plan organization little 

bit askewed or disorganized. 

I lived in Japan for first 14 years and I 

enjoyed the mass transit system in Japan. Core area had 

all the transit system, but as the population increased, 

number of train route have tremendously increased beyond 

the Tokyo perimeter. When I left town, we had only one 

subway. Now I think there's nine to 11 different subway 

going all over Tokyo. 

My question to you is: Where is this storage 

area and maintenance facility so that the mass transit 

have to begin from Leeward side? And I just found out 

from the other side there is a map showing that the 

Leeward Community College area is one. That's great. 

So why not build from there toward the core destination 

area? That way you can - -  as soon as you open it, you 

can use it for the ridership toward the airport. 

There's more people working around the airport, Hickam, 
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Pearl Harbor area than any other place. Extend it to 

downtown and to the U.H. Manoa and Waikiki. You have 

better chance of success than try to do the Leeward from 

Kapolei to Waipahu. Thank you. 

TORU HAMAYASU: Next speaker is Scott Miguel, 

followed by Michael Burton. 

- - - 000 - - - 

- - 
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Scott Miguel. I supported this back in the '90s when 

the (inaudible). The question I have is: What do you 

tell the grandchildren that will have to pay for the 

system that you say the prices have changed from what's 

gonna be built to what's not gonna be built? And what's 

bugging me is, why change and why proofread the EIS 

report from the Federal Government when it doesn't have 

1 

> to be proofread? By now probably realize I didn't vote 

) for it, but why proofread it when it was already done 

SCOTT MIGUEL: Good evening, everyone. I'm 

right by the U.S. Government? What were you hiding from 

the people? Because I feel that there's a lot of people 

out there that say, what are you gonna tell your mom and 

pa's generation of young kids, hey, you're gonna have to 

pay for something that maybe is gonna be used in ~ i e a ,  

as a senator is proposing right now. Charles Djou is 

proposing Aiea to town. What's wrong with that? You 

promised the people of Kapolei something? Yeah, it's 

sad that five, maybe 10 people showed up, but what do 

you tell the younger generation when we get older, it 

was promised to me. Why wasn't it done then? There is 

no answers for a lot of things. 

That's why tonight I'm hoping you can enlighten 

me so maybe I can believe something like this, because I 

have to believe. I don't believe it's possible. You 
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guys come up with different solutions, different way, 

different solutions. Did you guys really have a plan? 

Are you guys coordinating with the different agencies? 

Are you guys pulling the (inaudible), because when you 

guys are building this, there's a lot of places you guys 

gotta touch; a lot of different companies you guys gotta 

work with. Is there a coordination or is there anything 

that the City has, because so far the people haven't 

been told everything. 

TORU HAMAYASU: Next speaker is Michael Burton. 

- - - 000- - - 
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I MICHAEL BURTON: Hi, I'm Michael Burton and I 

1 just wanted to say that I do support the rail system. I 
I 
1 do see it's a necessary utility for the people who do 

travel into downtown to work. However, I'm also a 

resident of Salt Lake, and I just want to put my point 

across. 

One, Congressman Chachula is saying something 

about starting the project in, say, Aiea, and I agree 

with that because, after all, the Kapolei area is kind 

of desolate at this point and with the perspective of us 

running out of money through - -  in the project, because 

there hasn't been a hundred percent guarantee, that's a 

wise decision. 

Outside of that, I disagree with him with 

changing the route from Pearl Harbor - -  to change the 

route from the Salt Lake route instead of going down 

Pearl Harbor. I believe that the Pearl Harbor route is 

a waste of time and misuse of people's money, the 

public's money, because it's bypassing populated areas 

such as Salt Lake, Foster Village, and the industrial 

area right around the Bougainville area and, of course, 

it's gonna hit Salt Lake, but I feel that if the rail is 

routed where the public can take advantage of it, where 

it's convenient, you know, would be better use of the 

public's money. And that's all I really have to say. 
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Thank you. 

TORU HAMAYASU: The next speaker is Natlynn 

Cunningham. 
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NATLYNN CUNNINGHAM: Hi. I ' m  Natlynn 

Cunningham, and I live in the Royal Kunia area. I do 

not support the current rail system and do support the 

alternative currently being recommended to start closer 

to town from the Aiea/Salt Lake area. I believe that 

would generate more income while it's being built and 

support more ridership. 

My question to you, as I'm a budget officer and 

for many years, I'm looking at the Federal money that we 

have not secured yet, that we're gonna go and secure in 

2010. Suppose that we get it. The cost of the rail 

will - -  historically costs have tripled, quadrupled. So 

instead of costing $5 billion, it may cost us 

$15 billion or $20 billion by the time it's ready to be 

done. Where is the rest of that money gonna come from? 

How much is the Government support, the Federal 

Government? 

As I understand, the maintenance will be paid 

from the City's pot. Does anybody here think that we 

can afford to maintain the rail? Can we? I mean, every 

time we hit a pothole, I think people should think about 

it. Maintenance of the rail is way beyond what this 

city can support, and I don't want to see my children 

and my grandchildren have to leave Hawaii because the 

taxes are too high and they can't afford to live here. 
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It's already expensive. I mean, the future of our local 

people will be threatened by additional taxes. Thank 

you. 

TORU HAMAYASU: Next speaker is Eric Minton. 

- - - 000--- 
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ERIC MINTON: Aloha. I'm not really 

comfortable on this side of the microphone, but I am in 

support of a mass transit. I'm in favor of all forms of 

mass transit. I understand one thing Mayor Hannemann 

said, and I know he's right, steel-on-steel will be 

cheaper to maintain. But steel-on-steel is such a 

heavier train, and I have tried to get an answer from 

the various committees, what will the difference in 

construction costs be compared to the other forms 

against the maintenance? 

I have had had an opportunity to ride trains in 

many, many cities. I went to high school in New York 

City. I went to college in L.A. Business has taken me 

to Toronto and Montreal, all cities that have all kinds 

of varieties. My favorite system, which I really wish 

we were considering, is the monorail. It's the 

smallest, lightest structure. It blocks the last 

community, you know, last line, stuff like that. It's 

cheapest to build. 

But we'd better not do what we did, what, 2 0  

years ago and shoot ourselves in the foot, because if we 

don't get some form of really mass transit, we'll go no 

place. The island will die. It has to happen, a better 

transit system. I live 3 0  miles from this room. It 

took me an hour and 2 0  minutes to get here. I figured 
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it would only take 40, and that's after calling up the 

offices to get directions to get here. I don't know 

where this area is. The meetings closer to me are all 

on work days. 

So anyway, that's what I'm saying. I really 

hope that we look more at the monorail, but we cannot 

say no. Thank you. 

TORU HAMAYASU: Thank you. That's the last of 

the registered speakers. Is there anyone else present 

who would like to provide a comment on the project 

issues? You sure? With nobody else interested in 

providing a comment, I conclude this hearing at 6:29. 

Thank you for your time and interest in this project. 

(Meeting concluded at 6:29 p.m.) 
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GLENN OAMILDA: I'm opposed to the rail, as it 

is, the proposed city, simply because, No. 1, it's 

not environmentally friendly. In other words, 

it's concrete in the sky. And the highest point 

on that rail, the way they got it designed, is 

about a seven-story building, the highest point, 

80 feet. So I don't think that's environmental 

friendly. Plus, the condemnation, the city 

condemnation for people in Waipahu especially, 

where I'm from, and especially in Ewa Beach, I 

think it's going to do harm to the elders and the 

old people that have accustomed to living in this 

kind of environment. 

And the other thing, too, where the rail 

is going to start from, east Kapolei, it's ag. 

land. And I think that's No. 1 priority where we 

should preserve agriculture land. So that's where 

the start is going to be. Plus, not only that, 

the Ewa development plans does not call for a 

transit. The Ewa development plan does not call 

for a transit, a rail transit in the second city 

on the Ewa Plains, so that's why I'm opposed to 

it. Plus, I don't think it will relieve traffic. 

By 2030, they said it's going to be only 2 0 



percent reduction, 20 or 23 percent, and I think 

that's a small number. I think that's really a 

small number to be dumping all that money into a 

system that's going to be eventually borne on the 

public, the cost is going to be borne on the 

public. 

The other thing, too, is the maintenance 

of that system, I don't think the public is ready 

to maintain that system for the longevity of the 

rail, in perpetuity. And I don't think that's 

fair to have the public bear the cost of the rail. 

So those are the three things, and I'm 

really opposed to, No. 1, again, is the cost; No. 

2, is the environment; and No. 3, I don't think it 

will relieve traffic, you know, but what the 

alternative designation mitigation said it will, 

it would deter the traffic, I don't think that's a 

fair assessment. 

Plus, in this economic downturn, I think 

the money should be wisely spent on our roads and 

our sewer. The EPA has fined the city a billion 

dollars to upgrade the system, the sewer system, 

to complete the total secondary treatment, and the 

city have reneged on that idea. And of course the 

roads, the roads are critical to the communities. 



So those are the other things that I totally 

oppose to the rail. So, that's it. 

I was born and raised in Waipahu, and I 

now live in Ewa Beach. 

-000- 

MICHAEL BURTON: Well, first off, I just 

wanted to say that I do support the rail, and I 

think it's a necessary utility, you know, coming 

in from the corridor of Kapolei to downtown and 

onward to U.H. I was listening to a lot of talk 

radio in regards to changes that Councilman Djou 

was recommending, and he did say that he wanted to 

see the rail start, the project start somewhere in 

Pearl City-Aiea rather than all the way out by 

Kapolei, and I think that's a wise part, a wise 

insight on his part, because it's a better use of 

public's money. The reason why, is because from 

Pearl City going into town, that's where you pick 

up the majority of the riders. So with that, 

you'll get higher usage out of it, and as you 

build that portion and going into town, after you 

complete that, and hopefully you don't run out of 

money in the process because nothing has been a 

hundred percent guaranteed, after that portion is 

completed, then we can go back and finish the 



Kapolei and phase of the operation. 

The one thing I was in objection to, was, 

is routing of the rail through Pearl Harbor to the 

airport. I feel that it should go through Salt 

Lake, and the reason why, is because there's a 

dense population of people in the Salt Lake area 

and along that route, that can take better 

advantage of the rail, if was stopped, 

conveniently adjusted for them, to meet their 

needs. 

One of the things that I did notice in 

the Salt Lake route, is that there's only one 

stop, at Aliamanu, I believe that's what it is, 

Aliamanu-Salt Lake, that stop right there. 

Whereas the Pearl Harbor route has three. Now, in 

my opinion, if they decide to go with the Salt 

Lake route rather than the Pearl Harbor route, 

could one of those stops, the Arizona Memorial 

stop, be transferred over to Salt Lake, somewhere 

in between, I think it's Radford High School, 

Foster Village, put a stop right over there, 

that's the Bougainville industrial area, and then 

continue on to Salt Lake and then onward? Because 

that whole Foster Village is kind of left out, 

it's just passed over, with the rail, and I think 



with a stop in that area, it will better support 

the whole rail system. 

-000- 
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HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Good evening, 

I am Toru Hamayasu, the Second Deputy Director of the 

City and County of Honolulu Department of 

Transportation Services. I am the hearing officer of 

this public hearing for the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit 

Corridor Project. 

The purpose of this public hearing is to 

collect comments related to the proposed transit 

project regarding: the draft EIS; Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act process; Section 

4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act; 

right-of-way acquisition; and floodplains affected by 

the project. 

Public input can be made in four ways: 

1) Public spoken testimony to me here in the public 

hearing room; 2) if you do not wish to speak in 

public, an individual spoken testimony for the record 

can be made to the hearing recorder who is near the 

public involvement station in the public information 

area across the hallway; 3) written testimony may be 

deposited in the black comment box at this meeting, 

delivered to the Department of Transportation Services 

office, or mailed or faxed (808) 523-4730 to DTS by 

January 7, 2009; and finally, 4 testimony can be 
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submitted online by January 7, 2009 at 

www.honolulutransit.org. 

All comments and responses will be 

included in the Final EIS. Revisions to the EIS will 

be made as appropriate based on comments. The hearing 

procedures are as follows: 

1. Elected and public officials will be 

heard first. Persons desiring to testify should 

register at the entrance to the hearing room, and will 

be called in order of registration. 

2. Any individual may appear and speak 

for him or herself, or if duly authorized, for any 

local civic group, organization, club or association, 

subject to the rules provided herein. Speakers should 

give their name. If representing a group, this 

information should also be given. 

3. Speakers must limit their statements 

to three minutes. Additional prepared statements or 

literature pertaining to the project may be submitted 

at this hearing or by 4:30 p.m., January 7, 2009 to 

Department of Transportation Services. These 

statements will be made part of the official record if 

they include a legible name and address. 

4. For these hearings, all statements, 

oral or written, should be directed to the hearing 
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1 officer and must be related to the subject matter of 

2 the hearing. 

3 5. Each person speaking before the 

18:07:28 4 audience must do so at the floor microphone. We will 

5 call testifiers in groups of three to facilitate 

6 orderly progress. Please ensure you are in the 

7 hearing room at the time your name is called. A court 

8 stenographer will record and transcribe the hearing 

9 proceedings. If required, I will announce any other 

specific rules governing this hearing. 

6. As part of this public hearing 

process, the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Project 

team is not allowed to respond to any questions or 

concerns raised by the speaker. The project team will 

be available to address your questions in the project 

information area outside of this hearing venue. 

It is now 6:05 p.m. At this time T would 

like to begin the public testimony. The first 

testifier is Arnold Widder followed by Robert Wong. 
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MR. WIDDER: Mr. Hamayasu, since -- 

number 1, since the EIS draft concluded that the rail 

could -- 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Please state 

your name for the record. 

MR. WIDDER: Arnold E. Widder, 

W-I-D-D-E-R. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Thank you. 

MR. WLDDER: Number one since the EIS 

draft concluded that the rail would cut traffic by 

only 1 percent and since there couldn't be a worse 

time to burden local. taxpayers with probable increases 

to excise taxes to pay our billions of dollars of 

steel rail debt, I'm still against the rail system. 

15 I'm concerned that the expensive media advertising of 

18:05:30 16 how great t.he rail system was overwhelmed the voters. 

17 Number two, a vote was taken and seems to 

18 be irrevocable, however, I pray that the airport and 

19 UH will. be placed back into the original plans and 

20 Salt Lake will become the spur. The only reason why 

21 Salt Lake was submitted was because the Salt Lake 

22 Councilmember coerced the mayor to adopt it or lose 

23 the steel rail system that the majority of 

18:05:58 24 councilmembers did not originally want. 

25 Number three, has anybody publicly showed 
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1 concern that if Hawaiian bones are found in the 

2 pathways that it would greatly slow down the process. 

3 Number four, the Honolulu mayor is 

4 presently trying to get millions of dollars for very 

5 worthy public works projects. If the federal 

6 government gives Honolulu a major funding for our 

7 rail, I believe they will give us far less for our 

18:06:29 8 other community work projects which will probably go 

9 to other needy citizens. 

10 Thank you. 

To other needy cities. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: I'm sorry, 

13 would you like to state that so that she can hear it? 

14 MR. WIDDER: 1 think I said citizens. I 

15 meant cities, to go to other needy cities. 

16 1.IEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: The next 

17 speak, Robert Wong. 

18 

19 

2 0 

2 I. 

22 

23 

24 

2 5 
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MR. WONG: Good evening. That was fast. 

Thank you for the opportunity to listen to my 

comments. I appreciate everybody's work in putting 

all this information together. It's quite staggering. 

I did attend one town meeting with the mayor, so I'm a 

little bit informed but not quite totally. I've lived 

in New York City for almost ten years and I used the 

metro NTA, New Jersey transit path, metro north, and I 

have a degree in quality control, so I think it's -- I 

don't have actual experience in urban planning or 

transportation industry, but my theory kind of helped 

me formulate my thoughts. 

The mayor said that the system would be 

mostly built at elevation versus at grade as a result 

of public consensus, and they didn't want to sacrifice 

the existing lane or two to locate the train tracks, 

and he also signaled that the system would have to 

work with the bus authority in order to execute a 

smooth process getting people to and from the trains. 

I have two concerns that I would like to address. 

Based on what I've read in the newspapers 

and the web site, the total cost of the project seems 

to generate a lot of conflict, and I hear people 

saying that it's cost prohibitive versus the City 

government's position that the costs are manageable. 
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1 In any event, there's -- the amount of information is 

2 way too much, I think, for the normal citizen to 

3 process and digest. I would like to see a greater 

4 portion of the system be built at grade to bring the 

5 costs down and with the assumption that building it at 

18:08:58 6 grade is going to be more cost effective. 

7 A kind of contingent benefit, as I see 

8 it, to that using city or state roadways, particul~arly 

9 where four to six lanes exist in the same direction. 

10 So if you brought that down to two or three, you're 

18:09:28 1.1 going to force more cars off of the road. Of course, 

12 this is a consensus issue as well as a fiscal one, but 

13 I hope there can be some kind of compromise. 

14 The second thing is a little more 

15 important, and I -- 

(Buzzer sounds.) 

HEARING OFFICER NAMAYASU: Please 

18 summarize. 

19 MR. WONG: 1'11 send them in. 

20 Thank you. 

21 HEARING OFFICER 1,lAMAYASU: That's the end 

22 of the registered speakers. Anyone else who would 

18:lO:OO 23 like to provide comments on project issues? 

24 Please step forward, state your name and 

25 address for the record. 
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MR. HOLMAN: My name is Russell Holman 

and I have a P. 0. Box, 1201, Honolulu, Hawaii. I'm a 

transportation consultant. I'm sorry for not being 

prepared to have a written testimony, but I have a few 

concerns regarding the infrastructure needs since we 

are at the Bishop Museum today I'm more concerned 

about the alignment going through Dillingham. As you 

look at it, I notice there's a lot of utility poles in 

the corridor, some of these KV lines and all that. 

But in the process I know there is a lot of median 

work to be done when you're doing the fixed guide rail 

construction. Somehow if they can put those utility 

lines and telephone lines underground like some of 

these places like east Honolulu, I think that can 

beautify in terms of beautification of this 

neighborhood as well. Because when you're riding the 

bird's eye view in the fixed rail, you don't want to 

see all of these telephone lines, you know, with wires 

all the other stuff. And overall with the alignment 

if they can somehow get the utility lines as well and 

bring it underground, I think that might beautify the 

riders as well and the infrastructure needs. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER HAMAYASU: Anyone else 

wish to testify? Do you want to check outside, 
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1 Patrick? 

2 With nobody else interested in providing 

3 comments, I conclude this hearing at 6:12 p.m. 

4 Thank you for your time and interest for 

5 the project. 

6 (Hearing concluded at 6:12 p.m.) 
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STATE OF HAWAII ) 

COUNTY OF HONOLULU ) 

I, Nancy P. Blankenship, Certified Shorthand 

Reporter, in and for the State of Hawaii, certify that 

the foregoing proceedings were reported 

stenographically by me at the time and place 

indicated. 

Given under my hand on this the 29th day of 

December, 2008. 

Nancy P. Blankenship, CSR 8 4 5 9  

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
Honolulu, Hawaii (808) 524-2090 
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